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Abstract

Background: The Social gradient in Subjective wellbeing (SWB) exists in countries, and in
individuals, either rich or poor, and the pattern can be seen when looking at the factors of
Socio-economic Position (SEP) is a strong predictor of SWB and as well as a popular concept

in health and happiness research.

Aim: The main aim of this paper is firstly, to determine whether there are socio-economic
gradients in SWB, and secondly, to evaluate how are different socioeconomic variables are

associated with different measures of SWB.

Method: This is a cross-sectional study that uses data from a survey titled "People's Views
on Socioeconomic Position" that was conducted in three countries: the UK, the US, and
Canada. The main analysis was conducted by means of multiple linear regression analysis,
which was used to investigate the association of SEP with SWB, measured by four different
SWB outcome variables: Global life Satisfaction (GLS), Personal wellbeing index (PW1),
Job satisfaction, and Meaningfulness. Education, household income, relative income,
Childhood financial circumstances (CFC), father’s education, mother’s education, and being
born native along with demographic variables (age, sex, marital status, and country ) are the

independent variable.

Results: The four measures of SWB were significantly impacted by SEP. The relationship
between the four SWB measures with education, relative income, and childhood financial
circumstances all showed statistically significant associations. This indicates that higher
education, relative income, and CFC influenced SWB positively. Marital status was
significantly and positively associatied with SWB. The additional thing to note is, when
relative income is considered, the magnitude of the link between absolute income and SWB

broadly disappeared and turns insignificant.

Conclusion: This study reported indicates an existence of a social gradient in SWB. It was
noticed that education, relative income, CFC and marital status has the greatest influence on
SWB. Lower levels of education, low relative income, poor childhood financial
circumstances, and being single predict lower SWB.

Keywords: Social Gradient, Subjective Wellbeing, Socio economic Position, Personal

wellbeing Index, Global Life satisfaction, Job Satisfaction , Meaningfulness



ABBREVIATION

SWB Subjective Wellbeing

SEP Socio-economic Position

CFC Childhood Financial circumstances
GLS Global life Satisfaction

PWI Personal wellbeing Index
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1 Introduction

Well-being has long been thought to be necessary for the development and maintenance of
healthy and productive societies (1). In many context they use objective indicators of well-
being, such as income, literacy, and life expectancy, as well as subjective indicators, such as
how people perceive and experience life (2). This method of assessing perceptions and life
experiences is known as subjective well-being (SWB). Researchers, policymakers,
government statistical offices, the media, and the public all have been increasingly
interested in SWB (3, 4). SWB refers to how and what extent does a person assess his or her
own life and current situation (5). According to Robbins and Kliewer, SWB is the self-
evaluation of life satisfaction which involves a multidimensional evaluation of life, including
cognitive judgments of life satisfaction and affective evaluations of emotions and moods (5).
Diener, one of the leading scholars in SWB research, defines it as “a person feeling and
thinking his or her life is desirable regardless of how others see it”’(6). This definition
highlights the thinking and feeling dimensions of SWB e.g. health, work, family income or
people’s actual feeling, both positive feelings such as happiness and pleasure, or negative
feeling such as pain, worry and anger (6). SWB is most often thought of as having three
components: Frequent positive affect, infrequent negative affect, cognitive evaluations of life
satisfaction (7-9). In 1984, SWB was introduced as a measure of happiness and life
satisfaction (6). Since its origin, SWB has grown in popularity as a measure of overall life
satisfaction, happiness, and well-being. It is now commonly used in psychological research
(7)and as a measure of individual and and societal health (10). Data on group level SWB can
also be used to assess the effectiveness of various public health initiatives (11). The literature
on SWB is extensive and spread across a variety of fields. Based upon psychology and
public health literature, theoretical SWB studies fall into four major categories: fulfillment
and engagement theories, personal orientation theories, evaluative theories, and emotional
theories (11). Some economists use the term "SWB" as a synonym for "happiness,".
However, happiness is a narrower notion in psychology than SWB (7). Happiness is
typically delivered with SWB in literature, media,but both of these are widely regarded as the
primary affective component and with the concept that SWB encompasses more than just

happiness(12).



Socio-Economic Position (SEP)

The term "socioeconomic position”(SEP) refers to the social and economic factors that
influence the positions that individuals or groups hold within a society's structure (13). SEP
can broadly refer to an individual's or a group's position or class within a hierarchical social
structure, as well as access to material and nonmaterial resources (14). The concept of SEP in
epidemiological studies is commonly based on Karl Marx and Max Weber's social class
theories. Marx defined social class as a two-dimensional division between exploited workers
and exploiting capitalists, with an individual defined by their relationship to the means of
production(15). Weber defined social class as having power and prestige in addition to
property or wealth. He contended that owning property, such as factories or machinery, is
only factor in determining a person's social class (16). In sociology, terms referring to
socioeconomic circumstances, such as socioeconomic status, socioeconomic position, social
class, and social stratification, have various contextual meanings. In epidemiology, however,
these terms are frequently used interchangeably. All the terms mentioned above, as well as
related terms, are treated and interpreted as equivalent to socioeconomic position in the
current thesis. Education, income, and/or occupation are traditionally used to calculate SEP,
either together or separately(17). SEP is a strong predictor of life satisfaction and Wellbeing

(18) and as well as a popular concept in public health(13) .

1.1 Measuring Subjective well-being

Today, there is a growing interest in measuring and utilizing SWB for research and policy
purposes. According to the literature, SWB can be measured in three ways, life evaluation,
experienced well-being, and 'eudemonic’ well-being(19). When people are asked to provide
global assessments of their lives, SWB is measured as a life evaluation. Because of its
prevalence in several surveys, as well as its conciseness and appeal to policymakers, this
measure has been used most frequently in policy and/or research (20). In this study we used
two ways in which these feelings can be tapped They are: A single item question where
respondent asked to rate their global life satisfaction (GLS). This normally takes the form:
“How satisfied are you with your life as a whole?”” The second way is multi-item scales. This
approach adopts a domain-level representation of SWB. Here, individual items refer to

specific life domains (life aspects) and the scores are averaged to produce a measure of SWB.



Each of the seven domains (items) can be analyses as a separate variable, or the seven
domain scores can be summed to yield an average score as Personal Wellbeing Score ‘(PWI)’
score which represents one measure of SWB. In additional to the multi-items scale (PWI),
Job satisfaction and meaningfulness were other SWB measure. Job satisfaction measure was
created by the principal investigators of the project. This concept is based on the hypothesis
that the type of profession is a strong predictor of socioeconomic position (21). Job
satisfaction simply look at how people perceive themselves in the professional sphere.
Because of the reward in life satisfaction, it was worth to investigate its different facets and
their unique consequences. The meaningfulness measure is supposed to reflect eudaimonic
wellbeing. It was inspired by a question they use in the Norwegian Institute of Public Health
survey on quality of life, “Oppgi sveert pa en skala fra 0 til 10, der 0 betyr at du opplever det
du gjer som sveert lite meningsfylt og 10 betyr at du opplever det du gjgr som sveert
meningsfylt “(22). Which is very similar to the one in this study questionnaire for
meaningfulness. Thus, for this study, Global life Satisfaction (GLS), Personal wellbeing

Index (PWI1) , Job Satisfaction and Meaningfulness were the final four Measures of SWB.

1.2 Social gradient in subjective wellbeing

A number of evidence have shown the positive relationship between SWB and people's
social standing in developed societies(23) ,which is also known as social gradient in SWB.
The social gradient describes the phenomenon whereby people who are less advantaged in
terms of socioeconomic position have worse health and wellbeing than those who are more
advantaged. The social gradient exists in countries, or in individuals, either rich or poor (24),
and the pattern can be seen when looking at factors such as income, level of education,

(25). A social gradient is observed when a stepwise or decrease in SWB that comes with
decreasing social position is noted. This implies that as socioeconomical circumstances
improve, the chances of experiencing life satisfaction and pleasure increase. It is believed that
the nature of high-status work provides greater freedom and, as a result, greater well-being.
Higher SEP groups, possibly because of this association, have greater SWB than members of
low SEP groups (26). One obvious mechanism for the relationship between SEP and SWB is
that higher incomes associated with high SEP allow people to obtain goods and services that

improve their overall quality of life (27).



