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Abstract: Older adults face particular risks of exclusion from social relationships (ESR) and are es­
pecially vulnerable to its consequences. However, research so far has been l imited to specific d i ­
mensions, countries, and time points. In this paper, we examine the prevalence and micro- and 
macro-level predictors of ESR among older adults (60+) using two waves of data obtained four years 
apart across 14 European countries i n the Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement i n Europe 
(SHARE) . We consider four ESR indicators (household composition, social networks, social oppor­
tunities, and loneliness) and l ink them to micro-level (age, gender, socioeconomic factors, health, 
and family responsibilities) and national macro-level factors (social expenditures, unmet health 
needs, individual ism, social trust, and institutional trust). Findings reveal a northwest to southeast 
gradient, w i t h the lowest rates of ESR i n the stronger welfare states of Northwest Europe. The high 
rates of ESR in the southeast are especially pronounced among women. Predictably, higher age and 
fewer personal resources (socioeconomic factors and health) increase the risk of all ESR dimensions 
for both genders. Macro-level factors show significant associations w i t h ESR beyond the effect of 
micro-level factors, suggesting that national policies and cultural and structural characteristics may 
play a role i n fostering sociability and connectivity and, thus, reduce the risk of ESR i n later life. 
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1. Introduction 

C o m b a t t i n g o ld-age socia l e x c l u s i o n is a major target i n E u r o p e a n p o l i c y [1]. Soc ia l 
e x c l u s i o n is m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l , c o v e r i n g m u l t i p l e d o m a i n s of l i fe , a n d a centra l c o m p o ­
nent relates to e x c l u s i o n f r o m soc ia l re lat ions (ESR). E S R is m u l t i f a c e t e d i n nature a n d can 
be u n d e r s t o o d as a s i t u a t i o n of b e i n g soc ia l ly a n d e m o t i o n a l l y d i s c o n n e c t e d f r o m soc ia l 
re lat ions , w i t h b o t h objective a n d subjective c o m p o n e n t s to its c o n s t r u c t i o n a n d mani fes ­
ta t ion [2]. W h i l e objective E S R can be d e s c r i b e d as h a v i n g a l i m i t e d soc ia l n e t w o r k , infre ­
quent socia l in terac t ion , o r l ack of p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n soc ia l ac t iv i ty , subjective E S R c a n be 
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charac ter ized b y a p e r c e i v e d lack of c o m p a n i o n s h i p or feel ings of lonel iness [2]. These are 
o v e r l a p p i n g yet d is t inct d i m e n s i o n s , as o l d e r m e n a n d w o m e n m a y be soc ia l ly i so la ted 
but not feel l o n e l y , a n d v ice versa . B e i n g soc ia l ly connec ted is a u n i v e r s a l bas ic h u m a n 
n e e d [3], a n d not b e i n g connec ted has m a n i f o l d consequences for the p e r s o n as w e l l as for 
society as a w h o l e [4]. B o t h objective a n d subjective c o m p o n e n t s of E S R h a v e b e e n con­
sistent ly a n d qui te e q u a l l y associated w i t h p h y s i c a l a n d m e n t a l h e a l t h a n d m o r t a l i t y for 
b o t h genders [5-7]. Therefore , i d e n t i f y i n g k e y r i s k factors that p r e d i c t objective a n d sub­
jective outcomes of E S R across a l l its d i m e n s i o n s is c r i t i ca l for u n d e r s t a n d i n g a n d prevent ­
i n g this f o r m of d i s a d v a n t a g e a n d g u i d i n g the m o d e a n d t i m i n g of poss ib le in tervent ions 
for o l d e r m e n a n d w o m e n . 

H o w e v e r , c o m p a r e d to the b u r g e o n i n g l i terature o n m a t e r i a l a n d f i n a n c i a l e x c l u s i o n , 
espec ia l ly a m o n g c h i l d r e n a n d y o u n g adul t s , l i t t le a t tent ion has b e e n p a i d to c o m p r e h e n ­
s ive f o r m s of soc ia l d i s a d v a n t a g e , s u c h as E S R , for o l d e r age g r o u p s . T h i s def ic i t is sur­
p r i s i n g for at least t w o reasons. First , E S R is c lose ly a l i g n e d w i t h the p o l i c y a i m to combat 
o l d e r age i s o l a t i o n a n d lonel iness e v i d e n t i n m a n y E u r o p e a n states. Second, for o l d e r 
adul t s , E S R is p o s s i b l y m o r e re levant t h a n other measures of d e p r i v a t i o n : it is the f o r m of 
e x c l u s i o n that has b e e n s h o w n to increase the m o s t i n later l i fe [8], w i t h consequences for 
people ' s capac i ty to m a i n t a i n i n d e p e n d e n c e a n d w e l l - b e i n g , a n d to o v e r c o m e other f o r m s 
of d i s a d v a n t a g e i n o l d e r age [9]. Increased preva lence a m o n g o l d e r m e n a n d w o m e n m a y 
also reflect a n a c c u m u l a t i o n of c o n t r i b u t i n g factors across the l i fe course, c o m b i n e d w i t h 
f e w e r o p p o r t u n i t i e s to b u i l d n e w r e l a t i o n a l ties [1]. 

W i t h i n the extant l i terature o n E S R , three cr i t i ca l gaps c a n be i d e n t i f i e d . F irs t , f e w 
studies h a v e a d o p t e d a m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l a p p r o a c h to e x c l u s i o n i n the soc ia l d o m a i n , b u t 
ins tead , a n a l y z e d either dis t inct d i m e n s i o n s of E S R (such as lonel iness) or a compos i te 
i n d e x score [2,10]. S tudies suggest that a m o n g o l d e r adul t s , age is negat ive ly re la ted to 
some d i m e n s i o n s of socia l connectedness (e.g., n e t w o r k s ize a n d l i v i n g w i t h a partner) , 
but p o s i t i v e l y re la ted to others ( s o c i a l i z i n g w i t h ne ighbors a n d v o l u n t e e r i n g ) [2,10]. A 
m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l a p p r o a c h p r o m o t e s h o l i s t i c u n d e r s t a n d i n g s p r e c l u d e d i n the analys is 
of one or t w o s u b - d i m e n s i o n s , a n d a n absence of s u c h a n a p p r o a c h f u n d a m e n t a l l y reduces 
the capaci ty to i d e n t i f y the m u l t i p l e m o d e s a n d t i m i n g of necessary i n t e r v e n t i o n s . F u r ­
thermore , a l t h o u g h i t p r o m o t e s p a r s i m o n y , a d i s a d v a n t a g e of a n i n d e x is that scores— 
other t h a n the t w o extremes ( h i g h or l o w o n a l l c o m p o n e n t s ) — a r e h a r d to interpret a n d 
obscure i n f o r m a t i o n that m i g h t be re levant s u c h as h o w di f ferent d i m e n s i o n s m a y relate 
to each other. E S R is a w i d e - r a n g i n g a n d c o m p l e x p h e n o m e n o n a n d is therefore not easy 
to represent w i t h a s ingle f i g u r e [1]. A d d i t i o n a l l y , f r o m a p r a g m a t i c perspect ive , there are 
potent ia l p i t fa l l s i n d e v e l o p i n g rules for aggregat ion a n d w e i g h t i n g of d a t a a n d p r o b l e m s 
w i t h var ia t ions i n the q u a l i t y a n d a v a i l a b i l i t y of a p p r o p r i a t e d a t a [11,12]. The c o m p l e x i t y 
of re la t iona l d i m e n s i o n s , a n d of the processes a n d experiences that i n f l u e n c e these d i m e n ­
sions, h i g h l i g h t s the n e e d for m o r e c o m p r e h e n s i v e f o r m s of analys is of socia l d e p r i v a t i o n . 

Second, f e w studies interrogate the ro le of gender i n m u l t i f a c e t e d f o r m s of E S R i n 
later l i fe . D o i n g so is of f u n d a m e n t a l i m p o r t a n c e as the di f ferent l i fe -course trajectories of 
m e n a n d w o m e n m a y l e a d to di f ferent r i sks for the di f ferent d i m e n s i o n s of E S R i n o l d age. 
M o r e spec i f i ca l ly , E S R m a y be u n e q u a l l y h i g h for o l d e r w o m e n as they score h i g h e r t h a n 
o l d e r m e n o n r i s k factors s u c h as f i n a n c i a l distress , h e a l t h p r o b l e m s , w i d o w h o o d , a n d 
f a m i l y c a r e g i v i n g [13]. F i n d i n g s o n g e n d e r inequal i t ies i n E S R are s o m e w h a t m i x e d , h o w ­
ever. W h i l e some studies s h o w o l d e r m e n to be m o r e of ten e x c l u d e d f r o m socia l re la t ion­
sh ips t h a n w o m e n [10,14], other s tudies s h o w w o m e n to be m o r e v u l n e r a b l e to lonel iness 
[15]. These patterns m a y be espec ia l ly acute i n E a s t e r n E u r o p e , w h e r e w o m e n face p r o ­
n o u n c e d r i sks of E S R as r e l a t i v e l y m a n y of t h e m are a g i n g w i t h o u t a par tner a n d w i t h 
h e a l t h p r o b l e m s a n d f i n a n c i a l concerns [16]. N o t s u r p r i s i n g l y , therefore, i n the f o r m e r so­
cial ist countr ies but not i n N o r t h w e s t e r n E u r o p e a n countr ies , rates of lonel iness a m o n g 
o l d e r adul t s h a v e b e e n f o u n d to be 5-15 percent h i g h e r for w o m e n t h a n for m e n [15]. 
H o w e v e r , a n oppos i te p a t t e r n is e v i d e n t for contact f r e q u e n c y w i t h f a m i l y a n d relat ives , 
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a n d a m i x e d pat tern exists for contact f r e q u e n c y w i t h f r i ends a n d access to i n s t r u m e n t a l 
a n d e m o t i o n a l s u p p o r t [13]. 

