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Abstract  

Using panel data from Luxembourg, we investigate the relationship between young 

individuals’ perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and subjective well-being 

during the short and mid-term phases of the pandemic (i.e., a few months after its outbreak 

in July 2020 and one year later in July 2021). Additionally, the study examines how this 

relationship evolves depending on youths’ subjective social status. Luxembourg is an 

important setting, as it is one of the happiest countries in the world, with the highest GDP per 

capita. According to our results, perceived coping with the COVID-19 context matters for 

subjective well-being beyond individual and macro characteristics. We found a strong 

correlation between perceptions of coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and 

subjective well-being in high-social-status individuals and a weaker correlation for low- and 

middle-social-status individuals. Furthermore, the relationship between perceptions of 

coping with the pandemic and well-being was stable over time. The article stipulates several 

reasons for these results, such as a ‘comfort conditioning’ response to the pandemic for young 

high-social-status individuals. 
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1 Introduction  

 The COVID-19 pandemic resulted in many risks, uncertainties, fears, and losses 

worldwide. While policy efforts in member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation Development (OECD) focused on assessing material impacts of the pandemic on 

society, non-material impacts, such as citizens’ emotional experiences, are only recently being 

addressed (WHO, 2022). Similarly, growing psychological and public policy literature 

examines psychological consequences for individuals (Büssing et al., 2020; Fancourt et al., 

2023; Kim et al., 2023; Mondino et al., 2020; Tubadji et al., 2023), which is also important in 

post-crisis scenarios to explore potential enduring psychological effects and better predict 

citizens’ reactions in future macro crises (Stiglitz et al., 2018, Tucker & Czapla, 2021). 

 One of the population groups that has received little attention when assessing the 

scope of the COVID-19 pandemic and previous macro crises like the 2008 Great Recession is 

the youth (Raccanello et al., 2023; WHO, 2022). However, the existing empirical evidence has 

highlighted that compared to other population groups, youth particularly suffer in adverse 

macro contexts (Panchal et al., 2023; Polanczyk et al., 2015; Racine et al., 2021), given their 

vulnerability in entering the labour market and transitioning to adulthood. 

 The emergence of non-material aspects on the agenda of many politicians and 

academics may advance our understanding of how subjective experiences can drive the 

young population’s well-being during macro crises. Psychology and behavioural economics 

research shows that individuals may cope differently and have different perceptions of the 

same socio-economic conditions, which can influence their well-being differently, over and 

above objective factors (Kahneman, 2011). Social psychology literature argues that social 

cognitive biases are fundamental for how (young) individuals within countries generally cope 

and perceive their situation and sense of well-being (Bandura, 1999, 2002). Depending on 
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youths’ subjective social status—perceptions of their family’s position in the socio-economic 

hierarchy (Jackman & Jackman, 1973) encompassing wealth, education, and labour market 

position (Locke et al., 1999)—social cognitive biases are produced, as from an early age, 

individuals have a tendency to interact more with and more like others of similar perceived 

social status. Consequently, they may develop cognitive reactions and ways to cope with daily 

experiences that differ substantially from other social groups (Fiske & Markus, 2012), which 

can help reproduce established social inequalities (Greco et al., 2015).  

 Overall, it has been overlooked how young individuals’ perceived coping with the 

COVID-19 pandemic context contributes to their subjective well-being after accounting for 

individual characteristics, and how this relationship can be moderated by subjective social 

status. 

 This article addresses the following questions: How does young individuals’ perceived 

coping with COVID-19 pandemic context relate to their subjective well-being, beyond 

objective micro and macro factors? Does perceived coping play a greater role in the mid-term 

of the pandemic, and does it differ across subjective social status groups? We focus our 

analysis on Luxembourg during 2020–2021—a few months after the pandemic outbreak, and 

one year later, respectively. The rationale is twofold. First, Luxembourg has the world’s 

highest gross domestic product (GDP) per capita (World Bank, 2021) and is one of the world’s 

happiest countries (Helliwell et al., 2021), making it a relevant but rarely studied case. Second, 

Luxembourg hosted a panel survey, ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), that followed the 

same young individuals during two different periods of the pandemic, providing relevant data. 

 Our study contributes to two literature streams within the social sciences. First is to 

subjective well-being literature in sociology and economics, which explores the socio-

economic determinants of subjective well-being in different macro contexts (Layard, 2005; 
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Rojas, 2019). Youths’ perceived coping with macro conditions can affect their well-being. 

Those with positive coping can be more determined to choose studies and jobs they are 

passionate about and to find purpose, such as meaningful relationships with friends and 

family (Forgeard et al., 2011). In contrast, individuals with negative coping may more likely 

develop mental health problems; have higher stress, uncertainty, and insecurity in daily life 

(Stiglitz et al., 2018); and experience burnout (Layard, 2010). From a social perspective, while 

positive coping with adverse contexts can promote social integration (Nezlek & Derks, 2001), 

negative coping can increase political polarisation and support for populist political positions 

and discourage entrepreneurship after recessions (Stiglitz et al., 2018). 

 The second contribution is to literature focused on youth inequalities. Understanding 

how youths from different social status groups experience macro crises can help policymakers 

design policies to promote youths’ well-being and understand how social inequalities are 

experienced, maintained, and reproduced. 

 A final contribution is the presentation of panel data evidence. In a review of 

psychological consequences of the pandemic, the WHO highlighted a ‘lack of studies with 

longitudinal designs’ (WHO, 2022, p. 3). The longitudinal survey we use, includes two 

psychological variables (perceived coping and subjective well-being) measured during the 

COVID-19 pandemic, offering the empirical advantage of taking heterogenous fixed effects 

into account (Van Praag & Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2011). 

 The following section describes the relevant research on perceived coping with 

contextual conditions and subjective well-being and the moderating role of subjective social 

status, from which our hypotheses are derived. Then, the case of Luxembourg and the 

analytical strategy are described. Lastly, we present and discuss our results and offer 

conclusions. 
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2 Theoretical Discussion  

2.1 Perceived Coping and Subjective Well-being  

We define perceived coping as how individuals feel they are coping with COVID-19 pandemic 

context and subjective well-being as self-reported cognitive and emotional appraisal of one’s 

life (Diener et al., 2002), broadly equated with happiness in the social science literature 

(Veenhoven, 2012). Most research on perceived coping with contextual conditions and 

subjective well-being comes from psychology literature and reports a significant relationship 

between both variables over and above individual characteristics (e.g., see Chen, 2016; 

Fischer et al., 2021). For instance, in a study with young individuals, Alipour et al. (2010) found 

a significant relationship between coping strategies and happiness in the university context. 

