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Background: Young females have been found to out-perform males in terms of grades and 

university degrees in many studies. At the same time, young women seem to exhibit lower 

levels of well-being compared with men. Interestingly, little work has evaluated the interplay 

between educational success and well-being. However, antecedents and consequences of edu-

cational success will likely affect life chances and further educational and occupational trajec-

tories. 

Purpose: This paper contributes to this important, but as of yet, underdeveloped topic. The 

interplay between educational success—conceptualised as successful intergenerational educa-

tional mobility—and well-being is analysed as a dynamic, reciprocal, and gendered process.  

Sample: Panel data from the Transition from Education to Employment Project (TREE) is 

used to study the gendered interplay between educational success and well-being. TREE fo-

cuses on post-compulsory educational and labour market pathways of the PISA 2000 cohort 

in Switzerland. It is based on a sample of 6343 young people who left compulsory schooling 

in 2000. Data were collected annually from 2001 to 2007. At the time of the first interview, 

the age range of the middle fifty percent of the youths was between 16.5 and 17.3 years. 

Design and methods: As previous research shows, episodes of educational mobility will not 

be evenly distributed over the observed period (e.g., Mare 1980). Thus, an autoregressive 

cross-lagged mixture model framework is employed to account for the expected unequal dis-
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tribution of the variables over time and the multilevel structure of the data (Samuel, Bergman, 

and Hupka-Brunner 2013). Within this framework, two modelling approaches are combined 

to test the implied reciprocal relationship between educational success and well-being. In the 

Latent Transition Analysis part of the model, success is measured as latent classes with fixed 

outcome categories. In the Autoregressive Structural Equation part of the model, well-being is 

specified to correlate over time. Models were estimated separately for males and females so as 

to allow for different error variances. 

Results: The models reveal that mechanisms of social comparison are gendered and operate 

differently at various stages of the observed period. Young females seem to be more likely to 

succeed and to experience positive effects in terms of well-being during successful episodes 

when compared to males. On the downside, females’ well-being seems to be more strongly 

affected by failure. 

Conclusions: This paper shows that well-being is a gendered personal resource during the 

transition to adulthood. These findings contribute to the literature on gender differences in 

educational success as they show how gender, as a social process, operates to create different 

success and well-being outcomes. 
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Introduction 

It is one of the major social changes of our time that women now outperform men in the field 

of education in many countries (Buchmann, DiPrete, and McDaniel 2008; Hadjar 2011; Lo-

gan and Medford 2011). The implications of this shift are profound. Those who are successful 

in education will likely benefit from a wider range of life choices and may go on to have bet-

ter jobs, health, and well-being. As with educational achievement, well-being appears to have 

a gendered dimension. It is a consistent finding that young males report higher levels of well-

being and related mental health factors, such as self-esteem (Bayard et al. 2014). Instances of 

lower well-being among young females have been attributed towards a tendency to have more 

critical stances with respect to their own physical appearance and the quality of their friend-

ships (Feingold and Mazzella 1998; McHale et al. 2001; Salmela-Aro and Tuominen-Soini 

2010). However, a few studies provide evidence that young men’s well-being might become 

increasingly sensitive to life events and social comparison across cohorts. Young men are 

increasingly likely to compare themselves to the muscular male ideal as portrayed in the mass 

media (Barlett, Vowels, and Saucier 2008; Ogbeide et al. 2010). Yet, levels of interpersonal 

orientation—“the tendency to be concerned with the status of one’s relationships and the 

opinions others hold of oneself”—are still lower among young men (Nolen-Hoeksema 2001: 

175). Even though well-being has been described as an end in and of itself since Aristotle 

(2012 [approx. 330 BC]), research has shown that it might act as a personal resource (Jencks 

1979; Lyubomirsky, King, and Diener 2005). In fact, several studies link educational 

achievement to well-being (e.g., Kriesi, Buchmann, and Jaberg 2012; Michalos 2008). In the 

context of educational success, Hascher and Hagenauer (2011) emphasise the centrality of 

well-being. Still, it is unclear how well-being may foster educational success. 

From a gender equality perspective, it is crucial, for three reasons, to study how suc-

cess and well-being are related over time for females and males. First, in labour markets with 
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high levels of occupational sex segregation, as is the case with Switzerland and Germany, 

there is typically little horizontal occupational mobility (Kriesi, Buchmann, and Sacchi 2010). 

Thus, educational pathways are especially interesting, as post-compulsory schooling perfor-

mance and experience shape the course of life to a greater extent than in other countries 

(Blossfeld and Maurice 2011; Krüger and Levy 2000). Second, well-being is an indication of 

how well people feel about themselves and their achievements (Diener 1984; Veenhoven 

1984). If men and women’s well-being is variously affected by success and failure, this may 

indicate different cultural beliefs about gender roles (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Cor-

rell 2001, 2004; West and Zimmerman 1987). Third, if well-being is used as a gendered re-

source to encourage success in education, this will contribute to the explanation of why fe-

males more often succeed in education. 

