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ABSTRACT 

We examined associations between structural and functional aspects of social health, and 

subsequent trajectories of cognitive capability (memory, executive functioning, and processing 

speed). 

Using data from 16,858 participants (mean age 65.8 years; 56% female) from the National 

Survey for Health and Development (NSHD), the English Longitudinal Study of Aging (ELSA), 

the Swedish National Study on Aging and Care in Kungsholmen (SNAC-K), and the Rotterdam 

Study, we applied multilevel models to examine social health in relation to cognitive capability 

and the rate of cognitive decline.  

Those who were married/cohabiting scored 0.07SD (95%CI:0.00,0.14; heterogeneity I2=79%) 

higher on executive functioning compared to those who lived alone. Associations with memory 

and processing speed were also heterogeneous (I2>75%); for example, being married was 

associated with better memory in ELSA (0.05SD 95%CI:0.02,0.08) and SNAC-K (0.13SD 

95%CI:0.06,0.20) but not in NSHD nor Rotterdam. Those with larger network sizes (≥6 people) 

scored higher on executive functioning and processing speed tests, whereas those with frequent 

social contacts performed better on executive functioning tasks only. Higher participation in 

social activities and greater perceived positive/less negative social support were associated with 

higher scores on all cognitive domains. Associations between social health and the rate of 
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cognitive decline varied by social health marker, cognitive domain and study; generally, better 

social health was associated with a slowing of decline (<0.02 SD/year).  

Various measures of social health are related to cognitive capability in different ways. These 

findings may guide future studies to determine if promoting social health at old age may deter 

cognitive decline.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Cognitive capability, the capacity to undertake the mental tasks of daily living, is an important 

aspect of healthy ageing [1–3]. Numerous factors across the life course can affect cognitive 

capability and its decline [4–7]. Social health, a concept covering a range of individual and 

environmental social markers such as social participation and appraisal of social environment, 

are among these life course factors [8].  

Researchers have theorised that markers of social health can influence cognition through a 

combination of physiological, psychological, or behavioural pathways. For example, 

participating in social activities involves cognitive and mental stimulation [9]. Positive aspects of 

social support may act as a buffer against stress, which itself can impair cognition [10,11]. 

Further, health-related behaviours can be influenced by the normative behaviours of a social 

network, a phenomenon known as the social control theory [10].  

There is empirical evidence that markers of social health contribute to cognitive capability, the 

rate of cognitive decline and risk of dementia [12–17]. A systematic review highlighting the 

complexities of associations between social health and cognition [12] reported that social 

activity, larger social networks, and greater social support were associated with greater global 

cognitive capability, with mixed findings for domain-specific cognitive abilities and less 

evidence for associations with cognitive decline. Further systematic reviews and meta-analyses 

focusing on cognitive decline found that poor social relationships (for example, small social 

network size, low social engagement, and loneliness) were associated with faster rates of decline, 

but there was heterogeneity between the studies and evidence for publication bias [14,17]. 

It is difficult to ascertain the exact nature of the association between social health and cognitive 

capability for several reasons. First, the term social health refers to a multitude of markers that 

have been variously defined, operationalised, assessed, and analysed. Second, cognitive 

capability has often been examined as a composite measure in relation to markers of social 

health, and differential effects between specific cognitive domains (e.g. memory, processing 

speed) observed in some previous studies are worth exploring [12,18]  Third, heterogeneity in 

findings may be attributed to different statistical approaches implemented by previous studies as 

well as cultural and geographical diversity between studies.  
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The current study sought to overcome some of these challenges by using a clear framework to 

operationalise markers of social health and applying co-ordinated analyses across four large 

European longitudinal studies. We examine both specific cognitive domains (memory, executive 

function, and processing speed) and global or composite cognitive function where possible. Our 

overall aim was to examine whether social health markers measured at baseline are associated 

with differences in cognitive capability and in the rate of cognitive decline over an 11-to-18-year 

period among older adults.  

