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M easur es of Social | solation

1. Introduction

In a recent debate on ‘Measuring National Well-being’, people in the United Kingdom were prompted to consider the
guestion of what mattered most for understanding well-being. One abgleets that participants considered to be most
important was ‘personal relationships’ (Office for National Statistics 2011). Similarly, studies such as The Voict®of
Poor, conducted in 60 developing cais, have found that people living in absolute poverty consider ‘social isolation’

to be a relevant aspect in their understanding of poverty (Narayan 2008). Former French President, Nicholas
Sarkozy, convened a commission to identify the limits of curredicémors of economic performance and social
progress, and to suggest how to improve them for all countriesavpitimary focus on Europe. The commission, led by
Nobel Prize winners Joseph Stiglitz and Amartya Sen, and French econeamig?aulFitoussi, concluded that ‘social
connections and relationships’ should be among the dimensions taken into account for measurement of quality of life
globally. Moreover, they argue that social connections should be consglendthneously alongside other dimensions
such as material living standard (income, consumption and wealth); healtigtiod; personal activities, including

work; political voice and governance; environment (present and futuretioosy{ and insecurity (of an economic as

well as physical nature) (Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2609)ese local and global initiatives (spanning the developing and
developed world) attest to the importance that human beings place oneaatiahs in the evaluation of their wellbeing,
alongside other dimensions of life. They reflect, as well, the acknowleglgedetween what people value and the

dimensions currently used for assessing the wellbeing of people.

If indeed, social connectedness is a key dimension of povettpfawell-being, and should be considered alongside
these other dimensions, then the routine surveys used to analydreing and poverty will need to include modules of
social connectedness. However at present no agreement exists as toctvmaddules might include. This paper tackles

that question.

In particular this paper reviews the measurement of aspects of sociactaaness in a diverse set of literatures. On the
basis of that analysis, we propose a series of indicators to capture intellyatcmmaparable data on social
connectedneshis will allow for the production of a fuller assessment of a person’s social connectedness by generating
information on some of the multiple aspects that affect his or her social relafiogse indicators could be included in
standard household surveys to increase insights about multidimanpmrerty by showing the joint distribution of
deprivations in poverty and social connectedness for the same geugitrermore, specific hypotheses, such as the links

between health outcomes and social isolation, or its relevance for teestamdling of absolute poverty, can also be

1 These are only some examples of a number of initmtasploring aspects of social connectedness. See, forpéxathe Benessere Equo e
Sostenibile initiative in ItalyHttp://www.misuredelbenesserg.ithe New Zealand Social Repdtittp://socialreport.msd.govt.hzThe Minnesota
Project (Minnesota Department of Health 2010), thelivig Group on Social Isolation of the Province oftBh Columbia in Canada (Keefe et al.
2006), and the work on social isolation by the NewtBdNVales Department of Disability, Ageing and HomeeCa Australia (Fine and Spencer
2009). In ltaly, for example, people indicated, tigb participatory exercises, that good relationshipb friends and relatives were as important as
having an adequate income. Relationships were coesidstrespondents to be among the top contributorfetarid well-being, ranking behind only
good health, guaranteeing the economic and sotiakfof children, and having decent satisfying work.
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tested. Unlike much of the current research on this topic, this papermphasise the use of indicators suitable for

developing countries.
2. Approach and Definition

The challenge of measuring social connectedness is daunting. A linked Ipaplee, same authors, has reviewed and
synthesised the vast and diverse conceptual literature on social isolattwat. paper we also identified the multiplicities
of aspects of social connectedness such as different types of relationgu#iigyy where they take place, or the norms
governing these relations. This paper follows on from that in-depibw, and builds upon the insights there gathered.
Yet this paper, like that, observes that attempts at measuring thisnpdreso have arisen in many disciplines and in
relation to many different social problems, and in many different ctmt€onsequently, this paper joins a very unsettled
debate on the measurement of social connections (see Stiglitz, Sen and Ft08sSi@ne 2001; OECD 2011).

Yet we argue that existing research in several fields provides solid grountef construction of basic internationally
comparable indicators that measure specific aspects of social isolation. The satagl s@pal exclusion and social
cohesion literatures, for example, provide insightful observations about raladieprivations, as well as experiences in
measuring these aspects. In turn, psychological theories of lonelirdksbeatiterature on quality of life prioritise
people’s own assessments about their situation regarding social connectedness. Furthermore, multidisciplinary and
specific national experiences provide accounts of comprehensive studiebatle used objective and subjective
indicators to attempt to gain a richer understanding of this phenomenon.

This paper follows four guiding principles. First, and as with otherceses within the Oxford Poverty and Human
Development ditiative (OPHI)’s Missing Dimensions of Poverty Data program, this paper $wektlusively on
indicators that have been previously tested and found to give ridatdothat can be analysed in rigorous academic
published work. Thus, all the proposed indicators come from an efrdifferent literatures and have been previously
implemented, although not necessarily in developing countries. Second, itetared have been chosen to obtain
specific information about aspects of social connectedness, as well as to reamgdnction with other variables. This
will allow researchers to establish the relationship between different aspects of isalativell as between aspects of
isolation and other dimensions relevant for poverty analysi$) ascempowerment or income. Third, the proposed
indicators seek to advance understanding of social isolation and how festsim each of the different levels involved
in the social connectivity of a person. For this, the definition usethigh paper follows the suggestions for the
measurement of social connections set out by the Organisation forrsicoGo-operation and Development (OECD)
(2011). Finally, it seeks to incorporate direct measures of social connectedness, including people’s own internal
evaluations of their social relationships. This follows the recommendatidgheb@ommission on the Measurement of
Economic Performance and Social Progress that meaningful indicatassialf @nnections need to move away from

proxy measures to rely on surveys of peoples’ actual behaviours and activitiegStiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2009).

