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Abstract 

In this paper we have sought to combine regional and social exclusion perspectives on 

economic exclusion in the enlarged EU. Our analysis confirms that while the 

economically excluded constitute substantially larger groups in the poorer regions 

they are much more sharply differentiated from others in the richer regions. These 

results bring out the importance of being able to combine both regional and social 

policy perspectives within the same conceptual and measurement framework. While 

the economically excluded are also disadvantaged in relation to more wide ranging 

measureS of social exclusion no case can be made that variation in the level and 

intensity of economic exclusion help to account for regional differences in levels of 

social exclusion. Substantial variations across regions in levels of social cohesion are 

observed. However, the vast bulk of such variation occurs within rather than between 

regions. Furthermore, while the economically excluded generally report lower levels 

of social cohesion, the impact of such vulnerability is actually greater in the more 

affluent regions. Thus regional variations in levels of cohesion cannot be accounted 

for by the differential impact of economic exclusion. In fact, in the absence of this 

latter variation differences in such levels would actually be greater. Thus while the 

economically excluded are characterised by exposure to higher levels of social 

exclusion and lower levels of social cohesion, regional differences in these 

dimensions cannot simply be accounted for by corresponding differences in the levels 

or impact of economic exclusion. 



Economic Exclusion, Social Exclusion and 
Social Integration in an Enlarged European 
Union 

Introduction 

This paper deals with three topics. Firstly, it seeks to go beyond unidimensionl 

income-based approaches to measuring poverty and social exclusion by developing a 

multi-dimensional measure of economic exclusion using latent class analysis. 

Secondly, it exainines whether economic exclusion measured in this way is linked to 

broader indicators of social exclusion. Thirdly, it assesses whether economic 

exclusion is a significant influence on certain aspects of social integration. EU 

regional and social policy assumes that poverty and exclusion tend to undermine 

social cohesion and the concern in dealing with our third topic is to assess the validity 

ofthat assumption. 

Underlying the treatment of these three topics is a concern for the effects of EU 

enlargement on patterns of economic and social exclusion in the EU and the manner 

in which those patterns should be measured. Even prior to enlargement, a large body 

of literature has argued the need for a move from a focus on income poverty to a 

concern with social exclusion and from a unidimensional to a multidimensional 

perspective involving consideration of a wider range of indicators of economic and 

social circumstances ranging from current living standards to housing, health and 

quality of environment. With enlargement the case for such a broader perspective has 

become more compelling and the need to take inequalities between countries and 

regi()ns into account increases (Vaughan-Whitehead, 2004). Inequality between 

countries may appear to be outside the EU social policy remit given that it is defined 
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as a member state competence. However, it is directly relevant to EU regional policy 

where the divergence in living standards between member states and regions is the 

main focus of interest. The regional perspective in EU policy defines the majority of 

the ten new member states as disadvantaged - all bar Slovenia and Cyprus have a 

GDP per capita below 75 per cent of the EU25. The accession of the new states, 

therefore, according to this perspective, sharply increases the overall level of socio

economic disadvantage and inequality within the Union (European Commission 

2004). 

A further basis on which the regional and ,social policy might be integrated arises 

from their common concern with social cohesion. The term social cohesion has partly 

assimilated older terms in social analysis such as solidarity and social integration 

(Lockwood, 1964; 1992: 1999). Chiesi (2002) has suggested that it is perhaps most 

usefully seen as a concept closely related to that of social integration but allowing for 

significant and desirable diversity in the values of sub-groups of the population. 

Social cohesion arises as an issue in both EU regional policy and social policy 

primarily in the context of references to socio-economic disadvantage. 1 This usage of 

the term social cohesion is consistent with the broad definition of social cohesion 

adopted by authors such as Berger-Schmitt and Noll (2000) that incorporates the 

extent of inequalities in life-chances. Our preference, however, is for defining social 

cohesion in terms of relational connectedness and a sense of a common membership 

of a given community (Friedkin, 2004). This approach highlights the need to explore 

the relationship between individuai life-chances on the one hand and the inter

personal processes of social cohesion on the other. This is our concern here when we 

analyse the link between economic exclusion and indicators of social cohesion? 
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The paper proceeds as follows. In the first instance, following Whelan and Maitre 

(2004) we will develop a measure of vulnerability to economic exclusion that takes 

into account not only relatively low income but also current life-style deprivation and 

experience of economic strain. Having done so, and established regional variations in 

the risk and patterning of vulnerability, we will proceed to consider how economic 

exclusion, defined in this relatively restricted sense, is associated with wider patterns 

of social exclusion incorporating factors such as health, housing and environment and 

the extent to which this varies by region. Finally, we will address the issue of the 

impact of economic exclusion on social cohesion and the extent to which regional 

variations in such cohesion can be accounted for by corresponding variations in levels 

of economic exclusion and in the consequences of such exclusion. 

Data and Measures 

In 2003 the European Foundation for the Improvement of Working and Living 

Conditions launched a survey on the quality of life in Europe - the European Quality 

of Life Survey (EQLS). The survey was carried out in 28 countries: the 15 EU 

Member States before May 2004; the 10 acceding countries which became Member 

States in May 2004; and the three candidate countries Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey. 

Around 1,000 persons aged 18 and over were interviewed in each country, except for 

the 'smaller' countries - Cyprus, Estonia, Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia - where 

around 600 interviews were conducted. The overall response rate was 58.4%. The 

EQLS covers a broad spectrum of life domains with an emphasis on employment and 

working conditions, housing, family, social and political participation, quality of 

society, and subjective well-being. The analysis reported in this paper is based on 
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aggregation of the data to four regions thus overcoming many of the difficulties 

associated with small sample sizes and variable response rates across countries. 

The particular clustering which is used here is adapted from a similar classification 

used by DG REGIO in summarising inequalities in levels of economic development 

across member states (European Commission 2004: 11). The four groups are as 

follows: 

EU12HI: Comprising the twelve high-income EU member states whose GDP per 

capita exceeds the mean GDP per capita of the EU 25. In population tenns, this is the 

dominant group, accounting for 57.5 per cent of the EU 28 population. The individual 

countries are as follows: Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Austria, Luxembourg, 

Netherlands, Belgium, France, the UK, Ireland, and Italy. 

EU7iNT: The EU member states whose GDP per capita lies between 60 per cent and 

100 per cent of the EU 25 mean. These account for 13.5 per cent of the EU 28 

population. This category includes the Czech Republic, Greece, Malta, Slovenia, 

Portugal, Cyprus and Spain. 

EU6LO: The six low-income EU members states whose GDP per capita lies below 60 

per cent of the EU 25 mean These account for 11.1 per cent of the EU 28 population. 

