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Abstract

In this study we examine the relationship between objective and subjective dimensions of social
integration and the size and the heterogeneity of egocentric network using nat@ly
representative databases from Hungary. On the one hand, we define social integn%ﬁ\\k\vsith its
‘objective’ dimensions: a high level of trust and a high level of public particip@%n the other
hand, we analyse the ‘subjective’ or perceived component of integratio@ibell, which is based
on individuals’ self-evaluation of whether they are integrated or Q%@ubjective integration has
two sides: external, which refers to the perception that s %e feels that she is a respected

part of society, and internal which means that she@hat she is recognised for being the

Our results show that while the siz@meterogeneity of the egocentric network associate

N\

positively, the proportion of r@‘eg among strong ties correlates negatively with objective

person she is.

indicators of social integr@h The heterogeneity of weak ties is related positively to public
participation. The‘c\@on between the size and composition of egocentric networks and
subjective inté@m is less clear: the proportion of relatives among strong ties seems to be
unrela%%the external side of perceived social integration, while it is associated positively
v@nternal side of subjective integration. The number of strong ties seems to be positively

correlated with both sides of subjective integration.
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These results suggest that higher level of social integration cannot be achieved without
concentrating on more than one of its dimensions. They also underline the need to pay more
attention to network characteristics and social support not only regarding perceived social

integration, but also regarding objective indicators of social integration. @Ej

S

1. Introduction ®®

Social ties and social networks are usually regarded as term@/alent to social integration 2.
Papers handle the lack of ties as an obvious sign of d&ﬁ@cion or segregation 3, however, it
is also obvious that for a better understandir@gration, the examination of having or
lacking relations is not sufficient. As parteﬁf,%\nore sophisticated approach, we state that the
structure and size of egocentric netv@n‘\atters as well. First, individuals with ties to different
social groups can access mor@mation, thus they treat uncertainty and crisis in their lives
(e.g. unemployment) beéz, Iso they are more likely to have contact with members of higher
strata, which migb\&i\ge the chance of their mobility °. Second, it seems to be an advantage if
someone hﬁ%% and strong ties®. Strong ties have an important role in social support and
provid(%t@%omic and mental stability /, whereas weak ties are more important in the effective
n&%fation of resources 8. In sum, a person is regarded as well integrated if she has ties that

are heterogeneous and consist of both weak and strong ties.®
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Although the terms connected to social ties and social networks are used interchangeably with
social integration, it may be argued that ‘social integration’ is more than only having social ties:
solidarity, commitment, belonging, trust and public participation are also important dimensions
to take into account. This interpretation is closely related to the term ‘social cohes@ut
whereas social cohesion denotes a collective quality, social integration is g:%\ in this
interpretation — to capture the quality and strength of the individual's @Ysociety.10 For
example, O’Reilly, Caldwell and Barnett * propose a definition of socia@%ration as “attraction
to the group, satisfaction with other members of the group, @%al interaction among the
group members”. This definition goes beyond the soci perspective. To sum up, in this
paper we define social integration with three dime@jx: social ties (strong ties and weak ties),

trust (generalised trust or trust in other pe(@n confidence in institutions) and public (civil

These factors can be called th%‘@:tive' dimensions of social integration since social scientists

and political) participation.

and policy makers deci@%h aspects are most important regardless of the individual’'s own

feelings or own g@tion of being integrated. Thus, as another dimension of integration,

namely ’sub'@@or perceived social integration must also be taken into account.

Q

Theégi%:gfive evaluation of social integration is captured through the individual’s perception of
herown safety and how she perceives herself as an important member of society. This approach
is beneficial because it is able to take into account the diversity of opinions about the important

aspects of social integration 2. Subjective integration means, on the one hand, that someone
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feels that she is part of society, she has a particular role in it, or her opinion is respected (and at
least partially shared) by others. This could be called the collective or ‘external’ side of perceived
social integration. On the other hand, being integrated also means that someone feels safe and
supported by her kin and her close friends, she feels that she or what she does is acc@s;})y
others, and that she is recognised for being the person she is. This could be calle@’zﬁtemal’

side of perceived social integration. 4Qé\(’
S

This multi-dimensional nature of social integration allows reIation@een its components to
be examined. This approach is closely related to Banfield’s 13 c) Examining a small town in
Southernltaly, characterized by low public participati &jﬁw economic growth and networks
centred on the family, Banfield describes the ph@%non of amoral familism. He shows that
“in a society of amoral familists, no one{vg,&i\rther the interest of the group or community
except as it is to his private advant \&o so” . Amoral familism may be seen as a special
social condition ** in which g@wrust is low, political and social participation is weak, and
individuals follow their %1/% rest instead of the community’s and they assume that others act