2 Currently, much of the literature is based on theogean, Australian, New Zealand, or North Americaneds.



2.1 Definition of Social |solation

Elsewhere we have defined social isolationtlas inadequate quality and quantity of social relations with other
people at the different levels where human inter action takes place (individual, group, community and the larger
social environment). We drew attention to the fact that social isolation concernsgjuhatity of social relations (the
number or frequency of interactions with another individual oviddals) and thequality of social relations — whether

it satisfies a person’s internal standards and is of intrinsic value, and whether it is of insiianvalue. We observed that
measuring social isolation is challenging because there is no automatic reiptiosisteenthese quantitative and
qualitative aspects and feelings of social connectedness; many factors intervene. Weashslee need to consider
internal andexternal perspectives, to observe humater actions at differentievels (individual, group, community, and

larger social environment).

It is also worth signalling at this point, due to the empirical literature usieditle isolation, that social isolation is
distinct from the isolation of groups and communities due to groupactesistics or geographical/physical location.
Econometric analysis by Fafchamps and Shilpi (2008), for eleardemonstrates that geographic isolation (often due to
inaccessible roads), in Nepal, is associated with lower subjective welfarg tasiperception of the adequacy of the
household total income as a proxy for subjective welfare). Drawiog participatory work on poverty in parts of rural
Colombia, McGee (1998) explains that the physical isolation associated with lritepdhere remote and ill-served by
infrastructure may at times makgeople feel that thettommunities’ physical isolation permits the authorities to neglect
them with impunity; in turn, negléon the part of the authorities compounds local peoples’ sense of being abandoned
and ostracized’ (cited in Brock 1999, p. 34). McGee observesgven within villages, the worst off are physically isolated:
many respondents observed that the poorest and most mardinatishose who are never seen or heard’ and that
‘isolation has the greatest impact on the poor, whose mobility is often already restricted’ (Brock 1999, pp. 34 and 53).
Yet the isolation of groups, and/or geographical isolation, may not benygywois with lack of social interaction. It may
conversely produce the experience of ‘being alone together’ (Suedfeld 1974, p.1) while being isolated from other groups

and/or wider society.

3. Survey of measuresrelated to social isolation

Phenomena related to social isolation have been the topic of many emgtintials. Some of these have sought to
measure social interactions. This body of studies use a great givdrisitywords, and engage a vast literature and array
of disciplinary tools. This section surveys key measurement tygknised according to the concept they sought to

measure.

3.1 Social capital, social cohesion, social exclusion, and psychological approaches

The literature on social capital points to the relevance of social connectivity witly,fgroups, and community, and to

the importance of the rules that govern this connectivity.

In terms of measurement, a relevant experience in measuring sodial fraghe purpose of this paper (due to its focus
on comparable indicators and aim at being applicable in developing countries)ligetrated Questionnaire for the

Measurement of Social Capital (3Q) produced by The World Bank’s Social Capital Thematic Group (Grootaert et al.



2004).3 The questionnaire provides a set of survey questions arranged iftmatk sections, namely, i) Groups and

Networks; ii) Trust and Solidarity; iii) Collective Action and Cooperation; ivptnfation and Communication; v) Social

Cohesion and Inclusion; and vi) Empowerment and Political Actibmese sections aim to address different dimensions
of social capital (both structural and cognitivepoints i and ii, respectively), some of the main ways in which kocia
capital operates (iii and iv), and some major outcomes (v and vi). Thesogsestre designed to generate quantitative
data on various dimensions of social capital as part of a larger househayg. sAn advantage of this survey is that all
of its questions have been drawn from previous surveys &ndrgued to have demonstrated reliability, validity, and

usefulness. However, as the authors point out, the questionnaire hadebigred within a conceptual framework of
social capital based at the household level and thus relevant issues watisenave not been includgmespite these

rich attempts, measuring social capital remains a highly unsettled Matter.

A related literature to social capital is that of social cohesion: ‘the processes of building shared values and communities

of interpretation, reducing disparities in wealth and income, and genenalljireg people to have a sense that they are
engaged in a common enterprise, facing shared challenges, and that they are members of the same community’ (Rosell et

al. cited in Maxwell 1996, p. 13)The measurement of social cohesion, like that of social capital, remains a debated
topic. Attempts at operationalizing the concept have been limited by the shaftagorking definitions and have
adopted multiple forms, such as the elaboration of macro indices (AckeR@1 a), specific aspects of social cohesion

e.g., neighbourhood cohesien(Kim, Park and Peterson 2013; Cagney et al. 2009; Stafford €0@R), or more
instrumental and narrow definitions in which the richness of the ppgets diffused (see, for example, Easterly, Ritzen,
and Woolcock 2006).

Another literature that has explored the question of social isolation is thatialf exclusion, in which there have been
some innovative attempts to create direct indicators. One such exampleéPevirey and Social Exclusion Survey of
Britain (PSE). This comprehensive survey aimed at establishing the nuwihlipeople suffering from exclusion by
distinguishing between four dimensions: impoverishment or exclusiom ddequate income or resources; labour market
exclusion; service exclusion; and exclusion from social relations (Gordon 20CG41; Gordon et al. 2013). Exclusion
from social relations, in particular, is a relevant domain as it seeks direanhatfon about social relations and social
participation by exploring different angles, including, i) non-participatioooimmon social activities; ii) isolation; iii)

lack of support; and iv) disengagement and confinement.

3 Several countries have dedicated surveys on soqiitbtaeveloped for their own contexts, including theited Kingdom, Australia, Canada,
Ireland, the Netherlands, and the United States. Tdreralso important initiatives by the OECD and seveaitibnal statistics offices advocating for
the harmonisation of social capital indicators (seeekample, Healy 2002). The study by Grootaert.8l04) is, to the knowledge of these authors,
the largest study attempting to develop internatigramparable indicators on social capital. Its emphasideveloping countries the questionnaire
builds on studies carried in Bolivia, Burkina Fasoa@, Guatemala, Indonesia, Tanzania, and Ugarsdhal the objective of making these indicators
usable for a multi-topic household survey makes this expeei particularly relevant for this study. Unforttehg the questionnaire has been only
piloted in Albania and Nigeria and thus there is nal@ation of its relevance. For a discussion on pralcjaidelines for measuring social capital in
low-income countries using the SC-IQ see Jones and Woo[206K).