This paper will explore the patterns underlying the interplay between educational suc-

cess and well-being. Educational success may entail different concepts (Kriesi et al. 2012). In 

this research, I use the example of successful and unsuccessful intergenerational educational 

mobility. This is a relative notion of success as it relates to a person’s educational attainment 

in respect to parental educational attainment. Two questions will be addressed. First, how are 

effects of success or failure on well-being gendered? Second, how are effects of well-being on 

successful outcomes gendered? 
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The Interplay between Successful Inter-Generational Educational Mobility, Well-Being, 

and Gender  

The study of various types of success and well-being as reciprocally linked is a relatively new 

development in economic, educational, psychological, and sociological literature. For exam-

ple, Samuel et al. (2013) provide evidence that the interplay between educational and early 

occupational success and well-being is reciprocal and gendered. However, most of the re-

search focuses on either the effects of educational and occupational success on well-being, or, 

to a lesser extent, the effects of well-being on success. 

Recent examples of the former perspective are Hadjar et al. (2008) who identify ef-

fects of educational attainment on life satisfaction. Samuel et al. (2011) show that successful 

or unsuccessful intergenerational transfer of educational attainment affects the stability of 

well-being. Kriesi et al. (2012) set out to analyse the relative significance of various types of 

educational success by testing a comprehensive model, which assesses academic achievement 

in compulsory schooling and post-compulsory education, the expected transition to the type of 

post-compulsory education, successful intergenerational transmission of educational status, 

and educational goal achievement. They find that well-being at the age of 18 is best predicted 

by lower-secondary status attainment and the transition success to post-compulsory education. 

Although these studies use different data and concepts of educational success, they all make 

the case that social comparison seems to be one of the main drivers behind well-being, apart 

from traits such as extraversion and neuroticism.  

This observation has been made in numerous other studies (Festinger 1954; Michalos 

1985; Oesch and Lipps 2013; Wolbring, Keuschnigg, and Negele 2013). Basically, well-being 

is thought of as a function of a person’s self-evaluation with respect to a reference point, such 

as another person’s educational achievements. Accordingly, if another person has superior 

educational credentials than oneself, one’s well-being might be negatively affected and vice 
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versa. From a gender perspective, Bayard et al. (2014) examine trajectories in upper second-

ary education and the development of well-being using self-esteem as an indicator, taking a 

social comparison perspective. They find young women’s well-being to be more influenced 

by educational attainment and men’s well-being to be inert to the characteristics of their edu-

cational trajectories. Hankin and Abramson (2001) show that females are more likely to be 

negatively affected by life events in terms of depression, which governs later behaviour nega-

tively (Bergman and Scott 2001). Similarly, De Coster (2005) finds that females are more 

likely to have their well-being influenced by family stress. But why are young women more 

sensitive to life events and social comparison effects?  

One strand of explanation might be found in socialization theory and theories of social 

interaction (Bourdieu 1998; Gilligan 1990). Women are socialized to take a more comparative 

perspective, while men are more likely to “deemphasize their connection to others” (Kort-

Butler 2008:123). Males and females differ in how they evaluate the opinions others hold of 

themselves. The levels of interpersonal orientation are consistently higher among girls (No-

len-Hoeksema 2001). Consequently, failing to attain the parents’ educational attainment 

might negatively affect well-being as females are socialized to be more socially orientated and 

to base their self-concept on interpersonal relations. Another strand within gender socializa-

tion theory emphasizes different coping styles (Compas, Orosan, and Grant 1993). For exam-

ple, Nolen-Hoeksema (2001) points out that life events might affect females more as they tend 

towards (emotional) rumination. Young men act more according to expected norms of mascu-

linity (Kort-Butler 2008). This includes controlling emotions as well as emphasizing positive 

aspects in the face of failure. Because females have been found to be more susceptible to so-

cial comparison effects, I expect them to be more affected by failure than males. Furthermore, 

gender-specific coping styles predict a negative effect on well-being. 
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As for the effect of well-being on success, the research is comparably sparse (Diener 

2009:268). Lyubomirsky and colleagues (2005) reviewed studies which implied causal rela-

tionships between happiness—specifically, the long-term propensity to frequently experience 

positive emotions—and successful outcomes. They report weighted mean effect sizes in the 

longitudinal studies ranging from .05 to .29 (n = 62). Hascher and Hagenauer describe well-

being as a central aspect of educational success (2011). A few other studies show that well-

being fosters successful academic outcomes (Gilman and Huebner 2006; Suldo, Thalji, and 

Ferron 2011). In line with Heineck and Anger (2010), I propose that the effects of well-being 

on successful intergenerational educational mobility might be understood analogously to the 

effects of noncognitive characteristics on labour market outcomes. More likely, well-being is 

associated with success because it is rewarded as a desirable characteristic (Bowles, Gintis, 

and Osborne 2001). The display of a positive attitude toward life might be considered as an 

indication of commitment, correct conduct, and even academic performance.  

