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OUTLINE

 The social report series
 The content of the current report
* Main messages on the Hungarian society
* trends of socio-economic convergence,
* education as a background to socio-economic outcomes

e polarisation, trust and social cohesion



TARSADALMI RIPORT (HU SOCIAL REPORT) MAIN FEATURES

| RIPORT -2012 | .I*IE"TE"'.” 2014 RIPORT - 2016 ‘ RIPORT ) 2018

e 1990-2018, every second year

e Social indicators and analyses

 Empirical research reports

* |nternational comparisons

e Users: administration, academia, media university students

* Finance: welfare ministry (again and still...)

* By TARKI staff and (at least half) by other members of HU research
community



PART |. SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INDICATORS
(social and economic convergence, household structure, demography,

poverty and social exclusion,) llgl

PART Il. SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND SOCIAL MOBILITY
(social classes, upper middle class, educational mobility, outward
migration)

Contents (of the 2019 Hungarian Social Report) |i ﬁ

PART Ill. VULNERABLE GROUPS
(young people, poor, the Roma)

PART IV. NON-MATERIAL WELL-BEING
(education, health, housing)

PART V. VALUES AND ATTITUDES
(rule of law, attitudes to migrants, elections, trust in institutions

Russian influence) ’ rlJ- TARKI



SOME SELECTED DETAILS

e trends of socio-economic convergence,

e education as a background to socio-economic
outcomes

e polarisation, trust and social cohesion I
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Convergence: economic indicators (Kolosi and Szivos)

The median of the household disposable equivalent

income, 2006—17 (EUR)
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Convergence: health indicators (Orosz and Kollanyi)

Life expectancy at age 40 in Hungary in European

comparison, 1960—-2016 (years)
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Socialist legacy

Note: EU top 3: the average of the three best-performing EU Member States. Increased gap to top EU

Source: Orosz and Kollanyi, 2019, Fig 1 Transition drops
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Convergence: education indicators (Csapo et al)

_ Results for Hungary and its neighbours in the OECD PISA assessments
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Education as a background: social structure and mobility
(Téth and Szelényi)

INTERGENERATIONAL EARNINGS MOBILITY AND INCOME INEQUALITY
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Education as a background: health outcomes

Life expectancy at age 40 by education level in different groups of EU countries, 2016 (year)
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Note: population-weighted averages. ISCED 0—2: max lower-secondary (without graduation);
ISCED 3—4: upper-secondary education (with graduation); ISCED 5-8: tertiary education.
Source: Orosz and Kollanyi, 2019 Eurostat [demo_mlexpecedu] and [demo_pjan].
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Education as a background: intergenerational transmission (Csap? et al)

» Figure IL1.3 =
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Evolution of trust in political institutions in EU countries,
2007-2011 and 2011-2016 (Boda and Medgyesi)
(scale: 1-10)
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Notes: trust scale range: 1-10
Source: Boda and Medgyesi, Figs 1 and 2, based on EQLS 2007, 2011, 2016

* Some imrpvement in
2011-2016




Evolution of trust in legal system/police in EU countries,
2007-2011 and 2011-2016 (Boda and Medgyesi)
(scale: 1-10)
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e HU: lower half

Notes: trust scale range: 1-10
Source: Boda and Medgyesi, Figs 3 and 4, based on EQLS 2007, 2011, 2016

* Some imrpvement in
2011-2016




Percentage of those trusting various institutions by political
preferences (Boda and Medgyesi)

Political institutions (government, parliament)

(1

R Ty T
] - L] . i = 4 -
':ﬁ:.:. -l::-l'r _-\.ﬁ:. -\.:.‘j- q-.ﬁ-v "'\.1?':. -\.."?} -\.': = -\.& .:cl.-" -.::\.b i .::ﬁ: .\.."_;- 1 e,
= #@ -r ] b o L

-
-

s Lufing s Rigkt-amg Donthkmosr oo Total sample

Notes:
political scale 1-10, where left is 1-5, right is 6-10

80% -
75% -
70% -
65% -
60% -
55% -
50% -
45% -
40% -
35% -

30%

Legal system/police

Institutional trust: dummy index, where 0 is for no trust, 1 is for trust Source: Boda and

Medgyesi, Figures 10 and 11, based on Eurobarometer 2007-2016



SOME ADDITIONAL TOPICS UNREFLECTED IN THE PRESENTATION

* Land ownership structure

* Competitiveness indicators, objective and subjective
e Family enterprises

* Private healthcare provision

e Situation of men and women

* Social policy reform at local level

* Household structure

* Housing indicators

e Situation of young people
* Rule of law

e Attitudes to migrants

* Trust in institutions
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AVAILABILITY OF THE SERIES

Free download in pdf, ePub and Mobi

http://www.tarki.hu/eng/tarsadalmi-
riport

Paper copies
in bookshops or at www.lira.hu
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