These comprise Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary. 

CC3: Three candidate countries. In DG REGIO's classification, only two candidate 

countries are included (Bulgaria and Romania) and they are classified with group 3. 
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Here, because the data include Turkey and because the three candidate countries are 

particularly poor, a separate candidate country category is used. GDP per capita in the 

CC3 is below 35 per cent of the mean GDP per capita of the EU 25. These countries 

account for 17.8 per cent ofthe EU28 population. 

Since it is not reasonable to expect that a survey of this sort can approach the 

precision of, for example, the ECHP in measuring household income we not seek to 

calculate income poverty lines and our income analysis is conducted at the level of 

within region income quartiles. 

Economic Vulnerability 

the EQLS contains information that allows us to capture economic exclusion as 

measured by three variables comprising income, current life style deprivation (CLSD) 

and economic strain. We assume that being on low income, reporting a certain amount 

of deprivation and experiencing financial hardship are obvious and manifest signs of 

economic exclusion. To measure low income the EQLS contains information about 

the household total net income allowing us to allocate an income quartile position to 

each household. The measure of CLSD, which is intended to capture exclusion from 

participation in a manner generally identified as appropriate in the relevant 

community, makes use of three types of items. 

For the first set of items the absence and affordability elements were incorporated in 

one question, as follows: "There are some things many people cannot afford even if 

they would like them. Can Ijust check whether your household can afford these if you 

want them". The following six items were administered in this fashion: 
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• Keeping your home adequately warm. 

• Paying for a week's annual holiday away from home. 

• Replacing any worn-out furniture. 

• Buying new, rather than second hand clothes. 

• Eating meat chicken or fish every second day, if you wanted to. 

• Having friends or family for a drink or meal at least once a month. 

For the second set of items respondents were asked if the household possessed the 

items and in the negative case if it was because they could not afford it. The three 

items are: 

• A car or van. 

• A home computer. 

• A washing machine. 

In these cases we consider a household to be deprived only if absence is stated to be 

due to lack of resources. A final item dealt with the experience of debt. 

The CLSD measure is then constructed as the simple sum of the deficits on these 10 

items. This measure had an overall alpha reliability coefficient of 0.872 and does not 

fall below 0.80 in any of the regions. 

Finally the subjective measure of economic strain we employ is based on the 

following question: "Thinking now of your household's total monthly income, is your 
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household able to make ends meet?" Respondents were offered six response 

categories ranging from "with great difficulty" to "very easily". The economic strain 

variable is constructed as being those reporting either "great difficulty" or 

"difficulty" . 

The wide range of items included in the EQLS were utilised to create a sets of 

indicators covering the substantive areas that we label as social exclusion and social 

cohesion. In Table 1 we presents the results of reliability tests for the constructed 

scales and document the size of Cronbach's alpha coefficient for each indicator. For 

the overall sample the size of the coefficient varies from a high of 0.873 for the 

measure of perceived quality of services to a low 0.448 for housing with the vast 

majority approaching or exceeding 0.60. Thus overall our measures can be considered 

to display generally satisfactory levels of reliability. It should also be noted that there 

is a remarkable uniformity across regions in the levels of reliability. Thus our 

conclusions regarding regional differences are not subject to influence by differential 

reliability across regions. In some of our later analysis, in order to facilitate 

presentation and document regional differences in levels, we use aggregated versions 

of the social exclusion and social cohesion indicators and the details of such 

aggregation are reported in an Appendix. Our later multivariate analysis, on the other 

hand, treats the indicators as continuous variables. 

Social Exclusion 

Housing: Respondents were asked to report deficits in their accommodation in 

relation to items such as, shortage of space, rot in windows, doors or floors, 

damp/leaks, no indoor toilet. 
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Environment: Respondents were asked if they experienced problem in the 

neighbourhood relating to noise, air pollution, lack of access to recreational or green 

areas and water quality. 

Access to Medical Services: This dimension covers obstacles to access to medical 

services. The specific items relate to distance to doctor/hospital/medical centre, delay 

to get appointment, waiting time the day of appointment and the cost of seeing a 

doctor. 

Safety: Interviewees were asked about how safe it was to walk in their area at night. 

SoCial Cohesion 

We identified variables in the EQLS that cover eight aspects of what We consider to 

be of social cohesion in society. The eight dimensions are as follows: 

Social Support: This focuses on ability to mobilise support in the following 

circumstances, help around the house when iil, advice about a serious matter, in the 

case of feeling a bit depressed. 

Civic Participation: Respondents were asked if during the last year they had engaged 

in the following: attended a meeting of charitable/voluntary organisation, served on a 

committee for similar organisations, attended meeting of a trade union/political party 

or similar, contacted a politician or public official. 
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Confidence in Social Benefit System: Interviewees were questioned about their trust in 

the social benefit system. 

Confidence in the State Pension System: Interviewees were asked about how much 

trust they had in the state pension system. 

Perceived Quality of Services: Interviewed persons rated the quality of public 

services with a scale going from 1 (very poor) to 10 (high quality). The public 

services evaluated were: health services, education system, public transport, social 

services, state pension system. 

Alienation: Respondents were asked to express the extent of their agreement with the 

following statements: "in order to get ahead nowadays you are forced to do things that 

are not correct", ifthey "feel left out of society", if" good luck is more important than 

hard work for success" and if" life has become so complicated that they almost can't 

find their way". 

Perceived Inter-Group Tensions: Respondents were asked about their perception of 

levels of tension in relation to five social groups: " poor and rich people", 

"management and workers", "men and women", "old and young people" and finally 

"different racial and ethnic groups". 

Interpersonal Trust: Respondents were asked to indicate their general level of trust 

towards most of the people on a scale going from 1 to 10, where 1 means that one 

can't be to careful and 10 that most people can be trusted. 
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Table 1: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficients for Social Exclusion and Social 
Cohesion Indicators by Economic Region 

EU28 EU12 HI EU7INT EU6LO CC3 
Social 
Exclusion 

Housing 

0.550 0.448 0.514 0.524 0.554 

Environment 0.786 0.815 0.747 0.761 0.720 
Social 

0.674 0.674 0.719 0.607 0.654 Support 
Access to 
Medical 0.800 0.778 0.774 0.751 0.807 
Services 

Social 
Cohesion 

Civic 
0.628 0.619 0.619 0.570 0.674 Participation 

Perceived 
Quality of 0.854 0.819 0.862 0.819 0.873 
Services 
Alienation 0.623 0.602 0.580 0.576 0.559 
Perceived 
Inter-Group 0.725 0.713 0.713 0.763 0.676 
Tensions 

