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1. INTRODUCTION 
Janusz Czapiński, Tomasz Panek 

1.1. Aims and general project assumptions 
Our project is a comprehensive attempt at complementing diagnosis based on institutional indicators with 

comprehensive data on households and the attitudes, state of mind and behaviours of their dwellers; it is a diagnosis 
of Poles’ living conditions and quality of life as they report it themselves. We therefore study households and all their 
available members aged 16 and above with the aid of two separate questionnaires. 

The comprehensive character of the project means that a single study takes into account all the important aspects 
of life of individual households and their members - both economic (income, material affluence, savings, loans) and 
non-economic (e.g. education, medical treatment, ways of tackling problems, stress, mental well-being, lifestyle, 
pathological behaviour, cultural participation, use of modern communication technologies and many other). In this 
sense, the project is also multi-disciplinary in nature. This reflects the composition of the Council for Social 
Monitoring, i.e. of the main authors of the report and the team of experts invited by the Council. These bodies comprise 
economists, demographers, psychologists, sociologists, an insurance specialist and statisticians. 

In line with the original idea, Social Diagnosis research takes the form of a panel study - we return to the same 
households and individuals every few years. The first wave took place in 2000 and the next three years later. The next 
five studies took place every second year. The study is always conducted in March in order to remove seasonal effects. 
From 2009 the wave was extended into April due to a marked increase in sample size. 

Not only does this report show Polish society as it is today, but it also enables us to track how it has changed over 
the past thirteen years almost from the very beginning of the process of transition if we take into account earlier studies 
of the quality of life in Poland (Czapiński, 1998), similarly extended over a longer period of time. 

Social Diagnosis focuses on discovering more fundamental facts, behaviours, attitudes and experiences; it is not 
just an ordinary descriptive opinion poll, it is a scientific project. This is not only because the authors include scientists, 
university employees and professors. The deciding factor is the professional technique based on the research 
experience of the members of the Council for Social Monitoring and the team of experts, and - above all - the 
theoretical context of the particular thematic modules. A majority of variables taken into account follow from 
scientifically grounded knowledge of the phenomena under consideration, rather than from intuition, common 
observations or sponsors’ commission. Apart from describing Polish society, an important goal of the Diagnosis is to 
verify scientific hypotheses. In this report, addressed to the “universal” reader, any theoretical background is of 
necessity extremely limited. Instead, we seek to reveal what Polish society is like 26 years after system change, 15 
years after the first study within the project and 11 years after Poland's accession to the European Union.  

We hope that the project results will provide useful information to politicians and social and local government 
workers responsible for preparing, implementing and adjusting the reforms that affect the conditions of citizens’ lives. 
We would also like to provide the public with reliable information about their everyday life and the changes they are 
subject to, as the notions individuals may have about their situation as compared to the situation of other people 
generally tend to be based on selective observations, stereotypes or theses broadcast by the media, not infrequently 
false or exaggerated (e.g. those about the deteriorating mental health of society, about a total paralysis of health care 
services, about retirees and the elderly in general as the social group most adversely affected by the process of 
transition in economic terms, to name but a few examples). We all deserve a relatively accurate, comprehensive and 
objective diagnosis of the main sources of our problems in life, of the sense of mental discomfort, uncertainty of the 
future or difficulties adapting to new circumstances, as well as a demonstration of the advantages brought about by 
subsequent system changes, the educational boom and lifestyle changes. Private diagnoses are all too often illusory, 
defensive, simplified, and. generally speaking, wrong  

The differences between the present study and the previous concern sample size and thematic scope, reflected in 
the content of questionnaires (see Annex 1). The sample of households was extended from the original 3005 in 2000 
to 12,355 in 2013 and 11 700 in 2015 r. (with a resulting increase in the sample of individual respondents from 6625 
to 26,307 in 2013 and 22200 in 2015). Several thematic modules were altered in the questionnaires in subsequent 
study waves (cf. questionnaires at www.diagnoza.com ). 

Please use the following citation when referring to this chapter: Czapiński, J., Panek, T. (2015). Introduction. Social Diagnosis 2015, The Objective and 
Subjective Quality Of Life In Poland. Contemporary Economics, 9/4, 13-15. DOI:10.5709/ce.1897-9254.176Social Diagnosis 2015         13              
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1                                    2  
1 University of Finance and Management in Warsaw, Faculty of Psychology; 2 Warsaw School of Economics, Institute of Statistics and Demography
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1.2. Research issues 

The project covers a broad range of aspects related to the situation of households and their individual members. 