4 The list of the suggested most essential questionnains iteprovided in Appendix 1 of Zavaleta, Samuel, Mil31¢)

5 See also Healy (2002) for a discussion on measuringlsoapital at the international level, and Harped #&elly (2003) for a discussion on
measuring social capital in the United Kingdom.

6 See, for example, Adam and Roncevic (2003); Durdendf Fafchamps (2004); Foxton and Jones (2011); Grodf&98); Lochner, Kawachi and
Kennedy (1999); Moore et al. (2011); OECD (2011)tnBm (2001); Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009); areh&t(2001). The Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progresxdimple, recognises this problem and calls for more workeodetelopment of solid
indicators for measuring social connectedness. It providesgference, a list of questions used in the U.S. isheflthese suggested questionnaire
items can be found in Appendix 2, Zavaleta Samuel aifid (2014).



A rich psychological literature addresses various aspects of social connecgtedokss the research on loneliness, also

known as subjective social isolation, and on specific theories of quallifys.g In terms of measurement, the use of
psychometric scales in specific contexts and clinical trials for measuring ks®lie well established (more on this,
below). However, there are only a few examples of using tlvadessn large surveys. An interesting example in which a
loneliness scale has been used for cross-country comparisons ie@rbyide Jong and Van Tilburg (2010). In a seven
country study, including France, Germany, the Netherlands, RusdigarB, Georgia, and Japan, with surveys sizes
varying between 8,158 and 12,828, these authors found thébaai@nd social loneliness can be measured using a six-
item scale (three items measuring emotional loneliness and three iteswwingeaocial loneliness). One of the findings
of the study is that the association between emotional and social lonelioges po be significantly related to a

shortage of resources in both younger and older adults.
3.2 Cross-national and national experiences

Both nationally and internationally, there have been interesting attempts to ewaogtle connections. The OECD
(2011), for example, uses four indicators from the social capital literature to provide a glimpse into ‘social connections’:

i) social network support, ii) frequency of social contact, iii) time spentnteéwing, and iv) trust in others. These
indicators were selected due to their capacity to inform analysts about batmahfand formal types of social
connections (i and ii, respectively) and as measures of important imaivahd societal outcomes (iii and iv).
Unfortunately, due to the lack of a single data source that encompasses aitifvators, data for each indicator must
come from different sources, thus preventing an analysis aittiegion of the same person vis-a-vis these four asf)ects.
In turn, the U.K.’s Office for National Statistics (ONS) has been exploring the following domains as part of its
Measuring National Well-being Programme: personal relationships and laselfamily relationships, friendships, and
community (see Table 1 for the indicators used) (Self, Thomas andlR20d2). As with the exercise advanced by the
OECD, data for these indicators come from different survey instigm@iaking it impossible to assess the overall level

of connectivity of a single individual.

Table 1. Potential domains and indicatorsfor assessing relationships— ONS

Personal e Satisfaction with personal relationships

. . . . 9
relationships e Perception of loneliness.

e Time spent with family every day or most days during the lastteaks
e Satisfaction with spouse or partner

Family relationships| e  Self-report of partnership as being extremely happy or perfect

e Satisfaction with the well-being of own children

e Frequency with which children quarrel with their parents

7 See, for example, Hawkley and Cacioppo (2009; 2010)

8 The OECD distinguishes between headline indicators (ofaghich come from official statistics) and secondagi¢ators. The indicator on Social
Network Support has been selected by the OECD to be its headline indicator for the ‘social connections’ dimension of well-being. Data for this
indicator comes from the Gallup World Poll. See OECD (2@dr1a discussion on this.

9 Measured by asking the question: ‘How lonely do you feel in daily life’?



e Time spent together with friends
e Satisfaction with relationship with friends

e Satisfaction with social life

Friendships
e Communication method for making contact with friends to arrang
meeting
e Intensity of social networking
e Trust
e Feeling of belonging to own neighbourhood
e Participation in group activities
Community e Mixing socially with people from different ethnic or religious backgmsi

in a range of settings (excluding at home)
e Satisfaction with people you work with

e Perception of relationships between managers and employees

Source: Based on Self, Thomas, and Randall (2012)

Finally, New Zealand’s Social Report provides an interesting example of a national governmegriausiixture of social

capital and subjective social isolation indicators to assess the state of social coessdtetme countrilo. This report

published since 2001, blends a series of social indicators with e@orom environmental variables to provide

information on progress in outcomes, changes over time, angd differences in social outcom&sThe report contains
data on ten domains: i) health, ii) knowledge and skills, iii) paid wejkeconomic standard of living, v) civil and
political rights, vi) cultural identity, vii) leisure and recreation, viii) safety) social connectedness, and x) life
satisfaction. The report defines sdatonnectedness as ‘the relationships that people have with others and the benefits
these relationships can bring to the individual as well as to society’ (New Zealand Ministry of Social Development 2010,

p. 110). It reports five commonly used indicators from the socialatdiperature with a concrete question on subjective

. . . 12
isolation to measure social connectedness.

The social connectedness section of New Zealand’s Social Report is an extremely interesting example of an attempt to
combine external and internal indicators in order to achieve a fuller asseséthenteoel and ultimate quality of social
connectedness of an individual. However, there are three problemghigithonceptualisation and measurement in
regards to using this experience to generate internationally comparable indi€attysas with other exercises of this
type, lack of data availability results in the use of multiple data sourcethdadifferent indicators, including using
surveys from different years (some of them with considerabls)gaotterell and Crothers 2011). This renders it
impossible to analyse the situation of a person in each one ofabsets at the same time. Second, some of the external

indicators used (such as telephone and Internet access in the horteheenlito be adjusted in order to reflect different

10 see Cotterell and Crothers (2011) for a discussigh®evolution of social indicators in New Zealand #melconception of this report.
11 see New Zealand Ministry of Social Development (at’lmﬂp://socialreport.msd.qovt.hz

12 The indicators are: 1) telephone and Internet adoes® home; 2) contact with family and friends; 3ptzmt between young people and their
parents; 4) trust in others; 5) loneliness; and G)alry work.
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levels of development and to account for urban/rural differences rélevaeveloping areas of the world. Third, the

: . . . . . . 13
directuse of the term ‘isolated’ in questions attempting to capture data on this state may be problematic.
3.3 Poverty and social isolation

Empirical studies explore various specific links between poverty aretdiff aspects of social isolation, including living
in a poor neighbourhood and access to social resources (TRygeae and Green 1998); links between low income,
greater isolation, and a lower sense of belonging, which also affiecfgetceptions and experiences of stigmatization
and isolation for those who live on a low income (Stewart et al. 2009)thanefffect of social resources and different
norms on economic outcomes (Grootaert 1998). These studies are alaatrédexmeasurement design, because they

draw attention away from simply counting numbers of social contacts.