Vulnerability to Economic Exclusion 

The approach we adopt in analysing economic exclusion involves an analysis of 

manifest indicators in order to identify underlying or latent vulnerability. We achieve 

this objective by the application of latent class analysis. The basic idea underlying 

such analysis is long established and very simple (Lazarsfeld, 1950, Lazatsfeld and 

Henry, 1980). The associations between a set of categorical variables, regarded as 

indicators of an unobserved typology, are accounted for by membership of a small 

number of latent classes. As Moisio (forthcoming) notes, implicit in the notion of 
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multi-dimensional measurement of exclusion is the assumption that there is no one 

'true' indicator of the underlying concept. Instead we have a sample of indicators that 

tap different aspects of a complex phenomenon. If we are to move beyond the 

accumulation of a mass of descriptive detail we need to develop a measurement model 

that enables us to understand the manner in which our indicators are related to the 

latent concept. Latent class analysis assumes that each individual is a member of one 

and only one of N latent classes and that, conditional on latent class membership, the 

manifest variables are mutually independent of each others. Conditional independence 

is a version of the familiar idea that the correlation between two variables may be a 

result of their common dependence on a third variable. In estimating latent class 

models the logic is identical but explanatory variable is unobserved and must be 

identified statistically. 3 

Our focus is on three key indicators - income quartile position within region, current 

life-style deprivation quartile (CLSD) regional position and exposure to economic 

strain. We have focused as far as possible on relative position within region. This is 

obviously the case for income and deprivation and in the case of economic strain 

eighty per cent of the variation is within region. Our objective is to identify groups 

who are vulnerable to economic exclusion in the sense of being distinctive in their 

risk of falling below a critical resource level, being exposed to life-style deprivation 

and experiencing subjective economic strain. We have deliberately focused on the 

form of deprivation that earlier research has shown to be most closely related to low 

income and economic strain (Whelan et al 2001). In our later analysis we will 

examine how economic exclusion is related to other forms of deprivation. We have 

also chosen not to include variables such as unemployment and other forms of 
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exclusion from the labour market as indicators of economic exclusion. Instead we 

think it is more useful to consider such factors, together with variables such as low 

education, as determinants of economic exclusion. 

Recently Eurostat has taken to referring to those falling below designated relative 

income thresholds as "at risk of income poverty". However, while this reflects 

awareness of the problems of sole reliance on such measures it leaves entirely open 

the issue of the extent to which such risk is translated into actual poverty. With latent 

class analysis on the other hand it is possible to clearly operationalize the distinction 

between vulnerability to exclusion, in the sense of having heightened risks of 

particular forms of disadvantage, and the actual experience of particular forms of 

deprivation. The method of analysis is thus entirely consistent with the sociological 

notion that members of a particular socio-economic or socio-demographic category 

may he exposed to a distinctively high level of risk of exposure to a range of 

undesirable outcomes but not all of them experience such outcomes at the same point 

in time nor do they necessarily have to cop'e with simultaneous exposure to the 

spectrUm of disadvantages. A range of factors such as specific life-cycle events, 

labour market experience and other viciSsitudes mediate between risk-levels and 

outcomes. 

Throughout our analysis the economic strain and deprivation variables are treated as 

dichotomies, however, our income variable distinguishes between all four quartiles 

within region. Our results will be reported in terms of the conditional probabilities, 

given the latent class of which one is a member, of being located in each quartile. Our 

deprivation outcome reports the conditional probability of being in the highest quartile 
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within region. The economic strain variable distinguishes those households that have 

"difficulty" or "great difficulty" in making ends meet from all others. 

Given three manifest variables the latent class formulation for variables A, B, C is 

where 1rt
X denotes the probability of being in latent class t=1. .. T oflatent variable X; 

1r;:X denotes the conditional probability of obtaining the response to item A, from 

members of class t, 1=1 .. .1; and 1rJ,x, 1r~x denote the corresponding probabilities for 

items Band C respectively. 

Conditional independence can also be represented as a log-linear model 

In this case the cell frequencies in the complete fitted table are represented as the 

product of a set of parameters corresponding to the fitted marginals of the conditional 

independence model. The model can be estimated using the EM algorithm. We use 

the LEM Programme to estimate the parameters of the model (Vermunt, 1993, 

Vermunt and Magidson, 2003). 

Each model provides us with an estimate of the size of the economically vulnerable 

class and the probabilities, conditional on being or not being a member of that class, 
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of being currently exposed to low income, high deprivation and economic strain. Our 

objective is to develop a parsimonious, and theoretically meaningful model that 

generates a set of expected frequencies that come as close as possible to the observed 

frequencies constituted by the 4 x 2 X 2 cross-tabulation constituted by cross-

classifying our indicators. Applying our model we can compare how well different 

hypotheses are according to goodness of fit criteria including the number of case 

misclassified by using the expected values derived from the model rather than the 

observed frequencies. In Table 2 we set out the details of model fits for our analysis of 

economic exclusion within regions. Our benchmark is the conditional independence 

model, which allows for variation in levels of disadvantage on each dimension across 

regions but assumes independence between dimensions. This expected frequencies 

generated by this model results in 21 % of cases being misclassified. A homogeneous 

latent class model, which allows the size of classes to vary across clusters but 

constrains the conditional probabilities across clusters for each indicator to be equal, 

reduces the conditional independence model deviance by 59% and reduces the level 

of inisclassification to 13%. Finally, the heterogeneous model, which relaxes the 

constraint on conditional probabilities and allows them to vary across regions, reduces 

the deviance of the conditional independence model by 97% and misclassifies only 

3% of cases. 

Table 2: Latent Class Model Fits for Economic Regions EU28 
Models I I I 

G2 df rCI 
Conditional 6.983.8 39 
Independence 
Model (Cl) 
Homogeneous 
Heterogeneous 

2,850.9 
181.8 

46 
16 

58.5 
97.4 

~ 

21.0 

12.7 
3.0 
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In Table 3 we set out the results for our final model broken down by region. The 

model misclassifies approximately two per cent of cases in all regions other than the 

CC3 where it rises to six per cent. The poorer performance in the latter is primarily a 

reflection of the fact that our model fails to take into account that for those outside the 

most deprived quartile the impact of income position is rather uneven. Thus our 

model overestimates the level of economic strain for this group among the top and 

bottom quartiles and underestimates it for the intervening quartiles. A striking finding 

to emerge from this analysis is that, unlike the case for analysis based solely on 

relative income, a multidimensional approach focusing on within region inequalities 

reveals substantial between region variations in the level of economic vulnerability. 

The lowest level of 23% is observed in the EU12HI. This rises to 31 % for the 

EU7INT region and to just over 40% for the EU6LO and the CC3 regions. 