1.3 SWB across the countries

Although early research on SWB focused on individual differences (28), recent work has
examined differences in SWB between countries (29). Surveys of different countries have
revealed significant variability in the mean levels of reported SWB (29, 30) but the
explanations for this diversity have not been fully explored. It is possible that the differences are
entirely due to true variability in SWB, but it is also possible that the differences are due to self-
report measurement factors. Social, economic, and cultural characteristics of the nations may
cause difference in SWB. A study from the national differences found that ,the USA has higher
SWB based on its income per person (31). The interest in measuring SWB has grown in the
UK over recent years. According to quality of Life in Europe (2003-2007 ) survey, the UK
found someway down the ‘ranking’ around 7.5/10 of subjective wellbeing scores(32).

On most international surveys of well-being, Canada scores quite well. Canadians tend to
score quite well on surveys of life-satisfaction. Although rankings change with the type of
survey, the measurements used and the number of countries included. According to, UN
(Sustainable development solutions network) (2013), Canada is customarily among the top

ten of nations and often among the top five (33).

1.4 Determinants of subjective well-being

The main factors influencing SWB include socio-demographic traits, health and functioning,
social supports, religion and culture, geography and infrastructure, and socio-economic
variables(11). Personal elements, such as genetics and personality traits, play a significant
role in determining SWB (34). However, the main topic of interest in this study is socio-

economic variables.

1.4.1 Income (Absolute and Relative)

Longitudinal studies on Individuals' SWB in industrialized cultures have found decreases in
well-being alongside higher income (35). Economists' discoveries of positive relationships
between income and happiness, such as higher incomes allow people to purchase goods and
services that improve their quality of life(27, 36, 37). This is one obvious mechanism
underlying the relationship between SEP and SWB. People with higher incomes have better
standard of living, which in turns is associated with better SWB(9, 38, 39). There is an
overwhelming amount of evidence that shows a positive relationship between income and
SWB within countries(40) . Easterlin examined 30 cross-sectional studies conducted within

individual countries (41).



In a study, wealthier people were happier than poorer people in that country, and the
difference was often significant (42). At between-nation level, Inglehart & Klingemann
found a curvilinear relation(43) similar to that found for individuals (35), in which income
differences matter most to SWB at low levels of wealth and have a significant impact(44).
One explanation for why income matters most at low levels is that , increases at low levels of
income are more likely to be related to inherent human needs, such as food and shelter,
whereas increases at high levels of income simply lead to the purchase of more luxury items
(30) Once basic needs are met, income has limited effect (45) and SWB does not necessarily
rise with it. Although it appears that income and SWB are correlated (39) , debate has
focused on whether this relationship is relative (42) or absolute(46). Relative income, the
difference between an individual's income and the norm of a socially formed comparison
group, is also a factor in determining SWB. Yasar 2018-, considered relative income as that
of an individual relative to the average income of a given group(47). Rickardsson and
Mellander (2017) noted that such a group consists of the people closest to the individual (i.e.,
relatives and neighbors)(48). Easterlin (1995) emphasized that relative income is simply the
income of one person compared to that of others (49). He argued that it is not absolute
income that matters, but relative income, and thus social comparison (42).Some asserted that
both absolute and relative income may have an impact on SWB(48). One study found that,
the shifts in relative income have more favorable consequences, indicating that only relative

income or rank of income mattered (50).

1.4.2 Education

The use of education as a SEP indicator has its historical roots in the status domain of
Weberian theory(51) and it aims to capture the person’s knowledge related qualities (25).
Many studied have examined the association between income (or other economic variables)
and SWB including some education-related control variables, but few focus on the direct
effect of education on individual SWB and found correlations between them(52-55) .
Jongbloed (2018) , found that higher education was significantly associated with wellbeing
(55). One possible explanation is that higher education is associated with longer and
healthier lives, as well as successful marriages. However, one study found that, when income
and occupational position are taken into account, the advantages of education on SWB tend
to decline disappear or even become negative (56), i.e., the higher the level of education, the

lower the reported satisfaction level.



This is more difficult to interpret, but it may be consistent with the view that satisfaction is
determined by the difference between outcomes and aspirations, and that education raises
aspiration targets(57). The empirical evidence on the connection between education and
SWA, is limited, inconsistent, and poorly understood. While many studies use education as a
control variable in SWB models and thus report on associations between education and

SWB(55) few discuss on how these associations can be interpreted.

1.4.3 Childhood Circumstances

There is by now a substantial literature on the relationship between childhood circumstances
and later adult outcomes on wellbeing (58). Few studies highlight that the psychological well-
being of an older person can be a function of his or her childhood financial status and they are
also shaped by their parental education(59, 60). Evidence has shown childhood circumstances
as important determining factor of wellbeing in later life, with poorer outcomes among those
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds(60). During the transition period from childhood to
adulthood to old age, they evaluate their entire life and become dissatisfied with what they
have experienced in the past in the form of socioeconomic, cultural, and health changes (61).
Those who had adverse childhood experiences at higher rates found to have a lower life
satisfaction and lower well-being(62). CFC could therefore have an impact on an adult's
SWB. However, limited research has compared influence of childhood financial status on
well-being in later life. Also, the report on associations between parental education and

subjective wellbeing are few and limited discussion on how these associations are interpreted.



1.5 Background for the Master Thesis

Recent years have shown a growth of studies using various determinants of SWB (5), and
studies on SWB have become part of the larger academic area of quality of-life research(63) .
The use of these outcomes is practical for policy purposes. For example.- The world
happiness report 2016, highlighted that measurements of SWB can be used effectively to
assess the progress of nations(64). It allows researchers to investigate the factors that may
improve SWB. Even though most of the literature has been dedicated to the relationship
between SEP and SWB, the present study not only builds on previous research investigating
the relationship outcomes, but also aims to expand the scope of determinants by considering
the association of different SEP indicators, (for e.g., relative income and Childhood
circumstances variables) which were not frequently used with SWB. This paper examines
socio-economic gradients in SWB based on a survey on people’s views on socioeconomic
position from the UK, Canada, and the US. The survey was conducted in these three
countries with almost identical questionnaires (approximately N=1300 in each country
sample). The data materials are unique with the detailed information on both SEP and
SWB.The dataset contains a lot of socioeconomic information (such as education, income,
occupation, subjective social status), also on different measures of health-related behavior,

self-reported health, wellbeing, and the geographical origin of the respondents.

1.6 Aim of the study

The primary aims of the thesis were firstly, to determine whether there are socio-economic
gradients in SWB, and secondly, how different socio-economic variables are associated with
different measures of subjective well-being (GLS, PWI, Job satisfaction and
Meaningfulness). This specified in the following objectives:
o How is Income (Absolute and Relative) associated with four measures of SWB?
o How is Education associate with four measures of SWB?
o How is Childhood Financial Circumstance and Parental Education associated with
four measures of SWB?
o Is being born native in the country of residence associated with four measures of
SWB?



2 Methods and Materials

2.1 Study design

This is a cross-sectional study that used data from a survey titled "People's Views on
Socioeconomic Position™ that was conducted during the spring of 2020 in three countries: the
United Kingdom, the United States, and Canada. The three questionnaires are nearly

identical, but differ on a few points based on the American, Canadian, and British contexts.

2.2 Study Sample and Data Collection

A Qualtrics online survey platform was used to create an anonymous survey
(www.qualtrics.com). Cint (www.cint.com), a global panel company, selected the
respondents among its panel members. The target sample size was approximately N=1300 for
each country, composed based on demographic quotas to achieve representative sample (in
terms of age and sex distribution). Respondents from the UK, the US, and Canada agreed and
clicked the survey link. Panel participants were rewarded for their time and effort in

completing the survey when it was completed.

SEP- Data

us UK CANADA
n=1284 n=1288 n=1278
1 1 !

Male =626 Male =636 Male= 662
Female=658 Female =652 Female= 616

v \

<

Male =1924
Female =1926
Total =3850

Figure 1:Flow chart of the studied sample



2.3 Inclusion and exclusion criteria

To be included in the sample participants had complete all the question in the questions.
Respondents were excluded after they a) did not submit the survey or the sampling quota was
saturated, or b) did not meet quality criteria, such as spending less than 5 minutes on the
survey. After the exclusion, the sample sizes were 1284 in the US,1288 in the UK and 1278

in Canada.

2.4 Variables

2.4.1 Dependent Variable

2.4.1.1 Global Life Satisfaction

In this study, people were questioned on their level of global life satisfaction (GLS). This
phrase came from an international wellbeing group 2013 (Australian center on quality of life)
"When you consider your own life and personal circumstances, how satisfied are you with
your life as a whole?”. It measures how people evaluate their life rather as a whole than their
current feelings. Score ranged from “0” to “10”. Low scores reflect dissatisfaction, while high
scores are associated with high levels of satisfaction. The midpoint of the scale coded “5”

means “Neutral” or “not dissatisfied, neither satisfied (65).

