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Introduction

The social structures and stratification of the societies of the Visegrad countries
have undergone rapid changes since 1989, as the transformation from a com-
munist regime to a democratic market-oriented society brought major changes
to their class structures and social stratification. Their subsequent accession to
numerous international organisations, in particular the European Union in 2004,
affected these societies in distinct ways. A large amount of research on social strat-
ification targeting these countries has been undertaken, with most studies focus-
ing on the vertical dimension of the phenomenon [on the Visegrdd countries, see,
e.g., Bunc¢ak and Harmadyova 1993; Machonin and Tucek 1994; Wasilewski 1995;
Townsley and Eyal 1995; Domariski 1996, 2005; Réna-Tas, Bun¢dk and Harmady-
ovd 1999; Sopéci 2000; Rébert and Bukodi 2004; Katrridk and Fucik 2010; Katriidk
and Fonadové 2014; Bunc¢ék et al. 2016; Albert et al. 2018; DZambazovi¢ and Ger-
bery 2018; Tomescu-Dubrow et al. 2018]. Vertical stratification expressed via class
relationships differentially affects the opportunities and outlooks of individuals,
shapes their material interests, and influences their possession of economic assets.

Horizontal stratification, often operationalised by regional or, more gener-
ally, spatial disparities, has mainly been studied from an economic or socio-ge-
ographic perspective and is well-documented in previous research [Traistaru et
al. 2003; Forster et al. 2003; Ezcurra et al. 2007; Blazek and Csank 2007; Gorzelak
and Smetkowski 2010; Monastiriotis 2011; Blazek and Netrdova 2012, Smetkowski
and Woéjcik 2012]. Generally, the literature shows that a regional convergence has
been occurring at the national level in Central and Eastern European (CEE) coun-
tries, while polarisation has been observed at the regional level within countries,
mainly as a result of dynamic growth of capital regions.

To some extent, the horizontal dimension of social differentiation has also
attracted attention from sociological researchers—such as Podoldk and Michalek
[2008], Gajdos [2005, 2008], and Gajdo$ and Pasiak [2006] on Slovakia; Hampl
[2007] on the Czech Republic; or Szirmai [2015] on Hungary. In this study, we
seek to contribute to the existing literature by focusing on this neglected dimen-
sion of social stratification in four CEE countries: the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland, and Slovakia—the Visegrad 4 (V4). We present an analysis of the hori-
zontal patterns of social stratification across and within regions and offer a com-
parative perspective over the time since EU accession. The approach we apply is
not entirely ‘horizontal’, as our aim is to focus on social classes and particularly
their distribution across space. For clarity, we will use the term ‘social differentia-
tion’, which we believe is a broader concept, while focusing on its horizontal as-
pects. This approach thus addresses vertical social stratification and, at the same
time, takes into account the horizontal aspects of its structure.

Joining the European Union resulted in significant changes in CEE societies
accompanied by increases in regional economic disparities. In addition to boost-
ing overall economic growth by enabling the free movement of capital, people,
goods, and services, EU accession also brought full access to structural funds.
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Large financial flows within the European Cohesion Policy that were intended for
investment into regional development, the improvement of competitiveness, and
increasing employment may also have had significant effects on regional social
disparities.' Consequently, our study indirectly sheds some light on the effects of
EU membership on social differentiation within the Visegrad region.

As the starting point of our analyses, we first present the changes in social
differentiation at the regional level during the period 2000-2016 using aggregate
NUTS-1/NUTS-2 level data. We primarily aim to investigate changes in both the
horizontal and vertical patterns in social stratification in the Visegrad countries
with a focus on the macro-economic context of this development. Unlike similar
studies, not only do we concentrate on differences between regions, but our fo-
cus reaches higher and seeks to analyse the development of social and economic
stratification within regions. Therefore, the main analyses performed in this study
are based on EU-SILC micro-data covering 20062016 and offer a comprehensive
perspective of the patterns of social stratification development in V4 countries.
We analyse social differentiation under the following three dimensions: class po-
sition (proxied by the European Socio-economic Classification), highest attained
level of education, and income. We examine social stratification developments
for various subpopulations using the regional classification on the NUTS-2 and
NUTS-1 level (based on available data) and the degree of urbanisation. Ultimate-
ly, we relate our results to macro-economic development in the period.

Our aim is to analyse the development of regional social differentiation in
a comparative perspective across the V4 countries, and this is one of only few
attempts to do so. Our analyses are primarily descriptive. We do not study the
factors of stratification in detail, nor do we address the broader contexts, as this
would substantially exceed the scope of a journal article. Our primary aim is
to offer a descriptive study of the patterns of social differentiation in four post-
communist countries over a decade.

Our results reveal different patterns of social differentiation across the four
countries, although some of the patterns are similar. In general, we find a trend
towards a decreasing proportions of the working-class population across all the
regions and increases in the numbers of the salariat. These changes to some ex-
tent reflect changes in regional economic structures. All the regions exhibit a de-
cline in the share of adults who only have primary or secondary education and
an increase in those with tertiary education. The Hungarian regions exhibit the
slowest growth rates in the number of adults with tertiary education. At the same
time, the Hungarian regions have experienced increases in income inequalities
measured using the Gini coefficient. Our results thus suggest that the least fa-
vourable patterns in the development of horizontal social differentiation are in
the Hungarian regions.

! For an overview of the impact of European Cohesion Policy, see, e.g., Fratesi and Wish-
lade [2017].
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A brief review of the relevant literature

Regional disparities within individual countries in the EU are often larger than
the disparities between countries.? Ascani, Crescenzi and lammarino [2012] con-
nect regional inequalities in economic development to the localised nature of de-
velopment processes and innovative activities and stress the relevance of such dis-
parities in the case of emerging countries. Globalisation has eroded regional dif-
ferences through the international reach of its technological and socio-economic
forces. Some authors even refer to the globalised world as a ‘flat world” [Friedman
2005] and employ concepts such as the ‘end of geography’ [O’Brien 1992] and the
‘death of distance’ [Cairncross 1997]. Such views are in contrast with a large body
of literature, both theoretical and empirical, in the fields of economic geography,
internal business studies, and institutional and evolutionary economics. All these
disciplines stress the importance of local actors and regional forces in determin-
ing regional development [for an overview, see Ascani et al. 2012].

Regional differentiation tends to follow a pro-cyclical pattern, although the
relationship became less straightforward after the recession of 2008-2009 [Onof-
rei and Cigu 2017]. In the EU, several studies have shown that, while prosperous
regions tend to experience steady growth, poor regions more often lag behind
[Canova and Marcet 1995; Magrini 1999, 2004; Cheshire and Magrini 2000]. CEE
countries exhibited strong regional polarisation of income and overall economic
development after their EU accession [Monastiriotis 2011]. Major urban agglom-
erations and regions bordering ‘older’ EU member countries have mostly benefit-
ted during the process of transition and integration to the EU, while the major-
ity of residual regions have declined [Petrakos 1996, 2000; Traistaru et al. 2003].
Alcidi et al. [2018] show that, since 2000, all CEE countries have registered faster
growth of GDP per capita than the EU average. At the same time, the region has
exhibited increasing regional differentiation within individual countries. While
the capital regions (as outliers) have shown outstanding economic performance
and improved their relative positions, other regions have experienced a further
deterioration in their relative positions. Hampl [2007] concludes that the trans-
formation process brought about greater inequalities in both regional and social
differentiation in the Czech Republic and also points to greater regional inequal-
ity in the distribution of economic activities compared to social distribution. At
the same time, social differentiation tends to show more variability than does
regional differentiation, and the relationship between the two types of differen-
tiation grew weaker during the transformation process.

Previous research on vertical social stratification identified significant
changes that occurred in the Visegrad region after the fall of the communist re-

2 The coefficient of variation of GDP per capita in PPS across EU member states gradually
fell from 52% in 2000 to 41% in 2017. Source: Eurostat (2018) Datafile: Main GDP aggregates
per capita [nama_10_pc].
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gimes, with many trends lasting into our research period.’ In the Czech Republic,
household income differentiation rose during the 1990s and stabilised thereafter
[Vecernik and Mysikovéa 2017]. Katriidk and Fénadova [2014] further describe the
re-stratification of Czech society after 1989 with a fall in social fluidity, i.e. the
period of the ‘return to social origins’ in the first decade of economic transfor-
mation and the reverse trend of increased social fluidity, i.e. the period of the
‘departure from social origins” in connection with the educational expansion and
cohort replacement that occurred after 2000. Social stratification in Hungary was
recently studied by Albert et al. [2018], who describe Hungarian society as quite
hierarchical and yet fragmented within the upper and lower strata; the upper and
lower strata being clearly divided in terms of the vertical and non-vertical aspects
of social stratification. Income inequalities in Hungary increased substantially
during the 1990s, mainly due to labour market changes [OECD 2008]. As further
suggested by Szikra [2018], social inequalities increased in response to reforms
to the social policy systems implemented by the government of Viktor Orban
after 2010. The social stratification of Polish society also demonstrated a clear and
unambiguous tendency towards growing inequality and considerable class dif-
ferences with increasing returns to education, skills, and organisational assets
[Tomescu-Dubrow and Stomczynski 2018]. At the same time, the research shows
that barriers to mobility have not become more rigid and social origins do not
affect educational achievements significantly more [Domanski 2005]. Brzeziriski
[2017] shows that income inequality is relatively high in Poland but has not in-
creased in recent years. The existing income disparities are primarily caused by
considerable wage dispersion and the segmentation of the labour market. In Slo-
vakia, the slope of the social stratification structure has registered a tendency to
flatten in recent decades. This trend is accompanied by increasing social class dif-
ferentiation resulting from the growth of the intermediate class, while the lowest
class (unskilled workers) remained stable. At the same time, a significant share of
the population achieved some degree of social advancement [Buncék et al. 2016].