T h i r d , there are f e w cross -nat ional c o m p a r a t i v e s tudies a n d f e w explora t ions of the 
role of m a c r o - l e v e l factors. These s h o r t c o m i n g s p r e v e n t c o n c l u s i o n s o n contextual d r i v e r s 
of E S R a n d h a m p e r o u r a b i l i t y to i n f o r m the debate about p u b l i c h e a l t h p o l i c y re levant to 
o l d e r age g r o u p s . G i v e n the s t r i k i n g n a t i o n a l dif ferences i n the l i v i n g c o n d i t i o n s of o l d e r 
adul t s a n d i n the degree to w h i c h c u l t u r a l a n d i n s t i t u t i o n a l f r a m e w o r k s p r o v i d e o p p o r ­
tunit ies for c o n n e c t i v i t y a n d socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , w e m a y expect ma jor c o u n t r y - l e v e l di f ­
ferences i n E S R to exist [2]. F o r instance, m o r e generous wel fare systems m a y m o r e r e a d i l y 
a l l o w persons to demonstra te greater competence a n d mastery o v e r their l ives , fac i l i ta t ing 
greater socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n a n d in tegra t ion , if d e s i r e d , a n d p r o m o t i n g hea l thy p s y c h o l o g ­
i ca l states that reduce the r i s k of late- l i fe E S R [17]. H i g h soc ia l s p e n d i n g c o u l d th u s be 
a s s u m e d to protect against some of the r i sks of E S R , for e x a m p l e , b y p r o v i d i n g better 
h e a l t h care a n d soc ia l services, i n c o m e a n d h o u s i n g c o n d i t i o n s , p u b l i c t ransport , a n d s u p ­
por t to f a m i l y caregivers [18]. A n o t h e r p o t e n t i a l l y re levant c o u n t r y - l e v e l factor is trust . 
T r u s t f o r m s the f o u n d a t i o n of a w e l l - f u n c t i o n i n g society, a n d can be d e f i n e d as ei ther i n ­
s t i tu t iona l trust t o w a r d s p u b l i c ins t i tu t ions or i n t e r p e r s o n a l soc ia l trust t o w a r d s other 
p e o p l e [19,20]. Soc ia l trust has b e e n p o s i t e d to p l a y a c r u c i a l ro le i n the f o r m a t i o n a n d 
m a i n t e n a n c e of i n t e r p e r s o n a l re la t ionsh ips [21,22]. A s S v e n d s e n [23] exp la ins , p e o p l e w h o 
l e a r n to trust others w i l l in terpret their express ions a n d gestures as less threatening , a n d 
w i l l be able to relate m o r e i m m e d i a t e l y to t h e m , a n d therefore i m p r o v e the c o n d i t i o n s 
necessary for f o r m i n g attachments . L i k e w i s e , i n s t i t u t i o n a l trust is c r i t i ca l for the s m o o t h 
o p e r a t i o n of a l l interact ions b e t w e e n g o v e r n m e n t a l ins t i tu t ions a n d c i t izens [24]. L o w l e v ­
els of i n s t i t u t i o n a l trust c a n c o m p r o m i s e socia l c o n n e c t i v i t y b y e r o d i n g socia l trust a n d b y 
its assoc ia t ion w i t h soc ia l unrest , c r i m e , a n d l o w e r soc ia l s o l i d a r i t y [24]. These not ions , 
c o u p l e d w i t h the s t rong n o r t h w e s t to southeast d i v i d e i n socia l a n d p o l i t i c a l trust i n E u ­
r o p e [25,26], p r e d i c t a c o r r e s p o n d i n g d i v i d e for soc ia l connec t iv i ty . F u r t h e r m o r e , some 
n a t i o n states m a y c u l t u r a l l y , o r e v e n p o l i t i c a l l y , e m p h a s i z e not ions of s o l i d a r i t y a n d re la ­
t i o n a l pract ices that are m o r e t y p i c a l l y associated w i t h c o h e s i o n a n d s o c i a l i z a t i o n a n d , 
thus, e f fect ively b o t h bolster socia l resources a n d alter r e l a t i o n a l expectat ions. F o r e x a m ­
ple , S o u t h e r n a n d Eas tern E u r o p e a n countr ies are g e n e r a l l y charac ter ized b y a m o r e f a m -
i l i s t i c a n d co l lec t iv is t i c o r i e n t a t i o n t h a n the i n d i v i d u a l i s m associated w i t h W e s t e r n c o u n ­
tries [27,28]. I n d i v i d u a l i s m c a n be d e f i n e d as a preference for a loose ly k n i t socia l f rame­
w o r k i n w h i c h i n d i v i d u a l s are expec ted to take care of o n l y themselves a n d their i m m e ­
diate fami l ies [29]. Its oppos i te , c o l l e c t i v i s m , represents a preference for a t i g h t l y k n i t 
f r a m e w o r k i n society i n w h i c h i n d i v i d u a l s can expect their relat ives or m e m b e r s of a par ­
t i cu lar i n - g r o u p to l o o k after t h e m i n exchange for u n q u e s t i o n i n g l o y a l t y . Because they 
t e n d to v a l u e a n d expect s t rong ties w i t h i n the f a m i l y a n d c o m m u n i t y , f a m i l i s t i c cultures 
m a y p r e v e n t aspects of E S R b y p r o m o t i n g soc ia l in tegra t ion . Research suggests , h o w e v e r , 
that some d i m e n s i o n s of E S R , s u c h as those r e g a r d i n g lonel iness , soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , a n d 
socia l n e t w o r k s , are m o r e p e r v a s i v e i n s o u t h e r n a n d eastern states t h a n i n n o r t h e r n a n d 
w e s t e r n E u r o p e a n nat ions , sugges t ing c o m p l e x interact ions b e t w e e n di f ferent sets of 
m a c r o - v a r i a b l e s [13,15,30]. H o w e v e r , a l t h o u g h p e o p l e i n i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c countr ies t e n d to 
be less l o n e l y d u e to f a v o r a b l e hea l th a n d f i n a n c i a l c o n d i t i o n s , l i t t le is k n o w n about 
w h e t h e r a n i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c cu l ture (an o r i e n t a t i o n t o w a r d s i n d e p e n d e n c e a n d p e r s o n a l 
r e w a r d s ) i n itself is associated w i t h E S R [15]. 

T h i s p a p e r addresses the a f o r e m e n t i o n e d gaps b y e x a m i n i n g the nature a n d p r e d i c ­
tors of E S R a m o n g o l d e r m e n a n d w o m e n (60+) u s i n g t w o w a v e s of d a t a across 14 E u r o ­
p e a n countr ies . W e cons ider f o u r indica tors of E S R ( h o u s e h o l d c o m p o s i t i o n , soc ia l net­
w o r k , socia l o p p o r t u n i t i e s , a n d lonel iness) a n d l i n k t h e m to m i c r o - l e v e l (age, gender , so­
c i o e c o n o m i c factors, a n d health) a n d m a c r o - l e v e l factors (social expendi tures , u n m e t 
h e a l t h needs, i n d i v i d u a l i s m , a n d trust) . M o r e spec i f i ca l ly , w e ask: W h a t is the prevalence 
of E S R i n E u r o p e a n countr ies for o l d e r m e n a n d w o m e n , a n d w h i c h m i c r o - a n d m a c r o -
l e v e l factors contr ibute to e x p l a i n v a r i a t i o n i n ESR? 
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2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Data 

W e use d a t a f r o m the f o u r t h (2011) a n d s ix th w a v e (2015) of the S u r v e y of H e a l t h , 
A g e i n g a n d Ret i rement i n E u r o p e ( S H A R E ) . S H A R E is a m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y a n d cross-na­
t i o n a l h o u s e h o l d p a n e l s u r v e y that collects d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n o n s o c i o e c o n o m i c status, 
hea l th , a n d socia l a n d f a m i l y n e t w o r k s for n a t i o n a l l y representat ive samples of c o m m u ­
n i t y - d w e l l i n g i n d i v i d u a l s a g e d 50+ [31]. W e i n c l u d e 14 countr ies that w e r e i n c l u d e d i n 
b o t h w a v e s , represent ing N o r t h e r n ( D e n m a r k , S w e d e n ) , C e n t r a l ( A u s t r i a , B e l g i u m , 
France , G e r m a n y , S w i t z e r l a n d ) , S o u t h e r n (Italy, P o r t u g a l , Spain) , a n d E a s t e r n ( C z e c h Re­
p u b l i c , E s t o n i a , P o l a n d , S lovenia) E u r o p e . R e s p o n d e n t s w i t h m i s s i n g observat ions i n the 
i n d e p e n d e n t var iables are e x c l u d e d i n the a n a l y t i c a l s t ruc tura l e q u a t i o n m o d e l . W e use 
d a t a f r o m 9795 w o m e n a n d 6558 m e n a g e d 60+ i n 2011. W e focus o n those a g e d 60 a n d 
above because the age of 60 is w i d e l y c o n s i d e r e d as the onset of o l d age [32]. 

