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1	Introduction	
	
As	the	result	of	labour	market	flexibilisation	or	deregulation,	many	European	countries	are	
facing		growing	levels	of	non-standard	forms	of	employment	and		many	Europeans	are	
experiencing	growing	job	insecurity	and	shorter	or	longer	periods	of	unemployment	(ETUC	&	
ETUI,	2013).	The	costs	and	risks	of	the	increased	insecurity	and	job	market	flexibility	are	
increasingly	redistributed	away	from	the	state	and	business	and	born	largely	by	the	
unemployed	themselves	and	their	families	(Beck,	2000).			
	
There	is	a	vast	body	of	robust	evidence	that	the	range	of	negative	consequences	of	
unemployment	is	wide,	and	that	the	effects	persist	long-term.	Unemployment	is	associated	
with	significant	financial	losses	and	decline	in	well-being,	mental	and	physical	health	of	the	
unemployed	themselves	and	their	families	(for	example	see	overviews	and	meta-analysis	by	
Brand,	2015;	McKee-Ryan,	Song,	Wanberg,	&	Kinicki,	2005).		Unemployed	individuals	report	
higher	levels	of	depressive	symptoms,	anxiety,	lower	levels	of	self-esteem,	confidence,	life	
satisfaction,	social	support	and	sense	of	control	(Brand,	Levy,	&	Gallo,	2008;	Darity	&	
Goldsmith,	1996;	Jahoda,	1981,	1982;	McKee-Ryan	et	al.,	2005;	Warr,	Jackson,	&	Banks,	1988).	
Longitudinal	studies,	where	available,	have	confirmed	that	these	negative	effects	are	largely	the	
result	of	becoming	unemployed	(social	causation),	not	the	result	of	individuals	with	lower	well-
being	and	mental	health	more	likely	ending	up	unemployed	(individual	drift)	(Hamilton,	
Hoffman,	Broman,	&	Rauma,	1993;	L.	Iversen	&	Sabroe,	1987;	Lars	Iversen	&	Sabroe,	1988;	Lars	
Iversen,	Sabroe,	&	Damsgaard,	1989;	Kasl	&	Cobb,	1970;	McKee-Ryan	et	al.,	2005).		While	re-
employment	reduces	some	of	these	effects,	it	does	not	eliminate	them	(Brand	&	Thomas,	
2014).	Although	some	variation	from	person	to	person	in	these	effects	of	unemployment	has	
been	found,	these	negative	effects	are	remarkably	consistent	across	time	and	culture.		
	
This	well-established	association	between	unemployment	and	poorer	well-being	and	mental	
health	raise	the	question	how	can	these	negative	effects	of	unemployment	be	mitigated?	
Previous	studies	typically	focus	on	the	moderation	of	the	relationships	between	unemployment	
and	well-being	of	age,	length	of	unemployment,	employment	commitment,	poverty,	gender,	
employability	and	other	variables	that	are	largely	out	of	individual’s	or	state’s	control	–they	can	
help	explain	why	some	unemployed	people	experience	decreased	well-being	but	not	how	the	
declines	can	be	prevented	or	lessened.	
	
In	contrast	this	article	examines	how	individuals	and	the	state	can	reduce	the	negative	effects	
of	unemployment.	Specifically	it	focuses	on	the	effects	of	voluntary	work	and	welfare	
generosity	on	the	well-being	and	mental	health	of	the	unemployed.		A	theoretical	contribution	
of	this	article	is	that	it	extends	the	previous	research	by	examining	whether	voluntary	work	
combined	with	generous	unemployment	benefits	dampens	the	negative	effects	of	
unemployment	on	well-being	and	mental	health.	Another	theoretical	contribution	of	this	article	
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is	that	it	examines	cross-level	interactions	between	welfare	generosity	and	volunteering,	which	
allows	a	more	refined	understanding	of	the	effects	of	unemployment	and	factors	moderating	
these	effects.	Empirically,	this	article	includes	relatively	recent	data	from	a	large	number	of	
European	countries	with	varied	levels	of	unemployment,	volunteering	and	welfare	generosity.		
	
1.2	Literature	review:	the	effects	of	voluntary	work	and	welfare	generosity	on	well-being	and	
mental	health	
	
Two	theories	dominate	the	explanation	of	why	unemployment	has	negative	effects	on	well-
being	and	mental	health:	Jahoda’s	Latent	Deprivation	Theory	and	Fryer’s	Agency	Restriction	
Theory.	According	to	Jahoda	(1982),	unemployment	has	negative	well-being	and	mental	health	
effects	because	in	contemporary	society	paid	work	provides	important	manifest	and	latent	
benefits.	The	manifest	benefit	of	paid	work	is	financial	in	the	form	of	a	wage.	However,	
according	to	Jahoda,	work	is	more	than	a	source	of	income.	Paid	work	also	supplies	several	
latent	socio-psychological	benefits,	such	as,	providing	time	structure,	collective	purpose,	social	
contacts	and	socially	valued	or	approved	roles	or	positions,	and	activity,	including		
opportunities	to	use	one’s	skills	(Jahoda,	1982).	And	it	is	the	loss	of	these	latent	psychological	
and	social	benefits	that	lead	to	reduced	well-being	and	mental	health	during	unemployment.		
	
In	contrast	to	Jahoda,	Fryer	argues	that	the	loss	of	latent	psychological	benefits	alone	explains	
the	negative	effects	of	unemployment;	the	negative	impact	of	unemployment	is	not	due	to	the	
loss	of	latent	benefits,	but	rather	the	restricted	agency	due	to	the	loss	of	income	which	puts	
individuals	in	absolute	or	relative	poverty;	it	is	the	experience	of	poverty	that	reduces	well-
being	and	mental	health.	According	to	Fryer,	unemployment	is	often	related	to	a	decreased	
agency	or	sense	of	control	over	one’s	situation	due	to	the	loss	of	attachment	to	employment	as	
a	social	institution;	individuals	who	experience	decreased	control	due	to	unemployment	also	
experience	a	decline	in	their	well-being	(Fryer,	1986;	Fryer,	1992,	2001;	Fryer	&	Payne,	1984).	
	
Evidence	suggests	that	the	loss	of	income	and	the	social	and	psychological	benefits	of	
employment,	both	negatively	affect	well-being	and	mental	health,	with	some	indication	that	
income	accounts	for	a	largest	proportion	on	the	effect	(Creed	&	Macintyre,	2001;	Ervasti	&	
Venetoklis,	2010).	
	