The importance of studying social stratification in the Visegrad region is
supported by numerous recent studies published by Czech [Lux, Sunega and
Katrndk 2013; Katrridk and Fénadova 2014; Drahokoupil 2015; épaéek 2016], Hun-
garian [Albert et al. 2018; Kmetty et al. 2018], Polish [Zarycki 2015; Domanski
2017; Titarenko 2019], and Slovak [Buncak, Hrabovska and Sopéci 2018a, 2018b,
2019; Dzambazovi¢, Gerbery and Sopdci 2018; Sopéci et al. 2019] scholars. While
these studies focus primarily on single countries, we contribute to the existing
literature by describing the trend in social differentiation across all four Visegrad
countries.

* The different starting positions of countries after the transition have also been reflected in
different trajectories of perceptions of individual’s economic situations; see, e.g., a recent
study by Mysikova et al. [2019] comparing Czech Republic and Slovakia.
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The methodological background

Social stratification refers to the socio-economic structure of a society and relates
to social inequalities resulting from the way society is organised. Social stratifica-
tion systems are mostly characterised in terms of discrete socio-economic strata
or classes, whose members are endowed with similar resources [Grusky 2001:
14443]. There are many types of assets, resources, and other factors underlying
stratification systems. As a result, a wide variety of measures has been used to
describe the stratification of a society. Among many individual economic, social,
cultural, or other factors, income is the most commonly used variable to describe
social stratification [Grusky and Takata 1992]. Nevertheless, income, despite its
importance, cannot be regarded as the only (or best) indicator to capture the true
nature of social stratification. For instance, one should take into account the dif-
ferences between the welfarist and non-welfarist approaches to the operationali-
sation of individual well-being [Zelinsky 2014]; suggesting that, for instance, a
high income level does not necessarily imply consumption patterns typical of a
‘higher’ class consumer. In addition, income represents a flow variable, whereas
social status is, to a great extent, captured by accumulated wealth, which is a
stock variable. We are aware of these drawbacks attached to the income indicator;
nonetheless, the limited availability of wealth data does not allow us to incorpo-
rate wealth data into our calculations.

Further, the stratification of a society is a multidimensional phenomenon
[Kerbo 2017], and we believe that, in order to capture it, additional indicators
should be taken into account. As previous research suggests [see, e.g., Hatt 1950;
Warren and Hauser 1997], educational attainment and social classes based on oc-
cupations are also relevant and are frequently used indicators for such purposes.

Education is considered an important factor in determining the socio-
economic position of individuals (for an overview on the role of education as
a social stratifier see, e.g., Husén [1987]). Education exerts a strong effect on a
wide range of attitudes [Kalmijn and Kraaykamp 2007] and directly affects the
employment prospects and income of individuals. Nevertheless, we are aware of
the shortcomings related to assessing educational outcomes solely on the basis of
educational attainment. Such an approach, for instance, ignores the dimension of
the quality of the education and the related phenomenon of ‘credential inflation’
(see, e.g., the discussions in Van de Werfhorst and Andersen [2005] and Jewell,
McPherson and Tieslau [2013]) among members of a society, and at the same
time it ignores differences between countries. Moreover, the current data suggest
that the policies aimed at promoting education adopted by the majority of CEE
countries after the transition resulted in the proportion of 25-34-year-old adults
with at least secondary educational rising to more than 90%. Further, taking de-
mographic developments and the fact that a remarkably high proportion of sec-
ondary school graduates continue their studies at a university into account, a not
insignificant proportion of university graduates accept jobs for which they are
over-educated [Ortiz Gervasi and McGuinness 2018; Mufioz de Bustillo Llorente
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et al. 2018] or are unable to find a job at all. Consequently, how well educational
attainment serves as a proxy for social stratification in the region in the future is
questionable, particularly in the case of ‘Generation Z’ onwards.

The use of synthesising approaches comprising a wider range of factors also
has a long tradition in social stratification research. Many of the assets underlying
social stratification systems are allocated through jobs and occupational position.
The occupational structure may therefore be considered the main foundation of
the stratification system in a society [Blau and Duncan 1967]. We believe that, for
the purpose of assessing social differentiation, a classification of society using
this approach is essential, as social classes also reflect income and educational
attainment. For that reason, we base our main analyses on this approach. None-
theless, numerous occupation-based social classifications have been proposed
for sociological research, each of which has advantages and disadvantages [see,
e.g., Lambert and Bihagen 2014]. We use a socio-economic classification, in which
employment relations and occupational position in the labour market are consid-
ered the main drivers of social inequalities.

Our approach builds on the European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC)
[Harrison and Rose 2006], a categorical class schema that is harmonised to enable
comparative analyses across European societies and is designed to reflect quali-
tative differences in employment relationships (the ESeC is described in detail
in Annex 1). Basically, ESeC defines ten social classes that are not consistently
in a hierarchical order, but in this schema classes 1 and 2 (the salariat class) nev-
ertheless have advantages over classes 3, 6, 7, 8, and 9. The advantages relate to
the assumption that members of the salariat class have greater long-term income
security, are less likely to be made redundant, experience less short-term fluctua-
tion of income since they are not dependent on overtime pay, and generally have
better prospects of seeing their income rise over the course of their working lives
[Rose and Harrison 2007; see also Goldthorpe and McKnight 2006]. The ten-class
model may be reduced to a nine-, six-, five-, or three-class version [for details, see
Rose and Harrison 2007]. Each stage of such reductions maintains the basic divi-
sion between forms of employment regulation. In this study, we mainly rely on
a three-class model which combines classes 1 and 2 into a single ‘salariat’ class,
classes 3, 4, 5, and 6 into a single class termed “intermediate’, and classes 7, 8, and
9 into a single class called ‘workers’. As other scholars have suggested, collaps-
ing the ten-class model into a three-class model results in not operationalising
the ‘never worked and long-term unemployed’ in class 10 [Rose, Harrison and
Pevalin 2010], and as Dzambazovi¢ and Gerbery [2018] have argued further, the
tenth class of the ‘excluded’” does not necessarily have to be included in the ESeC
model. Nevertheless, for the sake of completeness, we also briefly present the
main patterns in the development of the ‘excluded’ tenth class. In our analyses,
social stratification is based on the ESeC classification using an algorithm created
by Herter and Wirth [2018].
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ESeC is commonly used in social stratification research* and we believe that,
together with the variables relating to income and education level, these three
dimensions offer a comprehensive perspective on the patterns of the develop-
ment of socio-economic differentiation among the post-communist societies of
the Visegrad region. We believe that for the purposes of this descriptive study,
this approach offers a perspective on the development of the social structure of
society. On the other hand, our simple approach neglects numerous dimensions
of social stratification, and in addition to basic socio-economic variables, the so-
cial structure can also be expressed in terms of characteristics such as gender
or ethnicity, which are also ignored in the present study. We are aware of these
drawbacks; however, our aim is to present the development of social structure
and social differentiation in the V4 countries after they joined the European Un-
ion. Ultimately, in order to ensure comparability with previous and potential fu-
ture studies of a similar nature, we focus on the standard variables used most
often by other scholars.

We build our study on the three major concepts described above. We op-
erationalise social classes in terms of socio-economic classification (ESeC); the
income stratification of society is captured by a simple measure of income in-
equality—the Gini coefficient; and educational differentiation is assessed by clas-
sifying the populations into three groups reflecting the highest attained level of
education: primary education (ISCED 0-2); secondary education (ISCED 3-4);
and tertiary education (ISCED 5-8). The main analyses performed in this study
are based on EU-SILC 2006-2016 (Cross UDB Version September 2018).

Adopting the Eurostat classification of urbanisation levels, we distinguish
between three types of areas: cities (densely populated areas: at least 50% of the
V4 population lives in urban centres); towns and suburbs (intermediate density
areas: less than 50% of the population lives in rural grid cells and less than 50%
lives in urban centres); rural areas (thinly populated areas: more than 50% of the
population lives in rural grid cells).