2.2. Dependent Variables 

E S R is m e a s u r e d w i t h f o u r ind ica tors : h o u s e h o l d c o m p o s i t i o n , socia l n e t w o r k , soc ia l 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s , a n d lonel iness . T h e soc ia l n e t w o r k i n d i c a t o r w i l l be e x a m i n e d b y n e t w o r k 
t y p o l o g i e s . These i n d i c a t o r s cover not o n l y the b r e a t h of o u r c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n of E S R , b u t 
also the three "spheres of s o c i a b i l i t y " [33]: the p r i m a r y sphere, se c o ndary sphere, a n d ter­
t iary sphere. T h e p r i m a r y sphere of soc iab i l i ty s h o w s the h o u s e h o l d s tructure of i n d i v i d ­
uals , i.e., w h e t h e r or not a p e r s o n l ives w i t h others i n the h o u s e h o l d . The se c ondary a n d 
tert iary soc iab i l i ty spheres d e p e n d o n i n f o r m a l a n d f o r m a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l s i n 
society, i.e., w h e t h e r or not a p e r s o n meets f r i ends or re lat ives , a n d w h e t h e r or not a per­
s o n soc ia l ly part ic ipates i n organizat ion(s ) o r re levant act ivit ies . 

H o u s e h o l d c o m p o s i t i o n has three categories: l ives w i t h partner , not w i t h c h i l d r e n ; 
l ives w i t h par tner a n d c h i l d r e n ; a n d l ives w i t h n o par tner or c h i l d r e n . W e e x c l u d e the f e w 
( N = 51) w h o l i v e w i t h c h i l d r e n b u t n o partner . 

Soc ia l n e t w o r k , or the co l lec t ion of i n t e r p e r s o n a l ties [34], is d e f i n e d as a n o m i n a l 
var iab le c h a r a c t e r i z i n g the socia l n e t w o r k t y p e (see b e l o w ) , b a s e d o n s ix i n d i c a t o r s (net­
w o r k size, p r o x i m i t y , contact f requency , n e t w o r k sat isfact ion, p e r c e i v e d closeness, a n d 
p r o p o r t i o n of the n e t w o r k that is a f a m i l y m e m b e r ) . A s the par tner is a l r e a d y i n c l u d e d i n 
the h o u s e h o l d c o m p o s i t i o n var iab le , it is not i n c l u d e d i n the soc ia l n e t w o r k . T h e i d e n t i f i ­
ca t ion of n e t w o r k m e m b e r s is b a s e d o n a n a m e - g e n e r a t i n g i n v e n t o r y , i n t r o d u c e d i n the 
f o u r t h r o u n d of S H A R E , i n w h i c h respondents w e r e a s k e d to p e r s o n a l l y i d e n t i f y u p to 
seven persons w i t h w h o m they d i s c u s s e d i m p o r t a n t matters [35]. N e t w o r k size reflects 
the n u m b e r of n e t w o r k m e m b e r s i d e n t i f i e d (range 0-7) w i t h w h o m the r e s p o n d e n t has 
d i s c u s s e d i m p o r t a n t th ings i n the last 12 m o n t h s . P r o x i m i t y is the n u m b e r of people 
c o u n t e d u n d e r n e t w o r k s ize as n e t w o r k m e m b e r l i v i n g w i t h i n a r a d i u s of 25 k m (range 0 -
7). C o n t a c t f requency is the average contact f requency w i t h the n e t w o r k m e m b e r s (0 = no 
n e t w o r k m e m b e r s , 1 = never , 2 = less t h a n once a m o n t h , 3 = about once a m o n t h , 4 = about 
every t w o w e e k s , 5 = about once a we e k , 6 = severa l t imes a w e e k , 7 = d a i l y ) . Sat isfact ion 
reflects h o w sat is f ied p e o p l e are w i t h their socia l n e t w o r k , o n a scale f r o m 0 (complete ly 
dissat is f ied) to 10 ( comple te ly satisf ied). Felt closeness, the average p e r c e i v e d closeness 
w i t h the n e t w o r k m e m b e r s , is assessed b y a s k i n g h o w close the r e s p o n d e n t feel to each 
n e t w o r k m e m b e r , f r o m " n o t v e r y c lose" (1) to " e x t r e m e l y c lose" (4). P r o p o r t i o n of f a m i l y 
m e m b e r s is the n u m b e r of non-res ident f a m i l y m e m b e r s (e.g., parent , g r a n d c h i l d , a n d 
niece) d i v i d e d b y the n e t w o r k s ize . D u e to h i g h skewness , this v a r i a b l e w a s ca tegor ized 
i n t o 0 (no f a m i l y members ) , 1 ( fewer t h a n hal f of the n e t w o r k are f a m i l y members ) , a n d 2 
(more t h a n hal f of the n e t w o r k are f a m i l y members ) . 

Soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n reflects the n u m b e r of act ivit ies p e r f o r m e d w e e k l y or m o r e of ten. 
A c t i v i t i e s i n c l u d e v o l u n t e e r i n g / c h a r i t y w o r k , c a r i n g for s i c k / d i s a b l e d a d u l t , h e l p i n g f a m ­
i l y / f r i e n d s / n e i g h b o r s , a t t e n d i n g a n e d u c a t i o n a l / t r a i n i n g course, t a k i n g par t i n a 
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sport /soc ia l /other c l u b , t a k i n g par t i n a r e l i g i o u s o r g a n i z a t i o n , a n d t a k i n g part i n a p o l i t i ­
c a l / c o m m u n i t y / r e l i g i o u s o r g a n i z a t i o n . 

L o n e l i n e s s is m e a s u r e d b y a c o m b i n a t i o n of a s ingle i t e m a n d a short v e r s i o n of the 
R e v i s e d - U n i v e r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a at L o s A n g e l e s ( R - U C L A ) scale [36,37]. T h e scale w a s 
b a s e d o n three quest ions : H o w m u c h of the t i m e d o y o u . . . (1) feel a l ack of c o m p a n i o n ­
s h i p , (2) feel left out , a n d (3) feel i so la ted f r o m others . The s ingle i t e m asks, " D o y o u feel 
l o n e l y ? " A l l f o u r i tems h a v e the responses o p t i o n s (1) of ten, (2) some of the t ime , a n d (3) 
h a r d l y ever or never . T h e c o m b i n e d scale ranges f r o m 4 to 12 ( h i g h lonel iness) (a = 0.82). 
W e also d i c h o t o m i z e d lone l iness i n t o not l o n e l y (score <7) a n d l o n e l y (score >7). 

2.3. Independent Variables 

W e i n c l u d e i n o u r m o d e l s the f o l l o w i n g micro-level factors p o t e n t i a l l y associated w i t h 
E S R [2]. G e n d e r (1 = m e n , 2 = w o m e n ) a n d age ( in 2011) are i n c l u d e d , as i s o l a t i o n a n d 
lonel iness are g e n e r a l l y associated w i t h female g e n d e r a n d o l d e r age. W e i n c l u d e t w o so­
c i o e c o n o m i c var iables a n d one h e a l t h m e a s u r e as s u c h p e r s o n a l resources c a n facil itate 
socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n a n d foster s u p p o r t i v e n e t w o r k ties a n d access to s u p p o r t [2]. E d u c a ­
t i o n a l l e v e l is c lass i f ied b a s e d o n the c o u n t r y - s p e c i f i c I S C E D - 9 7 codes [38] in to l o w ( level 
0-1), m e d i u m (2-4), a n d h i g h (5-6). F i n a n c i a l s i t u a t i o n (perce ived d i f f i cu l t ies i n m a k i n g 
ends meet) ranges f r o m 1 (great di f f i cul t ies ) to 4 (very comfortable) . H e a l t h l i m i t a t i o n is 
m e a s u r e d w i t h the G l o b a l A c t i v i t y L i m i t a t i o n s Index ( G A L I ) [39,40], w h i c h asks: " I n the 
past 6 m o n t h s , to w h a t extent h a v e y o u b e e n l i m i t e d because of a hea l th p r o b l e m i n act iv­
ities p e o p l e u s u a l l y d o ? " Response categories are severe ly l i m i t e d (1), l i m i t e d , b u t not se­
v e r e l y (2), a n d not l i m i t e d (3). F a m i l y respons ib i l i t i es reflects w h e t h e r " F a m i l y r e s p o n s i ­
bi l i t ies p r e v e n t m e f r o m d o i n g w h a t I w a n t to d o " , f r o m of ten (1) to n e v e r (4). S u c h re­
spons ib i l i t i es c a n enta i l t a k i n g care of a n a i l i n g par tner of parents , a n d can c o m p r o m i s e 
socia l engagement a n d p a r t i c i p a t i o n [41]. W e chose this m e a s u r e over a direct measure of 
c a r e g i v i n g (no/yes) as it gauges not o n l y care b u t also w h e t h e r it c o m p r o m i s e s other en­
gagements . 