For example, while more frequent contact may imply strong ties witér gieople, according to Granovetter (1973;
1982), such strong ties tend to involve a high concentration of etfeaggerves to fragment communities of the poor
into units that have little connection between groups. For example, dsiagrom household surveys in Atlanta, Tigges,
Brown and Green (1998) measured the extent of social contact byet)ewlhe respondents lived with another adult
and b)the presence and number of ‘discussion partners’ — whether the person has someone outside the home to talk to
about things that are important to thé&hDocumenting the socioeconomic characteristics of the discussion partner
enabled the researchers to compare the networks of low- and higheiferseholds, not only in number but also in
who made up the discussion partners. Tiggg&®wn and Greenfound that ‘living in a concentrated poverty
neighbourhood reduces by one-half the probability of having ae ctms compared with living in low-poverty
neighbourhoods’ (1998, pp. 7671), leading them to conclude that ‘the poor, who are in greatest need of resources
provided by social ties, tend to have smaller and less diverse networks’ (Tigges, Brown and Greed998, p. 55; see also
Fischer 1982). Furthermore, Campbell and Barrett (1992) have fbahgeaople with higher incomes tend to have more
extensive networks, while those with lower incomes have more fregoatect with a smaller network. From such
research it would seem that weak ties between diverse groups can havgyer stohesive power than strong ties within

a smaller and more homogenous group.

Moreover, the diversity of these networks (the characteristics of the people who make up a person’s social network) is of
central importance. Wilson (1987) suggests that having close ties tte paup are employed and who have a college
education helps people to be tied into social resources that reduce social i¢slatipas job networks and information
about services). But, Stewart et al. (2009) found that people with lower escdemded to affiliate more, and experience
a stronger sense of belonging with, people in a similar economitaliginalized situation; and Tigges, Brown and
Green found thatlliving in a high-poverty neighbourhood decreases the likelihood of having afogetpclose tie by 57
percent’ (1998, p. 71).

13 The actual question reads as following: ‘Some people say they feel isolated from the people around them while others say they don’t. They might
feel isolated even though they see family or frienderyeday. In the last four weeks, how often have yaitii$olated fromothers?” The use of the
specific term in questions enquiringoat these types of states is often criticised. For example, discussing the use of the term ‘loneliness’ in questions
attempting to assess this state, Rook (1988) argues ltilattie term is meaningful to many people, it is al$azay concept with multiple meanings.
This may result in a strong reporting error. Moreouee, attached stigma to feelings of loneliness may pres@nte older people from reporting it
(Rotenberg and MacKie 1999; Victor et al. 2000).

14 The researchers asked people, ‘From time to time, most people discuss important matters withrgiheple. Looking back over the last six months,
who are the people, other than people living in your household, with whom you discussed matters important to you?” (Tigges, Brown and Green 1998,

p. 58.



The sociological literature on social isolation allows a move beyond the simplistie digiween subjective/objective
isolationby exploring ‘how norms, attitudes, cultural repertoires, meaning making, decision making and behaviours are
developed, perpetuated, and reinforced through social participation in highly restrictive and insulated social settings’
(Quane and Wilson 2012, pp-2). This draws attention to ‘how individual agency engages with the restricted range of
social and structural constraints in socially isolated ... neighbourhoods’, making conceptual links between the social
isolation and socialisation of the inner-city poor (ibid, p. 1).re Mith this, Tigges, Brown and Green demonstrate that
‘neighbourhood poverty has a consistent negative effect on African Americans’ social contacts’ and ‘an independent
effect on social isolation and access to social resources’ (with racial isolation interconnecting with this) (1998, pp. 70 and
72). This calls attention to the structural factors affecting social isolatimh @s lack of employment, education, and
transport) and how poverty may exacerbate social isolation, just as social isplagiancrease the likelihood of living
in poverty. Similarly, in a survey by the mental health charity MI{2004), poverty, and specifically a lack of transport
and poor housing, was rated as a major cause of isolation by ¢ied of respondents with mental health problems (p.
11). Klinenberg’s (2001) ethnographic account of ‘dying alone’ in Chicago further illuminates the part played by poverty

in both the lived experience and social production of isolation, and ‘the demographic, cultural and political conditions
that constitute the wider social context in which social isolation emerges’ (p. 507). Furthermore, Stewart et al. found that
over half of the people they interviewed who lived on low incomistanced themselves from others when social
activities required financial capital, or if they feared stigmatization due to theimwmme, leading the researchers to

conclude that ‘the stresses of living on a low income also could result in self-isolation’ (2009, p. 186).