 Classical psychological literature also shows strong links between youth and adult 

coping experiences and psychological pathologies related to subjective well-being controlling 

for individual characteristics. These studies mainly focused on depression (Beck & Greenberg, 

1974; Coyne et al., 1981), anxiety (Kondo, 1997; Marks, 1978), and suicidal ideation (Horwitz 

et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2012). 

 Other subjective well-being literature on variables related to perceived coping focused 

on perceptions of current conditions, mainly on economic dimensions, such as perceived 

economic conditions (Otis, 2017) or consumer confidence (Merkle et al., 2003), or on the 

labour market sphere, such as perceptions of macro labour market opportunities ([reference 

excluded to ensure anonymity]), subjective job insecurity (Chung & Mau, 2014; Geishecker, 

2012), or employability perceptions (Berntson & Marklund, 2007; Gowan, 2012). These 

studies find strong associations controlling for individual covariates. 
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Based on the empirical evidence mentioned, we can expect that perceived coping with 

the COVID-19 pandemic context will matter for subjective well-being beyond individual 

characteristics such as age, gender, and health conditions (Hypothesis 1). 

 While the relationships between subjective well-being and adverse macro conditions 

such as macroeconomic crises (e.g., Blanchflower, 1991; De Neve et al., 2018; Di Tella et al., 

2003) and natural disasters (e.g., Jensen & Tiwari, 2021; Rehdanz et al., 2015) have been 

researched extensively, few studies have researched links between perceived coping with 

current conditions, adverse macro conditions, and subjective well-being. One related study 

showed that in the 2008 Great Recession, in most advanced economies, people continued to 

perceive a crisis context even after economic recovery (Stiglitz et al., 2018)—similar to Giugni 

and Mexi’s (2018) study in Switzerland and Uba’s (2018) in Sweden. The authors argued that 

although the Great Recession had almost no impact on those economies, their citizens still 

experienced negative perceptions of the situation, which influenced their subjective well-

being. 

 More recent empirical research has examined the COVID-19 pandemic’s impact on 

people’s perceptions and well-being, with growing evidence of negative effects of people’s 

perceived coping with COVID-19 on well-being (e.g., Barari et al., 2020; Donato et al., 2023; 

Özmen et al., 2021). For instance, Paredes et al. (2021) found that individuals’ perceived 

COVID-19 threat under their conditions negatively impacted subjective well-being during 

lockdown in Spain in June 2020. Similar results were reported by Aslan et al. (2020) and Peker 

and Cengiz (2022) in Turkey, with university students and adults, respectively. Using a 

longitudinal twin design with children and parents, Achterberg et al. (2021) found a significant 

increase in negative perceptions of their situation during the lockdown and, consequently, 

their subjective well-being. 
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 Understandably, due to the COVID-19 pandemic being a relatively recent and 

unprecedented phenomenon, there is a limited body of research examining the effects of 

individuals’ perceived coping with the current circumstances and their subjective well-being 

on the medium-term of the COVID-19 pandemic (i.e., the impact almost a year after its 

outbreak). Nonetheless, despite the current limited theoretical advancements related to the 

pandemic—understandable given the time required for theory building—the available 

empirical studies consistently indicate a negative association. Zacher and Rudolph (2021) 

examined four timepoints from December 2019 to May 2020 in Germany, finding 

deterioration of subjective well-being levels over time and a mostly non-significant 

relationship with positive coping strategies to achieve a better perception of current 

conditions. Using South Korean panel data capturing the initial outbreak phase and the 

intense social distance phase, Kim et al. (2022) showed a general decrease in individuals’ 

perceived coping with the situation and their subjective well-being, although some of them 

developed positive coping strategies. Büssing et al. (2021) found that perceptions of current 

conditions negatively changed between the first and second waves of the pandemic (June vs. 

September 2020), with overall deterioration of individuals’ subjective well-being. Similarly, 

Wang et al. (2022) found general deterioration of subjective well-being as lockdown time 

increased among 35,516 adolescents in China. 

 Overall, the COVID-19 pandemic is an example of a macro crisis that can create 

sustainable levels of negative perceptions in the mid-term even if recovery signals are 

present, similar to other macro adverse conditions such as the 2008 Great Recession.1 Based 

 
1 Subjective well-being research shows, nonetheless, that we could expect some degree of adaptation 

in terms of perceived coping with the situation and subjective well-being in the longer term of the 

pandemic (see Sen, 1987). The growing availability of panel data surveys showed that even if 
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on previous empirical evidence, we expect perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic 

context will matter more to subjective well-being at mid-term than a few months after the 

outbreak (Hypothesis 2). However, individual experience of this association will likely vary, as 

elaborated in the next section. 

 

2.2 The Role of Subjective Social Status 

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1999) maintains that, depending on subjective social status, 

individuals can have different perceptions of the socio-economic situation, which can affect 

their sense of well-being differently. Subjective social status integrates life experiences, family 

wealth and educational level, and social class (Locke et al., 1999). Based on these elements, 

individuals from an early age may self-classify as pertaining to high, middle, or low social 

status (Connelly et al., 2016). Due to within- and between-group social norms and 

expectations, (young) individuals with the same perceived status tend to behave and socialise 

in similar ways and have similar expectations, coping mechanisms, and self-perceptions 

(Bandura, 1999; Fiske & Markus, 2012). Consequently, they rely on social cognitive biases 

rooted in their perceived social status to navigate their daily lives.  

 Substantial empirical evidence with the youth population, mainly in sociology of 

education, confirms the importance of subjective social status for how perceived coping with 

current educational conditions is related to subjective well-being. For instance, research has 

indicated that low-objective socio-economic status students usually feel less competent and 

 
individuals never fully adapt to some situations, a certain degree of adaptation in terms of subjective 

well-being will likely occur, for example, in unemployment (Clark et al., 2008), income variability (Van 

Praag & Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2011), partner relationships after unemployment experience (Blom & 

Perelli-Harris, 2021), or disabilities (Oswald & Powdthavee, 2008). 
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have more incentives to learn less and underperform than their counterparts of high and 

middle status, due to within– and between–social norms and pressures (see Batruch et al., 

2017; Rubin, 2012). Another pertinent example is the study by Hoff and Pandey (2005) 

involving Indian students. The findings revealed that when caste information was not made 

public, similar performance levels were observed among students in maze games. However, 

when caste was revealed, significant changes in performances occurred, with students from 

lower castes exhibiting lower performance levels. The authors argue that their results can be 

explained by the social and internal pressure students felt when they learned in the second 

round of games that they were no longer anonymous and therefore their identities would be 

public and revealed to others as in their everyday lives. As a result, those from lower castes 

adopted the social belief that they are less capable than those from higher castes. The study 

can illustrate how beliefs about caste status influence everyday behaviour and performance, 

highlighting the role of social cognitive biases in shaping outcomes.  