W e i n c l u d e f ive p o t e n t i a l m a c r o - l e v e l de terminants of E S R that reflect c o m m o n l y 
u s e d i n d i c a t o r s of c u l t u r a l , soc ioeconomic , a n d w e l f a r e c o n d i t i o n s . These var iab les are 
m e r g e d m a n u a l l y w i t h the S H A R E data . I n f o r m a t i o n about socia l e x p e n d i t u r e w a s de­
r i v e d f r o m the o n l i n e database Eurosta t (https: / /appsso.eurostat .ec .eu-
r o p a . e u / n u i / s h o w . d o ? d a t a s e t = s p r _ e x p _ s u m & l a n g = e n ; a c c e s s e d o n 13 A u g u s t 2020) a n d 
covers a c o u n t r y ' s tota l e x p e n d i t u r e s ( in 1000 E U R per inhabi tant ) for s ickness/heal th care, 
d i s a b i l i t y , o l d age, f a m i l y / c h i l d r e n , u n e m p l o y m e n t , h o u s i n g , a n d socia l e x c l u s i o n 
(https: / /ec .europa.eu/eurostat a c c e s s e d o n 13 A u g u s t 2020). I n f o r m a t i o n about u n m e t 
h e a l t h care needs is also d e r i v e d f r o m Euros ta t a n d reflects the percentage of the p o p u l a ­
t i o n w h o agree w i t h the statement that there w a s a t i m e i n the p r e v i o u s 12 m o n t h s w h e n 
they felt they n e e d e d h e a l t h care or d e n t a l care b u t d i d not receive it . D a t a o n i n d i v i d u a l ­
i s m are d e r i v e d f r o m H o f s t e d e ' s (2011) m o d e l of six d i m e n s i o n s of n a t i o n a l cul tures 
( w w w . h o f s t e d e - i n s i g h t s . c o m / p r o d u c t / c o m p a r e - c o u n t r i e s ; a c c e s s e d o n 11 J u l y 2020). The 
i n d i v i d u a l i s m - c o l l e c t i v i s m c o n t i n u u m ranges f r o m 0 (col lect ivist ic) to 100 ( i n d i v i d u a l i s ­
tic). D a t a o n socia l a n d i n s t i t u t i o n a l trust are the aggregated scores at the c o u n t r y l e v e l 
d e r i v e d f r o m the E u r o p e a n Soc ia l S u r v e y (ESS), w a v e 6 (year 2012) ( w w w . e u r o p e a n s o - 
c i a l s u r v e y . o r g ; a c c e s s e d o n 11 J u l y 2020). T h e ESS is a b i e n n i a l c ross -nat ional s u r v e y that 
has b e e n c o n d u c t e d across E u r o p e since 2001 ( h t t p s : / / w w w . E u r o p e a n s o c i a l s u r -
vey .org/about / ; a c c e s s e d o n 11 J u l y 2020). I n l ine w i t h the r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s of the E u r o ­
p e a n Soc ia l S u r v e y , w e w e i g h t e d the dataset w h e n c a l c u l a t i n g the m e a n scores b y u s i n g 
the post -s t ra t i f i ca t ion w e i g h t i n c o m b i n a t i o n w i t h the p o p u l a t i o n size w e i g h t s . Social trust 
reflects the m e a n score o n three 0-10 quest ions : " G e n e r a l l y s p e a k i n g , w o u l d y o u say that 
m o s t p e o p l e c a n be t rus ted , or that y o u can't be too care fu l i n d e a l i n g w i t h p e o p l e ? " , " D o 
y o u t h i n k that most p e o p l e w o u l d t ry to take advantage of y o u if they got the chance, or 
w o u l d they t ry to be f a i r ? " , a n d " W o u l d y o u say that most of the t i m e p e o p l e t ry to be 

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.eu-
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat
http://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries
http://www.europeanso-
http://cialsurvey.org
https://www
http://vey.org/about/
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h e l p f u l or that they are m o s t l y l o o k i n g out for t h e m s e l v e s ? " (a = 0.73). Ins t i tu t iona l trust 
reflects m e a n scores to three 0-10 quest ions : " H o w m u c h y o u p e r s o n a l l y trust each of the 
f o l l o w i n g ins t i tu t ions : p o l i t i c i a n s , the c o u n t r y ' s p a r l i a m e n t , a n d the p o l i c e " (a = 0.76). F o r 
each c o u n t r y , the average of the i n d i v i d u a l me ans w a s u s e d as a m a c r o - l e v e l v a r i a b l e i n 
the analyses . A h i g h e r score o n b o t h trust scales indicates a h i g h e r l e v e l of trust. 

2.4. Statistical Analyses 

I n a first step, w e e s t i m a t e d a socia l n e t w o r k t y p o l o g y b y me ans of a Latent C l a s s 
A n a l y s i s [42]. The d e c i s i o n o n the n u m b e r of n e t w o r k types w a s b a s e d o n a c o m b i n a t i o n 
of p r i n c i p l e s , i n c l u d i n g p a r s i m o n y , class sizes not s m a l l e r t h a n 5 percent, a n d h i g h (>0.80) 
e n t r o p y , w h i c h is i n d i c a t i v e for c lass i f i cat ion q u a l i t y . T h e four-c lass s o l u t i o n p r o v i d e d the 
best f it to the data . A l t h o u g h the f ive-c lass s o l u t i o n h a d a l o w e r B I C t h a n the four-c lass 
s o l u t i o n (BIC = 9985895 a n d 1013049, respect ive ly) a n d h i g h e r e n t r o p y (0.90 a n d 0.87, re­
spect ive ly) , w e p r e f e r r e d the four-c lass s o l u t i o n as a d d i n g a f i f t h class r e s u l t e d i n a less 
p a r s i m o n i o u s d e s c r i p t i o n of the d a t a (the V u o n g - L o - M e n d e l - R u b i n l i k e l i h o o d rat io test 
for f o u r versus f ive classes w a s not s igni f i cant (p = 0.74)). The d e s c r i p t i o n of the n e t w o r k 
types, o r classes, f o l l o w s f r o m the c o n d i t i o n a l probab i l i t i e s (see Table 1). These can be 
i n t e r p r e t e d as f o l l o w s . T y p e I p e o p l e c a n be c o n s i d e r e d at r i s k of b e i n g e x c l u d e d f r o m a 
s u p p o r t i v e socia l n e t w o r k . These p e o p l e are charac ter ized as h a v i n g a v e r y s m a l l n e t w o r k 
(0.6 persons o n average) . T h e contact f requency is l o w , a l t h o u g h they feel ex t remely close 
to the n e t w o r k member(s ) , w h o t e n d to be n o n - f a m i l y . T y p e II p e o p l e h a v e a s m a l l net­
w o r k (2-3 people) , w h i c h they contact severa l t imes per w e e k to d a i l y . T y p e III people 
h a v e a m e d i u m - s i z e d n e t w o r k (3-4 people ) , c o m p r i s i n g f a m i l y m e m b e r s a n d other peo­
ple , hal f of w h o m l i v e i n close p r o x i m i t y . T y p e I V p e o p l e h a v e the largest n e t w o r k (5-6 
people) , m a i n l y f a m i l y m e m b e r s , w h o m o s t l y l i v e i n close p r o x i m i t y . A s i n d i c a t e d b y the 
c o n d i t i o n a l probab i l i t i e s (Table 1, r o w 2 to 9), the f o u r n e t w o r k types d i f fer f r o m each 
other w i t h respect to n e t w o r k size, p r o x i m i t y , contact f requency , a n d p r o p o r t i o n of f a m i l y 
m e m b e r s . N e t w o r k sat is fact ion a n d closeness d o not d i s c r i m i n a t e across the f o u r types, 
as a l l c o n d i t i o n a l probab i l i t i e s are e q u a l l y h i g h for the f o u r n e t w o r k types (satisfact ion is 
close to 9 o n a scale f r o m 0 to 10 for a l l f o u r types a n d a l l feel at least v e r y c losely connected 
to the m e m b e r s of the n e t w o r k ) . T h e latent class p r o b a b i l i t i e s (first r o w ) suggest that the 
preva lence of p e o p l e w i t h n e t w o r k t y p e I, II, III a n d I V is 29, 42, 17, a n d 12 percent , re­
spect ive ly . T h e most l i k e l y class m e m b e r s h i p w a s s a v e d a n d m e r g e d w i t h the d a t a f i le for 
fur ther analys is . 

Table 1. Latent class probabilities and conditional probabilities for four network types. 