2.4.1.2 Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI)

In this study, seven domains of wellbeing were examined as an index of seven items (listed
below). The seven domain scores were added together to produce an average score that
represents SWB (65).When asked to rate each domain satisfaction with life on a scale from
“0to 10”. The score in a scale represent in a same way as GLS.

Questions Domains

How satisfied are you with...?

1. your standard of living? [Standard of Living]

2. your health? [Personal Health]

3. what you are achieving in life? [Achieving in Life]

4. your personal relationships? [Personal Relationships]
5. how safe you feel? [Personal Safety]

6. feeling part of your community?  [Community-Connectedness]

7. your future security? [Future Security]



2.4.1.3 Job Satisfaction

In this study, job satisfaction was measured by the question - If you are currently in the
workforce: how satisfied are you with your Job? The response scale for this question ranged

from “0” to “10”. The score in a scale represent in a same way as mentioned in GLS.

2.4.1.4 Meaningfulness

In this study, meaning in life was measured by the question -Overall, to what extent do you
feel the things you do in your life are meaningful? Thus, the response scale for this question
was an eleven-point scale ranging from “0” to “10”. The score in a scale represent in a same

way as mentioned in GLS

2.4.2 Socioeconomic Variables

2.4.2.1 Education
Education was recorded based on the highest completed education level of a person. There
were four levels, - primary/secondary, Diploma, Bachelors, Postgraduates degree. For the

analysis ‘Primary/Secondary’ was used as the reference category.

2.4.2.2 Household Income

Income was recorded as the combined gross income of adults in the household, The variable
in this survey was recorded as a response to the question: Please tick the level that best
describes your pre-tax or gross annual income? There were 11 income brackets in the three
samples. For the analyses in this study, household income was regrouped into four
categorized as Low Income, Lower Middle, Upper Middle and High Income. For the study,

‘Low Income” was used as the reference category.

2.4.2.3 Relative income

For the relative income variable, the question asks If you were to compare your income with
the average income of other people that you would normally socialize with, would you say
your income is higher or lower and with the best possible five option like- Higher, slightly
higher, same, slightly lower, and Lower. For the analysis ‘Same’ was used as a reference

category.
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2.4.2.4 Childhood financial circumstances

The Childhood financial circumstances (CFC) variable was recorded as a response to the
question: ‘What was your family’s financial situation during your childhood?’, with five
possible responses: very good, good, neither good nor bad, difficult and, very difficult. For

this study “Very difficult” was used as a reference category.

2.4.2.5 Parental education

Parents’ education was recorded based on the mother’s and father’s highest completed of four
education levels, with the same categorization as for respondents’ own education level:
primary /secondary, Diploma, Bachelor, and Postgraduate. For the analysis

‘Primary/secondary’ is used as the reference.

2.4.2.6 Born Native

The Born Native variable was recorded as a response to the question: “Were you born in
UK/US/Canada? Depending on the country’s questionnaire’, with two possible responses:
Yes or No. Since the survey’s questionnaire did not specify whether those who were not born

native are immigrants, but for the analysis this thesis assume that this is the case.

2.4.3 Demographic Variables

The information collected as demographic variables include age, Sex, Marital status, and
Country of residence (UK, US, and Canada). Sex was recorded as Men and Women. Age was
grouped into five different categories: 18-22, 22-35, 36-55, 56-80 and 81+. This categorical
variable was used in the regression. The continuous variable of age was reported in the
descriptive statistics to give an overview of the included sample. Marital status was group
into five different categories: married/living together, relationship but not living together,
widowed, single and Divorced/Separated and unmarried. For the analysis in this study, it was

regrouped into a dichotomous variable as, in a relationship and single.

11



2.5 Statistical Analysis

Sample characteristics are presented with means, and standard deviation (SD) for continuous
variables and frequencies and proportion for categorical variables. They were reported for the
full sample by sex and by country. The distribution of the four SWB measure - GLS, PWI,
Job satisfaction and Meaningfulness were displayed using histograms and their means and

SD were made visible in the figure.

To investigate the association of SEP and SWB, multiple regression analysis was used for
each of the outcome variables. In Model 1, education, and household income along with the
demographic variables (age, sex, marital status, and country) were regressed on the four SWB
outcomes measures: GLS, PWI, job satisfaction and meaningfulness. Relative income was
introduced in Model 2. Childhood financial circumstances, father’s education, mother’s
education and born native were added in Model 3 as the complete model. Unstandardized
beta coefficient (1), confidence intervals (95% CI) and p-value were reported. F-test, R
square, R-squared change and overall p-value for total model were reported to observe the
change in variance as variable were added to the model. All statistical analyses were
performed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 25 for Mac (33).

2.6 Ethical aspects

The study was approved by the Monash University Human Research Ethics Committee

(project ID: 17490). The participants have given written informed consent.
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3 Results
3.1 Sample characteristics

Out of a sample of 3850 respondents, the average age of the study sample was 45.14 years
ranging from 18 to 82. There were 48.8 %(n=1878) men and 51.2%(n=1972) women in the
study. Regarding the country, the proportion of the UK, the US and Canada was almost equal
with 33.5% (n=1288) , 33.4% (n=1284) and 33.2% (n=1278) respectively. The details for
country specific sample Characteristics are found in Table 2. The most common level of
highest attained education is Bachelor’s degree in both genders with 34.6% in women and
34.2 % in men. While Postgraduate is the least common with 14.4 % in Women and 18.3 %
in Men. Among all, the largest proportion of the sample are in a relationship with 51%
(n=1005) Women and 50.8% (n=954) Men.

The highest level of household income is same in both genders. With the population of 37,6%
in women and 36% on men Upper Middle income took the highest place. The least
proportion of 10.5% women and 11% men falls on low Income categories. Similarly, Largest
number of people respond to the same level of relative income with 38,8% in women and
39.5% in men. The CFC, the largest population with 33.4% in women and 35,6% in men
reported that they had a good CFC. Equally important, the parents’ education, most
respondents reported that the highest attained level of parent’s education is
primary/secondary in the largest population at approximately 45%, followed by Diploma with
24.2 % in fathers and 27,3%in Mothers. The least number of parents has achieved the
postgraduate level, 11.8% in fathers and 9.1% in mothers. In respond to whether they are
born native, approximately 80-90 % the sample respond as a ‘yes’ in the respective three

countries’ samples.
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Table 1:Distribution of the study sample by sex

SEX
. Total Men
Variables n M/% | n M/% | n M/%
Age
Mean (SD) 45.14 (16.17) 45.14 (16.14) 45.14 (15.90)
Sex
Women 1972 51.2 1972 0.51
Men 1878 48.8 1878 0.49
Country
Canada 1278 33.2 616 48.2 662 51.8
UK 1288 335 652 50.6 636 494
us 1284 334 658 51.2 626 48.2
Education level
Postgraduate 628 16.3 284 14.4 344 18.3
Bachelor 1325 34.4 682 34.6 643 34.2
Diploma 1048 27.2 561 28.4 487 25.9
Primary/secondary 849 22.1 445 22.6 404 21.5
Marital Status
In a relationship 1959 50.9 1005 51.0 954 50.8
Single 1891 49.1 967 49.0 924 41.2
Household Income
High Income 1119 29.1 529 26.8 590 31.4
Upper middle Income 1417 36.8 741 37.6 676 36.0
Lower middle Income 900 23.4 495 25.1 405 21.6
Low Income 414 10.8 207 10.5 207 11.0
Relative Income
Higher 294 7.6 109 55 185 9.9
Slightly higher 696 18.1 322 16.3 374 19.9
Same 1506 39.1 765 38.8 741 39.5
Slightly Lower 709 18.4 413 20.9 296 15.8
Lower 645 16.8 363 18.4 282 15.0
Childhood financial
circumstances
Very Good 457 11.9 220 11.2 237 12.6
Good 1328 345 659 334 669 35.6
Neither good nor Bad 1137 29.5 574 29.1 563 30.0
Difficult 740 19.2 405 20.5 335 17.8
Very Difficult 188 4.9 114 5.8 74 3.9
Father’s Education
Postgraduate 455 11.8 220 11.2 235 12.5
Bachelor 722 18.8 352 17.8 370 19.7
Diploma 933 24.2 487 24.7 446. 23.7
Primary/secondary 1740 45.2 913 46.3 827 44.0
Mother’s Education
Postgraduate 351 9.1 187 10.0 164 8.3
Bachelor 657 17.1 339 18.1 318 16.1
Diploma 1051 27.3 503 26.8 548 27.8
Primary/secondary 1791 46.5 849 45.2 942 47.8
Born Native
Yes 3297 85.8 1671 84.9 1626 86.8
No 546 14.2 298 15.1 248 13.2
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From table 2, the average age of the study sample was 45.21 years in UK, 44.38 in US and
45.82 in Canada ranging from 18 to 82. The gender division in all three countries is nearly
equal. The reported education level is high in all three countries, although the UK sample has
relatively larger proportion of the respondent reporting the primary/ secondary level.
Approximately the half of the population are in a relation in all three countries.