METHODS 

Participants  

Participants from this study came from four European population-based longitudinal studies 

located in the UK, Sweden and the Netherlands: The National Survey of Health and 

Development (NSHD) [21] and The English Longitudinal Study of Ageing (ELSA) [22] in the 

UK, The Swedish National Study on Aging and Care-Kungsholmen (SNAC-K) [23] in Sweden 

and The Rotterdam Study [24] in the Netherlands. Detailed information about these studies 

including ethical approval and data accessibility is provided in Supplementary File 1. Briefly, 

NSHD is a British birth cohort where participants of the same age have been followed up 24 

times since birth in 1946. Cognitive capability was measured in 1999, 2006-2010, and 2014-

2015 when participants were aged 53, 60-64, and 68-69 years. ELSA is a study of adults aged 50 

years and over living in private households in England. The original sample was contacted in 

2002-2003 and participants are followed up every 2 years. Cognitive capability was measured in 

waves 1 to 9. SNAC-K is a study of people aged 60 years and older living at home or in nursing 

homes in Kungsholmen (central Stockholm). Baseline assessment took place between 2001 and 

2004. Those aged between 60 and 72 years were followed every six years, and those aged 78 

years and older every three years, up until a maximum follow-up period of 12 years. The 

Rotterdam Study is a study of adults aged 45 years or older that began in 1990-1993. Participants 

are followed up every four years. For each of these studies, our analytical sample consisted of 

participants with information on at least one social relationship variable at baseline, and 

cognitive capability from at least two time points in one domain. Participants with dementia at 

baseline and those with missing covariate data (<9%) were excluded (see Supplementary file 1). 

Table 1 outlines the analytical sample size for each study. 
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Measures 

We briefly describe variables used in analyses in the following sections. We harmonised 

variables across studies as much as possible. Full details of the questions and coding used within 

each study are in Supplementary File 1. Note that some studies did not include every outcome 

and exposure of interest (Table 1).  

Social health: structural and functional markers  

We distinguish between structural and functional social health markers based primarily on work 

from Vernooij-Dassen and colleagues [8], complemented by the social networks model by 

Berkman, and social health domains identified by Huber [19,20]. Structural characteristics 

represent the structure of the social network itself in determining opportunities by which the 

social network can influence health (e.g., marital status, social network size, and contact 

frequency). Functional characteristics denote the function of the social network structure (e.g., 

social engagement and social support). Structural social health markers at baseline included: 

marital or cohabitation status (married or cohabiting vs. unmarried and alone); social network 

size (1-2 people, 3-6 people or ≥6 people vs. none); contact frequency (more than once a year, 

about once to twice a month, weekly or more than twice a month, at least two to three times per 

week vs. never or almost never). Interactional social relationship variables included: 

participation in social activities (moderate or high vs. low); perceived positive support (coded as 

a standardised score and categorised as -1SD to 0SD, 0 to 1SD and >1SD vs. <-1SD); and 

perceived negative support (coded as a standardised score and categorized as -1SD to 0SD, 0 to 

1SD and >1SD vs. <-1SD). We categorised the standardised scores for support as positive 

support in the Rotterdam Study and SNAC-K had a skewed distribution (Table 1).  

Cognitive capabilities 

We included three tests of cognitive capability that were similarly measured across studies. 

Memory was assessed in all cohorts using an immediate word list recall. Executive function was 

assessed in ELSA, SNAC-K and the Rotterdam Study using a test of semantic verbal fluency. 

Processing speed was assessed in NSHD and ELSA using a letter cancellation task and in 

SNAC-K using a digit cancellation task. We standardised each test across time-points and within 

studies on a common standard deviation (SD)-based scale. This enhances comparability of 
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estimates between studies while allowing examination of changes over time within studies. Total 

follow-up time in each study ranged between 11 to 18 years (Supplementary table 1 provides 

detailed follow-up time for each cognitive outcome within each study). Study-specific global or 

composite cognitive scores were constructed for sensitivity analyses (full details in 

supplementary table 1).  

Confounders  

Confounders measured at baseline were: sex (female vs. male); social class (non-manual vs. 

manual occupation); education (secondary or higher vs. lower); impairment in Instrumental 

Activities of Daily Living (IADL; at least one vs. none); and vascular-related health conditions 

excluding hypertension, e.g., diabetes, stroke, heart disease. We consider mental health to be a 

potential mediator and therefore have not included it in our main models, however we adjust for 

standardised mental health scores in sensitivity analyses. For details of mental health 

measurement in each study, see Supplementary File 1.  

Analyses 

Within each study, change in each cognitive domain and each individual social health marker 

were modelled using linear mixed-effects models with random intercepts and slopes and time 

centered on baseline date and coded as years. This method accounts for within-person correlation 

between repeated cognitive scores over time. We used two main approaches when applying these 

linear mixed-effects models. First, we included the social health marker and time in the model 

and interpreted the coefficient for social health as the association with levels of cognitive 

capability on average over time, hereinafter referred to as ‘average cognitive capability’. Second, 

we included an interaction term between the social health marker and time and interpreted the 

coefficient as association with rate of cognitive decline.  