Class I II III IV 

Latent class probab i l i t i e s 0.29 0.42 0.17 0.12 

N e t w o r k s ize (0-7) 0.56 2.59 3.69 5.63 

P r o x i m i t y 0.01 0.85 1.16 3.45 

C o n t a c t f requency 0.03 6.19 4.62 5.26 

Sat is fact ion (0-10) 8.95 9.17 8.61 9.03 

Felt closeness (ref = ex t remely close) 

N o t v e r y close -4.39 -5.37 -4.38 -4.98 

S o m e w h a t close -2.87 -2.32 -0.67 -0.86 

V e r y close -0.35 0.55 3.06 2.48 

P r o p o r t i o n f a m i l y (ref = >50%) 

N o f a m i l y m e m b e r s 5.45 -1.82 -1.51 -2.43 

Less t h a n 50% f a m i l y m e m b e r s 5.47 -0.89 0.07 -0.19 
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Second, w e d e s c r i b e d levels of E S R for each d i m e n s i o n a n d each c o u n t r y , separately 
for m e n a n d w o m e n . T h i r d , w e e s t i m a t e d a s t r u c t u r a l e q u a t i o n m o d e l ( S E M ) w i t h the four 
d e p e n d e n t var iab les a n d the selected m i c r o - a n d m a c r o - l e v e l i n d e p e n d e n t var iables (F ig­
ure 1). E a c h d e p e n d e n t var iab le , m e a s u r e d at w a v e 6 (2015), w a s regressed o n m i c r o - l e v e l 
var iables m e a s u r e d at w a v e 4 (2011), a n d m a c r o - l e v e l var iab les for 2011 (or a n adjacent 
year if i n f o r m a t i o n for 2011 w a s u n a v a i l a b l e ) . The S E M consists of a series of l inear re­
gress ions for the c o n t i n u o u s outcomes (social p a r t i c i p a t i o n a n d lonel iness) a n d a series of 
m u l t i n o m i a l regressions for the n o m i n a l outcomes ( int imate re lat ions a n d soc ia l n e t w o r k ) . 
T h e a d v a n t a g e of S E M o v e r t r a d i t i o n a l regress ion techniques is that it can take i n t o ac­
count p o t e n t i a l h i g h corre lat ions a m o n g outcomes , m e a s u r e m e n t error , a n d m i s s i n g ob­
servat ions . The m o d e l is e s t i m a t e d w i t h M p l u s v e r s i o n 8.4 [43]. T h e m o d e l is es t imated 
u s i n g M o n t e C a r l o i n t e g r a t i o n w i t h 500 i n t e g r a t i o n p o i n t s . W e f u r t h e r use the R o b u s t 
M a x i m u m L i k e l i h o o d ( M L R ) es t imator that is ava i lab le i n M p l u s to account for m i s s i n g 
va lues . M L R is c o n s i d e r e d s u p e r i o r to the M a x i m u m L i k e l i h o o d e s t i m a t i o n w h e n d a t a are 
categorical a n d w h e n a s s u m p t i o n s of n o r m a l i t y are v i o l a t e d [44]. 

MACRO LEVEL 
social expenditures 
unmet health care needs 
individualism 
trust in people 
trust in the system 

MICRO LEVEL 
age 
education 
health limitations 
financial satisfaction 
family responsibilities 

intimate relations 

social network 

social opportunities 

loneliness 

Figure 1. Theoretical model for relationships between micro- and macro-level variables (wave 4) and four indicators of 
ESR (wave 6). 

3. Results 

Table 2 s h o w s the b ivar ia te correlat ions a m o n g the var iab les of this s t u d y , separately 
for m e n a n d w o m e n . G i v e n the large s a m p l e size, v i r t u a l l y a l l corre lat ions are s igni f i cant 
at the 0.05 l e v e l . A s s h o w n , intercorre lat ions a m o n g the i n d e p e n d e n t var iables are l o w -
m o d e r a t e , sugges t ing that m u l t i c o l l i n e a r i t y is not a major concern . 
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Table 2. Bivariate correlations for men (upper triangle; N = 6558) and women (lower triangle; N = 9795). Data from S H A R E wave 4. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 A g e 0.20 -0.13 0.14 -0.04 -0.01 0.03 0.01 -0.08 -0.07 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 -0.13 0.15 

2 L o w l e v e l of e d u c a t i o n 0.23 -0.53 0.03 0.16 0.13 0.00 0.08 0.02 -0.04 -0.09 0.11 -0.10 -0.21 -0.16 0.11 

3 M e d i u m l e v e l of e d u c a t i o n -0.14 -0.71 0.03 -0.04 0.02 0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 0.05 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 

4 H e a l t h l i m i t a t i o n s 0.18 0.09 -0.02 0.10 0.11 -0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.05 -0.13 0.06 -0.04 -0.07 -0.10 0.18 

5 M a k e ends meet w i t h great d i f f i c u l t y -0.02 0.11 -0.04 0.13 -0.16 -0.21 0.07 0.04 -0.04 -0.15 0.05 -0.14 -0.14 -0.09 0.10 

6 M a k e ends meet w i t h some d i f f i c u l t y 0.01 0.10 -0.01 0.11 -0.25 -0.21 0.07 0.04 -0.04 -0.26 0.10 -0.16 -0.19 -0.12 0.11 

7 M a k e ends meet f a i r l y eas i ly 0.03 -0.01 0.02 -0.05 -0.25 -0.48 -0.04 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 0.01 0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.05 

8 F a m i l y resp . o f ten l i m i t s ac t iv i ty -0.04 0.04 -0.03 0.04 0.09 0.02 -0.04 0.04 -0.04 -0.05 0.00 -0.01 -0.10 -0.05 0.07 

9 F a m i l y resp . somet imes l i m i t s act. -0.12 0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.03 -0.13 0.08 -0.03 0.03 0.00 -0.10 0.03 0.02 

10 F a m i l y resp . ra re ly l i m i t s ac t iv i ty -0.10 0.00 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 0.00 0.03 -0.14 -0.24 0.08 -0.02 0.04 0.04 0.08 -0.04 

11 C o u n t r y l e v e l soc ia l expendi tures 0.03 -0.01 -0.05 -0.14 -0.16 -0.20 0.03 -0.01 0.00 0.05 -0.43 0.52 0.60 0.26 -0.14 

12 U n m e t heal thcare needs (% of pop . ) 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.07 0.09 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 -0.49 -0.03 0.13 -0.10 0.09 

13 T r u s t i n the s y s t e m 0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.11 -0.11 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.48 -0.02 0.37 0.16 0.01 
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14 T r u s t i n other p e o p l e 0.06 -0.24 0.11 -0.08 -0.14 -0.16 0.03 -0.06 -0.10 0.00 0.49 0.17 0.34 0.20 -0.12 

15 S o d a l act ivit ies -0.17 -0.16 -0.01 -0.17 -0.08 -0.10 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.07 0.24 -0.09 0.13 0.19 -0.12 

16 L o n e l i n e s s 0.18 0.17 -0.09 0.19 0.13 0.10 -0.05 0.09 0.02 -0.04 -0.13 0.06 0.00 -0.16 -0.13 

Note: Correlations cannot be calculated for the two dependent nominal variables (intimate relations, network type). Significant correlations (p < 0.05) are shown in bold. 
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Table 3 s h o w s the preva lence of E S R across g e n d e r a n d E u r o p e a n regions a n d c o u n ­
tries. A s s h o w n , the rates of p e o p l e w h o l i v e w i t h o u t a par tner are highest i n the eastern 
countr ies a n d l o w e s t i n the s o u t h e r n countr ies , a n d g e n e r a l l y h i g h e r a m o n g w o m e n t h a n 
m e n . T y p e I (very l i m i t e d ) n e t w o r k s , h o w e v e r , are m o r e c o m m o n a m o n g m e n , a n d the 
rates are h i g h e r i n the southeast t h a n i n the n o r t h - c e n t r a l E u r o p e a n countr ies . L o w soc ia l 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n a n d h i g h lone l iness are m o r e c o m m o n i n the s o u t h e r n a n d eastern countr ies , 
a n d w h i l e there are n o g e n d e r dif ferences for socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , lonel iness is genera l ly 
m o r e o f ten r e p o r t e d b y w o m e n . 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of ESR by gender, country, and welfare regime. Data from S H A R E wave 6. 

N 

Scandinavian 

Denmark Sweden 

Central Europe 

Austria Belgium France Germany Switzerland 

M 

480 

E 

572 

M 

541 

E 

685 

M 

905 

E 

1238 

M 

987 

E 

1236 

M 

893 

E 

1241 

M 

386 

E 

388 

M 

810 

E 

916 

Int imate re lat ions (%) 

Par tner , n o c h i l d r e n 

Par tner a n d c h i l d r e n 

71.0 

0.6 

55.0 

0.2 

79.4 

0.8 

N o par tner or c h i l d r e n 28.1 44.8 

Soc ia l n e t w o r k (%) 

T y p e I (very s m a l l , n o f a m i l y ) 16.5 7.7 25.7 

62.6 

0.3 

19.3 37.1 

75.3 

1.2 

23.1 

44.8 

0.8 

70.3 

1.5 

54.2 27.i 

50.7 

0.9 

72.5 

0.8 

9.1 21.2 11.5 24.8 11.5 21.2 

45.6 

0.5 

77.6 

0.8 

65.2 

0.5 

9.8 18.1 

73.3 

2.0 

10.8 22.5 

53.9 

0.9 

48.2 26.7 53.3 21.6 34.4 24.2 45.1 

10.4 

T y p e II ( smal l , f req . contact) 

T y p e III ( m e d i u m , close c o n ­

tacts) 

T y p e I V (large, close contacts) 

Soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

N o . of ac t iv i t ies /week 

L o n e l y (mean) 

L o n e l y (%) 