Moving to the relative income, the largest population (39.8 % in UK, 39.1 % in US and
38.4% in Canada respond that they have the same level of income comparing to the most
people they socialize with. Regarding CFC, largest proportion with 31.4% in UK, 37.8%in
US, 34.3% in Canada respond they have "good” CFC. The largest proportion of both father
and mother have highest attainable level of education is primary/secondary in UK and
Canada with approximately 60% and 49%. while the largest proportion in the UK of both
father and mother have highest attainable level of education in bachelor with 31.5% in
Fathers and 35.3% in mothers. Moreover, in respond to the question whether they are born

within the country, 88.4 % were born in UK, 90% in US and approximately 80% in Canada.
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Table 2: Distribution of study sample by the three-country level (the UK, the US, and Canada)

Variable

UK

uUs

Canada

n=1288/33.5%

n=1284/33.4%

n=1278/33.2%

n M/% n M/% n M/%
Age
Mean/SD 45.21 (16.113) 44.38 (16.324) 45.82 (16.065)
Gender
Female 652 50.6 658 51.2 616 48.2
Male 636 49.4 626 48.2 662 51.8
Education level
Postgraduate 209 16.2 240 18.7 179 14.0
Bachelor 410 31.8 479 37.3 436 34.1
Diploma 256 19.9 384 29.9 408 31.9
Primary/secondary 413 32.1 181 14.1 255 20.0
Marital Status
In a relationship 709 55.0 570 44.4 680 53.2
Single 579 45.0 714 55.6 598 46.8
Household Income
High Income 306 23.8 360 28.0 453 35.4
Upper middle Income 589 45.7 418 32.6 410 321
Lower middle Income 283 22.0 337 26.2 280 21.9
Low Income 110 8.5 169 13.2 135 10.6
Relative Income
Higher 102 7.9 98 7.6 94 7.4
Slightly higher 218 16.9 242 18.8 236 18.5
Same 513 39.8 502 39.1 491 38.4
Slightly Lower 244 18.9 222 17.3 243 19.0
Lower 211 16.4 220 17.1 214 16.7
Childhood financial
circumstances
Very Good 147 11.4 167 13.0 143 11.2
Good 405 31.4 485 37.8 438 34.3
Neither good nor Bad 396 30.7 362 28.2 379 29.7
Difficult 275 21.4 209 16.3 256 20.0
Very Difficult 65 5.0 61 4.8 62 4.9
Father’s Education
Postgraduate 128 9.9 186 14.5 141 11.0
Bachelor 198 15.4 302 23.5 222 17.4
Diploma 241 18.7 405 315 287 22.5
Primary/secondary 721 56.0 391 30.5 628 49.1
Mother’s Education
Postgraduate 86 6.7 157 12.2 108 8.5
Bachelor 159 12.3 286 22.3 212 16.6
Diploma 268 20.8 453 35.3 330 25.8
Primary/secondary 775 60.2 388 30.2 628 49.1
Born Native
Yes 1137 88.4 1155 90.0 1005 78.9
No 149 11.6 129 10.0 268 21.1
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Distribution of the Outcome Variable

Figure 2 Global life satisfaction (GLS) Figure 3: Personal wellbeing Index (PWI)
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The figures present the histogram with the mean values for each SWB variable. figure 1
present the GLS, , figure 2 presents overall PWI, Figure 3 present the job satisfaction and
Figure 4 presents the Meaningfulness. The mean score of different measures of SWB seems

to be slightly on the upper middle range.
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3.2 Regression analyses

Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 shows the three regression models for each of the
outcome variables: GLS, PWI, job satisfaction, and meaningfulness. In model 1, the pattern
of association of education and household income with GLS (Table 3), PWI Index (Table 4),
Job Satisfaction (Table 5), and Meaningfulness (Table 6) is similar. There was a nearly linear
relationship between each increase in educational level, compared with the lowest education
level. The association with the four outcome variables indicated linearity also for household
income. In Model 2, relative income is added. With a higher relative income level, the
coefficients for the relative income categories steadily rise and fall with lower relative
income levels. This indicates enhanced GLS, PWI, job satisfaction, and meaningfulness with
higher relative income level. With all four outcome variables, the education coefficients
slightly decrease (remain significant) when including relative income. The association
between household income with global life satisfaction (Table 3), PWI (Table 4), and
Meaningfulness (Table 6) turn insignificant in Model 2. In case of job satisfaction, it is only

the upper middle level that is significant at 5% level (Table 5).

Model 3 additionally, include CFC, Father’s education, mother’s education, and born native
There was a positive but smaller association of education with all the four-outcome measure-
GLS, PWI, job Satisfaction, and meaningfulness. The education coefficients lightly decreased
(more than in model 2) but remained statistically significant for bachelor and postgraduate
level of education. The household income variable remains insignificant with GLS (Table 3),
PWI (Table 4), and Meaningfulness (Table 6) but with Job Satisfaction (Table 5), it is only
the upper middle level that is significant at the 5% level. CFC significantly contributed to the
prospect of reporting a higher GLS, PWI, job Satisfaction and meaningfulness. There was
nearly linear relationship between each increase in CFC level relative to very difficult CFC,
indicating that reporting better CFC is associated with all the four-outcome measures. In
the analyses of parents’ education, the father’s and mother’s education was statistically
insignificant with GLS (Table 3) and Job Satisfaction (Table 5) but mothers with a high level
of education (postgraduate) showed a statistically significant positive association with PWI
(Table 4) and Meaningfulness (Table 6). The born native is statistically insignificant with

every four outcome variables.
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Sex is statistically significant only with meaningfulness indicating that being female is
associated with higher Meaningfulness (Table 6). The reporting of GLS is significantly
higher only in the age group of (56-80) and 81+ (Table 3). The age group of only (56-80) is
significantly associated with the PWI (Table 4) and Meaningfulness (Table 6). However, the
three age categories (23-35), (36-55), and (56-80) have a positively significant association
with Job satisfaction (Table 5). Marital status is statistically significant, indicating that being
in a relationship is positive associated with GLS (Table 3), PWI (Table 4), Job Satisfaction
(Table 5) and Meaningfulness (Table 6). Moreover, the US sample dummy showed the
positive and statistically significant association (p<0.001) only with GLS (Table 3), PWI
(Table 4) and Meaningfulness (Table 6) relative to the UK sample. Whereas the Canadian

sample dummy was insignificant for all four measures of SWB.
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Table 3:Multiple regression analysis of predictors of global life satisfaction (GLS).
Unstandardized B with 95% CI.

GLOBAL LIFE SATISFACTION (GLS)

Explanatory Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables B (95%CI) B (95%CI) B (95%CI)
Education
(Ref: Primary/secondary)
Diploma 0.229** 0.149 0.121
(0.031,0.426) (-0.038,0.336) (-0.071,0.313)
Bachelors 0.498*** 0.308*** 0.265***
(0.306,0.690) (0.125,0.490) (0.071,0.458)
Postgraduate 0.728*** 0.405*** 0.326***
(0.499,0.956) (0.185,0.625) (0.095,0.558)
Household income
(Ref: Low Income)
Lower Middle 0.017 -0.168* -0.144
(-0.169, 0.203) (-0.346 ,0.010) (-0.0320,0.033)
Upper Middle 0.307*** -0.074 -0.044
(0.127 ,0.488) (-0.250,0.102) (-0.218,0.131)
High Income 0.555 *** 0.008 -0.004
(0.338,0.773) (-0.205,0.220) (-0.214,0.207)
Relative Income
(Ref: Same)
Lower -1.782%** -1.716%**
(-1.977, -1.586) (-1.912, -1.520)
Slightly lower -0.590*** -0.577***
(-0.773, -0.408) (-0.758 , -0.396)
Slightly higher 0.294** 0.236**
(0.109,0.479) (0.052,0.421)
Higher 0.818*** 0.604***
(0.555,1.082) (0.332,0.877)
Childhood financial circumstances
(Ref: Very difficult)
Difficult 0.548***
(0.226,0.870)
Neither good nor Bad 0.605***
(0.291,0.918)
Good 0.929***
(0.615,1.242)
Very good 1.372%**

(1.016,1.728)