For the subnational level, we are limited to using regional units at the levels
for which Eurostat data are available. As NUTS-1 levels in the Czech Republic
and Slovakia are equivalent to the NUTS-0 (national) level, the subnational level
of these two countries is represented by NUTS-2, while Poland and Hungary
also use the NUTS-1 level in the division of their countries. Poland and Hungary
do not provide EU-SILC data at a subnational level lower than NUTS-1. Conse-

* Use of the ESeC scheme has recently become quite common in social research [e.g.
Brooks and Svallfors 2010; Bihagen 2008]. It has been shown to have a criterion validity
even in the specific case of the Czech Republic and a significant association with many
major outcomes [Katrndk 2012]. Katrridk [2012] concluded that for the Czech Republic, the
ESeC scheme offers a suitable conceptualisation of current social classes. Similar results
were obtained by Bunc¢ak, Hrabovskd and Sopdci [2018b], who assessed the criterion valid-
ity of the EGP, ESeC, and ESeG class schemes for Slovak society.
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quently, the lowest available subnational level in all four countries corresponds to
NUTS levels that differ from the national level. We are aware of the concerns con-
nected with these limitations, but at the same time we believe that, considering
the data that are available, our approach is the best option. The details on NUTS
classifications and the sizes of regions analysed are described in Annex 2.

According to the EU-SILC framework regulation, EU-SILC data are repre-
sentative at the national level. Our aim is to assess social differentiation develop-
ments for various subpopulations, and we are aware that point estimates can to
some extent be influenced by changes in samples and can be sensitive to a small
number of influential observations due to the relatively small subsample sizes.
For that reason, we smooth the data with moving averages (of length 3), which,
however, results in a loss of the first (2006) and last (2016) values. We believe that
this approach provides a better representation of reality, as it reduces unexplain-
able fluctuations in the data.

Macro-economic development and regional differentiation

This section presents the socio-economic background necessary for the subse-
quent analyses of social differentiation by describing the macro-economic devel-
opments in the V4 countries and their regional economic differentiation drawn
from aggregate data.

The Visegrad region has exhibited solid economic growth since the early
2000s, which accelerated after EU accession in 2004 (see Figure 1, panel a; for
more details, see, e.g., Klimko [2015], Szotowski [2015], and OECD [2014a—d, 2016,
2017, 2018a-b]). With the exception of 2008-2012 (the financial crisis and the years
that followed), the V4 countries generally outperformed average EU economic
growth. Before 2008, the strongest economic growth was reported in Slovakia
(SK), where it reached an average annual rate of real GDP growth of 5.7% in
2000-2007. It was followed by the Czech Republic (CZ; 4.6%), Poland (PL; 4.2%),
and Hungary (HU; 3.8%). The economic crisis resulted in falling output in all V4
countries but Poland, which resisted mainly due to its larger economy and ro-
bust domestic demand, stable financial system, and depreciation of the national
currency. In Slovakia, the downturn was deep but short, with economic perfor-
mance returning swiftly to its prior strength. The Czech Republic registered an
economic recession in 2009 and again in 2012-2013, partly as a result of fiscal
austerity measures. Hungary witnessed a serious economic slowdown as early as
2007 and did not return to solid economic growth levels until 2013. Early on, its
unfavourable economic development was influenced by fiscal austerity measures
introduced in 2006 in an aim to reduce the budget deficit. The financial crisis of
2008-2009 hit Hungary hardest among the V4 countries, and adverse economic
developments forced it to agree to an IMF loan in 2008. Overall, in 2009-2017,
Hungary recorded the weakest economic growth among the V4 countries, while
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Figure 1. Economic growth and unemployment in Visegrad countries, 2000-2017
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Poland enjoyed the most stable and strongest economic performance, with an
average annual real GDP growth rate of 3.2% (followed by SK with 2.1%, CZ with
1.4%, and HU with 1.1%).

Since the regional labour market situation significantly impacts the eco-
nomic well-being of regional residents, including their incomes and employment
prospects, we also try to shed some light on developments in unemployment in
the V4 countries and their regions. Trends in unemployment largely reflect the
trends in economic output (Figure 1, Panel b). Unemployment rates were very
high in Poland and Slovakia in the early 2000s (though below 20%). While Po-
land was able to reduce its unemployment rate from 20% to 5% between 2002 and
2017, Slovakia remained a high-level unemployment country even in the period
when it experienced solid economic growth after 2014. Despite several structural
issues, the labour market in the Czech Republic shows relatively stable develop-
ment, with unemployment at very low levels compared to other V4 countries and
the EU average. Hungary recorded very low unemployment at the beginning of
the period, but adverse economic circumstances resulted in substantial rises in un-
employment after 2008 followed by a decline to below the EU average after 2013.

The macro-economic trends described above influenced the development
of regional differences across the period. To describe the regional economic dif-
ferentiation at the aggregate level we use the GDP per capita indicator. The level
of internal regional disparities vary somewhat from one Visegrad country to the
next (see Figure 2). Slovakia has the highest regional differentiation in econom-
ic development as measured by GDP per capita, with the variation coefficient
approaching 70% and a clear upward dynamic over the period. It is clear that
regional differences in Slovakia rose substantially after 2004. The subsequent pe-
riod of economic growth did not temper this, and regional disparities remained
at a high level. A similar pattern of steadily increasing disparity across regions
occurred in Poland, where, however, the degree of regional economic differentia-
tion remained very low, with a variation coefficient in regional GDP per capita
of well below 30%. Hungary and the Czech Republic show moderate levels of re-
gional differentiation (a variation coefficient around 40%) with visible growth in
regional economic disparities after EU accession and during the economic down-
turn. Disparities declined somewhat after 2010, despite the economic recession in
the Czech Republic and Hungary in 2012-2013; the decline in Hungary was much
more pronounced. The correlation between the national real GDP growth rate
and the coefficient of variation in regional GDP per capita in 2000-2016 was statis-
tically significant, negative and rather strong only in Hungary, where it reached
0 =-0.69. Thus, regional economic disparities in Hungary tended to increase dur-

> GDP per capita is often used in literature as a proxy for overall living standard and level
of economic development [see e.g. Monastiriotis 2011; Smetkowski and Wéjcik 2012; Ono-
frei and Cigu 2017].
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Figure 2. Regional variation in GDP p.c. (NUTS-2) in Visegrad countries, 2000-2016
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ing economic downturns and decrease when the economy improved. In other V4
countries, the relationship was also negative, but at a weak magnitude, and was
statistically insignificant.

Regional differentiation in unemployment rates showed much more fluctu-
ation, with large differences between the V4 countries in the period prior to 2008
(see Figure Al in the Appendix). The Czech Republic and Slovakia had the great-
est regional labour market disparities and Poland had the smallest disparities
across regions. In the subsequent period, the Czech Republic and Slovakia expe-
rienced substantial declines in regional differentiation while Poland’s increased.

Regional unemployment rate differences in Hungary hovered around 30%
with no clear trend. The relationship between regional unemployment dispari-
ties and economic growth was statistically significant only in the Czech Repub-
lic, where the correlation reached ¢ = 0.53, indicating that regional differences
tended to grow during economic booms and vice versa. We can speculate that
some Czech regions tend to profit from the economic growth relatively more than
others, which may be a result of structural problems that the Czech labour market
faces [see also OECD 2014a and 2018a].

Vertical stratification and socio-economic development

After presenting an overview of the macro-economic development of V4 coun-
tries based on aggregated data, this section describes the trends in regional differ-
ences in the structure of the economic sector, household income, the educational
structures, and degrees of urbanisation between 2007 and 2015 using EU-SILC
micro-data. We also shed some light on basic trends in vertical social stratification
from the perspective of major indicators at the national level.

Variations in regional median equivalised household income (PPS EUR) in
Visegrad regions decreased considerably between 2007 and 2015 (Figure 3). While
the absolute range of the indicator rose from [424; 926] to [583; 1191] EUR per
month across all regions, the coefficient of variation decreased from 0.24 to 0.15.
In the same time period, Slovakia and Poland experienced considerably greater
nominal increases in household income (between 70% and 82%) than the Czech
Republic and Hungary (between 23% and 37%). The relative range increased
slightly in the Czech Republic (34% in 2007 and 37% in 2015) and Hungary (29%
and 31%), remained stable in Poland (at 23%), and slightly decreased in Slovakia
(30% and 26%).

Concerning the economic structure (Figures A2 and A3 in the Appendix),
between 2007 and 2015, the share of agriculture in gross value added (GVA)
slightly increased in the regions of the Czech Republic and Hungary, while it de-
creased across the Polish regions. The greatest variation is reported in Hungary,
where the HU3 (Great Plain and North) region has the highest share of agricul-
ture, which increased by 14% between 2007 and 2015. The share of industry in
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Figure 3. Median equivalised household income (PPS EUR)
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regional GDP ranged between 23% and 43% in 2007 and 26% and 43% in 2015
(however, when taking into account the capital regions, the lower bound of the
share drops to 13% and 11%, respectively). While in most regions, the share of
GDP generated by industry increased between 2007 and 2015, it decreased in the
Slovak regions, where the biggest decrease is reported in Western Slovakia (fall-
ing from 41% to 36%).