The sociological and ethnographic literature on the varying and multiple reldpisnsétween social isolation and
poverty in diverse contexts, alongside participatory work on pouedgveloping countries (Narayan et 200Q Brock
1999), are important for various reasons. First, they enable conceptualiatibat it is that people (and particularly
poor people) may be isolated from and why this matters within pomealysis. Second, they allow exploration of the
links between intangible and tangible aspects of isolation (for example ldsswguantifiable feelings of isolation
interconnect with more tangible experiences, such as lack of reso(Bcesk 1999). Third, this literature highlights
methodological issues in measuring isolation by pointing out thatubegaeople who are isolated have few ties to
informal or formal support networks they are, within survey tools, ‘among the social types most likely to be uncounted or
undercounted’ (Klinenberg 2001, p. 506). This leads to a lack of systematic data on the extent of isolation in the general
population and means that the prevalence of isolation is often underestiFiatly, these rich literatures ensure that
the measurement of social isolation is not isolated from relational practicdgcahd@ontexts of meaning making and
power relations- highlighting its ‘grounded complexity’ and preventing an understanding of social isolation that is

overly abstract and broad (a major critique that is levelled at social capitalpifd@KRuse and Cousins 2007, p. 533).
4, Potential Indicators

Buiding on this review of measures related to social isolation and relategptenthis section describes a set of
potential indicators to provide quantitative data on social connectedness. The sefeciiicators followed the guiding
principle of drawing upon the domains and indicators tested and faaliathle by other major initiatives. Table 2
provides a summary of different initiatives to gather data on aspeatsiaf sonnectedness. In particular, it follows the
recommendations by the Commission on the Measurement of Economarrrante and Social Progress regarding

indicators of social connectedness (the list of questions on social connesiais the U.S. provided as an example by



the report can be found in Appendix 2 of Zavaleta, Samuel and RIIY; After thorough testing, these questions have
been found reliable, intelligible, and inoffensive (Stiglitz, Sen and Fitou€8)2Blowever, the Commission recognises
that social connections go beyond these particular aspects and swdgestxploring social trust, social isolation,
informal support, workplace engagement, religious engagement, and bridging social capital. It also follows the OECD’s
position regarding indicators on social connections: ‘Ideally, a set of indicators of social connections should describe a
range of different relationships, as well as the quality of those relatioresdpthe resulting outcomes for people (i.e.,
emotional and financial support, job opportunities, social isolation) anddociety (i.e., trust in others, tolerance,

democratic participation, civic engagement)’ (2011, p. 172).

Table 2. Different initiatives on social connectedness

15
19

20
. 21
Misure del benessere
22

16

ICommission on the M easurement of
Progress
OECD

The World Bank’s SC-1Q
Economic Performance and Social
INew Zealand’s Social Report
Hortulanus, R., Machielse, A. and
IThe Poverty and Social Exclusion

Survey of Britain

M eeuwesen, L.

Satisfaction with personal relationships

Satisfaction with social life

Satisfaction with spouse or partner

Satisfaction with family

XX

Satisfaction with friends

Satisfaction with people you work with

Self-report of partnership as beir|
extremely happy or perfect

Frequency of contact with family

17
|| X |x|x|x|x|x|>office of National Statistics U.K."®

Frequency of contact with friends

Frequency of contact with neighbours

X XXX

Number of close friends/friends X

x
x
x

Relationship with children/youth

Social network support X X X X X

Feeling of  belonging to owr| X
neighbourhood

Loneliness X X X

Free aid data

Social participation

Volunteering X X X

Provision of unpaid aid

Donating funds to associations X

Number of non-profit organizations

Number of social cooperatives

XXX X[ X[ X

Participation in groups X X

Non-participation in  common  socig X
activities

Confinement X

15 Grootaert et al. (2004).

16 stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009).

17 0ECD (2011).

18 self, Thomas and Randall (2012).

19 sehhttp://www.stats.qovt.nz/survevs and methodsm-aur-survevs/qeneral-social-survev/nzqss-questionnairei.aspx
20 Hortulanus, R., Machielse, A. and Meeuwesen, L. §200

21 seghitp://www.misuredelbenesserg. it

22 Gordon et al. (2000).
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Reciprocity/solidarity/cooperation X

Trust X

Trust in workmates

XXX X

Religious engagement

Access to communicatiol
methods/preferred method for maki X X X X
contact with friends to arrange a meeting

Intensity of social networking X

Participation in group activities X

Collective action X

Mixing socially with people from differeni
ethnic or religious backgrounds in a ran X X
of settings (excluding at home)

Perception of relationships betweq
managers and employees

Emotional support

Instrumental support

Social companionship

Existence of other significant persons

Actual support received

Actual support given

Changes in network size

Sources of protection

XXX XXX XXX

Social isolation risk factors

Happiness

Sources of information

Social cohesion

Physical safety

Empowerment

XXX X X[ X

Political participation/civic engagement

The selection of potential indicators put forward in this paper appleskttecommendations. The proposed indicators
draw on several of the examples employed by the initiatives discuseedtbut this paper, exploring different levels of
social relationships (personal, family, friendship, and communitygatidersity of the suggested domains, such as trust
and informal support. More importantly, wherever possible this papeieges the use of direct measures of
connectedness over the use of proxies. This exploratory module will alltmgtetthese indicators and an exploration

of their usefulness with respect to the concept of social connectedness nappedaper.
This paper suggests the following domains as a basis for develogiogtars for measuring social isolation:
a) External social isolation

Frequency of social contact
Social network support

Presence of a discussion partner

A 0N PRE

Reciprocity and volunteering
b) Internal social isolation

Satisfaction with social relations
Need for relatedness
Feeling of belonging to own neighbourhood/village/community

Loneliness

a M 0D PE

Trust
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This paper proposes the use of three proxies to capture data on external isokatémuahcy of social contact, ii) Social
network support, and iii) Reciprocity and volunteerifgequency of social contact has strong links with well-being,
allows estimation of the level of objective social isolation, and is a proxyn&aningful relations (Kahneman and
Krueger 2006; Krueger et al. 2009; Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2009). djws proposes to capture data on two aspects:
frequency of contact with family (proposed by OECD 263.Lamd frequency of contact with friends (used in the PSE

survey in Britain).

In turn, social network support provides an approximation of the existence (or perceived existencjppbrtive
relationships. This support can have intrinsic value for a pgsarh as emotional support or sense of security) and/or
instrumental value (e.qg., help financially to overcome a crisis). The indsaleeted for this domain is from the Gallup
World Poll (OECD 2011) but includes a follow-up question in line withsihggestion from Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi
(2009).