Father’s education
(Ref: primary/Secondary)
Diploma

Bachelor

Postgraduate

0.053
(-0.135,0.241)
-0.094
(-0.314,0.125)
-0.151
(-0.419-0.117)




Mother’s Education
(Ref: Primary/secondary)

Diploma -0.126
(-0.307,0.056)
Bachelor -0.009
(-0.233,0.216)
Postgraduate 0.274
(-0.020,0.569)
Born Native -0.045

(-0.232,0.142)

Demographic characteristics

Sex
(Ref: Male)
Female -0.119* -0.009 0.007
(-.255,0.016) (-0.138,0.120) (-0.121,0.135)
Adge group
(Ref:18-22)
Age 23-35 -0.179 -0.050 0.021
(-0.447,0.090) (-0.304,0.205) (-0.233,0.274)
Age 36-55 -0.531*** -0.212* -0.113
(-0.791, -0.272) (-0.460,0.035) (-0.363,0.137)
Age 56-80 0.252* 0.581*** 0.712***
(-0.016,0.520) (0.326,0.837) (0.449,0.975)
Age 81+ 3.096 4.387** 4.524**
(-1.096 ,7.288) (0.419,8.356) (0.596,8.452)
Marital Status
(Ref: Single)
In a relationship 0.907*** 0.699*** 0.703***
(0.758,1.056) (0.557,0.841) (0.562,0.845)
Country
(Ref: UK)
us 0.243* 0.255*** 0.244***
(0.073,0.414) (0.093,0.416) (0.080,0.408)
Canada -0.031 0.011 0.005
(-0.201,.138) (-0.150,0.172) (-0.155,0.166)
Constant 5.96%** 6.383*** 5.627***
No. of observation 3842 3842 3842
R? 0.097 0.193 0.212
R2 CHANGE 0.096 0.019

Note: *** p < 0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1

Table 3, Model C indicated that relative income, childhood financial circumstances, and

marital status shows the strongest associations. The R-squared change is 0.019 after

controlling for demographics, education, and Income. Therefore, added variables explains an

additional 1,9% of the variance in GLS.
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Table 4: Multiple regression analysis of predictors of
(PWI).Unstandardized B with 95% CI.

personal wellbeing Index

PERSONAL WELLBEING INDEX (PWI)

Explanatory Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables B (95%CTI) B (95%CI) B (95%CI)
Education
(Ref: Primary/secondary)
Diploma 0.213** 0.137* 0.120
(0.045,0.382) (-0.021,0.295) (-0.042,0.282)
Bachelor 0.0506*** 0.327*** 0.288 ***
(0.343,0.670) (0.173,0.481) (0.125,0.451)
Postgraduate 0.728*** 0.423*** 0.343***
(0.533,0.923) (0.237,0.609) (0.148,0.537)
Household income
(Ref: Low Income)
Lower Middle 0.137* -0.023 0.001
(-0.021,0.296) (-0.174,0.128) (-0.147,0.150)
Upper Middle 0.405*** 0.055 0.084
(0.251,0.559) (-0.094,0.204) (-0.063,0.231)
High Income 0.617*** 0.106 0.095
(0.431,0.802) (-0.073,0.286) (-0.082,0.272)
Relative Income
(Ref: Same)
Lower -1.604*** -1.544%**
(-01.769, -01.439) (-1.709, -1.379)
Slightly lower -0.612*** -0.599***
(-0.766, -0.458) (-0.751, -0.447)
Slightly higher 0.308*** 0.250***
(0.152,0.465) (0.095,0.405)
Higher 0.786*** 0.569***
(0.564,1.009) (.0340,0.798)
Childhood financial circumstances
(Ref: Very Difficult)
Difficult 0.458***
(0.187,0.729)
Neither good nor Bad 0 .534***
(0.270,0.798)
good 0.849***
(0.585,1.113)
Very good 1.269***

(0.970,1.569)

Fathers’ education

(Ref: Primary/Secondary)

Diploma

Bachelor

Postgraduate

0.036
(-0.122,0.194)

-0.079
(-0.263,0.106)
-0.104

(-0.329,0.122)
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Mothers Education

(Ref: Primary/secondary)

Diploma -0.151*
(-0.304,0.002)
Bachelor 0.014
(-0.175,0.203)
Postgraduate 0.271**
(0.024,0.519)
Born Native 0.006

(-0.151,0.163)

Demographic characteristics

Sex

(Ref: Male)

Female -0.053 0.053 0.070
-0.169,0.063 (-0.056,0.162) (-0.037,0.178)

Adge Group

(Ref:18-22)

Age 23-35 -0.290** -0.172 -0.099
(-0.519, -0.061) (-0.387,0.043) -(0.313,0.114)

Age 36-55 -0.561*** -0.265** -0.159
(-0.782, -0.339) (-0.474, -0.056) (-0.369,0.051)

Age 56-80 0.051 0.359*** 0.495***
(-0.178,0.279) (0.144,0.575) (0.274,0.716)

Age 81+ 1.537 2.693 2.828

(-2.040,5.114)

(-0.659,6.045)

(-0.476,6.132)

Marital Status
(Ref: Single)

In a relationship 0.832*** 0.638*** 0.645***
(0.705,0.959) (0.517,0.758) (0.526,0.764)

Country

(Ref: UK)

us 0.206*** 0.216*** 0204***
(0.060,0.351) (0.080,0.353) (0.066,0.342)

Canada -0.033 0.008 0.006
(-0.178,0.112) (-0.128,0.144) (-0.129,0.141)

CONSTANT 5.924*** 6.331*** 5.508***

No. of Observations 3842 3842 3842

R? 0.113 0.223 0.248

R?change 0.11 0.025

Note: *** p < 0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1

Table 4, Model C indicated that relative income, childhood financial circumstances, and
Marital status shows the strongest associations. The R-squared change is 0.025 after
controlling for demographics, education, and Income. Therefore, added variables explains an

additional 2,5% of the variance in PW
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Table 5:Multiple regression analysis of predictors of job satisfaction. Unstandardized B with
95% CI.

JOB SATISFACTION

Explanatory Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables B (95%CI) B (95%CI) B (95%CI)
Education
(Ref: Primary/secondary)
Diploma 0.350* 0.237* 0.222*
(0.080,0.620) (-0.020,0.494) (-0.043,0.486)
Bachelor 0.769*** 0.510*** 0.444***
(0.508,1.030) (0.261,0.760) (0.180,0.709)
Postgraduate 1.224%** 0.778 *** 0.659***
(0.916,1.531) (0.481,1.074) (0.346,0.972)
Household income
(Ref: Low income)
Lower Middle 0.378*** 0.204* 0.236*
(0.125,0.630) (-0.039,0.448) (-0.005,0.478)
Upper Middle 0.728*** 0.283** 0.299**
(0.485,0.970) (0.046,0.520) (0.064,0.535)
High Income 0.960*** 0.262* 0.236*
(0.668,1.253) (-0.024,0.548) (-0.047,0.520)
Relative Income
(Ref: Same)
Lower -2.042%** -1.969***
(-2.312 ,-1.772) (-2.239, -1.698)
Slightly lower -0.778*** - 759***
(-1.026, -0.530) (-1.005, -0.513)
Slightly higher 0.655*** 0.576***
(0.407,0.902) (0.329,0.823)
Higher 1.343*** 1.104%**

(0.992,1.694)

(0.739,1.468)

Childhood financial circumstances

(Ref: Very difficult)

Difficult 0.489**
(0.044,0.934)
Neither good nor Bad 0.681***
(0.249,1.114)
Good 1.082***
(0.651,1.514)
Very good 1.396%**

(0.910,1.883)

Fathers’ education
(Ref: primary/Secondary)
Diploma

-0.052

(-0.308,0.203)
Bachelor -0.100

(-0.398,0.197)
Postgraduate -0.024

(-0.388,0.340)
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Mothers Education

(Ref: Primary/secondary)

Diploma -0.076
(-0.323,0.170)
Bachelor 0.218
(-0.086,0.521)
Postgraduate 0.382*
(-0.013,0.777)
Born Native 0.285**
(0.035,0.534)
Demographic characteristic
Sex
(Ref: Male)
Female -0.238* -0.081 -0.055
(-0.421, -0.055) (-0.256, 0.094) (-0.228, 0.118)
Age group
(Ref:18-22)
Age 23-35 0.450* 0.593*** 0.687***
(0.092,0.808) (0.253,0.933) (0.348,1.027)
Age 36-55 0.152 0.551*** 0 .707***
(-0.195,0.498) (0.220,0.882) (0.372,1.041)
Age 56-80 0.410* 0.852*** 1.041***
(0.044,0.775) (0.503,1.202) (0.682,1.400)
Age 81+ 3.351 4.905* 5.047*

(-2.071,8.773)

(-0.239,10.049)

(-0.050,10.145)

Marital Status
(Ref: Single)

In a relationship 0.697*** 0.429*** 0 .455%**
(0.495,0.898) (0.236,0.621) (0.263,0.646)
Country
(Ref: UK)
us -0.019 -0.013 -0.063
(-0.249,0.212) (-0.232,0.205) (-0.286,0.159)
Canada -0.026 0.026 0.036
(-0.256 ,0.204) (-0.193,0.244) (-0.182,0.254)
Constant 4.675*** 5.112%** 3.920***
No. of Observation 3517 3517 3517
R2 0.077 0.171 0.189
R?change 0.094 0.018

Note: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Table 5, Model C indicated that relative income, childhood financial circumstances and

Marital status shows the strongest associations. The R-square change is 0.018 after

controlling for demographics, education. and income. Therefore, added variables explains an

additional 1,8% of the variance in job satisfaction.