In addition, much like reading skills, well-being might be conceived of as a part of an 

individual’s set of productive traits (Borghans et al. 2008; Heckman, Stixrud, and Urzua 

2006). That is, well-being is associated with higher productivity in educational contexts, 

which will lead to the potential for better marks and signal suitability for promotion to more 

selective educational pathways. Both views, supply and demand, are complimentary and in 

this paper I assume that both are at play. In sum, well-being might be associated with desira-

ble educational outcomes and thus successful intergenerational educational mobility because 

its display is rewarded, and well-being might act as a resource because a generally more posi-

tive attitude toward life will likely support goal attainment. I hypothesise that well-being is 

positively associated with successful intergenerational educational mobility. There is, howev-

er, no theoretical basis on which to expect gender differences in how well-being is used as a 

personal resource. 
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Data 

The reciprocal relationship between successful intergenerational educational mobility, well-

being, and gender is analysed using the Swiss youth panel TREE. It is a nationally representa-

tive PISA 2000 follow-up (Adams and Wu 2002; OECD/PISA 2001; TREE 2011). The sam-

ple was drawn from a school leaver cohort in 2000 which participated in PISA at the end of 

compulsory schooling (9th grade). It was surveyed annually from 2001 to 2007. An additional 

wave was collected in 2010. I use the data obtained between 2001 to 2006. For computational 

reasons, data from 2007 and 2010 cannot be included. However, this will not affect the anal-

yses as gendered pathways have been shown to converge six years after compulsory schooling 

in Switzerland (Hupka-Brunner et al. 2011). The final sample used for the analyses comprised 

2345 men and 2982 women. As the models for men and women are estimated separately, the 

uneven distribution of gender does not affect the results. 

 

Measures 

Successful intergenerational educational mobility is measured as the difference between par-

ents’ level of International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 97 and their off-

spring’s educational or occupational position during each wave. This variable takes on three 

values: success, stable, and failure. For example, a daughter attending university and her par-

ents having an ISCED 97 level of I (i.e., without compulsory education) will create a positive 

success differential, which is treated as success. If the parent and offspring’s educational or 

occupational levels are the same, this is treated as stable. If the offspring does not attain the 

parents’ level of education, this is conceived of as a failure. Importantly, this variable is treat-

ed as nominal. I do not assume the success categories will exhibit any intrinsic or extrinsic 

order. 
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Well-being is quantified as a positive attitude toward life (Grob et al. 1991, 1996). 

This five item construct was measured at each wave. Exemplary items are: “My future looks 

bright”, “I am happy with the way my life plan unfolds”, and “My life seems to be meaning-

ful”. The Tucker Lewis Index of .953 for an autoregressive model over 6 waves with autocor-

relation, indicates excellent measurement quality of this construct even over time. 

There are a series of variables to be accounted for, because well-being and success—

and their interplay—depend on several factors (Bourdieu and Passeron 1970; Breen and Jons-

son 2000; Desjardins 2008; DiPrete and Eirich 2006; Krais 1983; Michalos 2008; Samuel et 

al. 2013). The following variables and scales represent social background, individual factors, 

and institutional context. They were all measured in the PISA 2000 survey and are interna-

tionally tested (Adams and Wu 2002).  

Economic capital. Economic capital or wealth is a multi-item variable including dif-

ferent aspects of familial wealth, such as the number of cars, bathrooms, computers, and cell 

phones and whether the adolescents have a room of their own (standard deviation (SD) = 

0.81). 

Highest International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (HISEI). HISEI is 

measured by the International Socioeconomic Index of Occupational Status, derived from 

information about the parents’ main job. It provides information on the socio-economic status 

of the parents. The highest value of the parents was chosen (HISEI; SD = 16.28). 

Cultural possession. This variable is operationalised using a multi-item composite var-

iable. Information on the quantity of books, paintings, etc. was combined with more detailed 

information on the kind of the cultural goods, e.g., whether the household owns classical liter-

ature and books of poems (SD = 6.31). 
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Reading skills. This is a PISA measure of reading literacy and combines three aspects 

of reading: “Retrieving, interpreting and reflecting upon and evaluating information” (Adams 

and Wu 2002: 200; SD = 89.00). 

Economic capital, HISEI, cultural possessions, and reading skills were centred at the 

grand mean. 