We applied three levels of adjustment to the specified linear mixed-effects models. After 

estimating associations adjusted for sex and age at baseline, we adjusted first for socio-

demographic information (social class and education) and second for health-related information 

at baseline (IADL and vascular-related health conditions). We decided to use three levels of 

adjustment as the identity of key confounding variables remains uncertain. We also wanted to 
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explicitly demonstrate the effect of health-related information above socio-demographic 

information on the observed associations.   

It is plausible that associations between social health and cognitive capability might vary by sex 

[25,26], therefore each model was repeated stratifying by sex.  

Within-study analyses were conducted using Stata. Overall and stratified results from each study 

were pooled using random effects meta-analysis with restricted maximum likelihood (meta 

command in Stata 17). Tests of sex-differences were performed using the subgroup option in the 

meta command in Stata 17.  We report heterogeneity using the I2 statistic, where 0% indicates 

estimates were similar across studies and values closer to 100% represent greater heterogeneity. 

Figures 1 and 3 were created using R. 

Sensitivity analyses  

In sensitivity analyses we examined if associations were robust to additional adjustment for 

depressive symptoms.  We also repeated analyses with a global or composite measure of 

cognitive function.  

 

RESULTS 

Our analyses included 16,858 participants (mean age 65.8 years; 56% female) with a follow-up 

times ranging from 11 to 18 years across four studies (Table 1). Most participants came from a 

non-manual social class, particularly in SNAC-K (85%). The proportion of participants who 

were married or cohabiting was somewhat higher in the two UK studies (NSHD and ELSA) than 

in SNAC-K and Rotterdam Study, which included on average older participants. Most people 

had extensive social networks (>40% had more than six people in their network) and reported 

having high positive support (median ranged from 6 to 10 across studies where scales ranged 

from 0-9 and 0-10). A large proportion of SNAC-K participants (87%) had high levels of social 

participation. Markers of social health were weakly correlated within studies (ρ<0.03, 

supplementary file 2). Cognitive domains were moderately correlated within studies (r>0.3) 

except for memory and processing speed in NSHD, ELSA and SNAC-K (r<0.3, supplementary 
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file 2).  We observed decline in all cognitive domains across all studies ranging from -0.02 to -

0.06 SD per year (Table 1).  

[Table 1 about here] 

Results for the linear mixed-effects models are discussed in the following sections. We organise 

results by structural or functional social health makers. Within each subsection we report results 

first for average cognitive capability and then rate of cognitive decline. We primarily state the 

pooled estimate and then highlight study-specific results as appropriate. We focus on the fully 

adjusted models as we did not observe large differences in results between different adjustment 

models (Figure 1, Supplementary file 2). We did not observe many sex-differences in the results 

(Supplementary file 2) therefore only discuss any observed sex differences in the below sections.  

Structural social health variables and cognitive capability  

Figure 1 shows the study-specific and pooled estimates for structural social health variables and 

average cognitive capability for each level of adjustment (see supplementary file 2 for this 

information in table format). Figure 2 presents study specific, fully adjusted models of structural 

social health variables and rate of decline in each cognitive domain (see supplementary file 2 for 

this information in a forest plot).  

Marital or cohabitation status 

The fully adjusted random effects meta-analysis showed that those who were married or 

cohabiting scored 0.07 SD (95% CI: 0.00 to 0.14) higher on executive function on average. 

Confidence intervals of pooled estimates from the other cognitive domains crossed the null 

(Figure 1, supplementary file 2), but with substantial heterogeneity for all three cognitive 

domains (I2
≥74% in fully adjusted models, Figure 1). Estimates from SNAC-K showed clear 

associations between being married or cohabiting and scoring higher on all three cognitive 

domains on average. Similarly, participants who were married or cohabiting at baseline in ELSA 

scored higher on memory and executive function but not processing speed (Figure 1). This 

pattern was not observed in the Rotterdam Study or NSHD.  