34.6 

29.6 

9.4 

0.7 

4.6 

8.1 

39.3 

31.3 

21.7 

0.8 

4.6 

7.1 

31.6 

33.8 

8.9 

0.5 

5.0 

13.8 

37.1 42.1 47.5 31.1 35.6 34.6 40.7 36.5 38.1 29.9 36.: 

33.0 18.2 14.5 25.1 27.3 31.5 31.4 29.8 30.7 32.7 31.9 

20.9 17.5 26.5 18.9 25.6 12.8 18.0 15.5 20.4 14.9 21.0 

0.5 

5.3 

22.0 

0.3 

4.6 

7.0 

0.3 

5.0 

13.8 

0.5 

5.1 

16.2 

0.4 

5.5 

23.2 

0.4 

5.0 

16.9 

0.4 

5.6 

26.1 

0.4 

4.8 

10.0 

0.5 

5.1 

11.9 

0.5 

4.6 

8.7 

0.4 

4.9 

13.2 

Southern Europe Eastern Europe 
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Spain Italy Portugal Czech Estonia Poland Slovenia 

M F M F M F M F M F M F M F 

N 861 1066 826 953 433 536 1032 1542 1254 2136 423 540 502 715 

Int imate re lat ions (%) 

Partner , n o c h i l d r e n 78.1 57.3 81.8 62.4 79.4 60.4 76.0 44.3 72.4 39.6 74.9 49.3 77.4 49.9 

Par tner a n d c h i l d r e n 4.1 1.7 4.1 3.6 3.0 2.4 1.8 1.3 1.9 0.8 3.9 5.2 5.6 3.6 

N o par tner or c h i l d r e n 17.3 40.2 13.8 33.8 17.3 36.6 22.1 54.2 25.2 59.3 21.0 44.3 17.0 45.7 

Soc ia l n e t w o r k (%) 

T y p e I (very s m a l l , n o f a m -

i ly ) 

T y p e II ( smal l , f req . con­

tact) 

T y p e III ( m e d i u m , close 

contacts) 

T y p e I V (large, close c o n ­

tacts) 

25.8 13.5 35.1 18.5 27.3 20.7 32.3 17.5 36.4 13.0 38.5 18.0 38.0 16.5 

53.4 60.3 48.8 62.4 52.4 58.8 45.3 53.8 38.1 54.5 41.4 60.9 45.2 60.6 

8.6 8.8 8.2 8.4 10.4 5.2 14.6 14.8 19.8 19.8 15.1 11.1 9.6 9.5 

12.2 17.4 7.9 10.7 9.9 15.3 7.8 13.9 5.7 12.7 5.0 10.0 7.2 13.4 

Soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

N o . of ac t iv i t ies /week 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 

L o n e l y (mean) 4.9 5.6 5.5 6.3 5.2 6.0 5.4 5.8 5.3 5.5 5.5 5.9 4.9 5.3 

L o n e l y (%) 15.4 28.8 24.8 40.6 18.7 35.1 21.5 32.5 20.8 26.4 26.3 30.1 12.3 20.1 
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Table 4 s h o w s the results of the s t ruc tura l e q u a t i o n m o d e l i n g of i n d i c a t o r s of E S R for 
m e n a n d w o m e n . A m o n g m e n , h i g h e r age, l o w e r e d u c a t i o n , hea l th l i m i t a t i o n s , a n d f i n a n ­
c ia l p r o b l e m s are a l l associated w i t h m o s t b u t not a l l i n d i c a t o r s of E S R . O n e e x c e p t i o n is 
that T y p e I socia l n e t w o r k is o n l y associated w i t h e d u c a t i o n . F a m i l y c a r e g i v i n g is re la ted 
to h i g h e r lone l iness a n d , as expected, l i v i n g w i t h a partner . 

S i m i l a r l y for w o m e n , h i g h e r age, l o w e r e d u c a t i o n , h e a l t h l i m i t a t i o n s , a n d f i n a n c i a l 
p r o b l e m s g e n e r a l l y b u t not consis tent ly relate to h i g h e r l i k e l i h o o d of E S R . O n e interes t ing 
except ion is that l i v i n g w i t h n o par tner or c h i l d r e n is associated w i t h h i g h e d u c a t i o n , i.e., 
the o p p o s i t e of w h a t e m e r g e d for m e n . C a r e g i v i n g is associated w i t h h i g h e r lonel iness , 
but l o w e r E S R i n terms of l i v i n g s i t u a t i o n a n d soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

A t the m a c r o l e v e l , h i g h e r soc ia l e x p e n d i t u r e predic t s l i v i n g w i t h a par tner , h i g h e r 
socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , a n d less lonel iness ( m e n o n l y ) . H i g h e r levels of u n m e t hea l th needs 
relate to l i v i n g w i t h a par tner a n d / o r c h i l d r e n , h a v i n g a smal ler soc ia l n e t w o r k , a n d m o r e 
lonel iness ( w o m e n o n l y ) . H i g h e r i n d i v i d u a l i s m a n d h i g h e r trust p r e d i c t m o r e soc ia l p a r ­
t i c i p a t i o n a n d l o w e r lonel iness , b u t h a v e inconsis tent associat ions to the other E S R i n d i ­
cators. 
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Table 4. Structural equation modeling w i t h linear and logistic regressions of ESR (wave 6) on micro- and macro-level predictors (wave 4). M e n (N=6558) and women (N=9795). Odds 
ratios (intimate relations and network type) or Bs (social participation and loneliness). 

Intimate Relations (ref = N o Partner, 
N o Children) 

Network Type (ref = Type IV (Largest Network)) 
Social Part. (No. of 
Act. > Weekly) 

Loneliness 

Partner, N o C h i l - Parmer and C h i l - Type I (Very ^ ^ (Small) ^ (Me-
dren dren Small) dium) 

M F M F M F M F M F M F M F 

A g e 0.98 ** 0.92 ** 0.93 ** 0.85 ** 0.99 1.03 ** 1.00 1.08 ** 0.99 1.00 -0.01 ** -0.01 ** 0.03 ** 0.04 ** 

E d u c a t i o n (ref = h igh) 

L o w 0.72 ** 1.21 * 0.89 2.94 1.59* 1.74 ** 1.59* 1.75 ** 0.81 0 . 8 1 * -0.25 ** -0.30 ** 0.27 ** 0.32 ** 

M e d i u m 0 .87* 1.08 1.27 2.12 1.38* 1.34* 1.38* 1.50 ** 0.94 1.03 -0.14 ** -0.22 ** 0.11 * 0.03 

H e a l t h l i m i t a t i o n s (ref = no) 0.85 ** 0.98 0 .73* 1.10 1.00 1.08 0.97 0.85 ** 1.07 1.04 -0.05 ** -0.10 ** 0.47 ** 0.47 ** 

F i n a n c i a l s i t u a t i o n (ref = easi ly) 

Great d i f f i c u l t y 0.58 ** 0.34 ** 1.55 0 .57* 1.00 1.31 1.02 1 .33* 0.77 0.97 -0.11 ** -0.10 ** 0.54 ** 0.77 ** 

Some d i f f i c u l t y 0 .82* 0.55 ** 2 .29* 0.95 1.12 1.20 1.09 1.10 1.09 0.85 -0.08 ** -0.09 ** 0.31 ** 0 .43** 

F a i r l y eas i ly 1.04 0.75 ** 2 .00* 0.98 0 .82* 1.07 0.90 1.01 0.92 0.97 -0.05 * -0 .07 ** -0.02 0 .14* 

F a m i l y respons ib i l i t i es (ref = never) 

O f t e n yy 1.45** 1.79 3 .33* 1.05 0.97 1.27 1.06 1.05 0.93 -0.04 0.02 0.39 ** 0.59 ** 

Somet imes 1.87 ** 1.88 ** 2.21 * 2.70 ** 1.14 1.05 1.02 1.06 0.95 0.90 0.07 ** 0.01 0.08 0.20 ** 

R a r e l y ^2 1.52 ** 1.51 1.18 1.02 1.03 0.97 0.97 1.02 0.95 0.07 ** 0.07 ** 0.00 0.03 
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Soc ia l e x p e n d i t u r e s (1000 E U R / c a p - 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.96 1.00 1.01 0 . 0 4 - 0 . 0 4 - - 0 . 0 4 * 0.00 
ita) 

U n m e t heal thcare needs (% of L Q g „ 1 Q g „ m „ 1 Q g „ 1 Q 1 L Q g ^ 1 Q 3 „ Q Q Q g.00 0.01 0 .02* 
pop. ) 

I n d i v i d u a l i s m (0-100) 0 . 7 5 * 0 . 7 5 * 0.79 0.65 0.94 0.86 0.75 0.80 1.22 0.87 - 0 . 1 7 * * - 0 . 2 3 * * -0.08 - 0 . 1 8 * 

Trus t i n other p e o p l e (0-10) 0.97 1.02 0.79 0.69 1.16 0.83 1.28 1.01 0.97 1.19 0 .13** 0 .20** - 0 . 1 1 * - 0 . 2 2 * 

Trus t i n the s y s t e m (0-10) 0 .99** 1 .00* 0 .98** 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.01 1.02** 0 .00* 0 .00** 0 .02** 0.01 ** 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. A d j u s t e d B I C for m e n is 90049,531 a n d for w o m e n 131937,863. 
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4. Discussion 