Structure of educational and occupational systems. In Switzerland, the French-

speaking and German-speaking regions differ from each other with regard to educational and 

occupational mobility (OPET 2008). Also, there is evidence that young people in the French-

speaking region of Switzerland exhibit lower levels of well-being than those in the German-

speaking region (Semmer et al. 2005). I thus include a dummy for the French and Italian-

speaking regions of Switzerland (i.e., Latin; 53.2 percent). 

State and path dependency. A young person’s educational situation at a given time 

will determine, to some extent, later educational and occupational outcomes as well as the 

pathways in their entirety (DiPrete and Eirich 2006). Similarly, well-being at a given time will 

predict future well-being. I include autoregressive elements in the models to account for this. 

Future values are modelled as a function of all past values. 

 

Analytical Plan 

This paper will analyse the effects of successful and unsuccessful intergenerational education-

al mobility on well-being as well as the effects of well-being on successful and unsuccessful 

intergenerational educational mobility. As previous research shows, episodes of educational 

mobility will not be evenly distributed over the observed period (e.g., Mare 1980). I use an 

autoregressive cross-lagged mixture model framework to account for the expected unequal 

distribution of the variables over time and the multilevel structure of the data. Within this 

framework, two modelling approaches are combined to test the implied reciprocal relationship 
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between success and well-being. More precisely, the model is a combination of Latent Transi-

tion Analysis (Humphreys and Janson 2000; Nylund 2007) and Autoregressive Structural 

Equation Modelling (Curran and Bollen 2001), conditional on a series of time-invariant con-

trol variables. In the Latent Transition Analysis part of the model, successful and unsuccessful 

intergenerational educational mobility is measured as latent classes with fixed outcome cate-

gories. In the Autoregressive Structural Equation part of the model, well-being is specified to 

correlate over time. Intercepts and slopes of autoregressive parts (well-being) are allowed to 

vary across classes and time. Slopes for time-invariant control variables are allowed to vary 

across classes and time. Two models, one for females and one for males were estimated using 

random starts and starting values (Samuel et al. 2013). This allows for different error vari-

ances for males and females (Correll 2001). 

 

Results 

 

Gendered Effects of Intergenerational Educational Mobility on Well-Being 

Figure 1 displays standardised gender differences (Δb) between slopes of the autoregressive 

parts of well-being for the categories success and failure. A negative Δb indicates that the 

slope is steeper for females, and a positive Δb steeper for males. The steepness of these slopes 

indicates the effect of success or failure on every single transition between all waves control-

ling for a series of other variables (Table 1 and 2 in Appendix). Note that the slopes for well-

being between every time point will always be positive, as well-being at one time point pre-

dicts well-being at the subsequent time point. However, the difference Δb between two slopes 

can be negative. The general picture does not hint at a systematic gendered pattern (Table 1 

and 2 in Appendix). Based on this model, females seem to make better use of successful epi-

sodes in terms of well-being. Their slopes for well-being are steeper than the males’ 80 per-
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cent of the time. Males exhibit steeper slopes in the context of failure more often, i.e., 60 per-

cent of the time. That is, their well-being is less affected by failure.  

 

 [Figure 1 about here] 

 

These findings are in line with other research that shows that young women cope less well 

with adverse external effects, and thus report lower well-being (Salmela-Aro and Tynkkynen 

2010). Again, this may be caused by unsuccessful intergenerational educational mobility. As 

for males, one could hypothesise that failure may affect well-being negatively as anticipated 

traditional roles as male ‘breadwinner’ are at risk (see operationalisation of positive attitude 

toward life; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). Critical phases are, typically, labour market 

entry after completing an apprenticeship. In many cases, this occurs between 3 and 5 years 

upon completion of compulsory schooling (transitions 2003 to 2004 and 2004 to 2005 in Fig-

ure 1). 

 

Gendered Effects of Well-Being on Intergenerational Educational Mobility 

The estimates for well-being on success are all positive (in logit scale; Figure 2). Well-being 

increases the likelihood to experience success. By and large, females seem to make better use 

of well-being as a personal resource to foster successful outcomes controlling for various so-

cial and personal resources (Table 3 and 4 in Appendix). However, this ability seems to de-

crease over time. The pattern for males is less clear. Their ability to use well-being as a per-

sonal resource to be successful seems to increase three years after completion of compulsory 

schooling. 

 

[Figure 2 about here] 
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These findings are consistent with the idea that well-being can be thought of as a personal 

resource, as some of the literature finds (Bandura 1989; Salmela-Aro and Tuominen-Soini 

2010). It allows a person to master challenging situations in an education context. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

In this paper, I set out to analyse one of the major social changes of our time: that women now 

outperform men in education. The analyses support this idea, in line with previous literature. I 

would like to emphasise three key findings which extend previous studies both theoretically 

and empirically in that they relate to gender as a social process.  