 These theoretical considerations and the related empirical research contribute to our 

understanding of why subjective social status can lead young individuals to perceive and 

emotionally react differently to the same conditions. Some other related empirical studies 

with the adult population have examined how social status can moderate the relationship 

between perceived adverse macro-conditions and subjective well-being. For instance, a study 

by [reference excluded to ensure anonymity] with Spanish panel data examined a related 

concept of subjective social status, namely individuals’ social origin based on their father’s 

social class. The findings revealed that perceived economic conditions mattered beyond 

objective conditions and became a strong factor for subjective well-being during the Great 

Recession, especially for individuals of middle social origin. The authors speculate that this 

might be attributed to the fact that individuals from middle social origin usually have greater 
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aspirations for social mobility and face increased pressure to succeed than lower and high 

social status, coupled with the absence of economic security enjoyed by higher social groups.  

 Another relevant study, conducted by Kiess and Lahusen (2018) in Germany, found 

that individuals who perceived themselves as belonging to the middle social status were more 

impacted by the 2008 Great Recession than those who considered themselves of high or low 

social status. The authors found that subjective social status affiliation, rather than objective 

indicators of social status, played a more important role. They speculated that individuals who 

identified themselves as middle social status often experienced greater pressure and 

challenges in maintaining their position compared to their lower social status counterparts, 

as they feel they have ‘something to lose’. When it becomes more difficult to attain these 

aims in times of macro adversities, these dynamics become reinforced, as these individuals 

might cope worse with the situation and therefore suffer more in terms of subjective well-

being compared to those with fewer aspirations (low social status) or with more wealth (high 

social status). This aligns with the theoretical claims of Steijn et al. (2012), suggesting that 

young individuals who perceive themselves as belonging to the middle social status in 

Western countries have suffered the most during adverse macro conditions since the 1980s 

flexibilisation trend in the labour market, which has made them feel more pressured and 

anxious to secure and improve their socio-economic position. In contrast, individuals of high 

perceived social status often feel more protected due to their economic security, while those 

considering themselves of lower social status tend to underestimate their competence, 

preventing themselves from taking advantage of opportunities for social mobility (see also 

the empirical studies of Day and Fiske [2017] and Soria and Stebleton [2013], which support 

this rationale when utilising subjective socio-economic status and objective social origin).  
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 Thus, in an uncertain environment such as the COVID-19 pandemic, young individuals 

of middle subjective social status might feel particularly pressured and anxious to achieve 

their educational and labour-market outcomes compared to young individuals of low 

subjective social status. They might also be more worried about the current conditions than 

young individuals of high social status, as they cannot rely on high levels of economic 

resources. 

 Against this background, we expect that perceived coping with the COVID-19 

pandemic context matters strongly for the subjective well-being of those young individuals of 

middle subjective social status, and comparably less for those of low and high subjective social 

status (Hypothesis 3a). We also expect that perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic 

context will matter more in the mid-term of the COVID-19 pandemic for those young 

individuals of middle subjective social status than those from low and high subjective social 

status (Hypothesis 3b).  

 

2.3 The Focus: Youth in Luxembourg 

Our study focuses on young people in Luxembourg. Currently, there is growing empirical 

evidence showing the relevance of examining the youth population’s perceived coping and 

well-being during the COVID-19 pandemic compared to older age groups. Groarke et al. 

(2020) employed a cross-sectional online survey design with UK adults during the initial phase 

of the COVID-19 pandemic and found that the risk factors for loneliness were especially 

present in the younger age group. Employing a 14-day diary study with adults in mainland 

China, Jiang (2020) found age to play a moderating role in the relationship between self-

reported stress and emotional well-being: older adults reported lower stress related to the 

COVID-19 pandemic in daily life than younger adults. Similar findings were reported by Prati 
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(2021) in Italy and by Klaiber et al. (2021) in Canada and the United States. Similarly, Ruiz et 

al.’s (2021) cross-sectional analysis found that older individuals were coping better during the 

pandemic in the UK, South Korea, Finland, the Philippines, Latin America, North America, 

Spain, and Italy. This supports Röhr et al.’s (2020) qualitative study during the first lockdown 

in April 2020, showing that the subjective well-being of the older German population was 

largely unaltered in comparison with the younger population, which seemed to suffer more. 

 Our hypotheses were tested during different periods of the COVID-19 pandemic in 

Luxembourg. Luxembourg ranks among the world’s top countries in terms of GDP per capita 

(World Bank, 2021) and happiness (Helliwell et al., 2021). Therefore, testing our hypotheses 

in this affluent context and time with the youth population is relevant.  

 

3 Methodology 

3.1 Data 

The study used representative panel data of young individuals aged between 12 and 29 from 

July 2020 (three to four months after the outbreak of the pandemic in Luxembourg) until July 

2021 (one year later). These two time points are adequate to test our hypotheses in this 

affluent society. The fact that the objective effects of the pandemic were present but 

relatively low at both moments (i.e., in terms of infection rates, restrictions, and vaccination 

rates) allowed us to observe whether perceived coping with the situation still matters for the 

young population beyond these objective conditions.2 

 
2 The Luxembourg government COVID-19 data information site (Le Gouvernement Luxembourgeois 

2022) shows similar daily new confirmed cases and deaths in July 2020 and 2021. These percentages 

were relatively low compared to other epidemic peaks such as those in April 2020, December 2020, 

March 2021, or January 2022. Similar patterns were observed in neighbouring countries (Germany, 
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 Participants were selected from the national registry of natural persons using a 

stratified random sampling procedure [reference excluded to ensure anonymity]. It had 

individuals as a unit of analysis and consisted of two waves (2020–2021) that offered key 

information on socio-economic conditions, perceptions, personal media use, and subjective 

well-being. The participants were contacted by a governmental department (Centre des 

technologies d’lnformation de l’État) via personalised postal invitation in French, 

Luxembourgish, and German to voluntarily complete an online survey. Upon completion, 

participants received a generic voucher allowing online purchases at over 300 retailers across 

Europe. The final dataset contained 2,598 observations, and the attrition of the final sample 

was approximately 60%, even if the response rate in the first wave was very high (see 

[reference excluded to ensure anonymity] for more details). This is mainly because the 

responsible Luxembourgish authority, the Centre des technologies de l’information de l’État 

(CTIE), only allowed us to send one reminder letter to participate in the second wave, in which 

1,329 individuals took part.3 

 

 

 

 

 
France, and Belgium). For more information on the incidence of the pandemic among youth 

individuals, see the report ([reference excluded to ensure anonymity]). 
3 A regression with the missing cases of our sample shows no attrition effects. The model controlled 

for the variables introduced in the main models as well as new ones that could potentially affect the 

missing cases (e.g., municipality of the respondent, migration status). The new variables appeared as 

not significant for the missing cases and thus were not included in the main models. These results can 

be provided upon request. 