Table 3: Vulnerability to Economic Exclusion by Economic Region: Class Size, Model 
Fits and Conditional Probabilities for Latent Class Models for Income Deprivation and 
Economic Strain (V= Vulnerable, NV=Not Vulnerable) 

I EU28 I EU12 HI I EU7INT EU6LO CC3 
Class Type V NV V NV V NV V NV 
Vulnerable 0.322 0.233 0.306 0.421 0.426 
Class Size 

G2 181.79 64.75 5.51 13.82 97.72 
DF 16 4 4 4 4 
Ll 2.90 2.18 1.40 2.27 6.40 

Income Quartile 
Top 0.036 0.315 0.038 0.345 0.083 0.369 0.015 0.425 
Second 0.075 0.303 0.098 0.317 0.144 0.330 0.161 0.318 
Third 0.348 0.221 0.327 0.215 0.319 0.197 0.348 0.176 
Bottom 0.542 0.161 0.536 0.123 0.454 0.104 0.476 0.081 

Deprivation 0.902 0.071 0.787 0.023 0.560 0.061 0.599 0.039 

Economic Strain 0.367 0.010 0.496 0.073 0.876 0.151 0.870 0.130 
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Our analysis reveals generally similar patterns of differentiation in terms of income 

profile between vulnerable and non-vulnerable classes across regions. Thus for those 

in the vulnerable class the probability of being located in the bottom income quartile 

displays extremely modest variation with the highest value being 54% and the lowest 

45%, Similarly, the likelihood of being found in the top income quartile remains 

within the narrow range running from 1.5% to 8%. As a consequence the extent to 

which economic vulnerability differentiates in terms of relative income positio'n 

shows modest variation across region. 

In the case of deprivation, however, there is a sharp contrast between the more and 

less affluent regions. In the former, deprivation is the primary factor differentiating 

the vulnerable and risk levels are significantly higher than in the poorer regions with 

the likelihood reaching ninety per cent in the EU12HI before falling to just below 

eighty per cent in the EU7INT. In contrast the risk levels are below sixty per cent in 

the remaining clusters. Not only are deprivation levels significantly higher in the 

better off regions but it also serves to differentiate much more sharply between the 

economically vulnerable and others. 

Overall then the relatively large vulnerable classes in the EU6LO and CC3 display 

extremely high risk levels of economic strain with nine out of ten meeting this 

condition. Six out of ten fulfil the deprivation condition and one in two are in the 

bottom income quartile. For these regions the sharpest degree of differentiation is 

associated with economic strain, then deprivation and finally income. In the more 

affluent regions the smaller sized vulnerable classes are distinguished primarily by 

their exposure to deprivation, followed by economic strain and finally low income. 
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Unlike a relative income poverty approach, the latent class multidimensional 

perspective enables us to capture both regional variations in the scale of economic 

vulnerability and within region variation in the intensity and patterning of such 

vulnerability. Thus while the vulnerable class in the EU12HI is half the size of that in 

the EU6LO and CC3 and their absolute income levels and living conditions and 

ability to avoid economic strain are clearly superior, the relative disadvantages 

experience by this group in relation to both life-style deprivation and economic strain 

are substantially greater than those found in any of the less affluent regions. 

Economic Exclusion and Social Exclusion 

Having given theoretical priority to economic exclusion, we now seek to establish 

how such vulnerability is associated with other dimensions of exclusion. These 

additional indicators include housing, neighbourhood environment, personal safety 

and access to medical services. For our present purposes we make use of aggregated 

versions of these variables and in three of the four cases we distinguish between high, 

medium and low levels of social exclusion. In the final case relating to personal safety 

we distinguish simply between high and low levels. In Table 4 we document the 

distribution for each aspect across regions. In each case the label "high" refers to level 

of social exclusion and thus to greater disadvantage. Focusing first on housing 

deprivation we find sharp variation across region. While only 2% to 3% are in the 

high exclusion category in the EU12HI and the EU7INT this raises to 9% for the 

EU6LO and to 16% for the CC3. Ifwe combine the medium and high categories the 

figure for the better off regions rises to approximately 30% and in the worse off 

regions to between 50% to 60%. Somewhat less variation is observed for the 

neighbourhood environment dimension, although significant regional variation is 

observed. For those exposed to a high level of exclusion, this figure hardly rises above 
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one-in-ten for regions other than the CC3. In the latter case it reaches 18%. 

Combining the medium and high categories we see somewhat more regional 

variation. The lowest rate of exclusion of 30% is found in the EU 12HI. It then rises to 

approximately 40% for the intermediate regions before peaking at 60% in the CC3. 

Focusing on access to medical services we observe a similar pattern of variation. Only 

for the CC3 does the number exposed to a high level of exclusion exceed five percent. 

For the CC3 it reaches almost four times this level. Combining the medium and high 

categories we find that these account for less than one in five of the EUI2i-I1 

respondents, one in four of the EU7INT and EU6LO members and almost one in three 

of those in the CC3 region. Finally in relation to personal safety we find that there is a 

clear contrast between the two most prosperous and the two least prosperous regions. 
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In the former case between one-in-five and one-in-four are observed in the high 

exclusion category while in the later approximately one in three are located there. 

Our attention now turns to the issue of whether there exists greater differentiation in 

terms of social exclusion by economic exclusion in the poorer regions. In Table 5 we 

break down levels of social exclusion by economic exclusion within region.4 For 

housing we find that for every region there is a clear relationship between economic 

exclusion and housing deprivation. The risk of a high level of social exclusion among 

those not economically vulnerable ranges from 1 % in the EU12HI region to 11% in 

the EU6LO region. In contrast, among those vulnerable to economic exclusion the 

range runs from 5% in the most prosperous region to 27% in the least prosperous 

region. Regional and economic vulnerability effects combine to ensure that the 

probability of a high level of exclusion is almost thirty times higher for those 

vulnerable to economic exclusion in the CC3 compared to those buffered against such 

vulnerability in the EU12HI. Ifwe combine the medium and high categories, we find 

that among those not economically vulnerable the rate of housing exclusion runs from 

one in four in the two most affluent regions to approximately one in two in the two 

least affluent. For the economically vulnerable the corresponding figures are one in 

two and between two out of three and three out of four. Thus again there is a striking 

contrast between the most favoured in the most prosperous region and the less 

favoured in the poorest region with risk levels for housing deprivation ranging from 

less than one in four to three out of four. However, there is no evidence that the 

impact of economic vulnerability is greater in poorer regions. In Table 5 we display 

the odds ratios for the risk of high/medium versus low levels of exclusion for the 

economically vulnerable compared to others. There is relatively little variation across 
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region in the levels of association. The highest odds ratio of 10.89 is observed in the 

EU7INT region and the lowest of 1.54 in the EU6LO. The most and least affluent 

regions display almost identical values. In every case the pattern of differentiation in 

terms of housing deprivation is a good deal substantial than in the case of the 

indicators defining economic vulnerability. 