First, the models show that it is a reasonable assumption to conceive of the interplay 

between well-being and successful and unsuccessful intergenerational educational mobility as 

a gendered reciprocal relationship. Well-being and successes affect each other, not only on the 

level of states but also in the form of trajectories. This goes beyond previous research in that 

the interplay is explicitly modelled as a reciprocal relationship. 

Second, in the context of success, females seem to benefit more in terms of well-

being. Males seem to be less affected by failure. These findings go some way to corroborate 

the hypothesis that females are more susceptible to social comparison effects and that gen-

dered coping styles are at play mostly due to socialization processes (Coster 2005; Hankin 

and Abramson 2001; Kort-Butler 2008). Research focusing on how status group membership 

is associated with well-being might, additionally, help to understand these findings (Brans-

combe 1998; O’Brien and Major 2005). If females are considered to have, on average, lower 

societal status than males, they are more likely to be adversely affected by unsuccessful epi-

sodes but also to experience a greater positive effect on their well-being when successful. 

Conversely, males as members of a higher status group in the gender dimension, will likely 
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display a more inert well-being pattern (Bayard et al. 2014). Their evaluation of life will, on 

average, not be as susceptible to events and social comparison. Importantly, the relative iner-

tia of male well-being patterns might also conceal more complex masculinities. For example, 

low-status men might report constant levels of well-being as a form of compensatory mascu-

linity (Pyke 1996). 

The third key finding considers well-being as a personal resource. Young women 

seem to make better use of this asset to foster successful intergenerational educational mobili-

ty. This extends the literature on well-being as a resource by bringing in a gender perspective. 

Different societal expectations for men and women might explain this finding (West and 

Zimmerman 1987). In Switzerland, the norm for males is still to be successful and to become 

a ‘breadwinner’. This is regardless of radical economic shifts and dynamics such as the de-

cline of the male breadwinner model due to increased female labour market participation 

(Crompton 1999). Controlling for common determinants of educational success, this will like-

ly leave less headroom for any other resources to affect educational outcomes. Conversely, it 

can be argued that women are less expected to succeed by society norms and might, therefore, 

need every available resource. It is then possible to hypothesize that well-being is a precondi-

tion for females to attain success. The decreasing utility of well-being as personal resource for 

females could be an age effect (Fonseca and Matos 2011). As the data being used are drawn 

from a school leaver cohort, there is not much variation in age and this assumption will have 

to be tested in another study. 

Further research should address more precisely the mechanisms moderating the gen-

dered interplay between intergenerational educational mobility and well-being. Specifically, 

the variation across intersections of social class will be sizeable (Browne and Misra 2003; 

Pyke 1996). Furthermore, self-esteem could moderate the effects of social comparison on 

well-being. Moreover, it would be crucial to apply other concepts of well-being and success 



 
Page 15 of 28 

 

likewise to test whether the findings in this study hold for affective well-being and subjective 

success (Keller, Semmer, Samuel, and Bergman 2014). This could take the form of goal at-

tainment against the backdrop of gendered self-assessments (Correll 2001, 2004). From a so-

cial comparison perspective, it would be interesting to examine how the increasing proportion 

of academically successful young women affects the personal perception of their achieve-

ments. This development might fuel new gendered expectations. Likewise, the meaning of 

failure could change with the declining hegemony of the male breadwinner model. Especially 

with regard to gender differences, the relationship between success and well-being is likely to 

continue to be dynamic beyond the examined period. The nature and implications of this in-

terplay could shed light on the challenges females face transforming their credentials and ca-

pacities to match occupational positions. This is particularly true in the case of motherhood 

(Avellar and Smock 2003; Correll, Benard, and Paik 2007). 
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Tables and Figures 

Figure 1. Effects of success and failure on well-being slope differences between males and 
females over time. 

 

 

Figure 2. Effects of well-being on success over time (reference category: failure). 
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Appendix 

Table 1. Robust maximum likelihood estimates for predictors of well-being, males 
(n = 2345). 
 