The social factors it considers may be divided into three general categories: 

 household demographic and social structure 

household living conditions in terms of their material situation, access to health care services, culture and 

leisure, education and modern communication technologies,  

 citizens' quality of life, lifestyle and individual characteristics. 

Indicators that describe household demographic and social structure are not analysed separately in this report; 

they are only used for stratifying the groups of households and population to allow comparison of living conditions 

and quality of life across various social categories like gender, age, education, place of residence, social and 

professional status, main source of income, marital status, household type (established on the basis of the number of 

families and biological family type) and other criteria. The analysis and description refer to the living conditions of 

households and the quality of life of individual citizens in relation to social change that defines the global context and 

the general principles regulating the functioning of society. One of the major problems and questions that accompany 

any programme of social change is the distribution of the costs and benefits that arise from their implementation for 

particular social groups along a varied time horizon. Also, we were interested to see which categories of households 

and citizens are able to cope with the new circumstances and take advantage of system transformation and which 

social groups are unable to do so, objectively or subjectively experiencing failure. 

Within the project, the division of social indicators into living conditions and the quality of life roughly 

corresponds to the distinction between the objective description of the living circumstances (conditions) and their 

psychological significance as expressed by the respondent's subjective assessment (the quality of life)1. This 

substantial distinction is roughly matched by entity type examined and the method of measurement. The examined 

entity is the household for living conditions, while for the quality of life, we considered its individual members. Living 

conditions were measured by direct interview with one best-informed household representative. Quality of life was 

measured using a self-completion questionnaire to be filled in by the respondent, i.e. by all available members of the 

examined households aged 16 and above.  

 

The measurement of household living conditions included: 

 household income and income management, 

 nutrition, 

 household material affluence, including modern communication technology equipment (mobile phone, 

computer, internet access), 

 housing conditions, 

 welfare received by the household, 

 children's education, 

 cultural participation and leisure, 

 use of health care system services, 

 the household's and its members' labour market situation, 

 poverty, unemployment, disability and other aspects of social exclusion. 

 

Individual respondents' quality of life and lifestyle indicators included: 

 general psychological well-being (including the will to live, sense of happiness, satisfaction with life, 

symptoms of mental depression), 

 satisfaction with particular areas and aspects of life, 

 subjective assessment of material standard of living, 

 various types of life stress (including the Kafkaesque administrative stress related to contacts with 

public administration, health-related stress, parental stress, financial stress, work-related stress, 

environmental stress, marital stress and random stressful occurrences such as assault, burglary, arrest), 

 somatic symptoms (a measure of distress, treated as a general measure of health condition),  

 strategies for dealing with stress, 

 use of the health service, 

 personal finance (including personal income and trust in financial institutions),  

 system of values, lifestyle and individual behaviours and habits (including smoking, alcohol abuse, drug 

use, religious practices, crime), 

 social attitudes and behaviours, including social capital,  

 social support, 

                                                           
1 This distinction is not entirely sharp or disjunctive. We also used the scales of subjective assessments when describing living conditions, and in 

the part devoted to the quality of life we asked not just about assessments, but also about behaviors (e.g. smoking, alcohol abuse) and objective 

events (e.g. arrest, death of a loved one, home renovation)  
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 use of modem communication technologies - computer, internet, mobile phone, 

 situation on the labour market and professional career, 

 unemployment, disability and other aspects of social exclusion, 

References 
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              PiS – results of elections in 2015  PiS Social Diagnosis 2015 (March/May) 

 

  

 

Figure 6.4.5. Percentage of votes for PiS in parliamentary elections on the 25th of October 2015 and percentage of 

indicating PiS as the party supported the most by respondents in March/May 2015 in Social Diagnosis 

 

 

              PO – results of elections in 2015  PO Social Diagnosis 2015 (March/May) 

 

 

 

Figure 6.4.6. Percentage of votes for PO in parliamentary elections on the 25th of October 2015 and percentage of 

indicating PO as the party supported the most by respondents in March/May 2015 in Social Diagnosis 

 

What is a more important reason for changes of political preferences of Poles was what happened in the minds of 

Poles (which was, increase of right-wing views, conservative attitudes, xenophobia, and traditional values, especially 

in the case of the young generation), than were the effects of the reforms and the natural wearing off of authorities.  