 14 

3.2 Analytical Strategy  

We used panel models to fully exploit the longitudinal nature of our data and to control 

individual unobserved heterogeneities (Van Praag & Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2011). The following 

equation was modelled to test our hypotheses:  

 

𝑆𝑊!" =	∝ +	𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔!"𝜓 + 𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑑"𝛽 + [𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑥𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑑!"] + 𝑋!"𝛿 + 𝜀!", 

 

 where SW represents the subjective well-being of individual i in wave t; coping 

indicates the perceived coping with the COVID-19 context by individual i in wave t and allowed 

us to test Hypothesis 1 when including covid, which refers to the contextual COVID-19 times 

dummy in the short term (wave 1) and mid-term (wave 2); and the vector X𝑖𝑡 includes age 

and subjective health, which are considered individual time-varying variables relevant to the 

youth population. 𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑥𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑑!" indicates the interaction between perceived coping by 

individual i in wave t and the COVID condition dummy. This interaction allowed us to test 

Hypothesis 2. Finally, 𝜀 is the error term. Subsequently, to test Hypotheses 3a and 3b, we 

divided the sample based on youths’ subjective social status. Since the Hausmann test rejects 

the null hypothesis of equality between random and fixed-effects estimates, we based our 

analysis on fixed effects (Allison, 2009). Fixed-effects estimations allow to control for 

individual time-invariant heterogeneities, such as gender or persistent differences in 

personality between pessimistic and optimistic people. To further control for auto-correlated 

yearly errors, we adjusted for clustered standard errors. It is important to highlight that our 

analysis was conducted at two time points (July 2020 and July 2021) when young individuals 

were already immersed in the COVID-19 pandemic context.  
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3.3 Dependent and Independent Variables 

The dependent variable was self-reported life satisfaction. The Satisfaction with Life Scale 

originally created by Diener et al. (1985) has become the main measure of cognitive subjective 

well-being in happiness research within social sciences (e.g., Layard, 2010; Veenhoven, 2012). 

This measure usually asks, ‘Taking all things into consideration, what is your level of 

satisfaction with life in general? Note that 0 is very dissatisfied and 10 is very satisfied’. This 

question was also used in YAC surveys. Hence, the term ‘life satisfaction’ is utilised during the 

empirical section of our analyses. In the discussion and conclusion section, we return to the 

concept of subjective well-being. 

 Perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context. This is the main independent 

variable, captured by the question: ‘Overall, how well are you coping with the current 

situation and possible changes caused by coronavirus/COVID-19? Where would you place 

yourself on the ladder below?’ This aligns with the above-presented definition of perceived 

coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context. Individuals can choose among 10 rungs of the 

ladder, where ‘The top level on the ladder means that you are coping very well with the current 

situation, the bottom level on the ladder means that you are not coping well at all’. To 

facilitate a more intuitive interpretation, given the negative nature of the COVID-19 pandemic 

context, we processed the values from better to worse, where 0 indicates that individuals 

perceive themselves as coping very well, while a value of 10 indicates that they perceive 

themselves as coping very poorly with the COVID-19 pandemic context.  

 COVID-19 pandemic context. This dummy variable denotes the contextual COVID-19 

pandemic times in the survey waves. It is coded either zero to represent the first wave in July 

2020 (short term) or one to represent the second wave one year after in June–July 2021 (mid-

term).  



 16 

 Youths’ subjective social status. This variable has been categorised based on the first-

wave question: ‘Below is a ladder that shows the situation of people in Luxembourg. The 

people at the top are those who are doing well. They have lots of money, a high level of 

education, and/or a good job. Those at the bottom are those who are doing badly. They have 

little money, a low level of education, and/or a poor job or no job. Where would you put your 

family on the ladder?’ This question is the youth version of the MacArthur Scale of Subjective 

Social Status. It is widely used in the literature as a measure of youths’ subjective social status 

and is based on the subjective assessment of the family’s social status (Amir et al., 2019; 

Goodman et al., 2001). This is a comprehensive question that goes beyond the economic 

aspect, incorporating dimensions such as family education and labour market standing. This 

aligns with the provided definition of young people’s subjective social status, which entails 

their personal evaluation of their family’s educational attainment, economic position, and 

wealth. The selected question allows respondents to choose among 10 options in the ladder: 

‘The higher up the ladder you are, the closer you are to people who are doing well, and the 

lower you are, the closer you are to people who are doing badly.’ Consistent with the related 

empirical research on socio-economic inequalities that used the same ladder question (Amir 

et al., 2019; Andersson, 2018; Speer, 2016) or a similar one (Kraus et al., 2012; Sweeting et 

al., 2011), we subdivided individuals into three categories and classified them as belonging to 

low (0–4), middle (5–8), and high subjective social status (9–10). Robustness checks contained 

in Appendix A show the results using alternative plausible categorisations of the three groups 

of subjective social status. 
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3.4 Control Variables  

We adjusted for age, age squared, and subjective health. These basic variables are well known 

to be relevant to youths’ subjective well-being in countries with a high Human Development 

Index (see Dolan et al., 2008; Layard, 2010). Age squared was added to be consistent with the 

literature that stipulates its U-shaped relationship with subjective well-being (Clark & Oswald, 

2006). Subjective health (very good=1, good=2, fair=3, poor=4, and very poor=5) was also 

included. 

 

3.5 Sample 

The initial sample contained 2,718 observations. The final sample includes 2,598 

observations, with the following percentage of missing values per variable: 1.58% on 

subjective well-being (43 missing values), 2.32% on perceived coping with the COVID-19 

pandemic (63 missing values), 0.22% on subjective health (6 missing values), and 2.21% on 

subjective social status (60 missing values). List-wise deletion was used to drop observations 

with missing values (see Figure 1 in Appendix B, which plots the overall and restricted samples 

for the key variables subjective well-being and perceived coping, showing an almost identical 

distribution for both).  