the same way. Inj& cieties, kin relationships are extremely strong, trust in relatives is high,

whereas tru@%ny other member of society is very low.
Wh&r@f— either trust in fellow citizens or confidence in institutions — is low, people assume

t& others do not share their values and beliefs, people do not expect cooperation from others,
consequently, they follow their own self-interests 6. Trust and confidence are extremely

important to engage in any type of participation: when generalised trust is high, people might
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think that others would participate as well, thus the costs and risks of participation would
decrease. In a society characterised by low trust, perceived costs and risks are high, therefore
people tend to stay passive. Furthermore, without the belief that institutions will respond to
our efforts to express opinions or to find solutions to common problems, political part@n

seems superfluous /. ®
A

Based on Banfield 8, in this paper we examine how social ties (the size a@eterogeneity of

egocentric network) are associated with the other two objective c@sions (trust and public

participation) and the subjective dimension of social integrat@mg nationally representative

Hungarian survey data. \QQ&

The association between characteristics of&@%c networks and ‘objective’ dimensions of
integration is supposed to be mostly@'@ve: the larger and the more heterogeneous the
individuals’ networks are the mo@ing, confident or active they will be. Since strong ties
are expressive, and muIti—fu&@ relations connecting us to our family and close friends, they
are supposed to incre@% level of perceived social integration as well. On the other hand,
these strong tie@ght have some less favourable characteristics: they are highly influenced by
the “like r%%'inciple ¥ meaning that someone makes close friends with similar others. Thus,
one@feel well-integrated when her close egocentric network is homogenous, but as
de\o,nstrated by Banfield’s Southern Italian town, this homogeneous network might be
negatively related to public participation and trust, i.e. to the objective dimensions of social

integration.
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Our paper contributes to the literature by pointing out that association between dimensions of
social integration might vary, and individuals might be characterised by a high level of social
integration in one dimension, while by a lower level of integration in another dimension. Using
data from Hungary provides novel answers to the research question since countrie@is
Central-Eastern-European region have below-average levels of trust in @ and in
institutions, below-average public participation and have weak scoresx{%&fcial networks
indicators 2°. Although people are not well integrated ”objectively”%@might feel that they
are relatively well-integrated “subjectively” because in their c@\%cles they are respected,
they feel safe and supported by their kin and close f@s This might be the process that
maintains the relatively low level of social integr@n Hungary (and in Eastern-Europe in

general). \Qz\
O

The paper is structured as follows. S@n 2 provides the summary of the previous literature
and our hypothesis. The next@u describes the data and the estimation methods we used.

Section 4 shows the resal(/ ction 5 concludes.

S

2. Literature@‘hypotheses

In the (0_) Ing section, we briefly discuss the main research results and literature about the
rélatighship between the structure of egocentric networks and other objective and subjective

dimensions of social integration. Based on this literature, we formulate our hypotheses.

Egocentric networks and trust
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t 21, According

Dense networks play a crucial role in creating social cohesion and high level of trus
to Coleman ??, dense networks are important to make decisions about the trustworthiness of
others: when direct information is not available about a person’s trustworthiness, the only
possible source of information is the opinion provided by this person’s acquai@‘&s.
Furthermore, when everybody knows each other in a group, interpersonal tig\%\i mutual
commitments might increase trust and decrease non-cooperative behau‘qi\ﬁ\(’On the other
hand, excessively dense networks might lead to distrust and suspici%%ong members of the
network by over-controlling individuals’ life. Obligations of reci@%&ygand sharing resources are
closing these networks further and cause the formationQ -transparent networks, where -
as in Banfield’s theory — people outside these net@night become a threat to members 2.
Besides density, the heterogeneity of ties@{ be important as well: in a heterogeneous

environment, intergroup conflicts ar@é’likely to emerge 2% According to experimental

research, direct interactions am@ividuals are reliable predictors of mutual trust %.
Egocentric networks an@pation

The size of egoc ‘S‘ﬂ: network correlates positively with various forms of public participation 2.
\

Angelusz @ardos 27 identify this phenomenon in national and local election participation.

Mo@?(a many argue that the correlation between network size and public participation is even

st%)éer in the case of participation in civil organizations and other, extra-parliamentary forms,

as signing a petition or participation in a demonstration 28, However, it is important to emphasise

that the direction of the causality is not clear. On the one hand, it is possible that participation



PLEASE DO NOT CITE OR DISTRIBUTE
WITHOUT PERMISSION OF THE AUTHORS

contributes to the maintenance of a larger network. On the other hand, it is also possible that it
is easier to make people with more acquaintances get involved in the work of associations and

other forms of participation.