Was there really such an increase? The Diagnosis leaves no doubts. Xenophobic attitudes84 started to increase after 

2011 and increased during four years by ¼. That was the same tempo when the support for the party was increasing 

who was addressing its programme towards such persons; that is, Prawo i Sprawiedliwość (Figure 6.4.7.).  However, in 

2013, the support for PO decreased below the level of support for PiS. And even though it increased slightly later on, 

                                                           
84 The operation definition of xenophobic attitude was disagreement with the statement that homosexual may live in accordance to their own belief 

and acceptance of the statement that foreign persons have too much to say in our country (Annex 1, individual questionnaire, question 57.9 and 57.10, 

in the previous editions of the Diagnosis they had different numbers) 
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the distance between PiS and PO also increased. The religious engagement of Poles increased as well; or at least, the 

decreasing trend observable from the 90s of the past century for institutionalized religious practices, was stopped (see 

chapter.5.10.3.).  

Figure 6.4.8 shows the strength of the relations between choosing PIS and PO and xenophobia. In the case of PiS 

the intensity of xenophobia explains almost 70% of distribution of the percentage of votes of the part by voivodship. 

The relation between xenophobia and votes for PO is even stronger, but negative, as xenophobia explains over 80% of 

variations for this party. 

What is even more important than xenophobia, especially when it comes to support for PiS, is the range of 

conservative attitudes85 in a voivodship (Figure 6.4.9.). The percentage of conservative persons allows to foresee in 

over 80% the political result of Prawo i Sprawiedliwość and in almost 90% (!) the result of Platforma Obywatelska.  

The same percentage of residents practicing religion (taking part in masses and religious events at least once a 

month) allows us to explain a significant part of the diversification, in terms of voivodship, of support for PiS and PO 

during the last elections (Figure 6.4.10.). 

 

Figure 6.4.7. Percentage of persons of xenophobic attitude between 2009 and 2015 as well as PiS and PO supporters 

between 2011-2015 in a panel sample 

 

Figure 6.4.8. Percentage of votes for PiS (panel A) and PO (panel B in parliamentary elections in 2015) in terms of 

xenophobia level, by voivodship. 

                                                           
85 The operational definition of conservatism was rejection of the statement that homosexuals may live in accordance with their own beliefs and 

negative attitude towards legalization of registered partnerships (Annex 1, individual questionnaire, questions. 57.20). 
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Figure 6.4.9. Percentage of votes for PiS (panel A) and PO (panel B) in parliamentary elections in 2015 according to 

the percentage of conservative persons by voivodship 

 

Figure 6.4.10. Percentage of votes for PiS (panel A) and PO (panel B) in parliamentary elections in 2015 according 

to the percentage of people practising religion by voivodship 

 

It seems, therefore, that the result of parliamentary elections (and probably of presidential elections) in 2015 

were a result of changes in the perception of Poles, and not the campaign or other events preceding the elections, such 

as the crisis connected to immigrants wave from the Near East. Nevertheless, the campaign itself and the issue of 

immigrants could have increased the differences in the election results.  

The correlation between conservative and xenophobic attitudes and  religious practises with the results of 

elections among only 16 units (voivodships) may be considered a proof too weak, although statistically significant, for 

the relation between right-wing orientation and support for the two main parties. This proof can be further increased by 

using the individual analysis. To tell the truth, there is no strong behavioural indicator (for who the individual voted 

during elections), as we can only use the indication of the party the person supports the most, but we can minimize the 

allegation of illusionary relations by the verification of many other variables which could be related with religiousness, 

conservatism and xenophobia, such as: gender, age, class of place of residence, education and socio-professional status. 

The logistic regression indicates that all variables explain jointly in 26% the identification with PiS (Table 6.4.2.) and 

in 19% the identification with PO (Table 6.4.3.). The net effect of religiousness and conservatism remains significant.  

The probability of identification with PiS by conservative people is two and a half time higher than in case of 

non-conservative persons. In addition, participation in religious events is related to the support for PiS, with control of 

all other variables. Persons who go to church more than 4 times a month identify with PiS six times more frequently in 

comparion with those who do not go to church at all. The interaction between conservatism and level of education is 

important, when it comes to identification with PiS (Figure 6.4.11.). The difference between conservatives and non-

conservatives increases with the level of education in a way that in the group of persons with higher education, it is two 

times higher than in the group with primary education. 
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Table 6.4.2 .Results of logistic regression for identification with Prawo and Sprawiedliwość 

Predictor p Exp(B) 

Men Ref. 

Women 0.000 1.256 

Age:16-24 y.o. Ref. 

Age: 25-34 y.o. 0.078 1.272 

Age: 35-44 y.o. 0.996 0.999 

Age: 45-59 y.o. 0.027 1.337 

Age: 60-64 y.o. 0.000 1.736 

Age: 65+ y.o. 0.001 1.699 

Towns of over 500k Ref. 

Towns of 200-500k 0.406 0.917 

Towns of 100-200k 0.025 0.774 

Towns of 20-100k 0.014 1.247 

Towns < 20k 0.339 0.906 

Rural areas 0.006 1.268 

Primary and lower education Ref. 