Much research emphasises the importance of having a close frieisdumsadnt with whom to discuss important matters.
A number of studies use this as a measure of the extent of a person’s social contacts, the meaningfulness of those
contacts, and the size of a person’s social network (see, for example, Harper and Kelly 2003; Tigges, Brown and Green

1998; and Van Tilburg et al. 1991). This paper proposes to captaeod thepresence of a discussion partner by

borrowing a question from the European Social Survey ROL(EG]B)).Z4

Although relatedreciprocity andvolunteering demand several indicators due to their particularities and complexities.
Despite being the ‘touchstone’ of social capital, reciprocity remains under-theorized and rarely measured, partly because
it is difficult to summarise in a simple question (Abbott and Freeth 2G0® also because norms of reciprocity are
complicated to operationalispéi 2010). Attempts to measure mtyplave often centred on perceived
helpfulness of others. However, Abbott and Freeth (2008) argue that such questions sdmmmrteasuring perceived
helpfulness more than reciprocity. In fact, measures of the nofmeciprocity had previously been unavailable to
survey-based comparative research until the inclusion of six diffenemisures of reciprocity (both positive and
negative) in the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) in 2005 (see ifPlmwhen et al. 2006; Gundelach and
Traunmuller 2013).

Moreover, there are important distinctions between reciprocity and altriastime point that Abbott and Freeth (ibid.
argue that volunteering should not be considered an expressiecimfocity. Onyx and Bullen (2000), for example,

found thatquestions about direct reciprocity, such as ‘If you help a neighbour is it important that they repay the favour as

. . . . . . . 26
soon as possible’ bore no relation to factors of social capital and that more focus was needed on generalised reciprocity.

23 A discussion on the statistical quality of the indicaiaroposed by the OECD can be found in OECD (201178).
24 sehhttp://www.europeansocialsurvev.&rg

25 Kawachi et al. for example, asked participants: ‘Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful, or are they mostly looking out for
themselves?’ (1997, p. 1492). In turn, Pollack and von dem Knesebeck asked participants to agree or disagree with the statement: ‘In my
neighbourhood, most people are willing to help others’ (2004), while Lochner et al.asked participants to agree or disagree with the statement: ‘people
around here are willing to help their neighbours’ (2003). Finally, Maximiano (2012) proposes ‘If someone does something that is beneficial to me, then

I am prepared to return a favour, even when this was not agreed upon in advance’ and ‘If I do something that is beneficial for someone else, then |
expect that person to return a favour.”

26 Exampes of attempts to measure reciprocity directly can be found in Ziersch et al (2005) (‘Have you assisted neighbours and friends?; Have
neighbours or friends assisted you?”) and Antonucci, Fuhrer and Jackson (1990) (Right now, would you say you provide more support advice and help
to your (spouse, mother, father, child and friend)dar support network, is it about equal or does he epsbvide moreo you?’).
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Also, while much research uses volunteering as an indicator of social tmdhmess, there is little evidence to suggest
the relevance of this cross-culturally within international research. Robarsb Williams (2001), for example, point to
the difference between altruism marked by giving (seen to be mormalunwithin a European and North-American
context) and reciprocity marked by sharing. This distinction is itlapb because sharing is understood as a form of
cultural obligation and therefore not ‘voluntary’, and it would thus be overlooked within indicators that solely focussed
on volunteering. Thus, it seems important to measure both recipraody volunteering as aspects of social
connectedness.

Furthermore, while research has tended to treat social trust as a universal Hasimneasurement of social cohesion,
Hooghe (2007) argues that trust is an inadequate indicator compared to reciprocity. While social trust relies on ‘thick’
value consensus, norms of reciprocity do not presuppose conserdlare based omutual recognition of ‘thin’
procedural norms (Hooghe 2007). Therefore, while often treated as amgeable, trust and reciprocity are distinct,
differing both conceptually and empirically, with survey measuremif@ separate dimensions (Gundelachd an
Traunmuller 2013). This has led Gundelach and Traunmuller (20X®nclude that reciprocity, despite being neglected
within research, constitutes the foundation of social trust (rooted ialaotperiences of trustworthiness, rather than its
perception), making it a vital element of social capital and an alternativel&tion to social cohesion, especially in

culturally diverse societies. This paper proposes indicators to measuteusbtnd reciprocity.

While support from personal relationships has been found to befadteyfor well-being, it seems even more important
that this support is reciprocal. In part this is because givingittt® or the inability to give, may lead to feelings of
shame or guilt, while giving more than one receives may lead peopdeltexploited; this in turn can lead to power
imbalances in relationships and eventually the termination of the reldfqivan Tilburg et al. 1991). Others (Deci et
al. 2006) have found that giving autonomy support (relationgi@tipresponsiveness to others, and mutuality) to close
friends is a higher predictor of well-being than receiving this sup@oth of these insights are important when
researching reciprocity in contexts of poverty, particularly when takitmydonsideration Thomas et’al(2010, pp. 31

and 39) assertion that social capital may be a ‘conditional resource’ — meaning that those who are better able to capitalise
on human and economic capital may remain poor but yet able to coiteetlve chronic poor may remain so because of
their inability to reciprocate (in terms of material resources). Thus, as documented in participatory research, ‘poverty can

pose a choice between isolation and shame’ (Narayan et al. 2000p. 258), marking one of the many ‘difficult trade-offs

and impossible choices’ (Leavy and Howard 2013, p. 40) that constitute many poor people’s daily realties and further
highlighting the links between isolation and shame in people’s experiences of poverty. Also, while honouring the
resilience of people living in poverty and the importance of sociah@ttedness, we should not take the existence of
social support networks among the poor for granted or overl@idlys that economic policies and societal structures

can enhance or erode these networks (Gonzalez de la Rocha 2007).

In light of the above concerns, this paper proposes specific questidmoth reciprocity and volunteering. The questions
on reciprocity have been borrowed from the German Socio-Economic (&B8@EP) (2005), as outlined in Dohmen et
al. (2006) and Gundelach and Traunmuller (2013). While these measeresntred on attitudes, there is experimental
evidence to suggest that answers to the survey items do corresgmetthtdour (Gundelach and Traunmuller 2013). In
turn, this paper proposes to use questions on volunteering ptbppshe U.S. Current Population Survey and suggested
by Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009).
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To capture data on aspects of internal isolation, namely, i) satisfactiosoerdl relations, ii) need for relatedness, iii)
feeling of belonging to one’s own neighbourhood, iv) loneliness, and v) trust, this paper proposes to use a series of
indicators.