In the sex-stratified analyses, we observed stronger associations between being married or 

cohabiting with higher scores across all cognitive domains on average among males than among 

females (Supplementary file 2). For example, compared with unmarried males, married or 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 30, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.29.22279324doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.29.22279324
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


10 
 

cohabiting males scored 0.12 SD (95% CI: 0.04 to 0.20) higher on tests of executive function on 

average. The estimate for females was 0.05 SD (95% CI: -0.02 to 0.11). However, the formal 

tests for subgroup difference among the pooled estimates were not statistically significant 

(p≥0.05). 

Those who were married or cohabiting at baseline had a slower rate of decline in all three 

cognitive domains, although the effect size across all cognitive domains was small (e.g., 

0.01SD/year 95%CI: 0.00 to 0.01). These estimates were fairly consistent for executive function 

and processing speed (I2<30%), but heterogenous for memory (I2=76%). (Figure 2, 

Supplementary file 2).  

Social network size 

Overall, having a larger network size (≥6 people vs. none) was associated with higher average 

scores on executive function and processing speed across all studies with available data (0.17 SD 

[95%CI: 0.00 to 0.34], I2=27%; and 0.12 SD [95% CI: 0.01 to 0.23], I2=0%) respectively, Figure 

1 and Supplementary file 2).  

Having a larger network size was associated with a slower rate of decline in memory and 

processing speed, but effect estimates were again small (e.g., 0.01 SD/year [95% CI: 0.00 to 

0.03], I2<0.18% for ≥6 people vs. none) (Figure 2). 

Social contact frequency  

Frequent social contact (all categories vs never or almost never) was associated with higher 

scores on executive function on average (e.g., 0.32 SD [95%CI: 0.16 to 0.49], I2=0%, Figure 1, 

Supplementary file 2) but not with memory or processing speed (0.04 SD [95% CI: -0.21 to 

0.28], I2=51%; 0.12 SD [95%CI:-0.08 to 0.31], I2=0%>).  

We did not observe associations between contact frequency and the rate of decline in any of the 

cognitive domains (Figure 2; Supplementary file 2).  

Functional social health variables and change in cognitive capability 

Figure 3 shows the pooled estimates for function social health variables and average cognitive 

capability for each level of adjustment (see Supplementary file 2 for this information in table 

format). Figure 4 presents study specific, fully adjusted models of functional social health 
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variables and decline in each cognitive domain (see Supplementary file 2 for this information in 

a forest plot).   

Social participation 

Participation in social activities was consistently associated with higher average cognitive 

capability across all three cognitive domains. For example, participating in four or more 

activities was associated with 0.32 SD (95%CI: 0.28 to 0.35, I2=0%) higher memory scores on 

average over time. Those who reported participating in more activities at baseline had a slightly 

slower rate of decline in memory and executive function (0.01 SD/year [95% CI: 0.01 to 0.02] 

for both), but not processing speed.  

Positive social support  

Compared with participants who reported having low levels of positive social support (i.e., <-1 

SD), those in the middle of the distribution (between -1SD to 1SD) had higher average cognitive 

capability (figure 2, supplementary file 2). Contrary to these results, individuals reporting high 

levels of positive support (>1SD vs. <-1SD) did not score higher on any cognitive domain, due 

in particular to lower cognitive scores in participants reporting high levels of positive support in 

SNAC-K. We did not observe associations between positive social support and decline in any 

cognitive domain.  

Negative social support  

Only the UK studies (ELSA and NSHD) had information about perceived negative aspects of 

social support. Compared to participants who reported having higher negative social support 

(i.e., <-1 SD), those in the middle of the distribution (between –1 SD to 1 SD) scored higher on 

memory and executive function on average over time (e.g., 0.16 SD [95% CI: 0.12 to 0.19], 

I2=0.02%; 0.14 [95%CI: 0.09 to 0.19], I2=ELSA only). Those reporting low levels of negative 

social support (>1SD) did not have higher average cognitive capability. We did not observe 

associations between negative social support and decline in any cognitive domain.  