Table 5: Social Exclusion by Economic Exclusion 

Housing 
Low 
Medium 
High 
Odds Ratio 
Rest v Low 

Environment 
Low 
Medium 
High 
Odds Ratio 
Rest v Low 

Access to 
Doctor 

Low 
Medium 
High 
Odds Ratio 
Rest v Low 

Safety 
Low 
High 
Odds Ratio 
Rest v Low 

EU12HI EU7INT 
Vulnerable to 

Economic 
Exclu,sion 

No Yes 

0.77 0.56 
0.22 0.40 
0.01 0.05 

5.16 

0.73 0.59 
0.19 0.28 
0.07 0.13 

1.96 

0.85 0.75 
0.12 0.21 
0.03 0.04 

1.35 

0.82 0.69 
0.11 0.31 

3.35 

Vulnerable to 
Economic 
Excl?sion 

No I Yes 

0.75 0.50 
0.23 0.40 
0.01 0.10 

10.89 

0.56 0.51 
0.34 0.34 
0.10 0.15 

1.6 

0.80 0.63 
0.17 0.27 
0.03 0.10 

3.59 

0.77 0.66 
0.23 0.34 

1.72 

EU6LO 
Vulnerable to 

Economic 
Excl?sion 

No I Yes. 

0.56 0.37 
0.33 0.47 
0.11 0.16 

1.54 

0.61 0.56 
0.29 0.33 
0.10 0.11 

1.11 

0.77 0.69 
0.19 0.25 
0.04 0.06 

1.53 

0.68 0.63 
0.32 0.37 

1.25 

CC3 
Vulnerable to 

Economic 
Excl?sion 

No I Yes 

0.49 0.26 
0.43 0.46 
0.08 0.27 

4.31 

0.40 0.40 
0.42 0.41 
0.18 0.19 

1.07 

0.62 0.40 
0.28 0.33 
0.10 0.27 

3.33 

0.65 0.57 
0.35 0.43 

1.40 
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This conclusion holds with even greater strength in the case of neighbourhood 

environment. In fact only in the case of the EU12HI does any notable differentiation 

by economic vulnerability emerge. Here almost twice as many of the economically 

vulnerable are found in the high exclusion category. Combining the medium and high 

categories we find that four out often of the economically vulnerable are found in that 

category compared to one in four of the remaining respondents. Elsewhere levels of 

deprivation are almost identical across categories of economic vulnerability and the 

overall regional differences are reproduced within these categories. 

The level of association relating to access to a medical services is on average 

somewhat stronger. For those not economically vulnerable the probability of being in 

the medium to high exclusion categories ranges from 15% in the EU12HI to 38% in 

the CC3. The corresponding figures for the vulnerable are 25% and 60%. However, 

there is no systematic variation in the level of association across regions. Finally for 

personal safety a modest degree of association is observed, with levels being 

somewhat higher in the more affluent regions. Thus in the EU12HI 31% of the 

economically vulnerable group are exposed to a high level of exclusion compared to 

11 % of the remaining respondents. In the EU7INT the corresponding figures are 34% 

and 23%. In the EU6LO the relevant figures are 37% and 32% and in the CC3 43% 

and 35%. 

Overall then levels of association between economic vulnerability and the range of 

additional indicators of social exclusion we have considered are both relatively 

modest and relatively invariant across clusters. Thus, while in almost every case the 

economically vulnerable are exposed to higher levels of deprivation, the differences 
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observed are extremely modest compared to those associated with the elements 

comprising economic vulnerability. Thus the decision to distinguish between these 

types of social exclusion is clearly supported. One implication of this finding is that 

for any set of indicators that combines the economic exclusion items with any 

combination of the additional exclusion indicators, estimates of multiple deprivation 

will be substantially lower than those associated with the former. Such levels will be 

higher in the poorer regions not because economic exclusion has more powerful 

effects in such regions but because of the overall levels of exclusion in such regions. 

It is necessary to accept that in all regions the level of correlation between different 

forms of deprivation is relatively modest and different forms of deprivation require 

distinct explanations. Furthermore, between regions differences transcend the division 

between the economically vulnerable and others. 

Economic Exclusion and Social Integration 

In this section we seek to consider the consequences of economic vulnerability and 

the associated pattern of disadvantages for social cohesion. 

It is possible to distinguish three levels of social cohesion: 

The Micro-Level: degree of interpersonal trust, strength of primary ties within 

families and between friends, risk of social isolation. 

The Meso-Level: the strength of relations within secondary groups - neighbourhoods, 

work groups, ethnic groups and the relations between such groups. 
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the Macro-Level: the extent to which the relational practices and beliefs in a society 

involve a common sense of membership of the society, tolerance of inter-group 

differences, structures of support in times of adversity and the legitimating of political 

practices. 

The measures available to us are predominantly at the micro and macro levels. At the 

former level we have a measure of interpersonal trust and one relating to the 

availability of support in situations of illness, need for advice regarding a serious 

personal or family matter or when feeling depressed. A measure of level of contact 

with family members and neighbours was also available but the numbers exhibiting 

social marginalisation, in the sense of lacking regular contact of this sort, were so low 

that we excluded it from our analysis. At the macros level we have a measure of what 

we term alienation from society that taps feeling of resentment and disenchantment 

with the manner in which society is regulated. We also have a measure of the extent 

Of perceived tensions between groups such as rich and poor, racial and ethnic groups 

and management and workers. In addition, we have measures of the perceived quality 

of public services and individual items that tap the extent of confidence in the welfare 

states ability in relation to pensions and benefits. Finally we have included an 

indicator that covers attendance at meetings of voluntary organisation, trade unions or 

political parties, served on a committee or done work for voluntary organisations, 

engaged in petitioning or protest, which may be viewed as a meso level measure. In 

our initial analysis we make use of aggregated categorical versions of these variables 

while in our later multivariate analysis we use the continuous versions of these 

indicators. 