The relationship between heterogeneity of the egocentric network and participation is\@%&m
From a democratic participation point of view, building heterogeneous networ@desirable,
since it implies that people from different strata and social groups are QET& discuss public
issues. However, the “like me” principle ?° and other factors are w@g against this desirable
state. Some research suggests that heterogeneous egocentric ks decrease the probability
of electoral participation *. Mutz 3! argues that varjo\@nions might lead to uncertainty,
whereas according to Noelle-Neumann 32 in an e@%ent with many opinions differing from
the individual’s, she might feel that she dif@)m the dominant norms of her social circles.
Finally, Coleman * argues that cIosed@are able to provide the social support necessary to

,Q\\

increase electoral participation%

The classic assumption %&vil associations is that they create cross-cutting ties among social
groups.* Howevexggh\}studies find that membership in civil associations is a way of creating
social capita@% people from higher strata form associations with people from a similar social
backg@%@ rather than with others of lower social status %. This does not rule out the possibility
t@members of civil associations are able to create ties with people of a different social status,

but the efforts to create connections within these associations might decrease the chances to

make and maintain other connections outside these associations.
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Research on Hungarian associations has shown that people participating in associations are
quite a homogenous group. They tend to be similar to each other and differ from others who do
not participate, a finding that might support the claim that associations strengthen homogenous
ties 3¢, Other studies examining primarily weak ties have found positive correlations @S&n

civil participation and the heterogeneity of weak ties *’. @

Egocentric networks and subjective integration &

People having closed networks might feel safer since strong ties ptsj\(&wt only material goods
and instrumental help, but strengthen opinions and provid@ical and emotional support %,
Strong ties are often born from the “like me” principl%g%i?lg like to choose friends from people
similar to them %°. Moreover, strong ties are oj\\hgansitive, which means that the ego’s two
close contacts are more likely to get to kg&&h other than the ego’s two other acquaintances
connected by weak ties to the eg "@e “like me” principle is working, the ego’s two close
friends will be similar not only%\aae ego but to each other as well. Thus, the tie between them
is also more likely to &%ng, which results in closed, homogenous networks. Members of
these networks g\hg‘\de continuous support from each other, strengthening the network even

more, and ing new ties to people outside these networks less likely to form.*

&

Al P@h the literature mostly stresses mechanisms based on similarity and affection, in creating

42

networks, mechanisms based on repulsion are also important. Skvoretz argues that

homogenous groups might be formed not only by the selection of similar people but also by

10
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keeping a distance from certain groups. This might be especially important in the evolution of

territorial segregation.

We assume that whether homogenous networks are formed by affection or repulsion, they
certainly strengthen the feeling of safety. If the network is based on affection, the m&\%e is
strong social support, whereas if it is based on repulsion, the main cause Q@be having
negative images, negative expectations and fear of others. On the otherg@%&\he external side
of perceived social integration might depend more on the higher he@eneity of an egocentric

network since feeling an important part of society might req@sitive feedback from people

Based on the reviewed literature, it seems t@he size of the egocentric network and its

with various status and various social backgrounds.

composition (its heterogeneity or hom@gi}y) affect social integration. Thus we formulate the

following hypotheses: %
&

H1. The size of an egoce@?network is positively correlated with other dimensions of social

integration. @

N\

H2. If egoc@hetworks are composed mostly of kin-relations, the level of trust and public
partir'@vm might be lower. In other words, the heterogeneity of the network might be

DQ\PNVer correlated with trust and public participation.

11
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H3. If egocentric networks are composed mostly of kin-relations (i.e. the heterogeneity of an
egocentric network is small), the level of perceived internal social integration might be higher,

whereas the level of perceived external social integration might be lower.

Q3
S
3. Data and methods Qz\

S

We used data from the Hungarian Election Study for the year 2008*® and opean Quality

of Life Survey second wave (2007)%. ®
>

The Hungarian Election Study contains data for 3100 indivi@d is representative for the
adult population of Hungary. Since egocentric netwg&&&ions were asked only from two
thirds of the sample, our initial sample size w&@% The questionnaire asked respondents
about their membership in voluntary org&i&\ng political participation, voting behaviour and

confidence in institutions. Using \ questions, we had three indicators for the first

component of social integrati@st) and two indicators for the second component of social
integration (public parti{i{,%%).