25



Table 6: Multiple regression analysis of predictors of Meaningfulness. Unstandardized B with

95% CI.

MEANINGFULNESS

Explanatory Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables B (95%CTI) B (95%CTI) B (95%CTI)

Education

(Ref: Primary/secondary)

Diploma 0.289*** 0.208** 0.169
(0.083,0.495) (0.010,0.406 (-0.035,0.373)

Bachelor 0.540*** 0.358*** 0.316***
(0.340,0.740) 0.165,0.551) (0.110,0.521)

Postgraduate 0.887*** 0.565*** 0.479***
(0.648,1.126) 0.332,0.798) (0.233,0.725)

Household income

(Ref: Low income)

Lower Middle 0.116 -0.032 -0.012
(-0.078 ,0.310) (-0.220,0.157) (-0.199,0.176)

Upper Middle 0.300*** -0.027 -0.011
(0.111,0.488) (-0.213,0.159) (-0.197,0.174)

High Income 0.550*** 0.043 0.029
(0.323,0.777) (-0.182,0.267) (-0.195,0.252)

Relative Income
(Ref: Same)
Lower

Slightly lower
Slightly higher

Higher

~1.507%**
(-1.714, -1.300)
-0.443%**
(-0.636, -0.250)
0.411%%*
(0.215,.607)
0.971%**
(0.692,1.251)

-1.463%**
(-1.671, -1.255)
-0.437%**
(-0.629, -0.245)
0.354%**
(0.159,0.550)

0 .748%**
(0.459,1.037)

Childhood financial circumstances

(Ref: Very difficult)
Difficult

Neither good nor Bad
Good

Very good

0.294 *
(-0.048,0.636)
0.350%*
(0.017,0.683)
0.672%**
(0.339,1.004)
0.992%**
(0.614,1.370)

Fathers’ education
(Ref: primary/secondary)

Diploma
Bachelor

Postgraduate

0.130
(-0.069,0.330)
-0.021
(-0.254,0.212)
-.095
(-0.379,0.190)
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Mothers Education

(Ref: Primary/secondary)

Diploma -0.146
(-0.339,0.047)
Bachelor -0.017
(-0.255,0.222)
Postgraduate 0.423 ***
(0.110,0.736)
Born Native 0.153

(-0.045 ,0.352)

Demographic characteristics

Sex
(Ref: Male)
Female 0.130* 0.235*** 0.253***
(-0.012,0.272) (0.099,0.372) (0.117,0.388)
Adge group
(Ref:18-22)
Age 23-35 -0.098 0.015 0.089
(-0.378,0.183) (-0.255,0.284) (-0.180,0.359)
Age 36-55 -0.303** -0.009 101
(-0.574 -0.032) (-0.271,.253) (-0.164,0.366)
Age 56-80 0.303** 0.612*** 0.753***
(0.023,0.583) (0.341,0.882) (0.474,1.032)
Age 81+ 2.264 3.407 3.562*

(-2.114 ,6.643)

(-0.795,7.609)

(-0.609,7.732)

Marital Status
(Ref: Single)

In a relationship 0.865*** 0.673*** 0.684***
0.709,1.020) (0.522,0.823) (0.534,0.834)

Country

(Ref: UK)

us 0.363*** 0.378*** 0.345***
(0.185,0.542) (0.207,0.549) (0.171,0.519)

Canada 0.036 0.077 0.085
(-0.141,0.213) (-0.093,0.248) (-0.085,0.256)

Constant 5.700%** 6.022*** 5.313***

No. of Observation 3848 3842 3842

R? 0.086 0.160 0.176

R? change 0.074 0.016

Note: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Table 6, Model C indicated that relative income, childhood financial circumstances, sex and
marital status shows the strongest associations. The R-square change is 0.016 after controlling
for demographics, education, and income. Therefore, added variables explains an additional

1,6% of the variance in meaningfulness.
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4 Discussion

4.1 Summary of main findings

The two main aims of the current study were to 1) determine whether there exist
socioeconomic gradients in subjective well-being (SWB) and 2) identify how various
socioeconomic variables relate to different measures of(SWB). The data materials is based on
an online survey on people’s views on socioeconomic position in Canada, the UK, and the
US. The major findings indicated that four measures of SWB- (global life satisfaction,
personal well-being index, job satisfaction, and meaningfulness) were significantly impacted
by SEP (education, household income, relative income, and childhood financial
circumstances). The relationship with the four SWB measure between education, relative
income, and childhood financial circumstances all shows statistically significant association.
This indicates that higher education, relative income and better CFC influenced SWB
positively. Marital status significantly and positively associated with SWB. The additional
thing to consider is, when relative income is considered, the magnitude of the link between

absolute income and SWB broadly disappeared and turns insignificant.
4.2 Interpretation of the results

4.2.1 Social Gradient in Subjective Wellbeing (SWB)

The social gradient is present in both rich and poor nations and individuals(24). This indicates
that the chances of experiencing better SWB increase as their circumstances improve.
Numerous studies have found a favorable correlation between a person's SEP and their SWB,
which is common in industrialized countries (23, 35). According to the current study's results,
there are noticeable social gradients in SWB that rise in magnitude from the lowest to the
highest SEP groups. From table 3 to table 6, associations between all the variables under
investigation are displayed. Numerous significant associations exist, with rising SEP being
favorably correlated with the measures of subjective wellbeing. The association between
education, relative income, CFC, and SWB are by far the strongest. Why is there a social
gradient in SWB? The sense of having control over life's events grows along with SEP (66).
Higher SEP can influence SWB directly through access to financial resources and indirectly
through the ability to access a variety of cultural and social resources. Indeed, people from
high social classes benefit from a variety of benefits, including increased influence, better

opportunities and better health (67).
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Considering these significant, it seems probable that individuals from higher SEP, would have
higher SWB. Thus, higher SEP is found to be linked to improved SWB (68-70), which

corroborates the results of this thesis.

4.2.2 Education

Few research has investigated how education and SWB are related (71-73). There have been
reports of a positive (74, 75), favorable only at moderate levels of education (76) neutral(77)
and negative (78-80) relationship with SWB. Education is positively correlated with SWB in
the current study, showing that higher levels of education relate to higher levels of GLS, PWI,
job satisfaction, and meaningfulness and this finding is corroborated by several studies (55,
75). The study’s results could suggest that education creates additional professional, social,
and financial options that improve people's SWB to explain this positive association.The other
possibility with education is, it raise income levels and it develop their identity and
encounter all aspects of society, all of which might impact their SWB (81). The relationship
between education and job satisfaction is interesting. According to Clark and Oswald (1996) ,
the reason why education and SWB are negatively correlated when it comes to job
satisfaction is that highly educated individuals have very high expectations from their work
(56). According to some studies, there is no overall correlation between education and job
Satisfaction, indicating that education does not guarantee access to fulfilling employment
(82). Contrarily, this research illustrates that, among all the other SWB measures, the data
indicate that ‘education has the strongest association with job satisfaction. A study found that
greater job resources (income, job autonomy, and job variety) were more likely to be found
among those with higher levels of education, and these resources were linked to lower levels

of job stress and higher levels of job satisfaction (83).