If	unemployment	has	negative	effects	due	to	the	loss	of	income	and	social	and	psychological	
benefits,	then	these	negative	effects	could	be	reduced	if	other	social	institutions	provide	a	
replacement	for	the	manifest	and	latent	benefits.	In	this	respect	this	article	builds	on	Beck’s	
(2000)	idea	that	civil	labour	-	socially	recognised	and	valued	work,	such	as	voluntary	work,	
rewarded	by	civic	money–	will	benefit	societies	that	exhibit	increasing	job	insecurity,	
unemployment	and	underemployment.	According	to	Beck,	this	work	can	serve	as	an	alternative	
source	of	activity,	identity,	purpose	and	socio-psychological	latent	benefits.		
	
Voluntary	work	combined	with	generous	welfare	benefits	could	reduce	negative	well-being	and	
mental	health	effects	of	unemployment	for	three	reasons.	Firstly,	generous	welfare	benefits	



	 3	

could	reduce	the	negative	effects		that	poverty	and	financial	strain	during	unemployment	has	
on	mental	health	(Weich	&	Lewis,	1998).			
	
Secondly,	volunteering	can	potentially	compensate,	to	some	extent,	for	the	loss	of	social	and	
psychological	benefits	from	as	paid	work,	thus	providing	unemployed	individuals	with	
opportunities	to	exercise	their	agency	via	social	institutions	alternative	to	employment.	This	
article	focuses	on	the	effects	of	formal	unpaid	voluntary	work	carried	out	in	organisational	
settings	such	as	charities.	Formal	voluntary	work	may	be	‘a	meaningful	alternative’	to	paid	work		
(Ockenden	&	Hill,	2009),	as	a	way	to	counteract	the	negative	psychological	effects	of	
unemployment.	Voluntary	works	can	be	an	opportunity	for	individuals	to	exert	agency	through	
social	institutions	other	than	paid	work,	thus	reducing	potential	negative	effects	on	well-being.	
For	example,	Baines	et	al.	(2008)	found	that	people	who	were	excluded	from	the	labour	market	
reported	that	voluntary	work	provided	them	with	a	work-related	identity	and	direction	and	
acted	‘as	an	alternative	to	having	a	job’.	
	
Volunteering	involves	structuring	one’s	time	-	getting	up,	getting	dressed	and	leaving	the	house	
in	order	to	turn	up	in	the	place	of	volunteering	in	time	(Davis	et	al.,	2011).	Volunteer	work	
contributes	to	a	collective	purpose,	such	as	providing	services	for	those	in	need	or	assisting	an	
organisation	in	promoting	some	changes	in	society.	Volunteering	involves	social	contacts	–	one	
of	the	most	frequently	mentioned	reason	for,	and	benefit	of,	voluntary	work	is	making	new	
friends	(Corden	&	Sainsbury,	2005;	Low,	Butt,	Ellis	Paine,	&	Davis	Smith,	2007;	Newton,	Oakley,	
&	Pollard,	2011;	Nichols	&	Ralston,	2011).		Volunteering	is	valued	in	society,	albeit	not	as	highly	
as	paid	work	as	but	higher	than	being	unemployed.	Volunteering	can	provide	individuals	with	
an	identity	alternative	to	‘the	unemployed’	and	opportunities	to	use	skills	they	have	(Nichols	&	
Ralston,	2011;	Ockenden	&	Hill,	2009).	
	
Thirdly,	voluntary	work	is	an	activity	that	has	some	positive	effects	on	subjective	well-being,	
mental	and	physical	health	(Wilson,	2012).	A	systematic	review	conducted	by	Jenkinson	et	al.	
(2013)	shows	some	evidence	that	voluntary	work	reduces	depressive	symptoms,	increases	life	
satisfaction	and	well-being	and	is	related	to	lower	levels	of	mortality,	although	these	findings	
were	not	confirmed	by	experimental	studies.	Binder	and	Freytag	(2013)	found	that	the	well-
being	effects	of	voluntary	work	are	stronger	for	those	who	have	lower	levels	of	well-being	to	
start	with,	therefore	it	is	possible	that	voluntary	work	could	have	a	positive	effect	on	the	
unemployed.		
	
The	existing	evidence	on	the	effects	of	volunteering	on	unemployed	individuals’	well-being,	
mental	and	physical	health	currently	is	limited	to	small	scale	qualitative	studies	(Baines	&	
Hardill,	2008;	Corden	&	Sainsbury,	2005;	Newton	et	al.,	2011;	Nichols	&	Ralston,	2011),	which	
are	limited	in	terms	of	generalisability	and	establishing	whether	the	positive	effects	of	
voluntary	work	are	non-random;	or	studies	that	have	been	conducted	in	a	single	country	(Griep	
et	al.,	2015).			
	
Drawing	on	this	literature	we	propose	three	hypotheses.		
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Hypothesis	1:	Volunteering	during	unemployment	is	positively	related	with	subjective	
well-being	and	mental	health	-	the	more	frequently	somebody	volunteers,	the	higher	is	
their	subjective	well-being	and	mental	health.		
	
Hypothesis	2:	More	generous	unemployment	benefits	are	positively	related	to	well-
being	and	mental	health	among	the	unemployed.		
	
Hypothesis	3:	The	positive	relationship	between	volunteering	during	unemployment	and	
psychological	well-being	and	mental	health	is	stronger	in	the	countries	that	have	more	
generous	unemployment	benefits.	
	

1.2	Data	and	Methods	
	
The	article	uses	data	 from	the	European	Quality	of	 Life	Survey	 (European	Foundation	 for	 the	
Improvement	of	Living	and	Working	Conditions,	2014).	These	data	capture	a	range	of	reliable	
self-reported	 mental	 health	 and	 subjective	 well-being	 measures,	 as	 well	 as	 information	 on	
volunteering,	 unemployment,	 benefits	 received,	 poverty	 and	 a	 variety	 of	 demographic	
information.	The	individual-level	data	contained	in	EQLS	were	matched	with	country-level	data	
from	 various	 external	 sources	 (discussed	 in	 detail	 below).	 The	 analyses	 were	 restricted	 to	
unemployed	 respondents	 for	 whom	 complete	 individual	 and	 contextual	 information	 was	
available	 for	 the	 dependent	 and	 independent	 variables.	 This	 resulted	 in	 a	 sample	 of	
approximately	2,449	respondents	(depending	on	the	outcome	variable	in	the	analysis)	living	in	
29	 countries.	Weights	 were	 not	 used	 given	 the	 extreme	 data	 restrictions	 due	 non-response	
across	 dependent	 and	 independent	 variables	 and,	 most	 importantly,	 including	 only	
unemployed	people.	The	problem	of	non-response	or	self-selection	is	common	using	large	scale	
datasets,	 the	 article	 does	 however	 correct	 for	 some	 of	 this	 and	 tests	 the	 robustness	 of	 the	
results	from	initial	hierarchical	linear	models	by	performing	a	propensity	score	analysis.		
	 		