Sensitivity analyses: 

Overall, additional adjustment for depressive symptoms slightly attenuated estimates but did not 

change general interpretation (Supplementary file 2). 
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Estimates for the global or composite measures of cognitive capability were of a similar 

magnitude as the domain-specific estimates (Supplementary file 2). Being married or cohabiting 

was associated with 0.07 SD (95% CI: 0.01 to 0.15, I2=81%) higher average composite or global 

score and slower rate of decline (0.01 SD/year [95% CI: 0.00, 0.02], I2=84%) decline per year), 

with the average association being stronger for males (0.15 SD [95%CI: 0.06 to 0.25]) than for 

females (0.03 SD [95%CI:-0.05 to 0.11]; p-value for subgroup difference=0.05). Having a larger 

network size (≥6 people vs. none) was associated with a 0.15 SD (95%CI: 0.05 0.24, I2=0%) 

higher average composite or global score and a slower rate of decline (0.02 SD/year [95%CI: 

0.01 to 0.03], I2=0.2%). We observed no associations between frequency of contact and the 

composite or global score of cognitive capability. More frequent participation in social activities 

was associated with 0.37 SD (0.32 to 0.41, I2=0.01%) higher average composite score and a 

slower rate of decline (0.01 SD /year [95%CI: 0.01 to 0.02], I2=0.09%). Compared with 

participants who reported having low levels of positive social support or high levels of negative 

support, those in the middle of the distribution (between -1SD to 1SD) had a higher average 

composite or global score (e.g. 0.09 [95%CI: 0.05 to 1.12, I2=0.2%] for positive support and 0.14 

[95%CI: 0.09 to 0.18, I2=0.01%] for negative support), but we did not observe associations with 

high positive support and low negative support, nor with rate of decline for either of the support 

measures.  

DISCUSSION 

We combined estimates from participants aged 50 years and older from four longitudinal 

European studies and, overall, found that markers of good social health were associated with 

higher average cognitive capability and slower rate of cognitive decline. However, associations 

varied across cohorts, exposure type and cognitive domains, and generally were larger for 

average cognitive capability than for the rate of decline. 

Our findings are support conclusions from a previous systematic review suggesting distinct 

relationships between markers of social health and cognitive domains [12]. Findings for 

structural markers of social health (marital or cohabitation status, social network size, contact 

frequency) were mixed — all were associated with executive function, and network size was also 

associated with processing speed. We did not observe associations between structural markers of 

social health and memory. We did find associations between functional aspects of social health 
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(social participation, positive and negative social support) across all cognitive domains (except 

for negative social support and processing speed). This result likely reflects distinct mechanisms 

underlying the associations between social health and cognitive capability. Active engagement 

and quality of interpersonal relationships are key components in our definition of functional 

aspects of social health. While engagement may be beneficial for cognitive capability through 

cognitive stimulation [27], positive interpersonal relationships may act as a buffer against 

stressful life events [10,11]. This implies that functional aspects of social health may affect 

different aspects of cognitive capability through several pathways.  

Although we observed associations between marital or cohabitation status, network size and 

social participation with the rate of decline in cognitive capability, estimates were close to zero. 

Results from a previous systematic review and meta-analysis indicated that markers of poor 

structural and functional social health predicted 1.11 (95% CI: 1.08 to 1.14) and 1.12 (95% CI: 

1.05 to 1.20) higher odds of cognitive decline respectively [28]. It should be noted that this meta-

analysis used a binary measure representing the risk of developing cognitive impairment while 

we used continuous scores of cognitive capabilities measured across multiple time points. It is 

possible that, although the follow-up time in our study ranged from 11 to 18 years, it may take 

longer for many participants to experience the effect of social health on cognitive decline. 

Alternatively, certain social health markers may convey a protective effect on the baseline level 

of cognitive capability, namely by affecting its peak levels during the life course, but less on the 

rate of its decline. Researchers from the United States observed a similar association between 

education and initial levels of global cognition but not with the rate of cognitive change among 

older participants [29].  

Two specific results require further discussion. First, a sex difference in the strength of the 

relationship between marital and cohabitation status and average cognitive capability has also 

been observed in some [30,31] but not all studies [32]. We can only speculate on the potential 

explanations for this sex difference. For example, a positive experience of partnership could 

provide emotional support and adoption of health-related behaviours for men, whereas females 

may have additional support systems to compensate for these attributes if they do not have a 

partner. Second, for both positive and negative aspects of social support, we observed non-linear 

relationships. Compared to those in the lower end of the distribution (<-1SD), those in the 
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middle scored higher on cognitive tests but this effect attenuated for the higher part of the 

distribution (>1 SD). There are several potential explanations for this. There may be a threshold 

for the beneficial effects of social support on cognitive capability Alternativity, this could reflect 

reverse causality; participants with lower cognitive capability at baseline may already receive 

higher social support at baseline.  