The m a i n g o a l of the s t u d y w a s to a n a l y z e a n d descr ibe the preva lence a n d m i ­
c ro /macro pred ic tors of E S R a m o n g m e n a n d w o m e n , a g e d 60 years a n d over . W e use 
S H A R E d a t a f r o m 14 countr ies a n d a n a l y z e f o u r di f ferent indica tors of E S R ( h o u s e h o l d 
c o m p o s i t i o n , socia l n e t w o r k s ize , soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , a n d lonel iness) . F i n d i n g s reveal , 
w i t h some qual i f i ca t ions , a n o r t h w e s t to southeast gradient , w i t h the l o w e s t rates of E S R 
i n the s tronger w e l f a r e states of N o r t h w e s t E u r o p e . A genera l pa t tern is that the N o r d i c 
countr ies are charac ter ized b y the l o w e s t a n d the E a s t e r n E u r o p e a n countr ies b y the h i g h ­
est l e v e l of E S R . These patterns echo those o b s e r v e d i n p r i o r s tudies o n soc ia l n e t w o r k 
s ize [45] a n d lonel iness [15,46]. M u c h of the c o u n t r y v a r i a t i o n is at tr ibutable to c o m p o s i ­
t i o n a l dif ferences, as notable r i s k factors of E S R a m o n g o l d e r a d u l t s (e.g., f e w e r socioeco­
n o m i c a n d hea l th resources) are the most p r e v a l e n t i n the southeast. I n a d d i t i o n , m a c r o -
l e v e l factors s h o w s ign i f i cant associat ions w i t h E S R b e y o n d the effect of m i c r o - l e v e l fac­
tors, sugges t ing that n a t i o n a l pol i c ies a n d b r o a d e r c u l t u r a l a n d s t ruc tura l patterns p l a y a 
ro le i n fos ter ing socia l i n c l u s i o n a n d cohes ion . O f note, a h i g h e r l e v e l of i n d i v i d u a l i s m 
a n d greater trust i n other p e o p l e p r e d i c t h i g h e r soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n a n d l o w e r levels of 
lonel iness . The f i n d i n g s s u p p o r t the o f ten-a l leged role of i n t e r p e r s o n a l trust i n fos ter ing 
socia l connectedness a n d r e d u c i n g lone l iness [26]. 

O u r f i n d i n g s a l i g n w i t h p r i o r research sugges t ing that generous a n d c o m p r e h e n s i v e 
wel fare s u p p o r t s faci l i tate a n d encourage socia l i n t e g r a t i o n a n d socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n [17]. 
W h i l e , i n the past, o ld -age socia l w e l f a r e systems w e r e p r i m a r i l y f o c u s e d o n p r o v i d i n g 
s u p p o r t a n d care, they are n o w i n c r e a s i n g l y f o c u s e d o n "ac t ive a g e i n g " a n d a m o r e " p a r ­
t i c ipa t ion-centered" service. These focuses e m p h a s i z e , for e x a m p l e , a hea l thy l i festyle , 
c o m m u n i t y a n d c i v i c engagement , e m p l o y m e n t , act ive le isure , a n d socia l re la t ionships , 
w h i c h i n t u r n contr ibute to r e d u c e a n d p r e v e n t o ld-age socia l e x c l u s i o n [47]. The h i g h 
socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n N o r t h e r n E u r o p e m a y also reflect that this r e g i o n has h i g h e r o r g a ­
n i z e d ( formal) p a r t i c i p a t i o n , whereas S o u t h e r n E u r o p e m a y h a v e m o r e i n f o r m a l p a r t i c i ­
p a t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , i n the N o r t h e r n E u r o p e a n countr ies , f o r m a l v o l u n t a r i s m is m o r e nor ­
m a t i v e a n d preva lent , a n d i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y e n c o u r a g e d a n d s u p p o r t e d [48]. T h e u n f a v o r a ­
ble p o s i t i o n of E a s t e r n E u r o p e a n o l d e r adul t s i n terms of their soc ia l re la t ionsh ips , socia l 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n , a n d lonel iness levels reflect the c o m p a r a t i v e l y h i g h rates of p o v e r t y , hea l th 
p r o b l e m s , a n d bereavement a m o n g — e s p e c i a l l y — w o m e n i n this r e g i o n [15,49]. T o date, 
scant at tent ion has b e e n p a i d to the r i s k of late-l i fe E S R i n E a s t e r n E u r o p e , some of the 
E u r o p e a n countr ies w i t h the m o s t severe chal lenges i n c a r i n g for the m a t e r i a l , social , a n d 
h e a l t h needs of their o l d e r p o p u l a t i o n s [18,50]. 

The lonel iness d i v i d e can a lso reflect that S o u t h e r n E u r o p e a n s m a y h a v e h i g h e r ex­
pectat ions, a n d there m a y be differences i n the degree of w h a t constitutes i n t i m a c y a n d 
closeness. Severa l authors p o i n t to the i m p o r t a n c e of c o n s i d e r i n g people ' s f rames of ref­
erence a n d n o r m a t i v e or ientat ions i n the c u l t u r a l context of countr ies u n d e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n 
[15]. L o n e l i n e s s occurs w h e n the q u a l i t y of one's socia l re la t ionsh ips fal ls short of the ex­
pec ted or d e s i r e d q u a l i t y of soc ia l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . J o h n s o n a n d M u l l i n s [51] i n t r o d u c e d the 
t e r m " l o n e l i n e s s t h r e s h o l d " to refer to the l e v e l at w h i c h lonel iness arises. S o u t h e r n a n d 
Eas tern E u r o p e a n s , because of h i g h expectat ions of s t rong f a m i l y a n d c o m m u n i t y ties, 
m a y h a v e a l o w e r lonel iness t h r e s h o l d t h a n other E u r o p e a n s . A l o w lonel iness t h r e s h o l d 
m a y m a k e matters w o r s e for o l d e r adul t s i n countr ies w i t h h i g h rates of w i d o w h o o d , de­
creas ing fer t i l i ty rates, a n d i n c r e a s i n g o u t m i g r a t i o n [15]. M o r e o v e r , it m a y be that p o l i t i c a l 
u p h e a v a l s , e c o n o m i c i n s e c u r i t y , a n d greater s o c i o e c o n o m i c inequal i t ies h a v e e r o d e d feel­
ings of trust a n d soc ia l in tegra t ion , w h i c h i n t u r n increased the r i s k of lonel iness a m o n g 
o l d e r adul t s i n E a s t e r n E u r o p e [18,52]. I n s u m , the c o m b i n a t i o n of a l o w lonel iness thresh­
o l d a n d negat ive changes i n socia l i n t e g r a t i o n m a y h e l p to e x p l a i n h i g h levels of lonel iness 
i n f o r m e r social ist countr ies . 

W e also f i n d that w o m e n , c o m p a r e d w i t h m e n , are m o r e at r i s k of E S R as m e a s u r e d 
b y l i v i n g a lone a n d lonel iness . W o m e n ' s re lat ive v u l n e r a b i l i t y corresponds w i t h p r i o r 
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s tudies o n soc ia l i s o l a t i o n [2] a n d lonel iness [15], a n d seems l a r g e l y at tr ibutable to their 
greater l i k e l i h o o d of w i d o w h o o d . W o m e n are g e n e r a l l y not m o r e soc ia l ly e x c l u d e d as 
m e a s u r e d b y i n t e r p e r s o n a l ties or soc ia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , h o w e v e r . T h i s f i n d i n g chal lenges 
p r e v i o u s s tudies s h o w i n g that o l d e r w o m e n t e n d to report s i g n i f i c a n t l y larger soc ia l net­
w o r k s t h a n their m a l e counterpar ts [53], b u t doveta i l s w i t h s tudies s h o w i n g that gender 
dif ferences i n socia l i n t e r a c t i o n a n d soc ia l n e t w o r k size d i m i n i s h or d i s a p p e a r i n late 
a d u l t h o o d [54]. W h i l e w o m e n ' s h i g h e r r i s k of lonel iness is l i k e l y m a i n l y d r i v e n b y gender 
dif ferences i n l i v i n g s i t u a t i o n , m o r e " sub jec t ive" factors c o u l d also p l a y some role . Insofar 
as w o m e n g e n e r a l l y are m o r e soc ia l ly act ive a n d integrated , at least i n ear ly a n d m i d d l e 
a d u l t h o o d [54], their p o t e n t i a l l y h i g h e r soc ia l s tandards a n d expectat ions m a y cause v u l ­
n e r a b i l i t y to lonel iness w h e n e x p e r i e n c i n g soc ia l losses i n later l i fe [15,55]. F i n d i n g s also 
underscore h o w g e n d e r e d r i sks v a r y across countr ies charac ter ized b y di f ferent p r e c o n ­
d i t i o n s for socia l contact a n d p a r t i c i p a t i o n . W e f i n d r e l a t i v e l y f e w socia l re la t ionsh ips , l o w 
socia l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , a n d h i g h levels of lone l iness a m o n g Eas tern E u r o p e a n a g e d people , 
espec ia l ly a m o n g w o m e n . T h i s m a y be d u e to h i g h rates of p o v e r t y a n d h e a l t h p r o b l e m s 
[15,49] that, i n t u r n , increase suscept ib i l i ty to E S R i n later l i fe . 