To a certain extent, the changes in the economic structure of employment
may also have been influenced by the inflow of foreign direct investment (FDI)
to the V4 countries. The total inflow of FDI in 2000-2016 was highest in Poland
(187 billion USD), followed by the Czech Republic (99 billion USD), while it was
lower in Hungary (56 billion USD) and Slovakia (43 billion USD).® The annual

¢ However, when we express the absolute values of FDI inflows in relative terms, the
relative values range from almost 5000 USD per capita in Poland to above 9500 USD per
capita in the Czech Republic.
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Figure 4. The ESeC in the V4 between 2007 and 2015
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trends of FDI inflow are depicted in Figure A4 in the Appendix. The trends were
somewhat uneven in Hungary and Slovakia, but they were generally decreasing
throughout the observed period. In contrast, FDI inflow generally increased in
Poland.

Changes in the social stratification of the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland,
and Slovakia between 2007 and 2015 using the ten-class European Socio-econom-
ic Classification (ESeC) are reported in Table Al in the Appendix. As the data
suggest, the salariat (classes 1 and 2) and workers (classes 7, 8, and 9) account for
more than 75% of all social classes across the four countries. Henceforward, we
use the three-class version of the ESeC (salariat, intermediate, and workers).
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Figure 5. Education levels in the population between 2007 and 2015
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While the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland experienced a slight in-
crease in the proportion of the salariat in their societies (from 29% in 2007 to 32%
in 2015 in the Czech Republic, from 27% to 28% in Hungary, and from 28% to 30%
in Poland), the salariat in Slovakia slightly decreased between 2007 (33%) and 2015
(29%). As Figure 4b indicates, the trends in working-class size look like a mirror
reflection of the trends in the salariat. Nevertheless, all four countries experienced
declines in the proportion of workers in their societies between 2007 and 2015. This
was associated with the overall decline in employment in agriculture and industry
as described in the previous section. These results thus demonstrate how changes
in the economic structures were translated into changes in social stratification.
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Combining the two classes allows us to construct a simple indicator—sala-
riat/worker ratio—with which we can then track the relative importance of these
classes over time (Figure 4d). The results suggest that, while the Czech Republic
and Poland experienced a remarkable increase in the ratio between 2007 and 2015
(from 0.63 and 0.57 to 0.74 and 0.67, respectively), in Hungary we observe only a
slight increase, from 0.50 to 0.54 Slovakia is different. A relatively slow increase
in the ratio between 2007 and 2010 (from 0.65 to 0.71) was followed by a sharp
decrease up to 2015 (to 0.59). The intermediary class (Figure 4c) was relatively sta-
ble in the Czech Republic (around 19.5%), Poland (around 18.7%), and Hungary
(around 15%), while in Slovakia it experienced a remarkable increase (from 10.4%
in 2007 to 15.7% in 2015).

Regarding the changes in educational structure, the four panels in Figure
5 suggest positive changes in the highest educational attainment levels in all V4
countries. The share of people aged 25-64 with only primary or secondary edu-
cation declined, with a commensurate increase in the proportion of those with
tertiary education. The highest proportion of people with only primary educa-
tion and the fewest with tertiary education are observed in Hungary. Figure 5
suggests very similar patterns over time in Slovakia and the Czech Republic, al-
though Slovakia experienced a slow-down in the decreasing share of people with
only primary education and an increasing share of people with tertiary educa-
tion after 2012. This resulted in a departure from the upward trajectory Slovakia
had been experiencing in its tertiary /primary education ratio (bottom right panel
of Figure 5).

Regarding the degree of urbanisation in the V4 regions (Figures A7 and
A8 in the Appendix), the share of people living in cities generally decreased
across the V4 regions; changes in rural areas do not suggest a consistent pattern.
These changes can be associated with the processes of suburbanisation (see, e.g.,
Cermak [2005] and Stanilov and Sykora [2014]).

Our analysis of the general developments and regional variations in the
major socio-economic indicators provides some initial insight into the level of
socio-spatial disparities in V4 countries. However, this aggregate approach does
not provide sufficient insight into the trends in stratification and regional ine-
qualities within countries, which may be substantial given the size of the regions.
Therefore, the next section presents a detailed analysis of social differentiation at
the regional level.

Social differentiation: the subnational perspective

In this section we provide an analysis of social differentiation broken down into
two different dimensions: the subnational (regional) level and the degree of ur-
banisation. At the regional level, we also graphically present the regional distribu-
tion of the specific variable in 2007 and 2015 and changes between 2007 and 2015.
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Changes in the social structure according to the Socio-economic Classification

The general patterns of curves depicted in Figure A9 in the Appendix suggest
differing trajectories in the shares of the salariat and more similar trends in shares
of workers across regions with different degrees of urbanisation. However, the
magnitudes differ remarkably. The Czech Republic and Poland experienced sig-
nificant increases in the shares of the salariat in cities (from 39% and 38% to 44%
and 45%, respectively) and towns and suburbs (from 26% and 22% to 31%, respec-
tively), though both countries experienced only slight changes in rural areas. On
the other hand, the development of the salariat in Slovakia in cities and towns/
suburbs shows a slight increase between 2007 and 2009, followed by a continual
decrease until 2015, to a level below that in 2007. Hungary experienced a slightly
U-shaped pattern of development in its towns and suburbs, increases in the share
of the salariat in cities, and a relatively stable share in rural areas.

The share of workers in cities and towns/suburbs in the Czech Republic,
Poland, and Slovakia exhibits a decreasing pattern. While workers in the city re-
gions in Hungary decreased over time, their shares in towns and suburbs re-
mained relatively stable at around 51%. There is a relatively large difference be-
tween the share of workers in rural areas in Hungary and rural areas in the other
countries. While the share of workers in rural areas in Hungary was around 62%,
the share in the Czech Republic, Poland, and Slovakia was around 54%, although
no clear trends are visible.

The trends for the ‘never worked and unemployed’ class (see Figure A9 in
the Appendix) can, to some extent, be seen as similar to those in towns/suburbs
and rural areas in the V4 countries (although the proportions across countries
differ). The trends in the unemployed class in cities differed significantly across
regions, but all four countries converged to a proportion of approximately 4-5%
in 2015. The changes in unemployment reflect the consequences of the post-crisis
period and the changes on the labour markets in the V4 countries.

The level of regional differences in the shares of the salariat, intermediate
class, and workers are captured by the coefficient of variation. As Figure A1l in
the Appendix suggests, the differences across regions remained stable for the
salariat and workers, but the data suggest a remarkable decline in the coefficient
of variation for the intermediate class.

As the regional distribution in Figure 6 suggests, the highest share of the
salariat class is observed in the capital city regions across all four countries. The
Hungarian regions (excluding the capital region) have, in relative terms, the
smallest share of salariat class of all V4 countries. While most regions experi-
enced an increase in the share of the salariat class between 2015 and 2007, its
proportion in Slovak society decreased in all regions. These developments across
the regions may to some extent be attributed to the structural changes that the V4
economies underwent in the period after acceding to the EU and may also be re-
lated to the effects of the economic crisis. Three of the Czech regions experienced
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Figure 6. Spatial distribution of the percentage of the salariat in V4 countries
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Figure 7. Spatial distribution of the percentage of the intermediate class in V4 countries
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Figure 8. Spatial distribution of the percentage of working class in V4 countries
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an increase in the proportion of the salariat class of more than 15% between 2007
and 2015. These patterns may also be related to the educational structure of the
Czech population, which has the smallest share of people with only primary edu-
cation, the largest share of people with secondary education, and rapid growth in
the share of those with tertiary education.

The overall range of the proportion of the intermediate class shrank from
[8.9; 23.9] to [13.1; 25.3] between 2007 and 2015, with the Slovak regions experi-
encing the greatest relative changes (Figure 7). The proportion of intermediate
class in the Bratislava region (which includes the capital city) doubled from 11%
to almost 21%. This can be linked to the changes in the employment structure in
Slovakia and to the large volumes of foreign investment aimed at the services
sector in the capital region.

As opposed to the salariat class, the smallest proportion of the working
class (Figure 8) is found in the capital regions. The general declining pattern of
the working class is also reported at regional levels, with all regions experiencing
a decrease.

Regarding the changes in the ‘never worked and unemployed’ class, all
Czech and Polish regions experienced a decrease between 2007 and 2015. How-
ever, all Slovak regions experienced an increase, which was also the case for
Hungary, with the exception of the Great Plain and North regions, where slight
decreases are observed (see Figure A10 in the Appendix). These trends reflect
developments in regional unemployment, which can be attributed to the changes
in the post-crisis period.