 

4 Results 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 in Appendix E presents the descriptive statistics of the entire analysis sample. The life 

satisfaction of the youth population had an average value of 6.5. This is lower than the 

reported value of 7.3 in the World Happiness Report of the United Nations (Helliwell et al., 

2021), where Luxembourg is ranked 8th worldwide. The difference could be because the UN 



 18 

report is based on pre-pandemic surveys conducted in 2018 and 2019. The mean value of 

perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic was 3.18 (0–10 scale, better to worse). This 

suggests that, on average, the youth population in Luxembourg had perceived to cope well 

with the COVID-19 pandemic. The sample also shows that there was a majority of females 

(i.e., 57.1% females and 42.8% males). The mean age of the participants was 20.1 years, owing 

to the nature of the sample, which was composed of young individuals from 12 to 29 years of 

age. As expected from a young population, the mean subjective health value was 1.7 (1–5, 

better to worse), showing a good health status. The majority (75.4%) of respondents 

considered themselves of middle social status, 15% from low social status, and 9.5% from 

high social status. Table 2 illustrates the mean value of the main research variables, life 

satisfaction and perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context, for each subjective 

social status group at the start of the pandemic (wave 1) and after one year (wave 2). 

 

Table 2. Means and standard errors (in parentheses) of life satisfaction and perceived coping with the 

COVID-19 pandemic context in the short term (July 2020, wave 1) and mid-term (June–July 2021, wave 

2) of the COVID-19 pandemic outbreak by subjective social status 

 
 Short-term 

COVID-19 Pandemic 
Mid-term 

COVID-19 Pandemic 
Subjective social 

status Life satisfaction Coping Life satisfaction Coping 

All 6.76 3.02 6.34 3.36 
(n: 2,598) (1.95) (2.04) (1.92) (2.06) 

     
High  7.91 2.22 7.34 2.68 

(n: 249) (1.76) (1.97) (1.61) (2.04) 
 

Middle 
 

6.90 
 

2.97 
 

6.46 
 

3.32 
(n: 1,959) (1.80) (1.92) (1.77) (1.95) 

 
Low 

 
5.32 

 
3.75 

 
5.09 

 
4.00 

(n: 390)  (2.08) (2.43) (2.22) (2.41) 
  Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg 
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A few months after the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, the average life satisfaction was 

6.8. Individuals of a high subjective social status reported the highest life satisfaction, with a 

profound difference between social status groups. All subjective social status groups scored 

differently on average, and significant differences were found between groups (see Appendix 

C). After one year of the COVID-19 pandemic, we can observe a general deterioration for 

individuals, particularly those of high subjective social status (deterioration of 0.57 points on 

a 0–10 scale). Perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context seems to deteriorate 

after one year of the pandemic, with the biggest deterioration shown by the high social status 

group (deterioration of 0.46 on a 0–10 scale). 

 

4.2 Perceived Coping with the COVID-19 Pandemic Context and Subjective Well-being 

Table 3 presents the four models that allowed us to test Hypotheses 1 and 2. First, the empty 

model is presented containing our main dependent and independent variables only. The 

second model introduces micro-level covariates such as age, age squared, and subjective 

health. The third model includes the role of the COVID-19 pandemic, which is operationalised 

through a COVID dummy (short term versus mid-term). The last model adds the interaction 

between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and the COVID-19 pandemic. 

In other words, it demonstrates the extent to which the mid-term effects of the pandemic 

moderate the relationship between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context 

and life satisfaction. 

 

 

 

 



 20 

Table 3. Predicting life satisfaction using ordinary least square fixed-effects regression models 

Variables  Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  
 

Perceived coping with COVID-19 pandemic context  −0.157*** −0.128*** −0.116*** −0.118*** 
 (0.027) (0.026) (0.026) (0.031) 
Mid-term effects of COVID-19 pandemic   −0.342*** −0.354*** 
   (0.050) (0.103) 
Mid-term effects of COVID-19 pandemic  
x perceived coping with COVID-19 pandemic 
context    0.004 
    (0.030) 
Subjective health  
(Ref: Very good health)     
Good   −0.326** −0.322** −0.323** 
  (0.101) (0.101) (0.102) 
Fair  −0.729*** −0.760*** −0.760*** 
  (0.169) (0.171) (0.171) 
Poor  −1.539*** −1.624*** −1.625*** 
  (0.317) (0.313) (0.314) 
Very poor  −3.904*** −4.184*** −4.193*** 
  (0.847) (0.891) (0.897) 
Age  −1.118***   
  (0.187)   
Age squared  0.019***   
  (0.004)   
Constant  7.058 21.754 7.358 7.364 
Observations 2,598 2,598 2,598 2,598 
Number of individuals 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 
R-squared 0.037 0.125 0.113 0.113 
Robust standard errors in parentheses    
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 
Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg     

 

Perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context was negatively correlated with life 

satisfaction in all models. Models 2 and 3 show that perceived coping was significantly 

correlated with life satisfaction at 0.001% after controlling for individual covariates (Model 2) 

and the mid-term effects of the COVID-19 pandemic (Model 3). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 can 

be corroborated, as perceived coping mattered for subjective well-being beyond individual 

characteristics. Models 2, 3 and 4 show a negative significant effect for individuals who 

reported an unhealthy status and Model 2  shows a significant U-shaped relationship between 

age and subjective well-being.  
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 Model 4 shows the effect of the mid-term of the COVID-19 pandemic compared to the 

short term on our relationship of interest. The interaction shows a weak and insignificant 

effect size, suggesting that the relationship between perceived coping with the COVID-19 

pandemic context and life satisfaction of young individuals in Luxembourg was stable over 

time (see Figure 2 in Appendix D). Hypothesis 2 predicted that the relationship between 

perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and subjective well-being would 

matter more during the mid-term of the COVID-19 pandemic than a few months after its 

outbreak. The results, however, show that the prolongation of the COVID-19 pandemic did 

not significantly influence the relationship between youths’ perceived coping with the COVID-

19 pandemic context and their life satisfaction. Disaggregating the mid-term effects by 

individuals’ subjective social status will be useful to see which social group experienced a 

higher variation after one year.  