A p a r t i c u l a r l y in teres t ing f i n d i n g is the s e e m i n g disconnect b e t w e e n objective E S R 
a n d feel ings of sat is fact ion w i t h the soc ia l n e t w o r k : e v e n those w i t h a v e r y l i m i t e d socia l 
n e t w o r k ( " T y p e 1") report , o n average, score 9 (out of 10) o n n e t w o r k sat isfact ion. T h i s 
i l lustrates the n o t i o n that soc ia l i s o l a t i o n does not equate w i t h d issat i s fac t ion a n d u n m e t 
socia l needs. T h i s p h e n o m e n o n , l a b e l l e d " p o s i t i v e s o l i t u d e " (PS), is f o u n d to be a v o l i ­
t i o n a l a n d enjoyable exper ience for m a n y o l d e r adul t s [56]. I m p o r t a n t l y , there is o f ten a 
g a p b e t w e e n o l d people ' s exper ience of P S a n d the percept ions of hea l th profess ionals 
r e g a r d i n g this exper ience . T h i s is a n i m p o r t a n t issue as o l d e r p e o p l e , espec ia l ly those i n a 
l o n g - t e r m care faci l i t ies , m a y n e e d P S to g a i n a sense of c o n t r o l a n d f r e e d o m as par t of 
their q u a l i t y of l i fe [56]. H e n c e , e v e n w h e n s t u d y i n g E S R , one m u s t r e m e m b e r that despite 
m a n y negat ive i m p l i c a t i o n s , there m a y also be some p o s i t i v e benefits . 

5. Conclusions 

T h i s s t u d y has several l i m i t a t i o n s that suggest avenues for fu ture research. O n e 
w e a k n e s s is o u r i n a b i l i t y to r e v e a l causal o r d e r g i v e n the lack of l o n g i t u d i n a l ( w i t h i n -
person) analys is . T h u s , i t r e m a i n s u n c l e a r w h e t h e r the correlates—e.g. , l o w s o c i o e c o n o m i c 
status, b e i n g a caregiver , p o o r p h y s i c a l o r m e n t a l hea l th , a n d d i s a b i l i t y — a r e d r i v e r s or 
outcomes of E S R . C o n c o m i t a n t l y , f u t u r e l o n g i t u d i n a l analys is s h o u l d a d o p t a l i fe -course 
perspect ive a n d assess the i m p a c t of ear l ier events a n d c o n d i t i o n s o n later- l i fe E S R — f o r 
e x a m p l e , the i m p a c t of l i fe events (e.g., w i d o w h o o d , ret i rement , a n d m o v i n g residence) 
a n d of cr i t i ca l r i s k junctures for the d e v e l o p m e n t of E S R . 

D e s p i t e these l i m i t a t i o n s , a n d as w a s its central a i m , this s t u d y m a k e s a n u m b e r of 
cont r ibut ions to i n t e r n a t i o n a l s c h o l a r s h i p o n E S R , a n d a d v a n c i n g u n d e r s t a n d i n g across a 
n u m b e r of d i m e n s i o n s . F irs t , the f i n d i n g s , a n d the focus o n a n e x t e n d e d range of E S R 
i n d i c a t o r s , underscore the n e e d to e x p a n d research o n re la t iona l d e p r i v a t i o n b e y o n d lone­
l iness a n d i s o l a t i o n . A s i l l u s t r a t e d here, c o m m i t t i n g to a m o r e c o m p r e h e n s i v e a n d m u l t i ­
d i m e n s i o n a l a p p r o a c h to s t u d y i n g E S R c a n p r o v i d e a m o r e n u a n c e d a n d i n s i g h t f u l u n ­
d e r s t a n d i n g of the m a n i f e s t a t i o n of this p h e n o m e n o n . Second, o u r analys is p r o v i d e s f u r ­
ther c lar i ty i n r e l a t i o n to quest ions a r o u n d g e n d e r e d experiences of cer ta in aspects of E S R . 
I n d o i n g so, this p a p e r a d d s to the w e i g h t of e v i d e n c e that indicates o l d e r w o m e n ' s en­
h a n c e d v u l n e r a b i l i t y to i s o l a t i o n a n d lonel iness . T h i s is i n a d d i t i o n to c o n f i r m i n g that f u r ­
ther w o r k is r e q u i r e d to d i sentangle the c o m p l e x interact ions b e t w e e n g e n d e r e d a n d c u l ­
t u r a l n o r m s across countr ies i n terms of socia l contact a n d p a r t i c i p a t i o n . T h i r d , the scope 
of the m u l t i - l e v e l i n d e p e n d e n t var iab les i n c l u d e d i n this analys is demonstrates the nature 
a n d v a l u e of assessing b r o a d e r s t ruc tura l a n d u p s t r e a m causes of e x c l u s i o n a r y processes 
a n d outcomes , w i t h a v i e w to their m i t i g a t i o n . T h e E u r o p e a n cross -nat ional focus i l l u s ­
trates the w o r t h of a d o p t i n g a cross -nat ional perspec t ive to u n p a c k the re lat ive soc ia l c o n ­
textual e lements of E S R , a n d u n d e r s t a n d the s t r u c t u r a l causes at p l a y . It also i l lustrates 
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h o w n a t i o n a l p o l i d e s a n d c u l t u r a l a n d s t r u c t u r a l characterist ics m a y serve to foster socia­
b i l i t y a n d c o n n e c t i v i t y , a n d thus reduce the r i s k of E S R i n o l d e r age. U l t i m a t e l y , it is o n l y 
b y a d o p t i n g c o m p r e h e n s i v e analys is approaches , that are gender a n d context sensit ive, 
a n d that incorpora te objective a n d subjective d i m e n s i o n s , w e c a n m e a n i n g f u l l y progress 
sc ient i f ic u n d e r s t a n d i n g of E S R i n later l i fe , a n d h o p e to reduce its preva lence a n d i m p a c t 
across E u r o p e . 

O u r f i n d i n g s s o m e w h a t p r e d i c t a b l y r e a f f i r m the n e e d for person-centered ap­
proaches i n c o m b a t t i n g c o m p l e x f o r m s of d i s a d v a n t a g e , s u c h as e x c l u s i o n f r o m soc ia l re­
la t ions [57]. W h i l e this requires , a n d c a n be fac i l i ta ted, b y the i n c l u s i o n of subjective a n d 
objective measures i n assessing s u c h p o t e n t i a l def ic i ts , it is best executed i n w o r k i n g w i t h 
o l d e r p e o p l e d i rec t ly , a n d their ex i s t ing n e t w o r k s to i d e n t i f y the sorts of socia l needs, 
preferences a n d pr ior i t i es that a l l o w for that target ing of speci f ic i n t e r v e n t i o n s . D e s p i t e 
some of the associat ions i d e n t i f i e d i n this research, not e v e r y o n e l i v i n g alone or w i t h f e w e r 
ties m a y j u d g e themselves to be e x c l u d e d , a n d for a l l intents a n d p u r p o s e s m a y not be. A 
person-centered focus w i l l h e l p account for s u c h preferent ia l a n d c i r c u m s t a n t i a l e lements 
[57]. H o w e v e r , the f i n d i n g s also suggest that there m a y be i n t e r l o c k i n g sets of c o n d i t i o n s 
that m a y increase the b r e a d t h a n d d e p t h of e x c l u s i o n f r o m soc ia l re lat ions , s u c h as sex 
a n d gender , soc ia l i n e q u a l i t y , m o r e lonel iness a n d less p a r t i c i p a t i o n . A focus o n m u l t i p l e 
exc lus ions , a n d i n some cases, the m o r e act ive c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the l i fe events a n d t rans i ­
t ions that h a v e created t h e m , is l i k e l y to be p a r t i c u l a r l y v a l u a b l e . 

I n l o c a l a n d m u n i c i p a l i t y settings, each of these cons iderat ions m i g h t be u s e f u l l y de­
l i v e r e d t h r o u g h ex i s t ing a g e - f r i e n d l y p r o g r a m m e s , g i v e n their preva lence across E u r o ­
p e a n contacts, h i g h e r in tegr i ty , a n d their in tegrat ive a n d m u l t i a g e n c y approaches to s u p ­
por t o l d e r p e o p l e [57,58]. T a r g e t i n g e x c l u s i o n f r o m soc ia l re lat ions impl i ca tes m o r e t h a n 
just in te rvent ions f o c u s e d o n b u i l d i n g connect ions a n d re la t ionships , a n d ins tead , d r a w s 
i n the sort of o u t d o o r spaces a n d a m e n i t y in f ras t ruc ture that c a n faci l i tate soc ia l outlets 
a n d socia l contact—the sort of t ransport that, t h r o u g h its accessibi l i ty , f requency a n d cho­
sen des t ina t ion , enable great connec t iv i ty ; a n d the sort of services target ing other needs 
that, b y their nature of d e l i v e r y , connect p e o p l e i n c o m m u n i t y settings (e.g., hea l th c l inics) 
a n d that, as a b y - p r o d u c t of their d e s i g n , m o n i t o r a n d b r o k e r other s u p p o r t s for those w h o 
increase a d u l t s ' soc ia l c o n n e c t i v i t y (e.g., p o s t a l services). 
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