1.2.1 Individual	level	variables	
	
Dependent	variables	
The	article	uses	four	outcome	measures:	one	capturing	mental	health	and	three	are	capturing	
subjective	well-being.	 	Mental	 health	 is	measured	using	 the	World	Health	Organization	Well-
Being	Index,	which	ranges	from	0-100,	where	a	score	of	0	indicates	the	lowest	level	of	mental	
health	and	a	 score	of	100	 represents	 the	highest	 level	of	mental	health	 (Henkel	et	 al.,	 2003;	
Topp,	Østergaard,	Søndergaard,	&	Bech,	2015).		
	
The	 first	 measure	 of	well-being	 captures	 the	 respondent’s	 level	 of	 happiness.	 Respondents	
were	asked:	“Taking	all	things	together	on	a	scale	of	1	to	10,	how	happy	would	you	say	you	are?	
Here	1	means	you	are	very	unhappy	and	10	means	you	are	very	happy.”	The	second	measure	of	
well-being	 captures	 life	 satisfaction.	 Respondents	 were	 asked	 “All	 things	 considered,	 how	
satisfied	would	you	say	you	are	with	your	life	these	days?	Please	tell	me	on	a	scale	of	1	to	10,	
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where	1	means	very	dissatisfied	and	10	means	very	satisfied.”	The	third	measure	of	well-being	
captures	the	extent	to	which	they	“generally	feel	that	what	I	do	in	life	is	worthwhile.”	Response	
categories	ranged	from	“strongly	agree”,	“agree”,	“neither	agree	nor	disagree”,	“disagree”,	and	
“strongly	 disagree”.	 The	 response	 categories	 were	 coded	 from	 1	 “strongly	 disagree”	 to	 5	
“strongly	agree”.	The	descriptive	statistics	for	these	outcome	variables	are	displayed	in	Table	1.		
	
Despite	some	scepticism	in	the	social	sciences	concerning	the	validity	of	self-report	data	(e.g.	
see	Nisbett	&	Wilson,	1977),	these	subjective	well-being	measurements	have	been	found	to	
have	good	convergent	validity:	they	converge	with	other	types	of	assessment	including	expert	
ratings	based	on	in-depth	interviews,	experience	sampling	in	which	feelings	or	level	of	
satisfaction	are	reported	at	random	moments	in	everyday	life,	participants’	reports	of	positive	
and	negative	events	in	their	lives,	smiling	and	the	reports	of	family	and	friends	(Dolan,	Layard,	
&	Metcalfe,	2011;	Pavot	&	Diener,	1993;	Pavot,	Diener,	Colvin,	&	Sandvik,	1991;	Sandvik,	
Diener,	&	Seidlitz,	1993).	While	levels	of	reliability	for	subjective	well-being	measures	are	lower	
than	those	typically	found	for	so	called	‘objective’	well-being	variables	(e.g.	income,	level	of	
education),	they	are	sufficiently	high	to	support	much	of	the	research	that	is	currently	being	
undertaken	on	subjective	well-being,	particularly	in	studies	where	group	means	are	compared	
(Krueger	&	Schkade,	2008;	Pavot	&	Diener,	1993).		
	
Individual	level	independent	variables	
Basic	 descriptive	 statistics	 for	 all	 independent	 variables	 are	 displayed	 in	 Table	 1	 and	 the	
correlation	matrix	for	all	key	volunteering,	unemployment,	benefits,	poverty	and	country	level	
variables	is	displayed	in	Table	2.		
	
Table	1.	Descriptive	statistics	for	dependent	and	independent	variables.	
	

		
Mean/proporti

on	 SD	 Min	 Max	
Dependent	variables	 		 		 		 		
Mental	health	 58.46	 22.31	 0	 100	
Happiness	 6.63	 2.17	 1	 10	
Satisfaction	 5.90	 2.47	 1	 10	
Worthwhile	 3.63	 1.04	 1	 5	
Background	characteristics	 		 		 		 		
Volunteer	frequency	 		

	 	
		

No	volunteering	 0.75	
	

0	 1	
Volunteers	occasionally		 0.16	

	
0	 1	

Volunteers	regularly	 0.09	
	

0	 1	
Female	 0.52	

	
0	 1	

Age	 39.67	 12.83	 18	 82	
Education	 		

	 	
		

Primary	 0.10	
	

0	 1	
Secondary	 0.74	

	
0	 1	
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Tertiary	 0.17	
	

0	 1	
Marital	status	 		

	 	
		

Divorced	 0.15	
	

0	 1	
Married	 0.50	

	
0	 1	

Widowed	 0.04	
	

0	 1	
Single	 0.31	

	
0	 1	

Housing	tenure	 		
	 	

		
Mortgage	 0.15	

	
0	 1	

Own	outright	 0.43	
	

0	 1	
Rent	 0.36	

	
0	 1	

Rent	free	 0.05	
	

0	 1	
Other	tenure	 0.01	

	
0	 1	

Religious	service	
attendance	 1.87	 1.04	 1	 5	
Deprivation	 2.62	 2.02	 0	 6	
Benefits	 0.56	