 

4.3 Perceived Coping with the COVID-19 Pandemic Context and Subjective Social Status 

Hypothesis 3 was examined by conducting separate analyses for each subjective social status 

group, which was considered a time-invariant individual characteristic for the purpose of our 

analysis. Table 4 presents the results for each subjective social status group separately (i.e., 

high, medium, and low) with two columns: one without (Model 1) and another with (Model 

2) the interaction between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and the 

COVID-19 pandemic dummy.  
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Table 4. Predicting life satisfaction and perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context by 

subjective social status using ordinary least square fixed-effects regression models 

  
High Social 

Status   
Middle Social 

Status    
Low Social 

Status   
Variables Model 1a Model 2a Model 1b Model 2b Model 1c Model 2c 
Perceived coping with 
COVID-19 pandemic context −0.297*** −0.382*** −0.079** −0.065 −0.169* −0.164 
 (0.069) (0.089) (0.029) (0.033) (0.069) (0.083) 
Mid-term effects of  
COVID-19 pandemic −0.441** −0.858** −0.368*** −0.281* −0.134 −0.090 

 (0.136) (0.279) (0.056) (0.119) (0.154) (0.327) 
Mid-term effects of COVID-
19 pandemic x perceived 
coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context  0.172  −0.028  –0.012 
  (0.114)  (0.035)  (0.073) 
Subjective health:  
(Ref: Very good)       
Good  −0.452 −0.456 −0.248* −0.245* −0.651 −0.645 

 (0.274) (0.279) (0.110) (0.111) (0.342) (0.344) 
Fair −1.278* −1.329** −0.694*** −0.691*** −0.891* −0.887* 

 (0.523) (0.506) (0.203) (0.203) (0.436) (0.439) 
Poor   −1.941*** −1.922*** −0.924 −0.916 
   (0.391) (0.392) (0.495) (0.495) 
Very poor   −4.319*** −4.253***   
   (0.828) (0.821)   
Constant 8.812 9.005 7.334 7.291 6.483 6.457 
Observations 249 249 1,959 1,959 390 390 
Number of individuals 126 126 1,002 1,002 201 201 
R-squared 0.296 0.323 0.119 0.120 0.076 0.076 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 
Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg  

 
Models 1a, 1b, and 1c in Table 4 show that while there was a strong relationship in terms of 

effect size and significance between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context 

and life satisfaction for young individuals of high subjective social status, this relationship was 

weaker for individuals of middle and low subjective social status.4 While individuals of high 

subjective social status showed a strong negative correlation (coefficient of −0.297, significant 

at 0.001%), individuals of middle and low subjective social status showed less strong 

 
4 Robustness checks changing the operationalisation of subjective social status to equalise the number 

of individuals within each group gave the same qualitative nature of results (see Appendix A). 
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coefficients (−0.079, significant at 1%, and −0.169, significant at 5%, respectively). It is 

noteworthy that even if our analysis aims to understand the dynamics generated among 

individuals who reported the same social status only, the interaction effects between 

perceived coping and subjective social status were significant (see Appendix C). In particular, 

this holds when comparing the middle-social-status group with its high-status counterparts 

(i.e., an increase of 0.227 points in terms of life satisfaction, significant at 1%, for those of 

middle subjective social status compared to those of high subjective social status). It is also 

important to notice the constant in the model that showed the overall higher life satisfaction 

levels of the high subjective social status group (8.812) compared to its middle and low status 

counterparts (7.334 and 6.483, respectively). 

 Regarding the reaction to the mid-term effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, perceived 

coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context of individuals with different subjective social 

status did not seem to be affected by it. In other words, interaction effects were not found 

for individuals of any social status (Models 2a, 2b, and 2c). There were no statistically 

significant differences in life satisfaction between the short- and mid-term effects of the 

pandemic for individuals of any subjective social status at most levels of perceived coping 

with the COVID-19 pandemic context (see Figure 3 in Appendix D). Overall, our results give 

evidence that the relationship between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic 

context and life satisfaction differed by subjective social status and was stable over the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Even if the interactions were insignificant, it is worth mentioning that in 

terms of variation, only the high subjective social status group reported positive effects 

(0.172) compared to those of middle (−0.028) and low social status (−0.012). 

 These results, however, partly contradict the studies presented in the theoretical 

discussion. Thus, there is no basis to corroborate Hypotheses 3a and 3b, which expected a 
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strong relationship between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and 

subjective well-being for middle subjective social status individuals, and a less strong one for 

those of low and high subjective social status (Hypothesis 3a), and that perceived coping with 

the COVID-19 pandemic context will matter strongly in the mid-term of the COVID-19 

pandemic for those of middle subjective social status and less strongly for those of low and 

high subjective social status (Hypothesis 3b). On the contrary, our findings indicate that 

especially the perceptions of coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context among young 

individuals of high subjective social status were strongly associated with life satisfaction in a 

somewhat homogeneous way in the short and mid-term of the COVID-19 pandemic in 

Luxembourg. 

 

5 Discussion and Conclusions 

 This study examined the relationship between youths’ perceived coping with the COVID-19 

pandemic situation and subjective well-being. It also analysed how this relationship changes 

among young individuals of diverse subjective social statuses. Using a panel data survey in 

Luxembourg with the young population, three findings emerged: (1) perceived coping with 

the COVID-19 pandemic context mattered for subjective well-being beyond objective 

individual and macro factors; (2) mid-term effects of the pandemic did not alter the way 

perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context was a relevant determinant of 

subjective well-being; and (3) while young individuals of high subjective social status 

presented a strong relationship between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic 

context and subjective well-being, the link was less strong for individuals of middle and low 

subjective social status.  
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 The analyses suggest that policies should consider young people’s perceived coping 

with the COVID-19 pandemic context and subjective well-being when forecasting post-

pandemic recovery policies. Our results can also give relevant information about young 

individuals’ subjective experiences in adverse contexts, which can be useful in future macro 

crises. However, our results diverge from previous studies that suggest a stronger relationship 

between perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and subjective well-being in 

the mid-term of the COVID-19 pandemic compared to the short term (see Büssing et al., 2021; 

Zacher & Rudolph, 2021). This could be due to the timing of our survey – the second wave 

was conducted during the summer (June and July 2021) when restrictions were eased, 

younger cohorts had access to vaccines, and infection rates were low.5 Furthermore, the 

results might have differed if the first round of data collection had been executed at the 

outset of the pandemic (i.e., around March–April 2020), when its scope and duration were 

uncertain, compared to a few months later in July 2020, when individuals were already 

accustomed to their pandemic lives. Overall, the fact that perceived coping with the COVID-

19 pandemic context still mattered for the youths’ subjective well-being at these two points 

of time—where the objective effects of the pandemic were relatively low—speaks for the 

importance of perceptions. In other words, even though signs of recovery were present at 

both points in time in the affluent society we studied, its young population still felt its effects. 

 This leads to a second point of discussion: to understand how perceived coping with 

the COVID-19 context relates to subjective well-being it is important to consider subjective 

social status. Contrary to our initial hypothesis, perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic 

 
5 For an overview of the general evolution of the COVID-19 pandemic in Luxembourg, see: 

https://covid19.public.lu/fr/graph.html (last visited: 30/09/2022). 
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situation was strongly associated with subjective well-being in young individuals of high 

subjective social status. A strong relationship indicates that young individuals who report 

coping well with the COVID-19 pandemic context experience greater subjective well-being 

benefits than those from lower social groups. This is likely due to their more comfortable 

living conditions, which offer better protection against pandemic-related adversities. 