Changes in the educational structure in V4 countries

The patterns in the educational attainment of populations broken down by the
degree of urbanisation (Figure A12 in Appendix) are consistent with the patterns
at the national level across all countries. The shares of people with only primary
education are decreasing in all areas, although the decline is slowest in towns and
suburbs. When it comes to secondary education, the trends are more ambiguous.
While the proportion decreases in rural areas in all countries, it remains relative-
ly constant in towns and suburbs. It also decreases in cities, except in Hungary,
where it remains relatively constant (around 60%) and at the lowest level among
V4 countries. The share of people with tertiary education rose in all countries and
area types, with Polish and Czech cities experiencing faster growth rates. As the
results at the national level suggest, Hungary experienced the least favourable
situation—it has relatively large shares of people with only primary education
found in all types of areas and has the slowest growth rates in the shares of those
with tertiary education.

Regarding the regional distribution of populations by highest education at-
tained, the results (Figure A13 in the Appendix) suggest that regional differences
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Figure 9. Spatial distribution of people with max. primary education in V4 countries
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Figure 10. Spatial distribution of people with max. secondary education in V4 countries
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Figure 11. Spatial distribution of people with tertiary education in V4 countries
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in the proportions of people with tertiary education decrease over time, while
those with secondary education remain constant, while there are wider differ-
ences for those with only primary education. The eastern regions of Slovakia and
Hungary experienced the smallest reductions in the proportions of people with
only primary education, though declines are observed in all regions. To some
extent this can be explained by the relatively high proportions of extremely poor
households (a relatively large proportion of these are households with attributed
Roma ethnicity), in which members typically have only primary education [FRA
2016]. At the other end of the spectrum, the slowest growth rates in the shares of
people with tertiary education occurred in capital regions. Again, the Hungar-
ian regions experienced the slowest growth in the shares of people with tertiary
education.

Changes in income inequality in V4 countries

To assess the income stratification of the populations, we use a simple measure
of inequality in income distribution—the Gini coefficient. The development of
income inequalities (Figures A14 and A15 in the Appendix) in cities is more or
less commensurate with the development at the national level: it follows a de-
creasing trajectory in Poland, is constant in the Czech Republic and Slovakia, and
in Hungary it was decreasing between 2007 and 2009 and was later followed by
increases. Hungary exhibits the same pattern of inequalities in towns/suburbs
and rural areas. In the Czech Republic, a relatively constant trend is also typical
for towns/suburbs and rural areas, although the results suggest a slight decrease
in the Gini coefficient between 2007 and 2010 in towns/suburbs. Income inequal-
ity in Slovak rural areas increased slightly between 2008 and 2011 and remained
constant afterward. Pauhofova et al. [2016] argue that the rural areas in Slovakia
were the ones most significantly impacted by the crisis, so we can assume that the
increase in inequality can to some extent be attributed to this crisis.

Although the aggregate results and the results broken down by area type
suggest that income inequality in the Czech Republic remained relatively con-
stant, the regional breakdown suggests that three Czech regions experienced in-
creases in inequality between 2007 and 2015. However, most regions in the V4
experienced declines in income inequality, and, as Figure 12 indicates, significant
positive changes can be observed in Polish regions.

We found at least three different trajectories in vertical stratification. Income
inequalities are the greatest in Poland, although they decrease over time (0.33
in 2007, 0.30 in 2015). The Czech Republic and Slovakia experienced relatively
constant levels of income inequalities (around 0.25) over the period. However,
we observed the greatest fluctuations over time in Hungary. Inequalities sharply
decreased between 2007 and 2009, i.e. during the pre-crisis period, then rose until
2013, and afterward remained relatively constant. The results thus suggest that,
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Figure 12. Spatial distribution of income inequality (Gini coefficient) in V4 countries
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unlike other Visegrdd countries, income inequality in Hungary may have been
(directly or indirectly) affected by the 2008-2009 crisis and further by the poli-
cies of Viktor Orban’s government implemented after 2010, which led to a shift
away from a welfare state and the European Social Model towards a work-based
society. Consequently, social inequalities increased substantially as the most vul-
nerable groups were excluded from the social system, benefits accessible to the
poor and those with weak or no connections to the labour market were cut, and
resources were directed towards high-income working families [Szikra 2018].

Conclusion

The post-communist Visegrdd 4 (V4) countries have experienced remarkable so-
cietal, economic, and political changes since the beginning of their transition to
open-market systems in the 1990s. However, gaps in the available data make it
difficult to draw clear conclusions on what drove the changes in social differen-
tiation in the post-1989 and the pre-EU-accession periods. Upon their integration
with the EU in 2004, the V4 countries became members of one of the most eco-
nomically prosperous unions in the world. Significant changes in their econo-
mies have been reflected in the structural shifts of their societies. However, due
to regional differences in economic, social, and demographic characteristics, the
patterns of social stratification differ both between countries and across regions
within the countries.

Understanding regional patterns in social differentiation is important from
at least two perspectives. First, it contributes to our general knowledge of socie-
ties and aids in our understanding of how socio-economic changes are related
to changes in social structures. Second, significant differences in regional social
structures within a country can lead to societal tensions, particularly in countries
with low levels of (social) resilience to change. Ultimately, understanding these
aspects of society is essential for policymakers. Recently, many concerns have
been raised by scientists and intellectuals in the increasing number of public de-
bates about rising social inequalities, both in a national and a global perspective,
that many are concerned will ultimately undermine national democratic systems.
Such concerns are very relevant in Visegrad countries, with the rise of political
parties there that show clear leanings towards authoritarian populism. In this
perspective, mapping spatial social inequalities offers essential insights into the
functioning of society.

The results of this study identify different trajectories of developments in the
patterns of social stratification across the V4 countries, although some of the pat-
terns identified are similar. In general, we observe decreases in the worker class
across all regions and increases in the proportion of the salariat. To some extent,
these changes reflect changes in employment and regional economic structures.
The Hungarian regions (excluding the capital region) have, in relative terms, the
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smallest share of salariat class and the largest share of workers out of all V4 coun-
tries. While most regions experienced an increase in the share of the salariat class
over the period, in Slovakia the salariat class decreased in all its regions.

In all V4 regions there has been a decline in the share of people who have
at most primary or secondary education and an increase in those with tertiary
education. The Hungarian regions have exhibited the slowest increases in the
shares of the population with tertiary education. Regional differences in the pro-
portion of people with tertiary education across the V4 countries have generally
decreased over time, with shares of those with only secondary education remain-
ing constant and with greater shifts occurring among those with maximum pri-
mary education.

Regional income inequalities did not change significantly in the Czech Re-
public over the observed period. Similarly, the trends were rather stable in Slo-
vak regions, with the exception of rural areas, where income inequality slightly
increased between 2008 and 2011. Regional income inequalities were the greatest
in Poland, although they tended to decline over time. Our results show the least
favourable patterns in the development of social differentiation in the Hungarian
regions, which experienced the biggest fluctuations in income inequalities over
time, according to the increases in income inequalities indicated by the Gini coef-
ficients. Nevertheless, we are unable to separate the effect of the 2008-2009 crisis
from the effect of changes in Hungarian social policies under Viktor Orban on
rising social inequality.

We are aware of some important concerns relating to this study; in particu-
lar, the arbitrary nature of the selection of indicators and the data limitations. As
explained in the methodological background section, in this paper the opera-
tionalisation of social stratification is based on the three simple indicators most
commonly used by other scholars for similar purposes. We are aware of the draw-
backs of this approach, but at the same time its simplicity allows us to compare
results across studies using the same (or similar) operational definitions. Also,
the data do not allow us to assess the patterns in social differentiation at the same
territorial level in all V4 countries. Our analyses are based on a representative
survey harmonised at the European level. The results obtained in this study can
thus be thought of as among the first attempts to describe the patterns in social
differentiation in V4 countries. The availability of data from the early phases of
the transition (the beginning of the 1990s) would be very beneficial. Such data
would also allow us to track changes in social classes that reflect the societal, eco-
nomic, political, and other changes from the start of the transition period to the
time of accession to the European Union and onwards. Unfortunately, our study
is limited to the post-EU-accession period.

Future studies may enhance the data by employing variables at a lower de-
gree of aggregation—NUTS-3 regions or at least NUTS-2 for Poland and Hun-
gary—which would make more detailed analyses possible. Moreover, including
data for a period prior to 2006 would allow us to examine the effect of EU acces-
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sion, since the aggregated data analysis suggests that this event brought about
an increase in regional economic disparities. Specifically, further research could
address a larger variety of regional variables in an effort to explain the causes and
consequences of the current state of development.

KamiLa FIALOVA is a researcher in the Department of Economic Sociology at the Insti-
tute of Sociology of the Czech Academy of Sciences. She holds a PhD in economics from
the Institute of Economic Studies, Charles University in Prague. Her specialisation cov-
ers macro-economic and labour-market research and her main academic interest is the
institutional environment of labour markets, informal employment, part-time work, well-
being, and job satisfaction.

ToMAS ZELINSKY is an associate professor at the Faculty of Economics, Technical Univer-
sity of Kosice, and a member of the faculty since 2009. He also works as a senior researcher
at the Institute of Sociology of the Czech Academy of Sciences and is affiliated with the
Durham University Evidence Centre for Education (Durham University, UK). His re-
search interests lie in the area of poverty measurement and behavioural economics and he
focuses especially on the economic behaviour of the poor.