24 

Before addressing the issue of the relationship between economic exclusion and social 

cohesion, in Table 6 we set out the distribution across region for each of the 

dimensions of social cohesion. Focusing first on the micro-level we find that levels of 

interpersonal trust are substantially lower in the less developed regions. The number 

reporting a low levels of interpersonal trust ranges from a minimum of 14% in the 

EU12HI region to 18% in the EU7INT region, to 29% in the EU6LO and a maximum 

of 36% in the CC3. While levels of personal trust vary substantially across region 

there is no systematic variation by region for levels of social support. In fact, taking 

the high levels of social support observed together with the high frequency of 

interaction with friends or family there is very little evidence of individual 

marginalisation of this nature.s Turning to the macro-level we find that levels of 

alienation are clearly higher in the less developed regions. Fourteen percent of those 

in the EU12HI region report high levels of alienation. The figure for the EU7INT 

region is marginally higher but it then rises sharply to over thirty percent for the 

EU6LO and peaks at thirty six per cent for the CC3. Inter-group tensions are also 

reported to be substantially higher in the less affluent regions although the pattern is 

less clear-cut. Focusing on those reporting low levels of tensions produces a clear 

contrast between the two best off and worst off regions, with over one in three of the 

former being found in this category compared to closer to one in four of the latter. On 

the other hand, in relation to reports of high level of inter-group tensions the major 

contrast is between the CC3 region and all others. One in five of the former exhibit 

such levels but in no other case does this rise above one in eight. 
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Perceptions of the quality of public services produce particularly sharp regional 

variations. There is a steady progression in the number in the category considering 

services to be of low quality, from one in twenty in the EU12HI to one in ten in the 

EU7INT to one in five in the EU6LO and finally three out of ten in the CC3. When 

we turn to welfare state provision it is not possible to offer generalised conclusions 

since the pattern of variation depends on the specific item considered. In the case of 

the social benefit system, confidence is clearly greater in the more prosperous regions. 

For the two better off regions approximately one in seven individuals express low 

trust but this rises to between one in three and two in five in the remaining regions. 

However, consistent with growing concerns in the advanced economies about the 

increased cost of pension provision, very little variation is observed across regions in 

confidence in the ability of the state to deliver in this regard. In fact levels of 

confidence are actually higher in the poorer regions. Finally civic participation, 

although generally low, is relatively higher in the more favoured regions. The number 

found in the medium or high participation categories ranges from one in four in the 

EU12HI to one in six in the EU7HI, to one in ten in the EU6LO and finally one in 

twelve in the CC3. 

At this point we shift from a consideration of regional variations in social cohesion to 

an assessment of the impact of economic exclusion within region on social cohesion. 

The findings are set out in Table 7. In relation to interpersonal trust we find that in 

every case the economically excluded are less trustful but these differences are wider 

in the two most prosperous regions where the value of odds ratios in both cases 

exceeds two compared to values of approximately one and a half in other regions. The 

number expressing low levels of trust varies within the non-vulnerable class from 



Table 7: Social Cohesion by Economic Exclusion 
EU12HI 

Economic 
EXclu1sion 

No Yes 
Interpersonal Trust 

High 
Medium 
Low 
Odds Ratio Low v Rest 

Social Support 
High 
Low 
Odds Ratio v Low v Rest 

Alienation 
Low 
Medium 
High 
Odds Ratio High v Rest 

Group Tensions 
Low 
Medium 
High 
Odds Ratio High v Rest 

Perceived Quality of Public 
Services 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Odds Ratio Rest v Low 

Confidence in Social Benefits 
System 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Odds Ratio Rest v Low 
Confidence in State Pension 
System 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Odds Ratio Low v rest 

Civic Participation 
high 
Medium 
Low 

44.8 27.9 
44.3 50.0 
10.9 22.1 

2.32 

0.94 0.90 
0.06 0.10 

1.74 

0.38 0.20 
0.52 0.56 
0.10 0.24 

2.84 

0.36 0.28 
0.58 0.62 
0.06 0.10 

1.74 

0.77 0.66 
0.19 0.24 
0.04 0.10 

2.67 

61.0 47.8 
27.7 28.5 
11.8 23.6 

2.33 

47.8 32.3 
34.5 32.6 
17.7 35.1 

15.7 
12.1 
72.1 

2.51 

10.7 
8.5 

80.8 
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E7INT 
Economic 
ExcI~sion 

No I Yes 

39.3 26.1 
46.5 47.0 
14.2 26.9 

2.22 

0.96 0.90 
0.04 0.10 

2.67 

0.30 0.19 
0.59 0.55 
0.11 0.26 

2.84 

0.39 0.30 
0.52 0.55 
0.09 0.15 

1.78 

0.72 0.60 
0.20 0.26 
0.08 0.14 

1.87 

57.6 49.4 
31.4 31.8 
11.0 18.8 

1.87 

46.9 43.6 
38.4 34.7 
14.7 21.7 

12.7 
6.2 
8l.l 

1.61 

6.0 
4.2 
89.8 

EU6LO 
Economic 
EXclu1sion 

No Yes 

24.8 16.8 
49.1 49.8 
26.1 33.4 

1.42 

0.94 0.89 
0.06 0.11 

1.94 

0.16 0.10 
0.60 0.49 
0.24 0.41 

2.20 

0.29 0.26 
0.64 0.66 
0.07 0.08 

l.l6 

0.49 0.39 
0.34 0.44 
0.17 0.17 

1.00 

39.2 34.0 
31.4 24.9 
29.4 4l.l 

1.68 

55.0 53.2 
27.6 21.9 
17.1 24.8 

7.6 
5.2 

87.3 

1.60 

5.2 
2.6 

92.2 

CC3 
Economic 
Exclusion 

No I Yes 

28.6 25.8 
39.6 32.8 
31.8 41.4 

1.52 

0~91 0.88 
0.09 0.12 

1.38 

0.14 0.09 
0.55 0.48 
0.31 0.43 

1.68 

0.28 0.26 
0.54 0.49 
0.18 0.25 

1.52 

0.44 0.38 
0.28 0.27 
0.28 0.35 

1.38 

38.6 37.0 
23.2 24.4 
38.2 38.6 

1.02 

56.8 56.5 
2l.l 21.7 
22.2 21.8 

8.4 
2.2 
89.4 

0.98 

3.3 
1.5 

94.2 
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Odds Ratio High v Rest 1.62 2.05 1.73 2.33 

11 % in ·the EU12HI to 32% in the CC3. For the economically vulnerable the 

corresponding figure ranges from 22% to 41 %. The combined effect of economic 

exclusion and regional effects is such that the number exhibiting low levels of trust 

ranges from one in nine among those avoiding economic vulnerability in the EU12HI 

region to over two out of five among the economically vulnerable in the CC3. While 

social support levels are generally high, they are in every case lower among the 

economically vulnerable but there is no evidence of systematic variation across the 

regions. 