Descriptive statistics support this, showing that these individuals generally report higher life 

satisfaction and better coping abilities during the pandemic than those from other subjective 

social status groups. Conversely, when they perceive their coping as poor, they experience a 

greater decline in subjective well-being compared to other groups. 

One possible explanation is that individuals from privileged backgrounds (Kiess & 

Lahusen, 2018) may have developed a comfort conditioning response to the pandemic. 

Comfortable living conditions, while generally enhancing quality of life, can also lead to 

increased psychological vulnerability in the face of unusual adversities, especially among the 

young. The high-subjective social status young in Luxembourg suffered their first large-scale 

macro crisis restricting their freedom and lifestyle. This could have exposed their 

psychological sensitivity to cope with adversities that manifested in persistent psychological 

effects even when the objective conditions of the pandemic were relatively mild in terms of 

restrictions, infection rates, and access to vaccinations in the two surveyed periods. This 

observation aligns with social science research on prior unemployment experiences (Clark et 

al., 2001), access to health treatments for different social status families (Gengler, 2020), and 

psychological reactions to disappointments of previously happy or well-off people. For 

instance, the negative psychological effects of widowhood and divorce persist more for those 

who were happy with their marriages (Carr et al., 2000; Kalmijn & Monden, 2006). 
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 In contrast, individuals with a middle subjective social status might be more used to 

coping with life adversities, which could explain why their perceived coping with the COVID-

19 pandemic has less impact on their subjective well-being. Their previous experiences with 

adversities have equipped them with the ability to navigate and overcome difficult situations, 

thereby attenuating the impact of perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic on their 

subjective well-being. Consequently, youths of middle subjective social status might have 

been more confident that the pandemic would eventually be overcome, especially when 

recovery signals were present and given the lower financial impact of the pandemic in the 

country compared to previous (financial) macro crises that could have activated more clearly 

the mechanisms described in the theoretical section. 

 The results regarding individuals of low subjective social status are also rather 

unexpected. Contrary to the initial predictions that perceived coping with the COVID-19 

pandemic would not matter for them, the results show that there is a significant relationship 

between their perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic and their subjective well-being. 

These results challenge related literature stating that young individuals of low social status 

usually have low expectations and goals (Day & Fiske, 2017; Soria & Stebleton, 2013). One 

possible explanation for our finding is that those of the low social status may feel particularly 

vulnerable, pressured, and anxious to secure and improve their socio-economic position 

during the uncertain times of the COVID-19 pandemic, compared to their middle social status 

counterparts. The potential presence of poorer material conditions (e.g., smaller houses and 

flats) among the low social status group may render them more susceptible to the challenges 

associated with the COVID-19 context, as compared to individuals of middle social status. 

Another explanation can be the different available operationalisations of subjective social 
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status or related concepts such as social class or social origin in the literature, which could 

influence results (see Meraviglia et al., 2016). 

 Overall, our study supports the postulates of the social cognitive theory by showing 

that individuals’ cognitive appraisals of their coping abilities have implications for their 

psychological well-being. The study highlights the influence of social factors, such as 

subjective social status, on individuals’ cognitive processes and the ways in which they 

perceive and respond to the COVID-19 pandemic. The differential relationships manifested 

between individuals’ perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context and subjective 

well-being across different subjective social status groups provide insights into the social–

cognitive mechanisms at play. Furthermore, given that our study examines the short and mid-

term of the pandemic, it shows a consistent and stable pattern across subjective social status 

groups, thereby showing the dynamic influence of subjective social factors on cognition and 

perceived behaviour, which social cognitive theory emphasises.  

 Finally, the results of this study are subject to some limitations. First, even if the use 

of panel data allows to control for unobserved fixed effects (e.g., intrinsically optimistic or 

pessimistic individuals), other unobserved variables could also play a role, and issues of 

reverse causality between perceived coping and subjective well-being could be present. 

Second, the analysis suffered from substantial attrition from the first wave to the second 

wave, which could have influenced the results, considering the relatively small number of 

observations available in the study when analysing individuals of high and low subjective 

social status. To address the latter, Appendix A shows results with different 

operationalisations of subjective social status that allow a more balanced distribution of 

individuals across groups, showing the same qualitative nature of results. Third, although it 

was argued that the youth population was a good subsample from the whole population to 
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test the hypotheses, some differences still exist. For example, other groups of the population 

may have also experienced severe consequences from the COVID-19 pandemic, such as first-

generation migrants, the disabled, or the chronically ill (e.g., Umucu & Lee, 2020). Stronger 

effects can be expected if the hypotheses were tested throughout the population. 

 More research is needed to distinguish between the short-, mid-, and long-term 

effects of the pandemic (i.e., comparison with the years to come). Additionally, it would be 

valuable to replicate our analysis using alternative panel datasets that interviewed 

participants at different times during the pandemic, such as the German Socio-Economic 

Panel (SOEP) or the UK Household Longitudinal Study (Understanding Society). Analysing 

these and similar datasets would enable to assess the generalisability of our hypotheses 

beyond Luxembourg and explore the consistency of the findings across countries with lower 

GDP per capita and lower levels of happiness.  

 Finally, one of the central objectives of this study was to analyse the dynamics of 

young individuals from the same subjective social status. However, for a deeper 

understanding, the effects between different subjective social status groups should be more 

directly compared (see Appendix C for a first approximation, where significant results appear 

when interacting with the subjective social status variable for the whole young population). 

 To conclude, this study provides empirical evidence on how perceived coping with 

adverse macro contexts is associated with subjective well-being. Specifically, it builds on 

previous social psychology and sociological literature showing how subjective social status 

moderates this relationship. Our results suggest that perceived coping with current conditions 

is relevant for subjective well-being beyond individual and macro conditions. Policymakers 

may consider this when designing, implementing, and examining policies aimed at increasing 

individual well-being during future macro crises as well as in post-crisis scenarios. 
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Appendix A. Subjective Social Status Operationalisation 
 
Table 5A. Subjective social status operationalised: 0–4, low; 5–7, middle; 8–10, high 

Predicting life satisfaction and perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context by subjective 

social status using ordinary least squares fixed-effects regression models 

  
 High Social 

Status  
 Middle Social 

Status   
Low Social 

Status  
Variables  Model 1a Model 2a Model 1b Model 2b Model 1c Model 2c 
Perceived coping 
with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

  

–0.130** –0.154** –0.091** –0.075 –0.169* –0.164 
  (0.045) (0.058) (0.034) (0.039) (0.069) (0.083) 
Mid-term effects of 
COVID-19 pandemic 