764



Articles

References

Albert, F.,, B. David, Z. Kmetty, L. Krist6f, P. Robert and A. Szabé. 2018. ‘Mapping the
Post-communist Class Structure: Findings from a New Multidimensional Hungarian
Class Survey.” East European Politics & Societies 32 (3): 544565,
https://doi.org/10.1177 /0888325417739954.

Alcidi, C,, J. Nunez Ferrer, R. Musmeci, M. Di Salvo and M. Pilati. 2018. ‘Income
Convergence in the EU: Within-country Regional Patterns.” CEPS Commentary series.
CEPS: Brussels.

Ascani, A., R. Crescenzi and S. lammarino. 2012. ‘Regional Economic Development:

A Review.” SEARCH Working Paper 01/03.

Bihagen, E. 2008. ‘Does Class Matter Equally for Men and Women?: A Study of the
Impact of Class on Wage Growth in Sweden 1999-2003.” Sociology 42 (3): 522-540,
https: //doi.org/10.1177 /0038038508088838.

Blau, P. M. and O. D. Duncan. 1967. The American Occupational Structure. New York:

John Wiley and Sons.

Blazek, J. and P. Csank. 2007. ‘A New Phase of Regional Development in the Czech
Republic?” Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review 43 (5): 945-965.

Blazek, J. and P. Netrdova 2012. ‘Aktudlni tendence lokdlni diferenciace
socioekonomickych jevii v Cesku: sméfuje vyvoj k vétsi mozaikovitosti prostorového
uspofadani?’ (Current trends in the local differentiation of socio-economic
phenomena in the Czech Republic: is development moving towards greater diversity
of special organisation) Geografie, 117: 266-288.

Brooks, C. and S. Svallfors. 2010. “‘Why Does Class Matter? Policy Attitudes, Mechanisms,
and the Case of the Nordic Countries.” Research in Social Stratification and Mobility 28:
199-213, https: //doi.org/10.1016 /j.rssm.2010.01.003.

Brzezinski, M. 2017. ‘Is Inequality an Issue in Poland?” IBS Policy Paper 1/2017.

Buncdk, J., A. Hrabovska and J. Sopéci. 2018a. ‘Statusové usporiadanie slovenskej
spoloc¢nosti.” (The status order of Slovak society) Socioldgia—Slovak Sociological Review
50 (1): 5-30.

Buncdk, J., A. Hrabovska and J. Sopdci. 2018b. ‘Validita socidlno-triednych klasifikacii
EGP, ESeC a ESeG v slovenskej spolo¢nosti.” (The validity of the social-strata
classifications of the EGP, ESeC, and ESeG in Slovak society) Socioldgia—Slovak
Sociological Review 50 (4): 367-395.

Buncak, J., A. Hrabovska and J. Sopdci. 2019. ‘Sposob Zivota a kulttrna spotreba
socialnych tried v slovenskej spolo¢nosti.” (The way of life and cultural consumption
of social classes in Slovak society) Socioldgia—Slovak Sociological Review 51 (1): 25-43,
https://doi.org/10.31577 /sociologia.2019.51.1.2.

Buncdk, J. and V. Harmadyova. 1993. ‘Transformécia socidlnej struktiry.” (Transformation
of the social structure) Socioldgia 25: 389-401.

Buncdk, J., R. DZambazovi¢ and J. Sopéci. 2016. “The Development of Social Stratification
in Slovakia.” Pp. 161-183 in SLOVAKIA: A European Story, edited by M. Londak,

S. Michélek and P. Weiss et al. Bratislava: VEDA, Historicky tstav SAV.

Cairncross, F. 1997. The Death of Distance. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Canova, F. and A. Marcet. 1995. ‘The Poor Stay Poor: Non-convergence across Countries
and Regions.” CEPR Discussion Papers 1265. C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers London: CEPR.

Cermak, Z. 2005. “Migrace a suburbanizaéni procesy v Ceské republice.” (Migration and
suburbanisation processes in the Czech Republic) Demografie 47 (3): 169-176.

Cheshire, P. and S. Magrini. 2000. ‘Endogenous Processes in European Regional Growth:
Convergence and Policy.” Growth and Change 31: 455-479,
https://doi.org/10.1111/0017-4815.00140.

765



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2019, Vol. 55, No. 6

Domanski, H. 1996. Na progu konwergencji. Stratyfikacja spoleczna w Europie Srodkowo-
Wschodnie. (On the verge of convergence: social stratification in East-European
countries) Warsaw: [Fis Publishers.

Domariski, H. 2005. “The Polish Transformation: Structural Changes and New Tensions.’
European Journal of Social Theory 8 (4): 453470,
https://doi.org/10.1177 /1368431005056423.

Domariski, H. 2017. ‘Omnivorism of Eating and “Highbrow-Lowbrow” Distinction:
Cultural Stratification in Poland.” Polish Sociological Review 199: 299-313.

Drahokoupil, J. 2015. ‘Class in Czechia: The Legacy of Stratification Research.” East
European Politics and Societies 29 (3): 577-587,
https://doi.org/10.1177 /0888325415599198.

Dzambazovic, R. and D. Gerbery. 2018. ‘Medzigenera¢na socidlna mobilita na Slovensku.”
(Intergenerational Social mobility in Slovakia) Sociolégia—Slovak Sociological Review 50:
396—428, https:// doi.org/10.31577 /sociologia.2018.50.4.16.

Dzambazovic, R., D. Gerbery and J. Sopéci. 2018. Socidlna stratifikdcia a socidlna mobilita
v slovenskej spolocnosti: Pramennd publikdcia. (Social stratification and social mobility
in Slovak society: source publications) Bratislava: Stimul,
https://doi.org/10.31577 /sociologia.2018.50.4.16.

Erikson, R. and J. H. Goldthorpe. 1992. The Constant Flux. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
https://doi.org/10.2307 /589632.

Erikson, R., J. H. Goldthorpe and L. Portocarero. 1979. ‘Intergenerational Class Mobility
in Three Western European Societies: England, France and Sweden.” British Journal
of Sociology 30: 415-440.

Ezcurra, R., P. Pascual, and M. Raptin. 2007. “The Dynamics of Regional Disparities
in Central and Eastern Europe during Transition.” European Planning Studies 15 (10):
1397-1421, https: //doi.org/10.1080/09654310701550850.

Forster, M., D. Jesuit and T. Smeeding. 2003. ‘Regional Poverty and Income Inequality
in Central and Eastern Europe: Evidence from the Luxembourg Income Study.’
UNU/WIDER Discussion Paper No. 2003 /65. Helsinki: UNU-WIDER.

FRA. 2016. Transition from Education to Employment of Young Roma in Nine EU Member
States. Vienna: European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights; Luxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union.

Fratesi, U. and F. G. Wishlade. 2017. “The Impact of European Cohesion Policy in
Different Contexts.” Regional Studies 51 (6): 817-821,
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2017.1326673.

Friedman, T. 2005. The World Is Flat: A Brief History of Twenty-First Century. New York:
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux.

Gajdos, P. 2005. ‘Regional Development in Slovakia—Developmental Trends and Social-
Spatial Impacts.” Agricultural Economics 51 (12): 257-263,
https://doi.org/10.17221/5105-AGRICECON.

Gajdos, P. (ed.) 2008. Regional Disparities in Central Europe. Bratislava: Sociologicky tstav
Slovenské akadémia vied.

Gajdos, P. and J. Pasiak 2006. Regiondlny rozvoj Slovenska z pohladu priestorovej sociologie.
(Regional development in Slovakia from the perspective of spatial sociology)
Bratislava: Sociologicky tstav SAV.

Goldthorpe, J. H. and A. McKnight. 2006. ‘The Economic Basis of Social Class.”

Pp. 109-136 in Mobility and Inequality: Frontiers of Research for Economics and Sociology,
edited by S. Morgan, D. Grusky and G. Fields. Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Gorzelak, G. and M. Smetkowski. 2010. ‘Regional Development Dynamics in Central

and Eastern European Countries.” Pp. 34-58 in Regional Development in Central and

766



Articles

Eastern Europe: Development Processes and Policy Challenges, edited by G. Gorzelak,
J. Bachtler and M. Smetkowski. Oxon: Routledge,
https: //doi.org/10.4324/9780203855386-4.

Grusky, D. B. 2001. ‘Social Stratification.” Pp. 14443-14452 in International Encyclopedia
of the Social and Behavioral Sciences, edited by N. J. Smelser and P. B. Baltes. New York:
Elsevier Science, https: //doi.org/10.1016 /B0-08-043076-7 / 01974-4.

Grusky, D. B. and A. A. Takata. 1992. ‘Social Stratification.” Pp. 1955-1970 in
The Encyclopedia of Sociology, edited by Edgar F. Borgatta. New York: Macmillan
Publishing Company.