  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b) 
t1_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.01  0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  0.00 
 HISEI 0.00 * 0.00  0.00 * 0.00  0.00 * 0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.07 * 0.03  0.07 * 0.03  0.07 * 0.03 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.25 *** 0.04  −0.25 *** 0.04  −0.25 *** 0.04 
 Intercept 0.11 *** 0.03  0.11 *** 0.03  0.11 *** 0.03 
t2_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.07  0.05  −0.02  0.04  0.00  0.05 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 * 0.00 
 Latin −0.10  0.07  −0.02  0.06  −0.04  0.09 
 Well-being_t1 0.55 *** 0.05  0.65 *** 0.04  0.65 *** 0.06 
 Intercept 0.03  0.05  −0.02  0.04  0.00  0.05 
t3_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  −0.01  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.08 + 0.04  −0.04  0.04  0.11 * 0.06 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.14 * 0.07  −0.08  0.06  −0.06  0.09 
 Well-being_t2 0.57 *** 0.04  0.64 *** 0.04  0.72 *** 0.05 
 Intercept 0.03  0.05  0.08  0.05  −0.02  0.05 
t4_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00 * 0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.03  0.05  0.04  0.05  0.05  0.06 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00 + 0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.04  0.07  −0.11 + 0.06  −0.24 ** 0.09 
 Well-being_t3 0.72 *** 0.04  0.77 *** 0.03  0.57 *** 0.05 
 Intercept 0.06  0.05  0.02  0.05  0.14 ** 0.05 
t5_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. −0.01  0.01  0.00  0.01  0.01  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  −0.01 * 0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.06  0.06  0.06  0.04  −0.07  0.05 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin 0.01  0.08  0.06  0.07  −0.19 * 0.09 
 Well-being_t4 0.57 *** 0.05  0.72 *** 0.03  0.63 *** 0.05 
 Intercept −0.07  0.06  −0.01  0.05  0.08  0.06 
t6_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
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  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b) 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  0.01  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.01  0.05  0.01  0.05  0.02  0.05 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.11  0.07  −0.12 + 0.07  −0.09  0.10 
 Well-being_t5 0.65 *** 0.05  0.72 *** 0.04  0.70 *** 0.05 
 Intercept 0.10  0.06  0.06  0.05  0.00  0.06 
 
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; + p < 0.1. 
b = standardised effect of variable; S.E.(b) = standard error of standardised effect of variable. 
Key: Cultural poss. = quantity and kind of cultural goods in the household; HISEI = socio-economic status of the 
parents; Economic cap. = familial wealth; Reading skills = PISA measure of reading literacy; Latin = a variable 
indicating whether the young person lives in the French and Italian-speaking regions of Switzerland (reference 
category: German-speaking region); Well-being_tn = well-being measured in previous data collection; Intercept 
= constant term of the equation. 
 

Table 2. Robust maximum likelihood estimates for predictors of well-being, females 
(n = 2982). 
 

  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b) 
t1_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.01  0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  0.00 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.39 *** 0.04  −0.39 *** 0.04  −0.39 *** 0.04 
 Intercept 0.19 *** 0.03  0.19 *** 0.03  0.19 *** 0.03 
t2_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.01  0.00  0.01  −0.01  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.03  0.03  0.04  0.04  −0.01  0.05 
 Reading skills 0.00 + 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.09 + 0.05  −0.19 *** 0.05  −0.19 * 0.08 
 Well-being_t1 0.58 *** 0.03  0.62 *** 0.03  0.56 *** 0.05 
 Intercept 0.02  0.04  0.07 + 0.04  0.12 * 0.05 
t3_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.01  0.00  0.01  0.01  0.00  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00 * 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.04  0.03  −0.02  0.04  −0.06  0.06 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.08 + 0.05  −0.13 * 0.06  −0.18 + 0.10 
 Well-being_t2 0.67 *** 0.03  0.68 *** 0.04  0.63 *** 0.06 
 Intercept 0.04  0.04  0.02  0.04  0.12 + 0.06 
t4_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.01  0.01 
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  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b)  b  S.E.(b) 
 HISEI 0.00 + 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.03  0.03  0.05  0.03  −0.10  0.07 
 Reading skills 0.00 + 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 * 0.00 
 Latin −0.17 *** 0.05  −0.08  0.05  −0.10  0.10 
 Well-being_t3 0.63 *** 0.03  0.64 *** 0.03  0.68 *** 0.06 
 Intercept 0.10 ** 0.04  0.05  0.04  0.04  0.07 
t5_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. −0.01 * 0.01  0.00  0.01  −0.01  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.06  0.04  −0.02  0.04  −0.01  0.06 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.08  0.05  −0.12 * 0.06  −0.22 ** 0.09 
 Well-being_t4 0.67 *** 0.04  0.65 *** 0.03  0.71 *** 0.05 
 Intercept 0.04  0.04  0.07 + 0.04  0.01  0.06 
t6_well-being successful  stable  unsuccessful 
 Cultural poss. 0.01  0.01  0.01  0.01  0.00  0.01 
 HISEI 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  −0.01 * 0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.07 + 0.04  0.02  0.05  0.06  0.05 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
 Latin −0.09  0.06  −0.14 * 0.06  −0.19 * 0.08 
 Well-being_t5 0.68 *** 0.03  0.69 *** 0.04  0.63 *** 0.05 
 Intercept 0.07 + 0.04  0.02  0.04  0.12 * 0.05 
 
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; + p < 0.1. 
b = standardised effect of variable; S.E.(b) = standard error of standardised effect of variable. 
Key: Cultural poss. = quantity and kind of cultural goods in the household; HISEI = socio-economic status of the 
parents; Economic cap. = familial wealth; Reading skills = PISA measure of reading literacy; Latin = a variable 
indicating whether the young person lives in the French and Italian-speaking regions of Switzerland (reference 
category: German-speaking region); Well-being_tn = well-being measured in previous data collection; Intercept 
= constant term of the equation. 
 