 
−0.524*** −0.653*** −0.310*** −0.207 −0.134 −0.090 

  (0.087) (0.184) (0.064) (0.137) (0.154) (0.327) 
Mid-term effects of 
COVID-19 pandemic 
x perceived coping 
with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

 

 0.046  −0.032  –0.012 
   (0.067)  (0.039)  (0.073) 
        
Good   −0.454* −0.444* −0.198 −0.190 −0.651 −0.645 

  (0.176) (0.174) (0.126) (0.127) (0.342) (0.344) 
Fair  −0.706* −0.710* −0.776*** −0.771*** −0.891* −0.887* 

  (0.349) (0.350) (0.223) (0.223) (0.436) (0.439) 
Poor  −2.731 −2.770* −1.876*** −1.853*** −0.924 −0.916 
  (1.407) (1.348) (0.412) (0.411) (0.495) (0.495) 
Very poor  −3.890*** −4.019*** −4.371*** −4.301***   
  (0.420) (0.469) (1.246) (1.224)   
Constant  8.232 8.293 7.190 7.138 6.483 6.457 
Observations  685 685 1,523 1,523 390 390 
Number of  
individuals 

 
348 348 780 780 201 201 

R-squared  0.207 0.209 0.107 0.107 0.076 0.076 
  Robust standard errors in parentheses 
  *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 
  Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg 
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Table 5B. Subjective social status operationalised: 0–5, low; 6–8, middle; 9–10, high 

Predicting life satisfaction and perceived coping with current conditions by subjective social status 

using ordinary least square fixed-effects regression models  

  
 High Social 

Status  
 Middle Social 

Status   
Low Social 

Status  
Variables  Model 1a Model 2a Model 1b Model 2b Model 1c Model 2c 
Perceived coping 
with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

  

–0.297*** –0.382*** –0.083** –0.054 –0.119** –0.118** 
  (0.069) (0.089) (0.033) (0.038) (0.050) (0.059) 
Mid-term effects of 
COVID-19 pandemic 

 
−0.441*** –0.858*** −0.434*** −0.258** −0.111 −0.104 

  (0.136) (0.279) (0.060) (0.130) (0.104) (0.228) 
Mid-term effects of 
COVID-19 pandemic 
x perceived coping 
with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

 

 0.172  –0.058  –0.002 
   (0.114)  (0.040)  (0.053) 
        
Good   −0.452 −0.456 −0.284** −0.279** −0.344 −0.344 

  (0.274) (0.279) (0.119) (0.120) (0.228) (0.228) 
Fair  −1.278** −1.329*** −0.656*** −0.655*** −0.807*** −0.807*** 

  (0.523) (0.506) (0.230) (0.228) (0.306) (0.308) 
Poor    −2.007*** −1.971*** −1.150*** −1.149*** 
    (0.508) (0.502) (0.364) (0.366) 
Very poor    −5.137*** −4.962*** −2.158*** −2.157*** 
    (0.704) (0.714) (0.379) (0.380) 
Constant  8.812 9.005 7.492 7.405 6.524 6.520 
Observations  249 249 1,588 1,588 761 761 
Number of 
individuals 

 
126 126 809 809 394 394 

R-squared  0.296 0.323 0.146 0.148 0.055 0.055 
  Robust standard errors in parentheses 
  *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 
  Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg 
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Appendix B. Histograms with Overall and Restricted Samples 
 

Figure 1: Histograms with overall and restricted samples in terms of subjective well-being and 

perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context 
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Appendix C. Interaction with Subjective Social Status 
 

Table 6. Predicting life satisfaction and perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context using ordinary 

least square fixed-effects regression models 

Variables 
 Model Double 

Interaction 
Model Triple  
Interaction 

 

     
Perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

–0.309*** 
(0.070) 

–0.324*** 
(0.085) 

COVID-19 pandemic −0.341*** −0.330** 

 (0.050) (0.106) 
Middle social status  
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

0.227** 
(0.076)    

Low social status  
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context 

0.158 
(0.099)  

 

(Ref: High SSS, Short-term COVID-19) 
High social status 
x Mid-term COVID-19 
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context  

0.020 
(0.074) 

 

Middle social status  
x Short-term COVID-19 
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context  

   0.251** 
(0.088) 

 

Middle social status 
x Mid-term COVID-19 
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context  

0.237* 
(0.094) 

 

Low social status  
x Short-term COVID-19 
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context  

0.154 
(0.112) 

 

Low social status  
x Mid-term COVID-19 
x perceived coping with COVID-19 
pandemic context   

0.185† 
(0.111) 

   
Good  −0.332*** −0.328** 

 (0.100) (0.101) 
Fair −0.777*** −0.774*** 

 (0.171) (0.171) 
Poor −1.653*** −1.624*** 

 (0.312) (0.315) 
Very poor −4.282*** −4.234*** 
 (0.895) (0.913) 
Constant 7.339 7.339 
Observations 2,598 2,598 
Number of individuals 1,329 1,329 
R-squared 0.119 0.121 

  Robust standard errors in parentheses 
  *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05, † p<0.1 
  Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg 
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Appendix D. Interaction with Mid-Term COVID-19 
 
Figure 2. Life satisfaction and perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context (0–10, better to 

worse) in the short term and mid-term of the COVID-19 pandemic (predicted values) with 95% 

confidence intervals 
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Figure 3. Life satisfaction and perceived coping with the COVID-19 pandemic context (0–10, better to 

worse) in the short term and long term of the COVID-19 pandemic. Predicted values for individuals of 

high, middle, and low subjective social status with 95% confidence intervals. 
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Appendix E. Additional Descriptive Statistics  
 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the entire sample without wave distinctions 

 Mean 
VARIABLES (Standard Dev.) 

  
Life satisfaction 6.55 
 (1.95) 
Perceived coping with  
COVID-19 pandemic context 3.189 
 (2.06) 
COVID-19 pandemic  0.49 
 (0.50) 
Gender 1.42 
 (0.49) 
Age 20.19 
 (5.37) 
Very good health 0.43 
 (0.49) 
Good health 0.43 
 (0.49) 
Fair health 0.11 
 (0.32) 
Poor health 0.01 
 (0.13) 
Very poor health 0.00 
 (0.03) 
High subjective social status 0.09 
 (0.27) 
Middle subjective social status  0.75 
 (0.43) 
Low subjective social status 0.15 
 (0.35) 
Observations 2,598 
Number of individuals 1,329 

  Data source: ‘Young People and COVID-19’ (YAC), Luxembourg 
 
 