4.2.3 Income (absolute and relative)

Most people think that having money makes them happier. This study's key finding is that,
increasing absolute income has a beneficial impact on SWB as mention on other studies (84,
85). One of the most contentious topics in the study of SWB is the connection between
income and well-being (86-88) . Some claimed that SWB could be influenced by both
absolute and relative income, while others said that only relative income or rank of income
mattered (50).
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Although it has been argued that increases in income assist the poor meet their most basic
requirements, rising expectations and relative income gaps are expected to become more
significant in determining SWB as societies become richer (89). Similarly, the results of the
current study revealed, if relative income is considered, the magnitude of the link between
absolute income and SWB broadly disappeared and turns insignificant (Model 3). One
explanation why relative income took place over absolute is that individuals may base their
evaluations of life-satisfaction not on their absolute income and wealth but rather on relative
standing and social comparisons with other people(90). More likely, where they see
themselves standing on the income rank influence their SWB and larger relative income
greatly enhances one's SWB (76, 87, 91). Absolute income has been linked to increased social
tolerance and better health however relative income is critical to the happiness and well-being
(42). If a person’s incomes grow more slowly than others, then he/she could end up feeling

worse off, despite the increases in their absolute incomes.

4.2.4 Childhood financial circumstances

The effects of CFC are expected to last over time because they greatly affect early-life and
young adult outcomes, which are known to continue to have an impact on SWB (92). The
results of this study reveal that having better financial conditions as a child has a considerably
favorable impact on one's SWB, indicating that the negative influences on children persist
into later age. Previous studies support this conclusion (93, 94). Independent of one’s
education level or income, one’s financial situation during childhood has a long-lasting effect
on their SWB. Studies have found that in comparison to the general population, those who
experienced adverse childhood financial experiences such as early childhood poverty at
higher rates were found to have lower income levels, negative effects on adult education,
career opportunities, earnings, and work hours, (92, 95, 96) which could leads to lower SWB.
Additionally, according to a study, individuals with greater childhood SEP were more likely

to have strong social ties that improved SWB (95).

4.2.5 Parent’s education

It was confirmed that the importance of the mother's higher education (Postgraduates)
influenced PWI, Job Satisfaction, and Meaningfulness in a significant way. However, fathers'
education did not demonstrate any significant association with respondents' reporting of
SWB. This is consistent with the findings that the mother's education was more significant for
child’s wellbeing and health than the father's (97).
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4.2.6 Born Native

Some of the studies indicate that there are no significant well-being differences between
migrants and natives (98). Similarly ,in this study being born native as a predictor of SWB did
not get significant attention but there is some evidence indicating that immigrants often have
lower SWB than recently settled residents, which can be related to assimilation demands and
the accessibility of resources, but these disparities diminish with duration of stay (99, 100).

4.2.7 Demographic variables

Age, according to majority of the studies, is U-shaped relationship with SWB with a low
point occurring between the mid-30s and mid-50s (74). From young adulthood until midlife,
life satisfaction appears to decrease. At this point, it turns upward again (101). According to
several studies, (SWB) is either stable or growing as people get older (102) . Older persons
reported greater satisfaction in every domain except health(103). Similar tendencies claims
are made for GLS, PWI, and meaningfulness in this study. Other studies indicate a gradual
increase in satisfaction with age, but it appears that young people are more sensitive to both
positive and negative emotions (104). Thus, while older people prefer to see younger self life
favorable, young people appear to feel higher levels of happiness(105). There is general
agreement that strong SWB in older people is mostly the product of adaptability, emotional
control, and accommodating methods like reducing goals and modifying aspirations to the
current condition (106). In the current study, it is found that age group exhibits a considerable
positive relationship with Job satisfaction. A study found that older workers tend to have
higher job satisfaction, which may be attributable to the benefits of having a lengthy career,
such as better pay, better benefits, and success at work(107). Studies that focused on sex
produced conflicting findings; for instance, being a woman was found to be both favorably
(108, 109) and negatively (110, 111) related with SWB. However, there is widespread
agreement that women are more likely than men to experience strong affective reactions
because they express more negative and positive feelings than men do in comparable
circumstances (112, 113). In this study, Sex did not significantly associate with respondents’
reports of SWB, excepts for meaningfulness, for which there was a positive association for
women. According to Schnell (2020), the sources of meaning for men and women differed in

their emphasis on self-development and self-assertion (114).
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Marriage often provides emotional, social, and financial support amongst couples, increasing
their satisfaction (115) . It could also be viewed as a suitable way of expressing one's social
and personal position (116). In the current study, being in a relationship was significantly
associated with SWB as in other studies (117). In terms of country dummies, the respondents
from the US demonstrated a positive association with PWI, meaning fulness, and GLS
relative to the UK sample. However, the results indicate that there is not so remarkable
difference between the respondent of three countries in terms of association with subjective
wellbeing. These three wealthier nations are possibly driven by similar human rights,
individualism, national features. As it is commonly accepted that SWB of nation is driven by
these factors and more over the social equality, social trust, and quality governance (system of
governing) (31). The prospect of reverse causality exists. For instance, decreases in SWB
could result in political change in a country (118), or better SWB could lead to economic
growth(119).

4.3 Strengths and Limitations of the Study

4.3.1 Strengths

The major strength of this study is that the questionnaire asked a range of questions that are
commonly available in surveys, for example: the magnitude of the socioeconomic variable
that are not necessarily covered in another questionnaire. This thesis also contains the
information from three countries (the UK, the US and Canada) so that it provides the
opportunity to observe the difference in SEP and they influence their SWB depending on their
country of residence. Another strength of the study is the outcome variable "SWB". The study
used the broad approach for measuring SWB, which include range of perspective. The GLS,
PWI, meaningfulness” and work-related wellbeing i,e, Job Satisfaction It is people’s own
views that are the subject of interest. Lastly, the data set is generated from survey platform

that was design to limit the number of missing values.

4.3.2 Limitations

Firstly, the limitations of this master's thesis study are primarily related to the study design.
Cross-sectional studies assess exposure and outcome at the same timepoint, making any
temporal relationship impossible to draw (120). As a result, establishing cause and effect for
the association between SEP and SWB or other factors for this type of study is impossible.
Even if an association is discovered, there will be no proof that the exposure caused the

outcome.
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Secondarily, this is based on self-report data. People are often biased when they report on
their own experiences especially recall and misclassification bias might be an issue affecting
the results. For e.g.-CFC, the participants to answer based on thoughts from long period of
time. The current mood and circumstances affecting the individual study participant in the
time of answering the questionnaire could affect and skew the results and therefore not give a
true estimate for the point of time. Many individuals are either consciously or unconsciously
influenced by "social desirability”(121). That is, they are more likely to report experiences
that are socially acceptable or preferred. For e.g.- income often inflated when low and
deflated. Thirdly, the numerical scales also can be inexact and subject to individual

inclination to give an extreme or middle response to all questions. Lastly, the sample size here
are quite small, and there are so many other factors that these samples probably do not pick up
on (e.g., lifestyle factor), it is risky to boldly state that we can generalize the results for the

entire population of the US, the UK and Canada.

4.4 Implication of the research

The aims of this master’s thesis project were to explain and investigate the social gradient in
SWB and - how socioeconomic variables and SWB are related. It is hoped that these findings
will help with continued efforts to gather and examine as much information as possible about
SEP and SWB. This study indicated social gradients in SWB, for those with higher education,
higher relative income, and better CFC, the higher the SWB." However, such study design
did not allow for an explanation of why such a gradient existed. A longitudinal study design
will more accurately reflect the impact of SEP, as well as the effects of SEP on individuals'
SWAB at various time points throughout their lives. Future research should also investigate
other social factors that can influence SWB, such as community services and social support.
This study confirmed earlier studies of a link between SEP and SWB (23, 35). Given the goal
of reducing social inequalities in SWB, more research on the causal mechanisms is required.
Furthermore, this research has some practical implications. The gradients discovered in this
study imply that the most important question is what causes wellbeing inequality at the
individual level, and what can be done to reduce it. Social inequalities in SWB are
unavoidable. However, individual, regardless of SEP, should have equal opportunities for
SWB and steps should be taken to reduce them to the greatest extent possible. This study
suggests that we should pay closer attention to children from low-income families to
emphasize the consequences of lower SWB since, adult SWB may be influenced by CFC
(122).
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It is critical to provide financial assistance to their families to ensure their basic living
security. From a public health standpoint, efforts such as reducing social position in the
population through more stringent progressive taxation are critical for reducing differences in
SWB. Increasement in financial and social security rates are some other ways to deal with
income gradient. Invest more resources in low-income, underfunded schools to increase
educational equality. Supporting an economy that raises taxes on the wealthy will allow for
adequate support and funding of public sectors such as public education and assistance to

low-income families.
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5 Conclusion

This study reported and explained social gradients in SWB. The discovery indicates an
existence of a social gradient in SWB. It was noticed that education, relative income, CFC,
and marital status have the greatest influence on SWB. Lower levels of education, low

income, poor childhood financial circumstances, and being single predict lower SWB.