	
0	 1	

Health	 3.73	 0.97	 1	 5	
Long	term	unemployed	 0.55	

	
0	 1	

Country	Characteristics	 		 		 		 		
Unemployment	rate	 11.36	 4.61	 4.10	 21.70	

GDP	(PC	PPP)	 30.88	 10.70	
15.2
8	 91.47	

Unemployment	benefits	 47.46	 12.96	
22.0
0	 74.00	

Inequality	 31.60	 4.98	
23.0
0	 45.30	

	
	 The	frequency	of	volunteering	was	measured	with	a	set	of	three	dummy	variables	from	
a	question	asking	 respondents	 to,	 “look	 carefully	at	 the	 list	 of	 organisations	and	 tell	 us,	 how	
often	 did	 you	 do	 unpaid	 voluntary	 work	 through	 the	 following	 organisations	 in	 the	 last	 12	
months?”.	 Response	 categories	 were	 “regularly	 (weekly	 or	 bi-monthly)”,	 “less	 often	 /	
occasionally”,	and	“not	at	all.”	Long	term	unemployment	was	measured	with	a	dummy	variable	
coded	1	 if	 respondents	 reported	 that	 there	economic	 status	was	 “unemployed	12	months	or	
more”	 and	 coded	 0	 if	 they	 reported	 being	 “unemployed	 less	 than	 12	 months”.	 Long	 term	
unemployment	was	measured	with	 a	 dummy	 variable	 coded	 1	 if	 respondents	 reported	 that	
there	 economic	 status	 was	 “unemployed	 12	months	 or	more”	 and	 coded	 0	 if	 they	 reported	
being	 “unemployed	 less	 than	 12	 months”.	 Receipt	 of	 Benefits	 takes	 the	 value	 1	 if	 the	
respondent	 reported	 that	 they	 or	 a	 member	 of	 their	 household	 received	 unemployment,	
disability	or	any	other	social	benefits,	and	0	 if	not.	A	Deprivation	 Index	was	used	to	measure	
the	number	of	 things	 the	household	could	afford.	Respondents	were	asked,	 “There	are	 some	
things	that	many	people	cannot	afford,	even	if	they	would	like	them.	For	each	of	the	following	
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things	on	this	card1,	can	I	just	check	whether	your	household	can	afford	it	if	you	want	it?”	This	
variable	ranges	from	0	to	6.		
	

Gender	 takes	 the	 value	 1	 if	 the	 respondent	 is	 female	 and	 0	 if	 male.	 Cross-nationally	
females	 appear	 to	 volunteer	 less	 than	 males.	Age	 is	 included	 as	 a	 continuous	 variable	 that	
ranges	from	18	to	82.	Level	of	education	 is	distinguished	by	including	dummy	variables	coded	
as	 1	 for	 each	 education	 level:	 “primary	 or	 less”;	 “secondary”;	 and	 “tertiary”.	Marital	 status	
indicators	were	included	as	a	set	of	dummies	indicating	whether	the	respondent	is	“married	or	
living	 with	 partner”,	 “divorced	 or	 separated”,	 “widowed”,	 or	 “single”.	 Housing	 Tenure	 is	
distinguished	 by	 including	 dummy	 variables	 coded	 as	 1	 for:	 “owns	 outright”,	 “owns	 with	
mortgage”,	 “rents”,	 “does	 not	 own,	 but	 does	 not	 pay	 rent”,	 or	 “other”.	 Frequency	of	 service	
attendance	was	measured	with	the	question,	“How	frequently	do	you	attend	religious	services,	
apart	from	weddings,	funerals	or	christenings?”	Response	categories	were	“Every	day	or	almost	
every	day”(5)	 “At	 least	once	a	week”(4),	 “One	 to	 three	 times	a	month”(3),	 “Less	often”(2),	or	
“Never”	 (1).	 Religious	 service	 attendance	 ranges	 from	 1-5.	Health	 status	 is	measured	with	 a	
question	 asking	 respondents,	 “In	 general,	 would	 you	 say	 your	 health	 is…”	 with	 response	
categories	 “very	 bad”,	 “bad”,	 “fair”,	 “good”,	 or	 “very	 good”.	 The	 response	 categories	 were	
coded	from	1	“very	bad”	to	5	“very	good”.	
	

1.1.2	Contextual	level	variables	
Unemployment	benefits	within	a	country	were	measured	using	net	replacement	rates	(OECD,	
2011),	 which	 show	 the	 proportion	 of	 net	 income	 in	 work	 that	 is	 maintained	 after	 job	 loss.	
Higher	 values	 are	 indicative	 of	 greater	 benefit	 generosity	 in	 a	 society.	 The	 level	 of	
unemployment	within	a	country	refers	to	the	share	of	the	labour	force	that	is	without	work	but	
available	for	and	seeking	employment.	It	is	measured	as	unemployment	as	a	percentage	of	the	
total	 labour	 force	 (World	 Bank,	 2011)	 where	 higher	 values	 equate	 to	 higher	 levels	 of	
unemployment	within	a	country.	The	 income	 inequality	of	a	country	was	measured	using	the	
Gini	 coefficient(CIA,	 2015).	 Smaller	 values	 indicate	 less	 income	 inequality	 within	 a	 country,	
while	 larger	 values	 indicate	 more	 income	 inequality.	 National	 economic	 development	 is	
included	 as	 the	 log	 of	 real	 GDP	 per	 capita	 in	 purchasing	 price	 parity	 for	 2011	 (in	 1000s	 of	
constant	2005	international	dollars),	obtained	from	the	World	Bank	(World	Bank,	2011).	Higher	
values	indicate	that	a	country	is	more	economically	developed.	

																																																								
1	a)	Keeping	your	home	adequately	warm;	b)	Paying	for	a	week’s	annual	holiday	away	from	home	(not	
staying	with	 relatives);	 c)	 Replacing	 any	worn-out	 furniture;	 d)	 A	meal	with	meat,	 chicken,	 fish	 every	
second	day	if	you	wanted	it;	e)	Buying	new,	rather	than	second-hand,	clothes;	f)	Having	friends	or	family	
for	a	drink	or	meal	at	least	once	a	month.	
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Table	2	.	Correlation	matrix	between	key	variables	
		 		 Dependent	variables	 Background	characteristics	 Country	characteristics	
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	 Mental	health	 1.00	 		 		 		

	 	 	 	 	 	
		 		 		 		

Happiness	 0.50	 1.00	
	

		
	 	 	 	 	 	

		
	 	

		
Satisfaction	 0.42	 0.66	 1.00	 		

	 	 	 	 	 	
		

	 	
		

Worthwhile	 0.35	 0.42	 0.41	 1.00	
	 	 	 	 	 	

		
	 	

		

Ba
ck
gr
ou

nd
	

ch
ar
ac
te
ris
tic
s	 No	volunteering	 -0.04	 -0.07	 -0.08	 -0.12	 1.00	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		

Volunteers	occasionally		 0.04	 0.06	 0.07	 0.08	
	

1.00	
	 	 	 	

		
	 	