Our first indicat@f\social integration was membership in voluntary organisations. Respondents
were ask@wey were members of each of ten types of voluntary organizations (e.g. sports

clut({)éahessional association, charity organization and trade union). This indicator measures if

t&respondent is a member in at least one voluntary organisation.

Our second indicator was participation in political activities. Respondents were asked if they

participated in any of 13 political activities in the previous few years. The scope of these activities

12
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was broad: the listincluded activities from working in a political party or action group over taking
part in a lawful public demonstration to voting via SMS in a television show.* The variable of
participation in political activities indicates whether the respondents participated in any of the
13 political activities. The third indicator is also related to political activity: it me@ if

respondents voted in the last general election preceding the survey. ; ®

o
The fourth and fifth indicators of social integration were confidence in&e&ental and non-
governmental institutions, respectively. Respondents were asked\@‘much they trust eight
governmental (government, courts, parliament, constitutio@rn army, president, police,
and local governments) and four non-governmental K&(&%es, political parties, trade unions,
and NGOs) institutions on a 4-point scale. Va@ confidence in governmental and non-

governmental institutions are calculated aéﬁb,@&%\nean of these 8 and 4 answers.*

N

The number of strong ties was me@ with the name generator approach. Respondents were
asked to name people with &h&ﬁa\ey share three particular types of social relations (discussing
intimate and persona@%s; going out together; getting help with everyday tasks). They could
list up tofive pe@xjn each of the three situations (altogether maximum 15 people), and they
were ask@o indicate the type of relationship these people had to them (e.g.
husQ{@’mfe/partnen son/daughter, parent, other relative, friend, colleague etc.). The number
omng ties is calculated as the number of people listed in these three questions. We have also
been able to calculate the proportion of relatives among strong ties as an indicator of

heterogeneity of strong ties.

13
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The number of weak ties was measured with the position generator technique. It measured a
respondent’s relationships to particular types of alters. Respondents were asked to indicate
whether or not they have a contact with anyone in particular occupations (e.g. high school
teacher, engineer, skilled worker, waiter/waitress — altogether 22 occupations). The n@of
weak ties is calculated as the number of occupations the respondents had cor@vlth. The
heterogeneity of weak ties is measured as the variance of the prestigei&es (from the

Treiman's Standard International Occupational Prestige Scale) @e occupations the

Q
N3

The Hungarian data of the second wave (2007) of thﬁ@ﬂ(@pean Quality of Life Survey (EQLS)

respondents had contact with.

contains data for 1000 individuals and it is repr tive for the adult persons living in private

N

households. This questionnaire includ stions about subjective social integration.

N

Respondents were asked to what e% hey agreed or disagreed on a 5-point scale with four

statements regarding perceiv@ | exclusion.
1) |Ifeelleft out @ty.

2) Some p@h look down on me because of my job situation or income.

3) | L@‘eel the value of what | do is recognised by others.

H@,&I\ues of the variables reflect disagreements with the statements, i.e. they reflect
perceived social integration (or lack of social exclusion or low social exclusion). It has to be noted
that these variables do not measure the external and internal sides of perceived social

integration to the same degree. Specifically, the first variable reflects mostly the external side

14
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of integration, since the statement refers to the whole society. The second statement also refers
to society, but in a functional or stratification-related way, as it connects integration to
occupation and income. On the other hand, the third variable is assumed to measure the
support and recognition of others, or in other words, it concentrates more on the e al
side of integration. To sum up, from statement 1 to statement 3, the three que%’\%\measure
the internal side of perceived integration increasingly, whereas from statev@{ to statement

3, they measure the external side decreasingly. @

AN
The EQLS questionnaire lacked the standard measures of eg@??c networks (i.e. the position
generator or name generator). The number of strong{&aptured using a question asking
respondents who they would get support from i@ﬂtuations‘”. They had to choose the most
important person in each situation, indic@ this person was their partner/spouse, other
family member, colleague, friend, @our or someone else. The number of strong ties is
calculated as the number of@s respondents could get support in. The proportion of
relatives among strong EE,Q} alculated as the share of naming partner/spouse, or other family
members in thes&.&(}ations. It has to be noted that this measure is far from ideal, since
respondent%%gable to name only one person in each situation, thus in most situations they
named@@tive. Moreover, the questions about strong ties measure the availability of strong
tQ\Eé'different areas instead of their absolute number. Thus, as we noted above, the variables
can be regarded only as proxy measures of the number and heterogeneity of strong ties.

Questions for weak ties were lacking in the questionnaire.