It is also true that levels of alienation are associated with economic vulnerability. The 

highest odds ratio of 2.8 to 1 is found in the EU12HI and in the EU7INT. This is 

reflected in the fact that one in ten of the non-vulnerable express high levels of 

alienation compared to one in four of the vulnerable. These figures are almost 

identical in the EU7INT. In the less prosperous regions between one quarter and one 

third of the non-excluded display low levels of trust compared to four out of ten of the 

economically excluded. Thus levels of alienation are over four times higher among 

the excluded in the two poorer regions compared to the non-excluded in the richer 

regions. 

Perceived group tensions are also higher among the economically vulnerable although 

the association is weaker than in other cases and is particularly modest in the poorer 

regions. The relationship is stronger in the case of perceived quality of social services 

for the more affluent regions but not for the others. This is also the case for 
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confidence in the social benefits system. Thus in the EU12 HI while 12% of the non

vulnerable express a low level of trust this figure is doubled for the vulnerable. The 

corresponding figures for the EU7INT are 11% and 19%. For the EU6LO the relative 

gap is less, with respective levels of39% and 41 % being reported, and in the case of 

the CC3 no difference is observed. A similar situation is observed in relation to 

pensions but in this case the EU7HI is more sharply differentiated from all others. 

Thus, While 18% of the non-vulnerable report a low level of confidence, this rises to 

35% for the vulnerable. In the EU7INT the relevant figures are 15% and 22% and in 

the EU6LO 17% and 25%. Once again there is no observed difference for the CC3. 

Finally while overall levels of civic participation are low they are in every case lower 

among the excluded. 
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In Table 8 we proceed to provide a more formal statistical analysis of the relationship 

between economic exclusion and social cohesion, for those indicators that displayed 

the greatest degree of variation across regions, through a set of OLS regression 

models.6 Our independent variables are economic vulnerability, region and 

Table 8: Multiple Regression Results Relating to the Role of the Distribution and 
Impact of Economic Exclusion in Accounting for Between Cluster Difference in Social 
Cohesion (Standardized CO€!:J, ricients) 

Alienation Group Personal Trust Perceived Trust in 
Tensions Quality of Welfare 

Public Systems 
Services 

Ref. Cat. 
EU12HI 
EU7INT .008 * .012 n.s. .039 *** .081 *** .019 * 
EU6LO .194 *** .047 *** .157 *** .212 *** .165 *** 
CC3 .278 *** .127 *** .193 *** .326 *** .219 *** 

Economic .246 *** .118 *** .133 *** .119 *** .141 *** 
Exclusion 
(EE) 

EE*EU7INT .001 n.s. .010 n.s. -.006 N.S .002 n.s. -.032 *** 
EE*EU6LO -.006 n.s. -.038 *** -.047 *** -.026 *** -.026 ** 
EE*CC3 -.039 *** -.038 *** -.054 *** -.034 *** -.080 *** 

Between .107 .015 .044 .116 .053 
Region R2 
(BEV) 
% of BE V 24.3% 26.7% 22.7% 11.2% 15.1% 
accounted for 
by 
distribution of 
EE 
R2 Final .159 .024 .063 .126 .064 
Model 

* P < .. 05, ** P < .01 ** P<.OOI 
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the interaction between vulnerability and region. Focusing first on the range of 

betWeen country variations in social cohesion we should fifst note that the vast 

majority of such variation is within region. The highest levels of between region 

variation is observed for alienation and quality of public services where the figure 

reaches eleven per cent. For personal trust and trust in welfare provision it falls to 

approximately five per cent and for inter-group tensions to two per cent. Focusing for 

the moment on models that do not include interactions, by varying the order of entry 

of variables we can estimate the maximum proportion of between region variance 

accounted for by economic exclusion. For alienation, group tensions and personal 

trust this varies between 23% and 27%. For trust in the benefit system it declines to 

15% and for perceived quality of public services to 11%. However, the situation is 

somewhat more complicated than this simple model suggests. With some degree of 

variation across indicators, there is a general pattern whereby the impact of economic 

exclusion is stronger in the more prosperous regions. 

In order to illustrate the manner in which economic exclusion and region interact, in 

Table 9, taking the non-excluded in the EU12HI as our reference category, for each of 

our key indicators of social cohesion we show the standardised coefficient for each 

combination of exclusion and region. It is clear that, in every case but one, regional 

differences in social cohesion are directly related to level of prosperity. It is also the 

cases that for each indicator of cohesion, regional differences are less for the 

economically excluded than other respondents. The largest regional differences are 

observed among the non-excluded in relation to perceived quality of public services 

and alienation where the respective standardised coefficients are 0.326 and 0.278. 
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This is also the case if we focus on the combined impact of exclusion and region 

where the relevant coefficients are 0.411 and 0.485. 

Table 9: Standardised Regional Coefficients for Social Cohesion Indicators by 
Economic Vulnerability 

Alienation Group Personal Public 
Tensions Trust Services 

NEE EE NEE EE NEE EE NEE EE 

EU12HI .000 .246 .000 .118 .000 .133 .000 .119 .000 .141 

EU7INT .008 .255 .012 .140 .039 .169 .081 .202 .019 .128 

EU6LO .194 .434 .047 .189 .157 .243 .212 .305 .165 .280 

CC3 .278 .485 .127 .207 .193 .272 .326 .411 .219 .280 

CC3 .278 .239 .127 .089 .193 .139 .326 .292 .219 .139 

EU12 HI 

NEE-Not economically excluded, EE=Economically excluded 

Thus the largest component of variation in levels of social cohesion is observed within 

rather than between regions. Variation in levels of economic exclusion across region 

does contribute to corresponding differences in social cohesion but the substantial 

majority of the latter mlist be accounted for by other factors. Economic exclusion also 

plays a substaIitial role within each region, most particularly in the most prosperous 

regions. Overall then economic exclusion is associated with lower levels of social 

cohesion in the case of all our indicators. The magnitude of the associations is riot 

dissimilar to those observed for the social exclusion items. Thus differentiation in 

relation to social cohesion is a great deal less sharp than in relation to dimensions such 

as income and deprivation. Furthermore, there is a relatively consistent pattern 

whereby the degree of association is stronger in the more affluent regions. While 



33 

levels of social cohesion are consistently lower in the less developed regions, 

economic vulnerability proves to be a less important differentiating factor. Thus if we 

return to the issue of whether variations in levels of social cohesion across regions can 

be accounted for by corresponding differences in levels of economic exclusion and in 

the impact of such exclusion, the answer to the second part of this question must be in 

the negative. Our results suggest that if the impact of economic vulnerability were 

equal across regions between region differences in social cohesion would be increased 

rather than decreased. Furthermore, given the relatively modest levels of association 

involving the social cohesion indicators, it is also the case that between region 

differences in economic exclusion cannot provide an adequate explanation of 

corresponding differences in social cohesion. 