		
Volunteers	regularly	 0.02	 0.03	 0.03	 0.09	

	 	
1.00	

	 	 	
		

	 	
		

Deprivation	 -0.30	 -0.39	 -0.39	 -0.29	 0.12	 -0.09	 -0.07	 1.00	
	 	

		
	 	

		
Benefits	 -0.05	 -0.05	 -0.04	 -0.06	 -0.05	 0.00	 0.07	 -0.01	 1.00	

	
		

	 	
		

Long	term	unemployed	 -0.04	 -0.07	 -0.09	 -0.08	 0.07	 -0.09	 0.00	 0.16	 -0.03	 1.00	 		 		 		 		

Co
un

tr
y	

ch
ar
ac
te
ris
tic
s	

Unemployment	rate	 0.04	 0.06	 0.03	 0.01	 0.02	 0.02	 -0.06	 0.12	 -0.18	 0.01	 1.00	 		 		 		

GDP	PC	PPP	 -0.02	 0.09	 0.10	 0.04	 -0.14	 0.07	 0.12	 -0.27	 0.34	 -0.05	 -0.33	 1.00	
	

		

Unemployment	benefits	 0.01	 0.13	 0.13	 0.10	 -0.15	 0.06	 0.14	 -0.22	 0.37	 -0.04	 -0.18	 0.64	 1.00	 		
Inequality	 0.06	 -0.02	 -0.07	 0.04	 0.10	 -0.07	 -0.05	 0.17	 -0.32	 0.02	 0.46	 -0.47	 -0.37	 1.00	



	 9	

2	Analyses	and	Presentation	
	

We	treat	all	four	dependent	variables	as	continuous	variables,	making	ordinary	least	squares	
(OLS)	regression	the	most	appropriate	technique	for	analysing	the	data.	Although	the	well-
being	scales	are	ordinal,	where	higher	values	equal	higher	levels	of	well-being,	and	the	gaps	
between	the	values	are	ambiguous,	there	are	no	substantive	or	statistical	differences	between	
the	OLS	analyses	presented	and	ordered	logit	regression	models	(results	available	upon	
request).	We	therefore	report	OLS	for	ease	of	interpretation.	The	consistent	findings	between	
model	specification	is	in	line	with	previous	work	in	this	area	(e.g.	Diener,	Diener,	&	Diener,	
1995;	Diener	&	Tov,	2012;	Ferrer	-i-Carbonell	&	Frijters,	2004;	OECD,	2013).		
	
The	data	are	clustered	where	individuals	live	in	countries,	making	hierarchical	linear	modelling	
with	random	intercepts	the	most	appropriate	method	to	analyse	the	data	(Snijders	&	Bosker,	
1999)The	data	contain	two	levels:	level	one	is	the	lowest	level	and	accounts	for	individual	
respondents;	level	two	accounts	for	countries.		
	
Each	dependent	variable	has	two	models.	The	first	model	includes	all	individual	and	contextual-
level	variables,	providing	a	full	test	of	the	hypotheses	relating	to	volunteer	activity	and	country	
unemployment	 benefits.	 The	 second	 model	 includes	 the	 cross-level	 interactions	 where	 the	
coefficients	for	each	volunteering	frequency	category	at	the	individual	level	are	allowed	to	vary	
across	 the	 level	of	unemployment	benefits	at	 the	country	 level.	 The	 results	are	presented	as	
regression	 coefficients	 alongside	 graphical	 representations	 of	 the	 main	 hypothesis	 tests	 for	
statistically	significant	parameters.	Propensity	score	matching	 is	used	 in	 the	 final	stage	of	 the	
analysis	 to	 test	 the	 robustness	 of	 the	 findings	 of	 one	 of	 the	 cross-level	 interactions.	 This	
technique	 enables	 researchers	 to	 assess	 the	 effects	 of	 treatment	 conditions	 (volunteering	
frequency	in	the	current	case)	whilst	limiting	selection	effects	and	non-response	associated.			
	
2.1	Bivariate	relationships	between	unemployment	benefits	and	well-being	measures	
	
Before	 moving	 on	 to	 the	 results	 of	 the	 hierarchical	 linear	 models,	 the	 article	 describes	 the	
bivariate	 relationship	 between	 the	 country	 average	 of	 each	 dependent	 variable	 and	 the	
unemployment	benefit	rate	(Figures	1	–	2).	Firstly	the	figures	suggest	that	there	are	no	obvious	
outliers	 or	 clusters	 of	 countries	 that	 are	 likely	 to	 influence	 the	 relationships.	 Figure	 1	 also	
indicates	that	there	seems	to	be	a	positive	relationship	between	welfare	generosity,	well-being	
and	mental	health.	
	
	
	
	
	



	 10	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Figure	1.	Relationship	between	well-being	and	unemployment	benefits	
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Likewise,	 Figures	 2	 -5	 suggests	 that	 there	 is	 a	 clear	 relationship	 between	 the	 frequency	 of	
volunteering	 and	 levels	 of	well-being	 and	mental	 health:	 those	 that	 volunteer	 regularly	 have	
higher	 levels	 of	 well-being	 and	 mental	 health,	 those	 that	 volunteer	 occasionally	 have	 the	
second	highest	levels	of	well-being	and	mental	health,	while	those	that	do	not	volunteer	have	
the	lowest	levels	of	well-being	and	mental	health.		
	
Figure	2.	Relationship	between	mental	health	and	unemployment	benefits	by	frequency	of	
volunteering	
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Figure	3.	Relationship	between	happiness	and	unemployment	benefits	by	frequency	of	
volunteering	
	

	
	
Figure	4.	Relationship	between	satisfaction	and	unemployment	benefits	by	frequency	of	
volunteering	
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Figure	5.	Relationship	between	feeling	that	life	is	worthwhile	and	unemployment	benefits	by	
frequency	of	volunteering	
	

	
	
	
2.2	Hierarchical	linear	regression	results		
	
Table	3	presents	the	hierarchical	linear	regression	results.	As	can	be	seen,	our	results	show	
some	limited	support	for	the	Hypothesis	2.	Model	4a	shows	that	unemployed	individuals	who	
volunteer	regularly	are	significantly	more	likely	to	report	that	their	lives	are	worthwhile	than	
individuals	who	do	not	volunteer.	This	effect	remains	significant	even	after	various	individual	
characteristics	and	contextual	variables	are	taken	into	account.	On	average,	an	unemployed	
individual	who	volunteers	regularly	has	a	0.57	greater	score	that	their	‘life	is	worthwhile’	
compared		to	someone	who	does	not	volunteer	at	all.		
	