15
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We estimated a linear relationship between the size and the heterogeneity of egocentric
networks and the indicators of social integration using OLS models.”® The estimated model

regarding data from the Hungarian Election Study is the following:

$

Sl =By + BN + B,RY + BN + B, HYT + B X, +¢,, ‘Qz\

where SI, is the indicator of social integration, N is the number of str@?s“g, R is the

proportion of relatives among strong ties®®, N"" is the number of we@ , H"™ heterogeneity

of weak ties, X; is the vector of personal characteristics of t@uar‘ﬂ_ Finally, the equation

includes the usual error term ( &; ).> Q&
\
N\

The estimated model regarding data from the %egan Quality of Life Survey is the following:

&

Sli =B + BN+ B,RET + B X +¢&i, ®

,Q\\

where Sl is the indicator o@l integration, N’ is the number of strong ties, R’ is the

proportion of relative\a\s&g strong ties®3, X, is the vector of personal characteristics of the

individual >%, g@e error term.>®

4. Reg{j)(;%
Table 1 and Table 2 show the results for objective and subjective indicators of social integration,

respectively. Dependent variables of Columns 1-3 in Table 1 are variables of public participation

(membership in voluntary organizations, participation in political activities and voting in the last

16
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general election, respectively). The numbers of strong and weak ties are mostly positively
related to variables of public participation — the one exception is voting in the last general
election, which is determined more by socio-demographic variables. Compared to having no
strong ties, having 7 or more strong ties correlates with a higher likelihood of memb@(;)in
voluntary organisations, whereas having 1-6 strong ties makes statistically no di@}ce in the
likelihood of membership. On the other hand, having one strong tie is as&%ﬁd with a 14.2
percentage point higher likelihood of participation in political activitj%%npared to having no
strong tie, having even more than one strong tie is assoc@with a linearly increasing
likelihood of political activities. A one standard deviatio& se in the number of weak ties is
associated with a 6.0 percentage point increase in@ership in voluntary organizations, and
with a 5.5 percentage point increase in p@pation in political activities. This means that
individuals with larger egocentric ne@'are more likely to participate in public life than
people with smaller egocentric @%&(S Regarding voting, the estimated coefficient on the
number of weak ties is noQ t\tically significant, whereas the effect of the number of strong
ties is non-linear. Th{;@&th no strong ties voted with the highest likelihood in the last general
election. Com@o them, those with one strong tie were 11.3 percentage point less likely to

have vo@ose with more strong ties voted with statistically no different likelihood, i.e. the

r%ﬁe}%ip between the number of strong ties and voting seems to show a U-shape.

Heterogeneity of weak ties correlates positively with two of the three variables of participation.

A one standard deviation increase in heterogeneity of weak ties is associated with a 2.2

17
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percentage point increase in membership in voluntary organizations, and with a 3.6 percentage
point increase in participation in political activities. The results corroborate the findings using
American (Magee, 2008) and Japanese data (Miyata et al, 2008). As noted above, these results
do not indicate any direction of causality. It is possible that public participation strengt@?@we
connections between different groups of society, while it is also possible that a hs%\geneous

network provides the basis of acquiring communication skills necessary in m@%}‘barticipation.

S

According to our hypothesis, the higher the proportion of reIative@ng strong ties the less
likely the membership in voluntary organisations, and the Ie@ the participation in political
activities. A one standard deviation increase in the p&&ﬁ%ﬁ%n of relatives is associated with a
2.5 percentage point decrease in voluntary orgaq@m membership and 5.4 percentage point

N\

decrease in political activities. On the oth r‘&, its association with voting in the last general

These results might be e@ed by the different nature of the three types of public

election is insignificant.

participation. Particip@%n voluntary organisations and participation in political activities
require persister@opperation with others, whereas voting in an election is a single event, where
an individts alone. According to Banfield %, those who have strong ties mostly in their
fam&{%@k other people less and are less likely to cooperate with others, which might explain
t&\nggative coefficients for the first two indicators and the insignificant coefficient for voting.®’
On the other hand, the elderly are more likely to vote in general elections than the young,

whereas they have smaller networks as well, thus the correlation between network size, the

18
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heterogeneity of the egocentric network and voting is rather weak. It is also possible that voting
is @ more or less ritual or routine event, thus it depends less on social contacts and network
characteristics.