Conclusions 

In this paper we have sought to combine regional and social exclusion perspectives on 

economic exclusion in the enlarged EU. Unlike the situation with relative income 

poverty lines, when employing a multidimensional perspective we do observe 

substantial regional differences in vulnerability to economic exclusion of the kind that 

we would anticipate. We also find significant regional variation in levels of economic 

exclusion, defined in terms of multiple deprivation encompassing low income, 

deprivation and economic strain. Together with such differences we observe a 

remarkable similarity in the income profiles of the economically excluded across 

regions. However, the vulnerable groups in the more affluent regions are much more 

sharply differentiated in terms of life-style deprivation and - in the case of the 

EU12HI - economic strain. Thus while the economically excluded constitute 

substantially larger groups in the poorer regions they are much more sharply 

differentiated from others in the richer regions. These results bring out the importance 
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of being able to combine both regional and social policy perspectives within the same 

conceptual and measurement framework. 

Taking a broader conception of social exclusion, we find that in relation to a range of 

indicators the economically excluded are in every case more disadvantaged. However, 

the degree of differentiation is a good deal less than for the constituent elements ofthe 

economic exclusion profile. Furthermore, the magnitude of the differentiation shows 

no systematic variation by region. Thus no case can be made that differences in levels 

and intensity of economic exclusion helps to account for the very substantial regional 

variations in levels of social exclusion captured by our wider set of indicators. 

As with the social exclusion indicators, substantial variations across regions in levels 

of social cohesion are observed. However, the vast bulk of variation in social cohesion 

levels occurs within rather than between regions. Furthermore, while the 

economically excluded generally report lower levels of social cohesion, the impact of 

such vulnerability is actually greater in the more affluent regions. Thus regional 

variations in levels of cohesion cannot be accounted for by the differential impact of 

economic exclusion. In fact, in the absence of this latter variation differences in such 

levels would actually be greater. Thus while the economically excluded are 

characterised by exposure to higher levels of social exclusion arid lower levels of 

social cohesion, regional differences in these dimensions cannot simply be accounted 

for by corresponding differences in the levels or impact of economic exclusion. These 

findings do not tell us what would be the consequences for such phenomena of 

equalisation of indicators such as GDP since such changes would be likely to be 

accompanied by profound transformation in the institutional and political dimensions 

of the less developed economies (Inglehart and Klingemann, 2000). What is clear 
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though is that the complex phenomena represented by our indicators of social 

cohesion cannot be accounted for simply as by products of levels and patterns of 

economic exclusion. 



36 

Notes 

I The term 'social cohesion' (along with an associated term, 'economic cohesion') is 

particularly linked to regional policy (as already mentioned, the section ofthe EC 

Treaty which underpins regional policy is titled 'Economic and Social Cohesion'). 

The term is less used in EU social policy, but is usually regarded as being more or 

less synonymous with terms that are central to social policy such as social inclusion 

(see, e.g. European Commission 2004: 20-25). Social cohesion is also usually 

regarded as more or less the obverse ofterms that are frequently counter-posed to 

social inclusion in social policy discourse such as social exclusion and poverty. 

2 Our discussion ofthe foregoing issues has benefited substantially from earlier 

collaborative work using the EQLS with our colleague Tony Fahey. We have also 

drawn on the EQUALSOC (2004) Network of Excellence discussion of such issues 

as set out in their application under the EU Sixth Framework. 

3 For a recent discussion of applications of latent class models see McCutheon and 

Mills (1998). 

4 This analysis is conducted employing the "inactive covariate procedure" in LA TEN 

GOLD so that the original latent class solution is unaffected. 

5 For further evidence consistent with this conclusion see Gallie and Paugam (2002) 

and Gallie, Paugam and Jacobs (2003). 

6 In this case individuals are allocated to their modal latent class using the LATENT 

GOLD programme before conducting a series of logistic regressions. 
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Appendix: Aggregating the Social Exclusion and Social 
Cohesion Items 

Housing: We attribute a low level of deficit where no deficit at all was reported, a 
medium level in the case of I or 2 deficits and a high level when at least 3 problems 
are reported. 

Environment: A low level is allocated when there are no problems, a medium level 
for lor 2 deficits and a high level in the case of 3 or 4 deficits. 

Access to Medical Services: The possible answers ranges from very difficult to not 
difficult at all. A low level of difficulty is reported for those who never responded " 
very difficult", a medium level to those choosing "very difficult" on one or two 
occasions and a high level for those opting for "very difficult" on three or four 
occasions. 

Safety: A low level of safety deficiency was allocated to those answering "very safe" 
or "rather safe". Those answering "rather unsafe" or "very unsafe" were viewed as 
having a high level of safety deficiency. 

Social support: A low level is allocated if the respondent cannot avail of support in 
relation to any of the three items under consideration. A high level is allocated where 
support is available from family member, colleague, friend, neighbour or someone 
else at least oil any ofthe three dimensions. 

Civic participation: A low level is allocated for those not having engaged in any of 
these activities, a medium level for those having engaged in at least one and a high 
level for those having undertaken at least two. 

Confidence in Social Benefit System: Those reporting "a great deal of trust" are 
allocated to "high" category. Those indicating "some trust "are located in the medium 
category and finally those having "hardly any trust" or "no trust at all" are placed in 
the "Iow" category. 

Confidence in the State Pension System: The same format as above is employed 
allowing us to distinguish three levels of confidence: high, medium and low. 

Perceived Quality of Services: Those attributing a score of at least 4 for all public 
services ate considered as reporting a high quality of public services. Those allocating 
a score of between I and 3 for one or two public services are considered as being in 
the medium category. Finally those attributing a score between I and 3 on more than 
three occasions are regarded as having a low perception of quality of services. 

Alienation: Those disagreeing somewhat or completely with all statements tare 
considered as having a low level of alienation. Those "agreeing "completely" or 
"somewhat" for one or two statements they are allocated to the medium level. Finally 
those agreeing "completely" or "somewhat" to at least three statements are regarded 
as displaying a high level of alienation. 
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Perceived Tensions: Those reporting "no tension" or "some tension" in all cases are 
considered as displaying a low level of perceived tension. Those reporting "a lot of 
tension" on less than three occasions are viewed as displaying a medium level of 
perceived tension. Finally respondents reporting" a lot of tension" in relation to at 
least four social groups are considered as having a high level of perceived tension. 

Interpersonal Trust: Those reporting a score greater than 5 are seen as having a high 
level of interpersonal trust. Those scoring 5 or less are considered as displaying a low 
level of interpersonal trust. 
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