Our	results	also	support	Hypothesis	1.	As	can	be	seen	in	Table	3,	there	is	a	consistent	positive	
effect	of	welfare	generosity	on	well-being	and	mental	health:	in	countries	with	more	generous	
unemployment	benefits,	all	unemployed	people,	regardless	of	whether	they	volunteer,	have	
better	mental	health,	and	higher	happiness,	life	satisfaction,	and	life	fulfilment.		
	
Finally,	Hypothesis	3	was	supported	only	in	the	relation	to	volunteering	frequency	and	mental	
health.	As	can	be	seen	in	Table	3,	the	regression	coefficient	0.25	for	volunteering	frequency	and	
welfare	generosity	interaction	indicates	that	unemployed	people	who	volunteer	more	regularly	
are	more	likely	to	have	better	mental	health	in	countries	with	higher	unemployment	benefits,	
compared	to	unemployed	people	who	do	the	same	level	of	volunteering	in	countries	with	a	
lower	level	of	unemployment	benefits.	
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Table	3.	Hierarchical	linear	regression	results	predicting	mental	health	(1),	happiness	(2),	satisfaction	(3),	life	being	worthwhile	(4)		
		
		 Mental	health	 Happiness	 Satisfaction	 Worthwhile	
Variables	 1a	 1b	 2a	 2b	 3a	 3b	 4a	 4b	
Background	Characteristics	 		

	
		

	
		

	
		 		

Volunteer	status	(ref.	no	volunteering)	 		
	

		
	

		
	

		 		
Volunteers	occasionally	 0.686	 1.154	 0.089	 0.273	 0.136	 -0.314	 0.131*	 0.018	
		 (1.119)	 (4.581)	 (0.106)	 (0.390)	 (0.123)	 (0.452)	 (0.054)	 (0.199)	
Volunteers	regularly	 0.420	 -12.908*	 0.013	 0.497	 -0.028	 0.171	 0.191**	 0.570*	

		 (1.453)	 (6.565)	 (0.137)	 (0.624)	 (0.159)	 (0.690)	 (0.070)	 (0.286)	
Female	(ref.	male)	 -1.856*	 -1.897*	 0.363***	 0.363***	 0.233*	 0.230*	 0.058	 0.059	
		 (0.835)	 (0.834)	 (0.079)	 (0.079)	 (0.092)	 (0.092)	 (0.040)	 (0.040)	
Age	 0.069+	 0.068+	 -0.004	 -0.004	 -0.003	 -0.003	 0.002	 0.002	
		 (0.039)	 (0.039)	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Education	(ref.	secondary)	 		

	
		

	
		

	
		 		

Primary	 -2.449+	 -2.267	 -0.067	 -0.073	 0.102	 0.097	 -0.080	 -0.086	
		 (1.464)	 (1.464)	 (0.138)	 (0.138)	 (0.161)	 (0.161)	 (0.071)	 (0.071)	
Tertiary	 -2.158+	 -2.082+	 0.012	 0.013	 0.012	 0.004	 0.183***	 0.179**	

		 (1.140)	 (1.142)	 (0.108)	 (0.108)	 (0.125)	 (0.125)	 (0.055)	 (0.055)	
Marital	status	(ref.	married)	 		

	
		

	
		

	
		 		

Separated	/	divorced	 0.264	 0.347	 -0.720***	 -0.721***	 -0.343*	 -0.344*	 0.033	 0.032	
		 (1.227)	 (1.226)	 (0.116)	 (0.116)	 (0.134)	 (0.134)	 (0.059)	 (0.059)	
Widowed	 -1.568	 -1.698	 -0.643**	 -0.641**	 -0.599*	 -0.597*	 -0.049	 -0.046	
		 (2.159)	 (2.156)	 (0.203)	 (0.203)	 (0.233)	 (0.233)	 (0.103)	 (0.103)	
Single	 1.811+	 1.885+	 -0.492***	 -0.492***	 -0.393***	 -0.395***	 -0.167***	 -0.169***	

		 (1.028)	 (1.027)	 (0.097)	 (0.097)	 (0.113)	 (0.113)	 (0.050)	 (0.050)	
Housing	tenure	(ref.	mortgage)	 		

	
		

	
		

	
		 		

Own	outright	 1.591	 1.454	 0.002	 -0.003	 -0.019	 -0.019	 -0.025	 -0.022	
		 (1.328)	 (1.328)	 (0.126)	 (0.126)	 (0.147)	 (0.147)	 (0.065)	 (0.065)	
Rent		 0.777	 0.810	 -0.090	 -0.103	 -0.198	 -0.199	 -0.048	 -0.048	
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		 (1.304)	 (1.304)	 (0.124)	 (0.124)	 (0.144)	 (0.144)	 (0.063)	 (0.063)	
Rent	free	 0.351	 0.347	 -0.074	 -0.078	 -0.077	 -0.081	 0.064	 0.064	
		 (2.170)	 (2.167)	 (0.205)	 (0.205)	 (0.238)	 (0.238)	 (0.105)	 (0.105)	
Other	tenure	status	 -11.206**	 -11.624**	 -0.896*	 -0.912**	 -1.096**	 -1.097**	 -0.228	 -0.213	