Table 1: OLS regression coefficients for indicators of social integration v
\)
(1) (2) (3) NS (5)
Mevzlt;enr::rlp n Participation in Voted in the Con ein Conf;doenrice n
. 'y political last general mental
organisations activities election titutions governmental
(NGOs) \& institutions
3°
L\::?ger of strong ref. ref. ref.%\ ref. ref.
1 0.015 0.142%** - %* 0.133* 0.148*
(0.050) (0.050) % ) (0.075) (0.085)
2-3 0.048 0.149%** Q .049 0.189%*** 0.194%**
(0.048) (0.048) Qz\ (0.052) (0.067) (0.077)
4-6 0.033 0.192%*%* \ -0.049 0.209%*** 0.175%*
(0.049) (O.Q&, (0.052) (0.066) (0.076)
7+ 0.143** 0. X -0.069 0.163* 0.188*
(0.069) ) (0.065) (0.088) (0.100)
Proportion of 4&
relatives among -0.001** ﬁ‘) *0.002*** 0.000 -0.001** -0.001**
strong ties @
(o.oodb (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
::Smber of weak @v* 0.011 %+ 0.003 -0.002 -0.002
6\( .002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
uigekrfigei”e'ty ‘@ 0.001%* 0.002%** 0.001 -0.000 -0.000
¢ Q (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Adjuste ﬁ%& 0.110 0.118 0.100 0.069 0.058
N 2053 2053 2028 2039 1978

a\from Hungarian Election Study 2008. Standard errors are in parentheses. Control variables: age,
squared age, sex, marital status, education, labour force status, subjective social class, activity limitation,
household size, per capita household income, type of settlement and region. Dummies are included for
missing income variable.

*okok

"p<0.10, " p<0.05 " p<0.01

19
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In the case of confidence in governmental and confidence in non-governmental institutions
(Column 4 and Column 5 in Table 1), regarding strong ties, the results are similar: the number of
strong ties correlates positively with the type of confidence in institutions. The real difference
appears to be firstly between those who have no strong ties and who have some stron@i}at
least 0.13-0.15 point higher trust compared to the former group), and secondly @xn those

who have one strong tie and those who have two or more strong ties (O.QR\&S point higher

trust compared to the former group). @
N\

The proportion of relatives among strong ties correlates ne@ with both trust variables. A
one standard deviation increase in proportion of reIaK&gm%ong strong ties is associated with
a 1.4 percentage decrease in confidence in‘%\%nmental organisations, and with a 2.0
percentage decrease in confidence in Q&ovemmental organisations. The number and

heterogeneity of weak ties seems to\%related to confidence in institutions.

Table 2 shows the results f; r@?&els where the dependent variable is perceived (subjective)
social integration. Th%&vp%\dent variable of model 1 is that the respondent feels left out of
society, the dep@gnt variable of model 2 is that the respondent feels that some people look
down on @cause of her job situation or income, and the dependent variable of model 3 is
tha&f&%\ﬁespondent does not feel that what she does is recognised by others. As we noted
a&\vg, these statements reflect increasingly the internal side of perceived integration (and

decreasingly its external side).

20
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The coefficient on the number of strong ties is positive and significant in all the three models,
which means that the higher the egocentric network the more integrated individuals see
themselves — regardless of the degree of the internal and the external side of integration. The
estimated coefficient on the proportion of relatives among strong ties is insignificant in@ 1
and model 2, whereas it is positive and significant in model 3. It is worth noting @he size of
the coefficient is increasing as the dependent variable reflected increasingb{{é&%ternal side of
subjective integration (0.013, 0.200, 0.452 in model 1, model 2 and m%% respectively). These
results could be interpreted as suggesting that the proportio@elatives in the egocentric
network is positively related to the internal side of perceij cial integration, but it does not
seem to be correlated with its external side. Howe@e have to note again that the measure
of egocentric networks in the EQLS questi@s far from ideal and as the questionnaire
lacked questions on weak ties, we wer@a e to include these variables in our models. Hence,

the results are only indicative a@must be careful when drawing strong conclusions from

N\
them. @
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Table 2: OLS regression coefficients for indicators of perceived social integration

(1) (2) (3)

. Feeling that some Feeling that her value
Being left out of . .
society (disagreement) people look down on is not recognised by
¥ & her (disagreement) others (disagreement)
Number of strong ties 0.086" 0.097" 0.10 Q)
(0.051) (0.055) (0
Proport!on of relatives among 0.021 0.224 @ "
strong ties
(0.150) (0.175) \(,\0.173)
r2_a 0.133 0.177 4Q{\V 0.075
N 951 927 <& 900

dependent variables reflect disagreement with the statements (high level eived social integration).
Control variables: age, squared age, sex, marital status, education, la rce status, health problem,
subjective financial situation, household size, per capita househo ome, type of settlement, and
region. Dummies are included for missing income variable.