The indicators orsatisfaction with social relations and need for relatedness follow the proposal advanced in the
accompanying paper within this series on psychological and subjeail4baing (Samman 200%.The former tests

the subjective satisfaction of a person within different specific donaditite.”® This paper proposes to add a series of
specific aspects to this list, including satisfaction with friends, familguse or partner, and work colleagues. These
specific aspects are highly ranked in Cummins (1996) review ohts commonly relevant domains of life satisfaction
(see also Samman 2007) and follow the suggestion of the U.K.’s ONS regarding measuring different levels of social
relationships (2011). In turn, the latter is one of the three sfralasthe Basic Psychological Needs Scales advanced in
self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan and Deci 2000, 2001). Self-dietsion theory postulates that social-contextual
conditions rather than merely biological endowments determine how proautivangaged or, alternatively, passive and
alienatedhuman beings can be; hence, it investigates the ‘factors.... that enhance versus undermine intrinsic motivation,
self-regulation, and well-being. The findings have led to the postlateee innate psychological needsompetence,
autonomy, and relatednessavhich when satisfied yield enhanced self-motivation and mental healtwlamthwarted
lead to diminished motivation and wéking’ (Ryan and Deci 2000, p. 68). As with the previous indicator, we follow

Samman (2007) for the short-form of this particular scale.

Next, the indicator used to measueeling of belonging to one’s own neighbourhood is derived from the U.K.’s
Department for Communities and Local Government Citizenship Surved-2011. A feeling of belonging has been
linked to well-being,attests to the existence of meaningful relations with the community, and is related to a person’s

sense of identity (ONS 2011).

The questions chosen to meadareeliness are a short module of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) €RUS96,
1982) and the de Jong Gierveld short scales for emotional andlsoeilithess (de Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg 2006,
2010). Loneliness is associated with a low level of education andrpmone (de Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg 2010;
Hawkley et al2005 and Savikko et aR005). Loneliness scales constitute a direct assessment of a person’s perception

of the quality of his or her relationships. The two scales peipbere have been widely used for research on loneliness
(Cattan et al. 2005; de Jong Gierveldl &mn Tilburg 2006; Pinquart and S6érensen 2001; Russell 1996). The UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Version 3) has been found to be a highly reliable medsattein terms of internal consistency and
test-retest reliability over a one-year perieaghd to have convergent and construct validity (Russell 1996). While the
original scale consists of 20 items, this paper proposes to use-igefouversion suggested by Russell due to the time
constraints involved in large survey exercises (1982, p@®4 In line with Russell (1996), the wording has thus been
modified. The de Jong Gierveld scale, in turn, has been found #éoviaéid and reliable measurement instrument to

capture feelings of both emotional and social loneliness, and, partictdblyant for this exercise, is suitable for large

27 OPHI’s Missing Dimensions of Poverty Data explores indicators for five dimensions of life for which there is little or no effort to collect data an
internationally comparable scale and that have bedelywnamed by people living under poverty as relevartheir experience. The dimensions
explored are quality of work, empowerment, physicaltgafesychological and subjective well-being, and aloconnectedness. For further details,
seelhttp://www.ophi.org.uk/research/missing-dimensipns/

28 These include: 1) Life overall; 2) Food; 3) Housidy Income; 5) Health; 6) Work; 7) Local securitydé 8) Friends and Family; 9) Education;
10) Neighbourhood; 11) Ability to help others; 12gMWbeing from spiritual, religious or philosophical leds.
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surveys (de Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg 2006). Testing both seélledlow a determination of the advantages and
disadvantages of each scale for the purpose of this exercise (e.g.,dhtagds of a shorter scale versus the potential

information on emotional and social loneliness that a larger scale could provide)

In regards tdrusgt, different questions have been selected to capture data. This selection fodapproach of the SC-

IQ on measuring trust, namely, a) to blend questions on generalisédvitiu the extent of trust in specific types of
people/institutions or transactions and b) to use multiple questiandén to cross-validate the responses. Two elements
have been added to the original SC-IQ proposal. First, the list of spepiie tf people/institutions have been enlarged
to include trust in private enterprises and the legal system to allow test@nmofe specific hypothesis with respect to

trust and institutions. Also, a situational question has been addedifglitiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi, as it is more

specific and quasi-behavioural and thus more reliable than generalised qué2fiofs p. 185?.9 This question,

however, needs to be carefully adapted to local contexts.

The following section introduces each indicator and the data collection questions

4.1. External social isolation

Question 1. Frequency of contact with family.

Data collection question (Survey of Public Attitudes And Behaviours TowagdsSrthironment 20113(?

Q. How often in the previous two weeks have you spent time togeitinefamily?

Response structure: a) Every day; b) Most days; ¢) Few days; dj Nev

Question 2. Frequency of contact with friends and relatives living outside the household.

Data collection question (from EU Survey of Income and Living CondittonSocial Participation 2005}:
Q. How often in the last week did you meet face to face with friemdsedatives living outside your household?
Response structure: a) Every day; b) Most days; ¢) Few days; dj Nev

Question 3. Emotional support.

Data collection question (from European Social Survey Round 5, 5610):

Q. Do you have anyone with whom you can discuss intimate anohpéreatters?

Response structure: a) Yes; b) No; c) Refubalon’t know; €) No answer

29 See also Glaeser et al. (2000) for a discussion ostahdard survey questions about trust.
30 n Self, Thomas and Randall (2012).

31|n OECD (2011).

32 seghtip://www.europeansocialsurvey.rg
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Question 4. Social network support.

Data collection question (Gallup World Poﬁ?):

Q. If you were in trouble, do you have relatives or friends youccaint on to help, such as financial assistance?
Response structure: a) Yes; b) No; ¢) Does not know/Does not want to answdf;yes, how much support?
Question 5. Reciprocity.