A major strength of our study was the inclusion of four European studies which resulted in a 

large sample size and the ability to examine replication of findings across datasets. We applied a 

single framework and coordinated analyses to multiple datasets, selected outcomes that were 

similarly measured across studies, and harmonised variables as far as possible. This approach has 

the advantage of reducing conceptual and analytical heterogeneity. Associations that are 

consistently observed across all studies support the existence of a true effect (or lack thereof). 

This approach also highlights the importance of not relying on single datasets. Where findings 

diverge between studies, further exploration of study-specific or context-specific consideration is 

needed, and caution is required when interpreting the overall pooled effect. However, there are 

limitations to our study. Assuming that attrition predominantly affected people with poor social 

health and poor cognition, this could have led to an underestimation of the relationships of 

interest.  Despite our efforts to harmonise measures, some of the heterogeneity in findings 

between studies observed could be due to differences in the wording of social health questions, 

and differences in the distribution of social relationship variables. A consequence of 

harmonisation is that we sometimes restrict the comparison to information available across 

studies [33]. This reduces our ability to explore more nuanced markers of social health, for 

example the mode of social contact frequency. Importantly, while we examine social health 

markers at baseline and cognitive capability over a long follow-up, a bi-directional association 

between social health and cognitive capability cannot be ruled out and further studies examining 

the direction of this relationship are warranted. Finally, it is also important to note that since the 

majority of participants were western European, we cannot generalise the results to people of 

other cultures or ethnicities. 

In conclusion, we provide evidence that markers of good social health have a positive association 

with cognitive capability in later life. However, we found differential associations between 

specific markers of social health and cognitive domains, and smaller estimates for longitudinal 
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effects caution that findings may in part be attributable to reverse causation. Social contact is 

recognised as a key component in dementia prevention, intervention, and care [34]. 

Understanding the mechanisms through which markers of social health can affect cognitive 

capability is a key next step to identify effective policy-level interventions that target social 

health. As such, our findings may guide future studies to determine if promoting social health at 

old age may dealy cognitive decline. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics across studies  

 NSHD ELSA SNAC-K Rotterdam 
N 2,109 8,460 1,892 4,397 

Total follow-up time, years 16 18 12 11 
Age at baseline, years (SD) 53.4 (0.17) 64.3 (9.8) 71.4 (9.6) 72.2 (7.3) 

Demographics 
Female, %(n) 53 (1,116) 55 (4,625) 62 (1,182) 56 (2,466) 

Occupational social class, %(n)     
Manual 33 (699) 44 (3,732) 27 (1,193) 27 (1,330) 

Non-manual 67 (1,410) 56 (4,728) 73 (3,204) 68 (3,444) 
Education, %(n)     

Lower 39 (820) 47 (4,018) 11 (484) 11 (573) 
Secondary 50 (1,053) 28 (2,390) 43 (1,909) 44 (2,243) 

Higher 11 (236) 24 (2,052) 45 (2,004) 45 (2,275) 
IADL, %(n)     

None N/A 93 (7,841) 64 (2,813) 64 (3,3x27) 
At least one  7 (619) 36 (1,584) 36 (1,811) 

Vascular-related health conditions, %(n)     
None 96 (2,029) 87 (7,334) 67 (2,954) 67 (3,170) 

At least one 4 (80) 13 (1,126) 33 (1,443) 33 (1,553) 
Structural social relationship variables 

Marital/cohabitation status, %(n)     
Unmarried and alone 9 (189) 24 (2,011) 32 (1,416) 32 (1,621) 

Married or cohabiting 91 (1,920) 76 (6,449) 68 (2,980) 68 (3,444) 
Missing 0 0 0.1 (1) 2 (103) 

Network size, %(n)     
None 4 (78) 2 (145) N/A N/A 

1-2 people 13 (269) 12 (975)   
3-6 30 (626) 39 (3,330)   
 ≥6 54 (1,136) 40 (3,443)   

Missing 0 7 (567)   
Contact frequency, %(n)     

Never or almost never 0.9 (18) 1 (49) N/A N/A 
More than once a year 8 (161) 15 (1,271)   
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About once to twice a month 12 (261) 55 (4,618)   
Weekly or more than twice a month 48 (1,013) 20 (1,722)   
At least two to three times per week 29 (620) 4 (311)   

Missing 2 (36) 6 (489)   
Interactional social relationship variables 

Participation in social activities, %(n)     
Low (≤1 activity) N/A 21 (1,751) N/A N/A 

moderate (2-3 activities)  33.3 (2,816)   
high (≥4 or more activities)  46 (3,893)   