		 (3.628)	 (3.628)	 (0.349)	 (0.349)	 (0.399)	 (0.399)	 (0.176)	 (0.176)	
Religious	Service	attendance	 1.146**	 1.212**	 0.041	 0.040	 0.119*	 0.118*	 0.045*	 0.043*	
		 (0.421)	 (0.421)	 (0.040)	 (0.040)	 (0.047)	 (0.047)	 (0.021)	 (0.021)	
Deprivation	index	 -2.670***	 -2.670***	 -0.289***	 -0.288***	 -0.359***	 -0.360***	 -0.104***	 -0.104***	
		 (0.234)	 (0.234)	 (0.022)	 (0.022)	 (0.026)	 (0.026)	 (0.011)	 (0.011)	
Unemployment	benefits	 0.173	 0.237	 -0.158+	 -0.163+	 -0.167+	 -0.167+	 -0.082+	 -0.084+	
		 (0.918)	 (0.917)	 (0.087)	 (0.087)	 (0.101)	 (0.101)	 (0.044)	 (0.044)	
General	health	 7.847***	 7.823***	 0.503***	 0.505***	 0.373***	 0.376***	 0.145***	 0.146***	
		 (0.463)	 (0.463)	 (0.044)	 (0.044)	 (0.051)	 (0.051)	 (0.022)	 (0.022)	
Long	term	unemployed	 1.424+	 1.409+	 0.058	 0.058	 -0.088	 -0.089	 -0.052	 -0.053	
		 (0.845)	 (0.844)	 (0.080)	 (0.080)	 (0.093)	 (0.093)	 (0.041)	 (0.041)	
Country	characteristics	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Unemployment	rate	 -0.027	 -0.025	 0.018	 0.018	 0.015	 0.015	 -0.021+	 -0.021+	
		 (0.193)	 (0.194)	 (0.020)	 (0.020)	 (0.031)	 (0.031)	 (0.012)	 (0.012)	
GDP	 -0.192*	 -0.189*	 -0.006	 -0.006	 -0.014	 -0.014	 -0.008+	 -0.008+	
		 (0.077)	 (0.078)	 (0.008)	 (0.008)	 (0.011)	 (0.011)	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	
Employment	benefits	 0.148*	 0.125+	 0.025***	 0.027***	 0.029**	 0.028**	 0.010**	 0.011**	
		 (0.068)	 (0.071)	 (0.007)	 (0.007)	 (0.010)	 (0.011)	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	
Inequality	 0.345*	 0.353*	 -0.003	 -0.004	 -0.026	 -0.026	 0.017+	 0.017+	
		 (0.162)	 (0.163)	 (0.017)	 (0.017)	 (0.025)	 (0.025)	 (0.010)	 (0.010)	
Cross-level	interactions	 		 		 		 		 		 		 		 		
Volunteers	occasionally	X	employment	
benefits	 		 -0.005	 		 -0.004	 		 0.009	 		 0.002	
		 		 (0.091)	 		 (0.008)	 		 (0.009)	 		 (0.004)	
Volunteers	regularly	X	employment	
benefits	 		 0.250*	 		 -0.010	 		 -0.004	 		 -0.007	
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		 		 (0.122)	 		 (0.012)	 		 (0.013)	 		 (0.005)	
Constant	 18.656**	 19.318**	 4.655***	 4.602***	 5.328***	 5.393***	 2.727***	 2.707***	
		 (7.065)	 (7.177)	 (0.717)	 (0.722)	 (1.025)	 (1.029)	 (0.405)	 (0.405)	
Level	1	Units	 2428	 2428	 2439	 2439	 2449	 2449	 2428	 2428	
Level	2	Units	 29	 29	 29	 29	 29	 29	 29	 29	
Log	Likelihood	 -10685.547	 -10682.729	 -4988.182	 -4987.277	 -5376.863	 -5376.077	 -3334.982	 -3333.736	
df	 22	 24	 22	 24	 22	 24	 22	 24	
AIC	 21421	 21423	 10026	 10033	 10804	 10810	 6720	 6717	
BIC	 21566	 21592	 10171	 10201	 10949	 10978	 6865	 6862	
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Figure	6	visualises	the	cross-level	interactions	between	unemployment	benefit	
generosity,	frequency	of	volunteering	and	mental	health.	As	can	be	seen,	in	countries	
where	the	income	replacement	rate	is	very	low	(ungenerous	unemployment	benefits),	
doing	regular	voluntary	work	can	actually	be	related	to	poorer	mental	health	outcomes	
than	not	volunteers	or	volunteering	only	occasionally.	In	contrary,	in	countries	with	
generous	welfare	benefits,	regular	volunteers	have	considerably	higher	levels	of	mental	
health.	Figure	6	also	suggests	that	the	more	generous	welfare	benefits	the	higher	the	
mental	health	of	the	unemployed,	even	after	controlling	for	a	range	of	individual	and	
contextual	characteristics.	
	
Figure	6.		Cross-level	interaction	estimating	the	effect	of	country	unemployment	benefits	
on	mental	health	at	different	frequencies	of	volunteering		
	

	
	
	
We	also	employed	a	propensity	score	analysis	to	test	the	robustness	of	the	finding	that	
increases	in	volunteering	are	associated	with	a	greater	sense	that	life	is	worthwhile.	The	
data	used	in	this	study	are	observational	and	it	is	not	possible	to	randomly	assign	
individuals	to	different	levels	of	volunteering.	Propensity	score	analysis	allows	us	to	
match	individuals	according	on	the	same	background	and	country	variables	to	test	to	see	
if	these	individuals	really	do	have	a	different	sense	that	life	is	worthwhile	to	them.	In	
other	words,	the	technique	allows	us	to	compare	identical	people	(based	on	the	
covariates	included	in	the	model)	that	only	differ	by	the	amount	of	volunteering	that	they	
do	(assuming	that	other	non-observable	characteristics	do	not	differ).	Table	4		reports	the	
average	treatment	effects	for	those	that	volunteer	regularly	vs.	those	that	do	no	
volunteering,	having	matched	all	individuals	on	the	same	background	and	country	
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characteristics.	As	can	be	seen,	the	differences	between	regular	volunteers	and	those	
that	do	not	volunteer	is	still	robust,	whereby	volunteers	sense	of	life	being	worthwhile	is	
0.391	greater	compared	to	those	that	do	no	volunteer.	Likewise,	people	who	report	
volunteering	occasionally	report	that	their	life	is	more	worthwhile	by	an	increase	of	0.170	
compared	to	people	who	do	not	volunteer.			
	
Table	4.	Average	treatment	effects	based	on	propensity	score	matching			
	
Treatment	effects	tested	 Model	1	 Model	2	
		 		 		
Regular	volunteers	vs.	no	volunteering	 0.391***	 		
		 (0.082)	 		
Occasional	volunteers	vs.	no	volunteering	 		 0.170*	
		 		 (0.078)	
N	 2037	 2206	
	
	

	 		
	

3 Conclusion	
This	study	adds	to	the	debates	about	factors	that	mitigate	negative	effects	of	
unemployment	on	individuals’	well-being	and	mental	health.	It	examined	whether	
voluntary	work	and	national-level	unemployment	benefits,	and	their	interplay,	
compensates	for	the	loss	in	manifest	and	latent	benefits	associated	with	paid	work	and	
thus	improve	unemployed	individuals’	well-being	and	mental	health.		
	