Hampl, M. 2007. ‘RegiondlIn{ diferenciace sou¢asného socioekonomického vyvoje
v Ceské republice.” (The regional differentiation of contemporary socio-economic
development in the Czech Republic) Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review
43 (5): 889-910.

Harrison, E. and D. Rose. 2006. The European Socio-economic Classification User Guide.
Colchester: ISER, University of Essex.

Hatt, P. K. 1950. ‘Occupation and Social Stratification.” American Journal of Sociology 55 (6):
533-543, https://doi.org/10.1086 /220615.

Herter, A. and H. Wirth. 2018. Syntax to Generate ESeC and ESeG using EU-SILC-SPSS or
Stata Systemfiles. Mannheim: GESIS.

Husén, T. 1987. "Higher Education and Social Stratification: An International Comparative
Study.” Paris: UNESCO-IIEP.

Jewell, R. T., M. A. McPherson and M. A. Tieslau. 2013. “‘Whose Fault Is It? Assigning
Blame for Grade Inflation in Higher Education.” Applied Economics 45 (9): 1185-1200,
https: //doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2011.621884.

Kalmijn, M. and G. Kraaykamp. 2007. ‘Social Stratification and Attitudes: A Comparative
Analysis of the Effects of Class and Education in Europe.” The British Journal
of Sociology 58: 547-576, https:// doi.org/10.1111 /j.1468-4446.2007.00166.x.

Katrniak, T. 2012. ‘Is Current Czech Society a Social Class-Based Society? The Validity
of EGP and ESeC Class Schemes.” Socioldgia 44 (6): 678-703.

Katridk, T. and P. Fucik. 2010. Ndovrat k socidlnimu piivodu: Vijvoj socidlni stratifikace ceské
spole¢nosti v letech 1989 az 2009. (A return to social origins: the development of the
social stratification of Czech society from 1989 to 2009) Brno: Centrum pro studium
demokracie a kultury.

Katriidk, T. and L. Fénadova. 2014. ‘Return to and Departure from Social Origin: Trends
in Social Fluidity in the Czech Republic between 1990 and 2011.” Socioldgia 46:
655-685.

Kerbo, H. 2017. “Social Stratification.” Pp. 1-4 in The Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of Social
Theory, edited by B. S. Turner. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell,
https: //doi.org/10.1002/9781118430873.est0761.

Klimko, R. 2015. ‘Labour Market Developments in Visegrad Countries.” International
Journal of Social Sciences IV (4): 16-29, https:// doi.org/10.20472 /552015.4.4.002.

Kmetty, Z., R. Tardos, F. Albert and B. David. 2018. ‘Mapping Social Milieus and
Cohesion Patterns between 1997 and 2014. Exploiting the Potential of the Occupational
Position Generator.” Social Networks 55: 116—129,
https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.socnet.2018.05.007.

Lambert, P. S. and E. Bihagen. 2014. ‘Using Occupation-based Social Classifications.”
Work, Employment & Society 28 (3): 481-494,
https://doi.org/10.1177 /0950017013519845.

Lux, M., P. Sunega and T. Katriidk. 2013. ‘Classes and Castles: Impact of Social
Stratification on Housing Inequality in Post-Socialist States.” European Sociological
Review 29 (2): 274-288, https:// doi.org/10.1093 /esr/jcr060.

767



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2019, Vol. 55, No. 6

Machonin, P. and M. Tucek. 1994. ‘Geneze nové socidlni struktury v Ceské republice
a jeji socialni aktéti.” (The evolution of the social structure in the Czech Republic and
its social actors) Sociologicky casopis 30: 285-305.

Magrini, S. 1999. ‘The Evolution of Income Disparities among the Regions of the
European Union.” Regional Science and Urban Economics 29: 257-281,
https://doi.org/10.1016 /S0166-0462(98)00039-8.

Magrini, S. 2004. ‘Regional (Di)Convergence.” Pp. 2741-2796 in Handbook of Regional and
Urban Economics, Vol. 4, edited by J. Henderson and J. Thisse. Amsterdam: Elsevier,
https://doi.org/10.1016 /S1574-0080(04)80019-1.

Monastiriotis, V. 2011. ‘Regional Growth Dynamics in Central and Eastern Europe.’

LSE ‘Europe in Question” Discussion Paper No. 33. London: London School of
Economics and Political Science, https://doi.org/10.2139 /ssrn.1802420.

Muiioz de Bustillo Llorente, R., S. Sarkar, R. Sebastian and J.-I. A. Llorente. 2018.
“Educational Mismatch in Europe at the Turn of the Century: Measurement, Intensity
and Evolution.” International Journal of Manpower 39 (8): 977-995,
https://doi.org/10.1108 /[JM-10-2018-0327.

Mysikovd, M., T. Zelinsky, T. I. Garner and J. Vecernik. 2019. ‘Subjective Perceptions of
Poverty and Objective Economic Conditions: Czechia and Slovakia a Quarter Century
after the Dissolution of Czechoslovakia.” Social Indicators Research: 145 (2): 523-550,
https://doi.org/10.1007 /s11205-019-02102-2.

O’Brien, R. 1992. Global Financial Integration: The End of Geography. London: Royal Institute
of International Affairs.

OECD. 2008. Growing Unequal? Income Distribution and Poverty in OECD Countries. Paris:
OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2014a. OECD Economic Surveys: Czech Republic 2014. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2014b. OECD Economic Surveys: Hungary 2014. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2014c. OECD Economic Surveys: Poland 2014. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2014d. OECD Economic Surveys: Slovak Republic 2014. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2016. OECD Economic Surveys: Hungary 2016. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2017. OECD Economic Surveys: Slovak Republic 2017. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2018a. OECD Economic Surveys: Czech Republic 2018. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2018b. OECD Economic Surveys: Poland 2018. Paris: OECD Publishing.

Onofrei, M. and E. Cigu. 2017. ‘Overview on Regional Economic Development Gaps
across the EU.” CES Working Papers Volume IX, Issue 3.

Ortiz Gervasi, L. and S. McGuinness. 2018. ‘Overeducation among European University
Graduates: A Constraint or a Choice?” Pp. 157-174 in European Youth Labour Markets,
edited by M. Malo and A. Moreno Minguez. Cham: Springer,
https://doi.org/10.1007 /978-3-319-68222-8_11.

Pauhofova, I. et al. 2016. Suivislosti prijmovej polarizdcie na Slovensku. (The context
of income polarisation in Slovakia) Bratislava: Ekonomicky tdstav Slovenskej
akadémie vied.

Petrakos, G. 1996. ‘The Regional Dimension of Transition in Eastern and Central
European Countries: An Assessment.” Eastern European Economics 34: 5-38,
https: // doi.org/10.1080/00128775.1996.11648596.

Petrakos, G. 2000. ‘“The Spatial Impact of East-West Integration.” Pp. 36-68 in Integration
and Transition in Europe: The Economic Geography of Interaction, edited by G. Petrakos,
G. Maier and G. Gorzelak. London: Routledge.

Podolék, P. and A. Michalek. 2008. ‘Profile of the Present Slovak Society and Its Regional
Differences.” Social Indicators Research 87: 157-167,
https://doi.org/10.1007 /s11205-007-9164-9.

Rébert, P. and E. Bukodi. 2004. ‘Changes in Intergenerational Class Mobility in Hungary,

768



Articles

1973-2000.” Pp. 287-314 in Social Mobility in Europe, edited by R. Breen. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, https://doi.org/10.1093 /0199258457.003.0012.

Roéna-Tas, A., J. Bun¢dk and V. Harmadyova. 1999. ‘Post-communist Transformation and
the New Elite in Slovakia.” Socioldgia 31 (3): 235-262.

Rose, D. and E. Harrison. 2007. “The European Socio-economic Classification: A New
Social Class Schema for Comparative European Research.” European Societies 9 (3):
459-490.

Rose, D., E. Harrison and D. Pevalin. 2010. “The European Socioeconomic Classification:
A Prologomenon.” Pp. 3-38 in Social Class in Europe: An Introduction to the European
Socioeconomic Classification, edited by D. Rose and E. Harrison. New York: Routledge,
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616690701336518.

Smetkowski, M. and P. Wéjcik. 2012. ‘Regional Convergence in Central and Eastern
European Countries: A Multidimensional Approach.” European Planning Studies 20 (6):
923-939, https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.673560.

Sopdci, J. 2000. K vyvoju socidlnej stratifikdcie v SR v devitdesiatych rokoch. Socioldgia
a spolocenskd zmena. (The development of social stratification in Slovakia in the 1990s.
Sociology and change in society) Bratislava: Comenius University.

Sopdci, J. et al. 2019. Socidlna stratifikdcia a mobilita na Slovensku. (Social stratification and

_ mobility in Slovakia) Bratislava: Stimul.

Spacek, O. 2016. ‘Sporting Activities and Social Stratification in the Czech Republic:

A Temporal Perspective.” European Journal for Sport and Society 13 (4): 256273,
https: //doi.org/10.1080/16138171.2016.1248090.