 

Table 3. Maximum likelihood robust logit estimates for predictors of success and stable 
achievement for males (reference category: failure; n = 2345; autoregressive elements not 
shown). 
 
  b  S.E. (b)   b  S.E. (b) 
 t1_success    t1_stability  

 Latin 0.67 *** 0.12   0.58 *** 0.11 
 Reading skills 0.01 *** 0.00   0.00 *** 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.40 *** 0.08   −0.25 *** 0.07 
 HISEI −0.05 *** 0.00   −0.01 *** 0.00 
 Cultural poss. −0.01  0.01   0.01  0.01 
 Constant −0.01  0.08   0.38 *** 0.08 
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  b  S.E. (b)   b  S.E. (b) 
 t2_success    t2_stability  

 Latin −0.37  0.32   0.50 * 0.26 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00   0.00 * 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.46 * 0.19   −0.38 * 0.17 
 HISEI −0.05 *** 0.01   −0.02 * 0.01 
 Cultural poss. 0.01  0.03   0.02  0.02 
 Well-being_t1 0.24  0.17   0.30 * 0.12 
 Constant −4.67 *** 0.53   −2.23 *** 0.18 

 t3_success    t3_stability  
 Latin −0.98 * 0.46   −0.42  0.34 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00   0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.16  0.27   −0.12  0.19 
 HISEI −0.01  0.02   0.00  0.01 
 Cultural poss. 0.02  0.04   0.02  0.03 
 Well-being_t2 0.01  0.31   −0.19  0.24 
 Constant −5.71 *** 1.05   −3.19 *** 0.26 

 t4_success    t4_stability  
 Latin 1.89 *** 0.30   1.13 *** 0.21 
 Reading skills −0.01 *** 0.00   0.00 ** 0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.27  0.17   0.18  0.13 
 HISEI −0.02 * 0.01   −0.01 * 0.01 
 Cultural poss. 0.02  0.02   0.00  0.02 
 Well-being_t3 0.02  0.16   0.09  0.10 
 Constant −14.16 *** 0.31   −3.60 *** 0.30 

 t5_success    t5_stability  
 Latin −0.13  0.22   −0.18  0.17 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00   0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.11  0.14   −0.08  0.11 
 HISEI −0.02 * 0.01   0.00  0.01 
 Cultural poss. −0.01  0.02   −0.01  0.01 
 Well-being_t4 0.09  0.11   0.10  0.09 
 Constant −12.99 *** 0.18   −1.95 *** 0.16 

 t6_success    t6_stability  
 Latin −0.36  0.23   −0.20  0.18 
 Reading skills 0.00 * 0.00   0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. 0.24  0.15   0.05  0.11 
 HISEI −0.02 * 0.01   0.01 + 0.01 
 Cultural poss. −0.03 + 0.02   −0.01  0.01 
 Well-being_t5 0.35 ** 0.13   0.20 * 0.10 
 Constant −5.88 *** 0.81   −1.37 *** 0.15 
 
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; + p < 0.1. 
b = standardised effect of variable; S.E.(b) = standard error of standardised effect of variable. 
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Key: Cultural poss. = quantity and kind of cultural goods in the household; HISEI = socio-economic status of the 
parents; Economic cap. = familial wealth; Reading skills = PISA measure of reading literacy; Latin = a variable 
indicating whether the young person lives in the French and Italian-speaking regions of Switzerland (reference 
category: German-speaking region); Well-being_tn = well-being measured in previous data collection; Intercept 
= constant term of the equation. 
 

 

Table 4. Maximum likelihood robust logit estimates for predictors of success and stable 
achievement for females (reference category: failure; n = 2982; autoregressive elements not 
shown). 
 