*p<0.10, " p<0.05 " p<0.01 \@
N\

Hypothesis 1 seems to be supported by our resyttgnAthigher number of strong ties is associated

N
Data from European Quality of Life Survey 2007. Standard errors are in par;‘b&%s. High values of the

with better social integration according t‘@, objective and subjective indicators. The number
of weak ties, however, correlates p@y only with membership in NGOs and participation in
political activities, with thos@ types of activities that require more or less persistent

cooperation with othe@%
)

Hypothesis 2 is \nostly supported by our results. The proportion of relatives among strong
ties corrzlﬁ/@vegatively with four of the five objective indicators of social integration, whereas
th@%geneity of weak ties correlates positively with indicators of public participation, but it
is not related to voting and confidence in institutions. Overall, it seems that the heterogeneity

of the egocentric network is positively related to being well-integrated.
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The results do not falsify hypothesis H3 either. The proportion of relatives among strong ties
seems to be positively related to the internal side of perceived social integration, whereas it is
not correlated with indicators of subjective integration measuring mostly the external side of
social integration. Thus, we may conclude that egocentric networks composed rr@spof
relatives are beneficial regarding feeling safe and being supported by others (igéj\u?g\side of
perceived social integration), whereas it has no negative impact on ﬂg&fernal side of
subjective integration. However, the lack of correlation might be cau@ the question design

in EQLS, in which the availability of kin in different situatior@ueasured more than their

proportion in the egocentric networks. Q<&

N\
5. Summary @QQ}

In this paper, we have analysed the a{sé,&tlon between the size and heterogeneity of

egocentric networks and objectiV\ subjective indicators of social integration, using

nationally representative dat%%}from Hungary.

Our results show that@@ze and heterogeneity of the egocentric network associates positively
with objective @\cators of social integration (public participation and confidence in
institution%%e number of strong and weak ties correlates positively with objective indicators
of s@egration, whereas the higher the proportion of relatives among strong ties is the less
IiBi\y,it is that an individual participates in public activities, and the less likely she is to trust
institutions. Heterogeneity of weak ties is related positively to public participation. On the other

hand, due to lack of good-quality secondary data regarding the subjective indicator of social
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integration, our results are less clear. The proportion of relatives among strong ties seems to
correlate positively with the internal side of perceived social integration, but it seems to be
unrelated to its external side. The number of strong ties is associated positively with both the

internal and external sides of subjective integration. @Ej
R

Due to data limitation, we were unable to test whether the effects of %@ber and

heterogeneity of strong ties on perceived social integration remain unc n\z?i if the number

and heterogeneity of weak ties are also included in the models. It @sible that the effect of

the heterogeneity of weak ties is the inverse of those of h@neity of strong ties, i.e. the

heterogeneity of weak ties might be positively reI&gi%the external side of subjective

integration. Further research is needed to answ«e@ question.

These results suggest that the muIti-dQ@nsional nature of social integration cannot be
neglected, drawing attention to@ct that higher level of social integration cannot be
achieved concentrating onl gé:?its dimensions. Our results also underline that homogeneous
egocentric networks \aé@,o beneficial regarding trust and participation, however they might

have a positive @ on feeling safe, supported and recognized by others for being the person

N
an mdlzg/@
N
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Appendix

Table Al: Descriptive statistics, Hungarian Election Study 2008

Mean SD Min Max N

Membership in voluntary organisations (NGOs) 0.204 0.403 0 1 Cj 2119
Participation in political activities 0.255 0.436 0 % 2119
Voted in the last general election 0.759 0.428 0 ,@ 2091
Trust in governmental institutions 2.518 0.565 1 s 4 2101
Trust in non-governmental institutions 2.200 0.609 v 4 2036
0 strong tie 0.046 0.209 i\é\(/ 1 2120
1 strong tie 0.169 0.375 (é\() 1 2120
2-3 strong ties 0.392 0.488 Q 0 1 2120
4-6 strong ties 0.349 0 0 1 2120
7 or more strong ties 0.044 0 1 2120
Proportion of relatives among strong ties (%) 70.90 \ 580 0 100 2116
Number of weak ties 11. 5.182 0 24 2108
Heterogeneity of weak ties 20.329 0 154.3 2108
Age 4%11 855 17.899 18 96 2112
Sex % .542 0.498 1 2 2120
Single \z\Q 0.243 0.429 0 1 2116
Married/living with partner \\ 0.533 0.499 0 1 2116
Separated & 0.096 0.295 0 1 2116
Widowed JQQ, 0.128 0.334 0 1 2116
Education: Primary % 0.244 0.430 0 1 2116
Education: Vocational %& 0.320 0.466 0 1 2116
Education: Secondary 6_3\ 0.299 0.458 0 1 2116
Education: Tertiary %\ 0.138 0.345 0 1 2116
Budapest % 0.168 0.374 0 1 2120
County seat Q 0.213 0.409 0 1 2120
Town \'Q(/ 0.285 0.452 0 1 2120
Village &) 0.334 0.472 0 1 2120
Employed/self- @yed 0.510 0.500 0 1 2111
Retired 0.330 0.470 0 1 2111
Unemplo% ) 0.048 0.214 0 1 2111
In ed io 0.064 0.244 0 1 2111
(0] Ufﬁ 0.048 0.213 0 1 2111