Stanilov, K. and L. Sykora. 2014. Confronting Suburbanization: Urban Decentralization
in Postsocialist Central and Eastern Europe. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell,
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118295861.

Szikra, D. 2018. Welfare for the Wealthy. The Social Policy of the Orbdn-Regime, 2010-2017.
Budapest: Analysis Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung.

Szirmai, V. (ed.) 2015. From Spatial Inequalities to Social Well-being. Székesfehérvar:
Kodolényi Janos University of Applied Sciences.

Szotowski, K. (ed.) 2015. Middle-Income Trap in V4 Countries?—Analysis and
Recommendations. Krakow: The Kosciuszko Institute.

Titarenko, L. 2019. ‘Poland in the Transformative Years (1988-2013): ‘Changes in
Economic, Political, and Social Spheres of Life.” International Sociology 34 (2): 138-148,
https://doi.org/10.1177 /0268580919830908.

Tomescu-Dubrow, L, J. Kjerulf Dubrow, M. Stomczynski, D. Przybysz and Z. Sawinski.
2018. ‘Dynamics of Class and Stratification in Poland: 1945-2015.” Budapest: Central
European University Press.

Tomescu-Dubrow, I. and M. Stomczynski. 2018. ‘Class Structure and Social Stratification
in Poland from the 1970s to the 2010s.” Pp. 39-65 in Dynamics of Class and
Stratification in Poland: 1945-2015, edited by I. Tomescu-Dubrow, J. Kjerulf Dubrow,
M. Stomezynski, D. Przybysz and Z. Sawinski. Budapest: Central European University
Press.

Townsley, E. R. and G. Eyal. 1995. “The Social Composition of the Communist
Nomenklatura: A Comparison of Russia, Poland and Hungary.” Theory and Society 24:
723-750, https: // doi.org/10.1007 /BF00993404.

Traistaru, I., P. Nijkamp and L. Resmini. (eds) 2003. The Emerging Economic Geography
in EU Accession Countries. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Limited.

Van de Werfhorst, H. G. and R. Andersen. 2005. ‘Social Background, Credential Inflation
and Educational Strategies.” Acta Sociologica 48 (4): 321-340,
https://doi.org/10.1177 /0001699305059945.

Warren, J. R., Hauser, R. M. 1997. “Social Stratification across Three Generations: New

769



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2019, Vol. 55, No. 6

Evidence from the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study’. Sociological Review 62 (4): 561-572,
https://doi.org/10.2307 / 2657426.

Wasilewski, J. 1995. ‘Stara nomenklatura w nowej rzeczywistosci.” (The old nomenklatura
in a new reality) Spoleczenstwo Otwarte 7-8: 3-10.

Zarycki, T. 2015. “‘Class Analysis in Conditions of a Dual-Stratification Order.” East
European Politics and Societies 29 (3): 711-718,

. https://doi.org/10.1177 /0888325415599199.

Zelinsky, T. 2014. Poverty and Deprivation in Slovakia: Methodological Aspects and Empirics.
Kosice: Equilibria.

770



Articles

Annex 1
European Socio-economic Classification

The European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) is based on the Erikson-
Goldthorpe-Portocarero (EGP) schema, a social class schema commonly used in
both national and comparative research [Erikson et al. 1979; Erikson and Goldthor-
pe 1992]. To classify people, ESeC synthesises information on occupation, em-
ployment status, and size of the organisation. ESeC distinguishes between four
employment statuses: (1) employers; (2) the self-employed; (3) employees; and
(4) those involuntarily excluded from paid employment. For employers, a further
distinction is made according to the number of people employed (small employ-
ers for 1-9 employees and large employers for 10+ employees). Employees are
classified according to the type of contract they have (the service relationship and
the labour contract). For details on the classification see, e.g., Harrison and Rose
[2006].

The classes are defined as follows:

¢ Class 1: Large employers, higher-grade professionals, administrative and
managerial occupations: ‘the higher salariat’

e C(lass 2: Lower-grade professionals, administrative and managerial occupa-
tions: higher-grade technicians and supervisory occupations: ‘the lower
salariat’

e (lass 3: Intermediate occupations: ‘higher-grade white-collar (“non-manu-
al”) workers’

® (lasses 4: Small employers and self-employed in non-professional occupa-
tions (exc. agriculture etc.): ‘petit-bourgeoisie or independents’

® (lasses 5: Small employers and self-employed in non-professional occupa-
tions (agriculture, fisheries and forestry): ‘petit-bourgeoisie or independents’

* C(lass 6: Lower supervisory and lower technician occupations: ‘higher-grade
blue-collar (“manual”) workers’

e C(lass 7: Lower services, sales and clerical occupations: ‘lower-grade white-
collar (“non-manual”) workers’

® C(lass 8: Lower technical occupations: ‘skilled workers’

¢ (Class 9: Routine occupations: ‘semi- and unskilled workers’

® C(lass 10: Never worked and long-term unemployed: ‘unemployed’

Those who are not currently in paid employment (those unemployed for a period
less than 6 months, the retired, the sick, and the disabled, etc.) are classified ac-
cording to their last main paid job.
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Annex 2
The Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics (NUTS)
in Visegrad countries

The Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics (NUTS) is a hierarchical sys-
tem for dividing up the economic territory of the European Union for statistical,
analytical, and policy purposes. The classification divides up regions at three
different levels: NUTS-1, -2 and -3, respectively, moving from larger to smaller
territorial units. In our research we use mainly NUTS-1 and NUTS-2 level based
on data availability.

From a NUTS-1 perspective, the Czech Republic and Slovakia represent a
single region, Hungary is split into three regions, and Poland into six regions.
On the NUTS-2 level, the Czech Republic is structured into eight regions (‘kra-
je’), Hungary into six regions (‘tervezési-statisztikai régiok’), Poland into sixteen
(‘wojewoddztwa’), and Slovakia into four regions (‘oblasti’).

The way this classification divides up the countries is described in the fol-
lowing table together with the area, population, and population density of each
region.
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Appendix

Table A1l. Social stratification in V4 countries (ESeC classification)

Czech Republic Hungary Poland Slovakia
Class 2007 2015 2007 2015 2007 2015 2007 2015
1 7.3 9.6 9.0 9.3 8.6 114 10.9 9.3
2 219 22.7 17.6 18.6 19.1 19.0 22.5 19.3
3 9.1 8.7 8.1 8.0 5.2 6.1 3.7 71
4 5.6 6.1 4.0 2.6 3.3 3.5 3.3 5.4
5 0.5 0.5 0.8 1.4 5.6 53 0.2 0.3
6 41 3.9 2.8 3.2 44 3.6 34 2.8
7 111 11.8 12.6 12.1 10.7 114 16.7 16.3
8 17.2 14.2 18.8 14.6 18.3 15.9 14.7 12.8
9 174 17.8 21.7 24.5 18.1 179 19.6 19.0
10 5.6 47 45 5.8 6.6 6.0 4.8 7.7

Source: EU-SILC 2006-2016; authors’” computations.
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Figure A1l. Regional variation in unemployment rates (NUTS-2) in Visegrad countries,
2000-2016

a) Yearly coefficient of variation (%)
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Source: Eurostat (2018). Datafile: Unemployment rates by sex, age and NUTS 2 regions (%)
[Ifst_r_lfu3rt]; authors” computations.
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Figure A2. Share of agriculture on regional GDP in regions of V4, 2007 and 2015
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Figure A3. Share of industry on regional GDP in regions of V4, 2007 and 2015
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Figure A4. Net inflow of foreign direct investment in V4 countries, 2000-2016
(bil. current USD)
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Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 2018. Datafile: Foreign
direct investment: Inward and outward flows and stock, annual; authors” computations.
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Figure A5. Share of population with primary education in regions of V4, 2007 and 2015 (%)
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Source: EU-SILC 2006-2016; authors’” computations.

Figure A6. Share of population with tertiary education in regions of V4, 2007 and 2015 (%)
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Figure A7. People living in cities in the V4 regions, 2007 and 2015 (%)
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Figure A8. People living in rural areas in the V4 regions, 2007 and 2015 (%)
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Figure A9. Breakdown of social classes in V4 countries by degree of urbanisation, 2007-2015
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Figure A9.—continued
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Figure A10. Spatial distribution of the share of unemployed in V4 countries

a) 2007 b) 2015
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Figure A11. Coefficient of variation of the proportions of population broken down
by social classes (regional level)
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Figure A12. Patterns of shares of population by educational attainment
broken down by degree of urbanisation—first part
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Figure A12. Patterns of shares of population by educational attainment
broken down by degree of urbanisation—second part
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age and degree of urbanisation (%) [edat_Ifs_9913]; authors’ calculations.
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Figure A13. Coefficient of variation of the shares of population by educational
attainment (regional level)
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Figure A14. Development in income inequalities in V4 countries
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Figure A15. Development in income inequalities in V4 countries
broken down by degree of urbanisation
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