Data collection question (German Socio-Economic Panel - G§'6EP)

Q. Respondents were asked to indicate on a seven-point scale howcielf gze following statements applies to them

personally.

a) If someone does a favour for me, | am ready to return it

b) | go out of my way to help somebody who has been kimdetbefore

c¢) | am ready to undergo personal costs to help somebody who hedpeefore

Response structure: participants asleed to rate their answer between one and seven, with one being ‘does not apply to

me at all” and seven being ‘applies to me perfectly’.

Question 6. Volunteering.

Data collection question (US Current Population Sur@séy):

Q. In the last 12 months have you done any volunteer activities throdighaor organization?
Response structure: a) Yes; b) No; ¢) Does not know/Does not want to answer

4.2. Internal social isolation

Question 7. Levels of satisfaction.”

Data collection question (based on Cummins 1%6):

Q. In general, how satisfied or unsatisfied are you with your:

33 seghtip://www.gallup.com/strategicconsulting/en-us/wodtiaspy
34 |n Dohmen et al. (2006).
35 n stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009).

36 Note: This question without the suggested additions is found in OPHI’s Psychological and Subjective Well-being Module. If both modules are being
tested at the same time, this question can be avoidedtvdo, the question in that module needs to be compleahegtthe suggested additions.

37 See Samman (2007).
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Life overall
Food
Housing
Income
Health
Work
Local security level
**Eriends
Eamily
Education
Free choice and control over your life
Dignity
. Neighbourhood/town/community/
Ability to help others
Spiritual, religious or philosophical beliefs
**Spouse or partner

TOS3ITARTTIQ@T0Q0TE

** Note: Added questions

Response structure FOR EACH ITEM: 1 = Very satisfied; 2 = Fairly satisSiedNot very satisfied; 4 = Not at all

satisfed; 99 = Don’t Know / No Answer

Question 8. Need for relatedness.

Data collection question (From Ryan and Deci Basic Psychological Needs g%ales):
Q. How true are the following statements for you?

a. | get along well with people | come into contact with.
b. I consider myself close to the people I regularly interact with.

c. People in my life care about me.

Response structure: 1 = Not at all frde= Somewhat trye3 = Fairly true 4 = Completely trug5 = Don’t know / No

answer

Question 9. Whether people feel that they belong strongly to their neighbourhood.

Data collection questions (U.K.’s Department for Communities and Local Government — Citizenship Survey 2010-

2011)*°
Q. How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate commngiighbourhood?
Response structure: 1 = Very strognd@ = Fairly strongly 3 = Not very strongly4 = Not at all strongly5 = Don't know

Question 10. Level of loneliness felt by respondent.

38 See Samman (2007).
391n OECD (2011).
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Data collection questions (from Russell 1996):
Q. Indicate how often you feel the way described in each of the faljpstatements. Circle one number for each.

1. How often do you feel that you are ‘in tune’ with the people around you?
2. How often do you feel that no one really knows you well?
3. How often do you feel you can find companionship whenvwanut it?

4. How often do you feel that people are around you but not with you

Response structure: 1 = Ney2r= Rarely 3 = Sometimes4 = Often

Note: Questions 1 and 3 must be reversed before scoring (i.e., 1=8=273=1).
Question 11. Level of loneliness felt by respondent.

Data collection questions (from de Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg 2010):

Q. Please indicate for each of the statements, the extent to which theycagply situation, the way you feel now.

Please circle the appropriate answer.

1. | experience a general sense of emptiness

2. There are plenty of people | can rely on when | have problems
3. There are many people | can trust completely

4. There are enough people | feel close to

5. | miss having people around

6. | often feel rejected

Response structure: 1 = yp8!= yes 3 = more or lesA =ng 5 = no!

Alternative answer categories: 1 = yBs= more or less3 = no

Note: Scores from items 2, 3 and 4 should be reversed before analysis.
Question 12. Overall level of trust.

Data collection questions (from World Values Surv‘gy):

Q. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with

people?
Response structure: 1= People can be trustefjo2=an’t be too careful

Question 13. Level of trust of people from own village/neighbourhood.

40 seiahttp://vvvvw.worldvaluessurvev.orq/index surv{ays
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Data collection questions (from SC-Iél):

Q. In general, do you agree or disagree with the following statsfhen

A. Most people in this village/neighbourhood are willing to help if yoaidnié

B. In this village/neighbourhood, one has to be alert or someone is likilyg@dvantage of you.

Response structure: 1 = Agree stron@ly= Agree somewha8 = Neither agree or disagreke= Disagree somewhdi =

Disagree strongly

Question 14. Level of trust.

Data collection questions (from SC—I@):
Q. How much do you trust....

1. Local government officials
2. Central government officials
3. Private businesses

4. Legal system

Answer category: 1 = To a very great exjeht= To a great exten8 = Neither great nor small extent; 4 = To a small

extent 5 = To a very small extent
Question 15. Level of trust.
Data collection questions (Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi 2009):

Q. If you lost a wallet or a purse that contained two hundred dollarst aad found by a neighbour, how likely is it to

bereturned with the money in it? (Note: This question needs to be adapteal contexj.

Answer category: 1 = Very likeJy2 = Somewhat likely3 = Somewhat unlikely; 4 = Not at all likely

5. Conclusions

This paper has reviewed several literatures pertaining to the measuremseeifibisolation and related phenomena, and
proposed and a series of indicators to provide data on social connectaupasscular, this paper argues for the need to

explore data on the external characteristics of social connectedness (the fredssigl @ontact, the social network

41 Grootaert et al. (2004).
42idem.
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support of a person, and intensity of volunteering) as well as its intdracdcteristics (satisfaction with social relations,
sense of relatiness, feeling of belonging to one’s own neighbourhood/village/community, loneliness, and trust). These
indicators emphasise direct measures of, and stress the self-evaluatamabannectedness. Building on a wide body
of research on aspects of social relations, the proposed indicatorstfedl@widelines of major initiatives to improve the
measurement of human progress. These indicators need to bertdatgd surveys alongside traditional socio-economic

indicators, and in international contexts, in order to test both their vadidityisefulness for poverty analysis.
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