Missing  0   
Positive support*     

Range 0-9 0-9 0-10 0-10 

Median (IQR range) 6.0 (5.0 – 8.0) 7.0 (5.8 – 8.0) 10 (9 – 10) 10 (9 – 10) 
Missing, %(n) 3 (70) 6 (516) 0.1 (5) 2.1 (111) 

Negative support*      
Range 0-9 0-9 N/A N/A 

Median (IQR range) 8.0 (6.0 – 8.0) 7.3 (6.3-8.0)   
Missing, %(n) 3 (70) 6 (479)   

Cognitive capability 
Memory*     

Range 0-15 0-10 0-16 0-15 
At baseline, mean (SD) 6.0 (2.0) 5.6 (1.7) 7.3 (2.3) 7.3 (2.2) 

**Rate of decline, β (95% CI) -0.025 (-0.028, -
0.022) 

-0.03 (-0.04, 0.03) -0.049 (-0.054, -
0.045) 

-0.034 (-0.037, -0.031) 

Executive function*     
Range N/A 0-50 2-50 2-47 

At baseline, mean (SD)  19.9 (6.2) 22.0 (6.3) 22.0 (5.9) 
**Rate of decline, β (95% CI)  -0.01 (-0.02, -0.01)  -0.046 (-0.050, -

0.042) 
-0.039 (-0.042, -0.036) 

Processing speed*     
Range 0-780 0-780 2-34 1-55 

At baseline, mean (SD) 283.9 (73.9) 309.7 (94.3) 18.0 (4.1) 28.8 (7.4) 
**Rate of decline, β (95% CI) -0.020 (-0.023, -

0.017) 
-0.03 (-0.04, -0.03) -0.045 (-0.049, -

0.041) 
-0.063 (-0.065, -0.060) 
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Full details on how each variable was coded are in Supplementary file 1.  
*Raw scores presented for descriptive purposes; standardised scores used in analyses. For negative support, higher scores indicate less feelings of 
negative support.  
**Based on standardised outcomes from mixed-effects multilevel models e.g., -0.03 indicates a 0.03 SD lower cognitive score per year 
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Figure 1 Associations between baseline structural social relationship variables and standardised cognitive capability on average over 

time. Size of the estimate markers represent study weight. See supplementary file 2 for this information in table format. Model 1: sex, 

age at baseline. Model 2: sex, age at baseline, social class, education. Model 3: sex, age at baseline, social class, education, IADL, and 

vascular-related health conditions. 
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Figure 2. Association between a) marital and cohabitation status b) social network size c) social contact frequency and decline in 

cognitive function in each study. Estimates are adjusted for sex, age at baseline, social class, education, IADLs, vascular-related health 

conditions. Overall result reflects the meta-analysed value for decline. Where there is more than one exposure category, the overall 

value reflects the result from the final category.  
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Figure 3 Associations between baseline functional social relationship variables and standardised cognitive capability on average over 
time. Size of the estimate markers represent study weight. See supplementary file 2 for this information in table format. Model 1: sex, 
age at baseline. Model 2: sex, age at baseline, social class, education. Model 3: sex, age at baseline, social class, education, IADL, and 
vascular-related health conditions. 

 . 
C

C
-B

Y
-N

D
 4.0 International license

It is m
ade available under a 

 is the author/funder, w
ho has granted m

edR
xiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

(w
h

ich
 w

as n
o

t certified
 b

y p
eer review

)
T

he copyright holder for this preprint 
this version posted A

ugust 30, 2022. 
; 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.29.22279324
doi: 

m
edR

xiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.29.22279324
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


29
 

 

 

29 

 

 . 
C

C
-B

Y
-N

D
 4.0 International license

It is m
ade available under a 

 is the author/funder, w
ho has granted m

edR
xiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

(w
h

ich
 w

as n
o

t certified
 b

y p
eer review

)
T

he copyright holder for this preprint 
this version posted A

ugust 30, 2022. 
; 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.29.22279324
doi: 

m
edR

xiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.29.22279324
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


30 
 

Figure 4. Association between a) social participation b) positive social support c) negative social support and decline in cognitive 
function in each study. Estimates are adjusted for sex, age at baseline, social class, education, IADLs, vascular-related health 
conditions. Overall result reflects the meta-analysed value for decline. Where there is more than one exposure category, the overall 
value reflects the result from the final category. 
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