%\Iimitation 0.241 0.428 0 1 2110
gp; ctive social class: upper class 0.022 0.146 0 1 2094
Subjective social class: middle class 0.403 0.491 0 1 2094
Subjective social class: lower middle class 0.262 0.440 0 1 2094
Subjective social class: lower and working classes 0.313 0.464 0 1 2094
Household size 2.803 1.236 1 5 2118
Per capita household income (HUF) 73971 70097 6000 1000000 1219
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Central Hungary region 0.254 0.435 0 1 2120
Central Transdanubia region 0.123 0.328 0 1 2120
Western Transdanubia region 0.106 0.309 0 1 2120
Southern Transdanubia region 0.104 0.306 0 1 2120
Northern Hungary region 0.127 0.333 0 1 2120
Northern Great Plain region 0.155 0.362 0 1 2120
Southern Great Plain region 0.131 0.337 0 1<\c-\ 2120
N\
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Table A2: Descriptive statistics, European Quality of Life Survey 2. wave

Mean SD Min Max N

| feel left out of society 4.071 1.021 1 5 987
S'ome.peoplt'e look down on me because of my job 3.793 1.170 1 5 964
situation or income

| don’t feel the value of what | do is recognised by 3.366 1113 1 5 6
others Q
Number of strong ties 4314 0.887 0 6& 1000
Proportion of relatives among strong ties (%) 0.789 0.274 0 % 1000
Sex 0.536 0.499 0 ((,\ 1000
Age 46.479 17.694 1K\z\ 95 1000
Education: Primary 0.553 0.497 (Q 1 1000
Education: Secondary 0.332 0.471 1 1000
Education: Tertiary 0.115 0.31Q 0 1 1000
Living with partner 0.620 0 0 1 993
Separated 0.088 0 1 993
Widowed 0.110 % 12 0 1 993
Single 0.1§(/ 0.387 0 1 993
Employed/self-employed \§ 0.498 0 1 1000
Retired 15 0.465 0 1 1000
Unemployed Q.075 0.264 0 1 1000
In education \ 0.058 0.234 0 1 1000
Other & 0.095 0.293 0 1 1000
Health problem ‘Q«, 0.287 0.452 0 1 976
HH makes ends meet: easily ® 0.254 0.436 0 1 992
HH makes ends meet: with some difficy@ 0.379 0.485 0 1 992
HH makes ends meet: with difficulty 0.206 0.405 0 1 992
HH makes ends meet: with great di Y 0.161 0.367 0 1 992
Household size i 2.976 1.247 1 5 1000
Per capita household inco@) 248.3 190.8 13 2362.3 742
Village 0.535 0.499 0 1 999
Town 4\Q 0.280 0.449 0 1 999
Budapest Q 0.185 0.388 0 1 999
Central Hungar %’n 0.289 0.454 0 1 1000
Central Tran&@ia region 0.124 0.330 0 1 1000
Western S@ nubia region 0.147 0.354 0 1 1000
South sdanubia region 0.134 0.341 0 1 1000
No%ﬁ%—lungary region 0.097 0.296 0 1 1000
Northern Great Plain region 0.099 0.299 0 1 1000
Southeast Great Plain region 0.109 0.312 0 1 1000
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non-linear.

0 Since the variable of the proportion of relatives among strong ties is calculated as the number
of relatives among strong ties divided by the number of strong ties, those with no strong ties
would have to be taken out of our sample. We reckoned the proportion of relatives f @se
respondents as 0. We also estimated models where we excluded those with no strQ\ , and

the results remained the same. %
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estimated models restricted the sample for those who have at Ieas\ rong tie, and the results
were the same.
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access to recreational areas etc.).
% Table Hiba! A hivatkozasi forras nem talélha@e Appendix provides descriptive statistics
of the variables. NN
56 The Moral Basis of a Backward Society. &
57 Naturally, it is possible that particip <gf1 voluntary organizations and in political activities
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