Our	results	also	provide	some	support	for	Hypothesis	1:	volunteering	during	
unemployment	has	positive	relationships	to	subjective	well-being	and	mental	health	-	the	
more	frequently	somebody	volunteers,	the	higher	is	their	subjective	well-being	and	
mental	health.	We	found	that	unemployed	people	who	volunteer	regularly	report	that	
their	life	is	more	worthwhile	than	the	unemployed	who	do	not	volunteer.	This	is	true	for	
volunteers	across	all	countries	in	our	sample.		
	
The	results	from	this	study	support	Hypothesis	2:	the	generosity	of	unemployment	
benefits	is	positively	related	to	the	levels	of	well-being	and	mental	health	among	the	
unemployed.	We	found	that	that	in	countries	with	more	generous	unemployment	
benefits	all	unemployed	people,	regardless	of	whether	they	volunteer,	have	better	
mental	health,	and	higher	happiness,	life	satisfaction,	and	life	fulfilment.	These	findings	
suggest	that	generous	unemployment	benefits	are	crucial	for	maintaining	mental	health	
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and	well-being	of	the	unemployed.	One	potential	explanation	for	this	finding	is	that	a	
compensation	for	the	loss	of	income	from	paid	work	in	a	form	of	generous	
unemployment	benefits	reduce	the	levels	of	poverty	and	social	exclusion	and	stress	
associated	with	it.	Generous	unemployment	benefits	provide	a	space	for	regular	
voluntary	work	without	the	worry	of	daily	survival	and	personal	future.	Another	
explanation	for	the	moderating	effect	of	welfare	generosity	might	be	that	the	generosity	
of	unemployment	benefits	signals	the	levels	of	approval	from	the	state	for	temporary	exit	
from	the	labour	market	(Beck,	2000,	p.162).	The	unemployed	might	feel	less	stigmatised	
and	ashamed	of	being	unemployed	in	countries	with	more	generous	benefits.		

Finally,	Hypothesis	3-	the	positive	relationship	between	volunteering	during	
unemployment	and	psychological	well-being	and	mental	health	is	stronger	in	the	
countries	that	have	more	generous	unemployment	benefits-	also	receive	some	support.	
We	found	that	the	positive	relationship	between	regular	volunteering	and	mental	health	
is	greater	in	countries	with	high	unemployment	benefits	than	in	countries	with	low	
unemployment	benefits.	Crucially,	our	findings	also	suggest	that	regular	volunteering	
while	unemployed	in	a	country	with	low	unemployment	benefits	may	have	negative	
effects	on	mental	health.		
Our	findings	have	important	theoretical	implications.	They	suggest	that	that	in	the	risk	
society	where	the	risks	associated	with	labour	market	flexibilisation	are	increasingly	
shifted	away	from	business	to	individuals,	the	state	financial	support	for	the	individuals	
during	unemployment	still	remains	crucial	for	well-being	and	mental	health.		Although	
individuals	can	boost	one	dimension	of	their	own	well-being	(feeling	that	their	life	is	
worthwhile)	by	regular	voluntary	work,	voluntary	work	in	the	context	of	ungenerous	
welfare	benefits	can	also	damage	their	mental	health.	A	multi-activity	society	‘in	which	
housework,	family	work,	club	work	and	voluntary	work	are	prized	alongside	paid	work’	
envisioned	by	Beck	(Beck,	2000)	can	be	good	for	public	health	only	if	the	loss	of	income	
from	paid	work	is	generously	compensated	by	welfare	benefits.		
	
By	further	unpacking	the	potential	mitigating	role	of	voluntary	work	during	
unemployment,	we	have	identified	two	key	implications	for	policy	and	practice.	Our	
findings	that	voluntary	work	is	positively	related	to	life	fulfilment	and	mental	health	
indicate	that	it	is	advisable	to	provide	the	unemployed	with	the	opportunities	to	engage	
in	volunteering	so	they	can	benefit	from	these	positive	effects.	Our	results	also	suggest	
that	in	order	to	maximise	the	positive	effects	of	regular	voluntary	work	on	mental	health,	
as	a	well	as	improve	wellbeing	and	mental	health	of	both	volunteers	and	non-volunteers,	
it	is	advisable	to	support	the	unemployed	with	generous	unemployment	benefits.		
	
Although	there	might	be	concerns	that	regular	volunteering	may	take	time	and	keep	the	
unemployed	away	from	active	search	for	jobs,	research	shows	that	even	regular	
volunteers,	for	example	in	Britain,	volunteer	on	average	only	four	hours	a	week	(NCVO,	
2012/2013)	,which	leaves	plenty	of	time	for	job	seeking	.	In	addition,	if	volunteering	
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improves	mental	health,	defined	by	the	World	Health	Organisation,	as		‘a	state	of	well-
being	in	which	every	individual	realizes	his	or	her	own	potential,	can	cope	with	the	
normal	stresses	of	life,	can	work	productively	and	fruitfully,	and	is	able	to	make	a	
contribution	to	her	or	his	community’,	then	it	actually	increases	the	capability	of	the	
unemployed	to	find	a	job	(WHO,	2015).	
	
Our	finding	that	voluntary	work	is	related	to	higher	well-being	and	better	mental	health	
(in	countries	with	generous	welfare	benefits)	by	no	means	suggest	that	the	
unemployment	benefits	claimants	should	be	pressurized	to	volunteer,	as	it	already	
happens	in	Britain	(BBC,	2015).	Voluntary	work	is	by	definition	work	undertaken	
voluntarily;	it	is	not	a	compulsory	labour.	The	well-being	and	mental	health	benefits	
might	not	exist	if	the	unemployed	are	forced	to	conduct	community	work	or	have	their	
benefits	cut.	
	
This	study	focused	only	on	formal	voluntary	work.	Many	people	do	volunteer	informally	
outside	formal	organisational	settings,	for	example	by	helping	neighbours,	friends	and	
other	people.	Many	unemployed	people	also	engage	in	other	types	of	work,	for	example,	
housework	and	caring,	therefore	further	research	should	be	undertaken	to	investigate	
the	effects	of	these	types	of	work	and	welfare	benefits	on	well-being	and	mental	health.	
	
	
To	conclude,	voluntary	work	during	unemployment	can	have	positive	effects	on	well-
being	and	mental	health	which	get	greater	with	more	generous	unemployment	benefits.	
Volunteering	regularly	and	receiving	little	welfare	support	can	damage	one’s	mental	
health.
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