Future research should concentrate on conducting longitudinal study which will more
accurately reflect the impact of childhood socioeconomic conditions, as well as the effects of

SEP on individuals' SWB at various time points throughout their lives.
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7 Appendices

7.1  Appendix 1: Questionnaire UK

MONASH
% University

G\

& %/
Q@
A

Default Question Block

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Project ID: 17490

Project title: Investigating people’s views on socio-economic position

Associate Professor Gang Chen
Centre for Health Economics
Monash University, Australia

Phone: +61 39905 0502; 0425 811 029
Email: gang.chen@monash.edu

Department of Community Medicine

University of Tromsa, Norway

Professor Jan Abel Olsen

Phone: +47 7764 4832
Email: jan.abel.olsen@uit.no

ou are invited to take part in this study. Please read this Explanatory Statement in ful

before

deciding whether or not to participate in this research. If you would like further information regarding

any aspect of this project, you are encouraged to contact the researchers via the phone numbers or

email addresses listed above.
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What does the research involve?

People differ in terms of their socio-economic position in society. Positions in society is often
associated with individual's education, occupation and income. The relative importance of these
factors may differ across cultures and countries. The purpose of this study is to find out what factors

you think determine a person’s socio-economic position, or their status in society.

If you are willing to help us with this research project, we would be grateful for your assistance with
completing an online questionnaire. The questionnaire contains three main sections. Section A
involves a series of pairwise comparison tasks to understand participants’ preferences on how
education, occupation and income determine a person’s socio-economic position in society. Section B
contains validated instruments measuring participants’ own health and subjective wellbeing. Second
C contains participants’ personal backgrounds. We expect that this questionnaire will take no more

than 20 minutes to complete.
Please note that the survey is compatible for PC and laptops only (and not mobiles).

Why were you chosen for this research?
You have been invited because we would like to understand and compare the views held by

representative samples of people from different countries.

You have been contacted by your panel company. The company is sending you this questionnaire
based on the information you have provided. The researchers do not have access to your personal
information.

Source of funding
The project is being funded by the University of Tromsg in Norway, and Monash University in
Australia.
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Consenting to participate in the project and withdrawing from the research

Following the online informed consent, you indicate that you understand the information and that you
give your consent to participate in this research project. Participation in this study is voluntary and you
may refuse to answer any questions or withdraw at any time. However, after submitting the survey
online, you will not be able to revise the result or withdraw from the study since all responses will be
anonymised.

All information collected will remain confidential and seen only by the researchers involved.

Participants will not and could not be identified in any publication.

Possible benefits and risks to participants

There is unlikely to be any direct benefit to you personally from taking part in this study.

We do not anticipate that you will be exposed to any risk by taking part in this study. The methods we
used to understand your preferences have been used widely in other contexts. However, some
people could find answering some of the questions uncomfortable. If this happens you may choose to

withdraw from the study at any stage.

Payment

You will be reimbursed by your panel company.
Confidentiality

The online survey responses will be transferred to a secure password protected spreadsheet, the
password being known only to the chief investigators working on the project and their nominated staff.
All responses will be anonymised. You will not be identifiable by name in any presentation or
publication arising from the results of the survey.

Storage of data

All the information collected by the project will be stored on the Monash University server and
University of Troms@ server and on computers in locked offices at the Centre for Health Economics at
Monash University and Department of Community Medicine at University of Tromsg. The data will be
kept for 10 years from publication. After this time the information will be destroyed by Monash

University and University of Tromsg.

Associate Professor Gang Chen

Monash University
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Results

The results of this study will be submitted for presentations in conferences and for publication in
research journals. You will not be provided with the results of the study since all responses will be
anonymised.

Complaints
Should you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of the project, you are welcome to
contact the Executive Officer, Monash University Human Research Ethics Committee (MUHREC):

Executive Officer
Monash University Human Research Ethics Committee (MUHREC)
Room 111, Chancellery Building D,
26 Sports Walk, Clayton Campus
Research Office
Monash University VIC 3800

Tel: +61 3 9905 2052 Email: muhrec@monash.edu Fax: +61 3 9905 3831

Thank you,

Professor Jan Abel Olsen

University of Tromso
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CONSENT FORM

Project ID: 17490
Project title: Investigating people’s views on socio-economic position

Chief Investigator: Associate Professor Gang Chen & Professor Jan Abel Olsen

| have been asked to take part in the Monash University and University of Tromsg research project
specified above. | have read and understood the Explanatory Statement and | hereby consent to

participate in this project.

» | understand that my participation is voluntary, and that | can withdraw at any stage of the
project without being penalised or disadvantaged in any way. However, after submitting the
survey online, you will not be able to revise the result or withdraw from the study since all
responses will be anonymised.

» | understand that any information | provide is confidential, and that no information that could
lead to the identification of any individual will be disclosed in any reports on the project, or to

any other party.

+ | understand that data from this online survey will be kept in a secure storage and accessible

to the research team.

| AGREE TO PARTICIPATE I DO NOT AGREE TO PARTICIPATE

O O
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3/21/2020 Qualtrics Survey Software

Section B — Your personal wellbeing and health

The following nine questions ask how satisfied you feel, on a scale from zero to 10. Zero means you

feel no satisfaction at all and 10 means you feel completely satisfied.

B1

B1.1. “Thinking about your own life and personal circumstances, how satisfied are you with your life

as a whole 7’

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

0
o O O 0 O O o o 0o OO o

B1.2. "How satisfied are you with your standard of living ?”

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

0 1 2 3 6 7 8 9 10

4 5
O O O 0O 0O 0O o o o o o

B1.3. “How satisfied are you with your health ?”

No

satisfaction Completely

at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

©c 0 0O 0 o o o o o O o

B1.4. “How satisfied are you with what you are achieving in life ?”

No

satisfaction Completely

at all Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

O 0O O 0O 0O O o o o o o

B1.5. “How satisfied are you with your personal relationships ?”
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3/21/2020 Qualtrics Survey Software

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

0 1 2 3 7 8 9 10

4 5 6
O 0 0 o0 o0 o o 0O o O o

B1.6. “How satisfied are you with how safe you feel ?”

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

O 0O 0o 0o OO oo o o

B1.7. “How satisfied are you with feeling part of your community ?”

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

0 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10

6
O 0 00 0 o 0O o O O O

B1.8. “How satisfied are you with your future security ?”

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

0 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8 9 10

O 0O 0o 0 o 0 o O o0 o

B1.9. If you are currently in the workforce: How satisfied are you with your job ?

No
satisfaction Completely
at all Satisfied

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

O 0O 0 0o 0o 0 o o o

B1.10. Overall, to what extent do you feel the things you do in your life are meaningful ?

Not at all Completely
worthwhile Worthwhile

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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3/21/2020 Qualtrics Survey Software

Section C - Personal background

Finally, we would like to ask some questions about your background:

C1. Your are

O Female

O Male

C2. Your age: (years)

C3. Which of these best describes your current marital status?

O Married/living together

O In a relationship, but not living together
O Widowed

QO Single

Divorced/Separated

C11. Please choose the level that best describes your own education:

O Postgraduate Degree

O Bachelor Degree

O Certificate or Diploma

O Primary or Secondary School
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Q
)

. Please tick the level that best describes your pre-tax or gross annual household income:

£ 150,001 or more

£ 100,001 — £ 150,000
£70,001 — £100,000
£ 50,001 — £70,000

£ 40,001 — £50,000

£ 30,001 — £40,000

£ 20,001 — £ 30,000
£15,001 — £20,000
£10,001 — £15,000

£ 5,001 — £10,000

O0O0O0O0000O0

C17. If you were to compare your income with the average income of other people that you would
normally socialize with (e.g. friends, colleagues, neighbours), would you say your income is higher or

lower:

O Higher

QO Slightly higher
O About the same
QO Slightly lower
QO Lower

C21. How was your family’s financial situation during your childhood?

O Very good

O Good

QO Neither good nor bad
O Difficult

QO Very difficult

https://monash.az1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveylD=SV_07o0qNezyMTvC6sB&ContextLibrarylD=... 5 /66
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C22. What is/was your father’s highest education level?

@) Postgraduate Degree

QO Bachelor Degree

Q Certificate or Diploma

QO Primary or Secondary School

C23. What is/was your mother’s highest education level?

@) Postgraduate Degree

QO Bachelor Degree

Q Certificate or Diploma

QO Primary or Secondary School

C26. Were you born in UK?

O Yes
O No

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey!

Powered by Qualtrics

https://monash.az1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveylD=SV_07o0qNezyMTvC6sB&ContextLibrarylD=... 5 /66
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