  b  S.E. (b)   b  S.E. (b) 
t1_success     t1_stability  

 Latin 0.94 *** 0.11   0.44 *** 0.11 
 Reading skills 0.01 *** 0.00   0.00 *** 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.17 * 0.07   −0.13 + 0.07 
 HISEI −0.02 *** 0.00   0.00  0.00 
 Cultural poss. −0.03 ** 0.01   −0.01  0.01 
 Constant 0.31 *** 0.08   0.65 *** 0.07 

t2_success     t2_stability  
 Latin 0.18  0.23   0.65 *** 0.19 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00   0.01 *** 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.17  0.14   −0.09  0.12 
 HISEI −0.04 *** 0.01   −0.01  0.01 
 Cultural poss. −0.03  0.02   −0.02  0.02 
 Well-being_t1 0.33 ** 0.12   0.20 + 0.11 
 Constant −2.79 *** 0.23   −1.22 *** 0.14 

t3_success     t3_stability  
 Latin −1.29 *** 0.32   −0.25  0.26 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00   0.00 ** 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.34 + 0.20   −0.21  0.16 
 HISEI −0.02 * 0.01   −0.01  0.01 
 Cultural poss. −0.03  0.02   −0.02  0.02 
 Well-being_t2 0.35 * 0.15   0.14  0.14 
 Constant −3.13 *** 0.35   −1.90 *** 0.19 

 t4_success    t4_stability  
 Latin 1.07 *** 0.20   0.45 ** 0.15 
 Reading skills 0.00 ** 0.00   0.00 * 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.16  0.12   −0.05  0.09 
 HISEI −0.01 * 0.01   −0.01  0.01 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.02   0.00  0.01 
 Well-being_t3 0.14  0.09   0.01  0.07 
 Constant −5.22 *** 0.60   −2.31 *** 0.20 

 t5_success    t5_stability  
 Latin −0.91 *** 0.19   −0.60 *** 0.15 
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  b  S.E. (b)   b  S.E. (b) 
 Reading skills 0.00  0.00   0.00 + 0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.05  0.13   −0.14  0.10 
 HISEI −0.02 * 0.01   0.00  0.01 
 Cultural poss. 0.00  0.02   0.02  0.01 
 Well-being_t4 0.20 * 0.09   0.03  0.07 
 Constant −4.43 *** 0.54   −1.77 *** 0.17 

 t6_success    t6_stability  
 Latin −0.42 + 0.22   −0.35 * 0.18 
 Reading skills 0.00 * 0.00   0.00  0.00 
 Economic cap. −0.33 * 0.13   −0.07  0.10 
 HISEI 0.00  0.01   0.01  0.01 
 Cultural poss. −0.02  0.02   0.01  0.01 
 Well-being_t5 0.10  0.11   0.01  0.09 
 Constant −5.81 *** 0.94   −1.76 *** 0.17 
 
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; + p < 0.1. 
b = standardised effect of variable; S.E.(b) = standard error of standardised effect of variable. 
Key: Cultural poss. = quantity and kind of cultural goods in the household; HISEI = socio-economic status of the 
parents; Economic cap. = familial wealth; Reading skills = PISA measure of reading literacy; Latin = a variable 
indicating whether the young person lives in the French and Italian-speaking regions of Switzerland (reference 
category: German-speaking region); Well-being_tn = well-being measured in previous data collection; Intercept 
= constant term of the equation. 
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Table 6. Model fit indices for all models. Log Likelihood (LogL), AIC, BIC, and sample size 
adjusted BIC (BIC adj.) for the different models. Note that they are not strictly nested due to 
Full Information Maximum Likelihood estimation.  

 
 

Covariates LogL AIC BIC BIC adj. n No. of pa-
rameters 

none −33992.481 68218.962 68977.450 68605.667 4831 117 

Cultural poss. −45625.854 91525.709 92437.950 92002.604 5760 137 

Cultural poss., HISEI −41900.174 84110.348 85130.477 84637.937 5332 155 

Cultural poss., HISEI, 
economic cap.  −41847.432 84040.865 85179.428 84629.690 5331 173 

Cultural poss., HISEI, 
economic cap., reading 
skills 

−41706.784 83795.569 85052.453 84445.516 5327 191 

Cultural poss., HISEI, 
economic cap., reading 
skills, female 

−41619.015 83656.030 85031.364 84367.229 5327 209 

Cultural poss., HISEI, 
economic cap., reading 
skills, female, Latin 

−41365.891 83185.783 84679.566 83958.233 5327 227 

       

All covariates (see 
above), covariates al-
lowed to vary across 
classes and time: 

LogL AIC BIC BIC adj. n No. of pa-
rameters 

Latin −41360.301 83194.602 84754.191 84001.081 5327 237 

Latin, female −41355.507 83205.014 84830.408 84045.521 5327 247 

Latin, female, reading 
skills −41346.309 83206.618 84897.818 84081.155 5327 257 

Latin, female, reading 
skills, economic cap. −41343.490 83218.979 84969.404 84124.141 5327 267 

Latin, female, reading 
skills, economic cap., 
HISEI 

−41335.290 83222.580 85038.810 84161.770 5327 277 

Latin, female, reading 
skills, economic cap., 
HISEI, cultural poss. 

−41331.274 83234.548 85116.584 84207.768 5327 287 

Females only −24489.328 49496.655 51050.746 50227.803 2982 259 

Males only −16638.027 33794.054 35285.905 34463.009 2345 259 