Vocational education 0.005 0.799 

Secondary education 0.000 0.517 

Higher and post-secondary education 0.000 0.325 

Public sector employees Ref. 

Private sector employees 0.003 0.774 

Private entrepreneurs 0.307 0.874 

Farmers 0.086 0.812 

Pensioners 0.019 0.750 
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Other ocupationally inactive 0.514 0.926 
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1-3 times a month in a church 0.000 1.892 
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Over 4 times in a month in a church 0.000 5.891 

Constant 0.000 0.229 

Percentage of explained variable 

Cox & Snell R2 x 100 
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Percentage of explained variables 

Nagelkerke R2 x 100 
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NOTES: effect of conservatism F(1. 8978)=481.156, p <0.000, η2= 0.051; effect of education F(3. 8978)=104.951, p <0.000, η2= 0.043; effect of 
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Table 6.4.3. Results for logistic regression for identification with Platforma Obywatelska 

Predictor p Exp(B) 

Men Ref. 

Women 0.000 1.303 

Age:16-24 y.o. Ref. 

Age: 25-34 y.o. 0.161 1.197 

Age: 35-44 y.o. 0.000 1.927 

Age: 45-59 y.o. 0.001 1.538 

Age: 60-64 y.o. 0.092 1.279 

Age: 65+ y.o. 0.010 1.494 

Towns of over 500k Ref. 

Towns of 200-500k 0.726 0.969 

Towns of 100-200k 0.184 1.141 

Towns of 20-100k 0.063 0.860 

Towns < 20k 0.314 0.911 

Rural areas 0.000 0.603 

Primary and lower education Ref. 

Vocational education 0.001 1.330 

Secondary education 0.000 1.607 

Higher and post-secondary education 0.000 2.006 

Public sector employees Ref. 

Private sector employees 0.161 1.118 

Private entrepreneurs 0.001 1.487 

Farmers 0.000 0.343 

Pensioners 0.785 1.033 

Retirees 0.231 1.146 

Students 0.109 0.768 

Unemployed 0.017 0.719 

Other ocupationally inactive 0.519 1.075 

Non-conservative attitude Ref. 

Conservative attitude 0.000 0.457 

Don’t go to church Ref.  

1-3 times a month in a church 0.136 0.908 

4 times a month in a church 0.000 0.563 

Over 4 times in a month in a church 0.000 0.365 

Constant 0.000 0.328 

Percentage of explained variable 

Cox & Snell R2 x 100 
13.6 

Percentage of explained variables 

Nagelkerke R2 x 100 
18.6 

 
NOTES: effect of conservatism F(1. 8987)=360.128, p <0.000, η2= 0.039; effect of education F(3. 8987)=81.369, p <0.000, η2= 0.026; effect of 
interaction between conservatism and education F(3. 8987)=16.051, p <0.000, η2= 0.005; co-variables were age and gender 

Figure 6.4.11. Percentage of conservative and non-conservative persons with various educational levels, who identify 

with Platforma Obywatelska 
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7. TECHNOLOGIES AND MEDIA IN HOUSEHOLDS AND LIVES OF POLES  
Dominik Batorski 

 
Abstract 

The following article is devoted to Internet access as well as the ways of using the Internet in comparison to other media 
in Poland. On the basis of Social Diagnosis from 2003-2015, trends related to using IT usage will be shown. As many 
as 2/3 of adults in Poland use the Internet, the time spent online is increasing, the bandwidth is growing and together 
with smartphones, the mobile Internet access is becoming more popular. However, the increase of new users is getting 
slower, and almost half of them does not use the web, even though they have a computer with Internet access in their 
homes. Analyses of conditions of using the Internet and reasons for no access to it show that the key barrier is the lack 
of motivation. Using the Internet was analysed in comparison to other media. The widespread of the Internet does not 
result in lower popularity of TV, which is still the key media for the majority of Poles. The article presents diversification 
of time spent on TV, the Internet and press in various socio-demographic groups. Methods of using the Internet by Poles 
were analysed in detail. Many users use the Internet to a very limited extent. Those with lower education, living in 
smaller cities and in households with lower income, the Internet is mainly a source of entertainment, while the better 
educated users from bigger and richer cities use it mainly in an instrumental way. This diversification of methods of the 
Internet use increases the phenomenon of digital exclusion. 

7.1. Technologies in households 

7.1.1. Computers and access to the Internet  

In the recent years, the increase of the number of households equipped with computers and Internet access has been 
slower than in the years before (Figure 7.1.1.). In the first half of 2015, there were computers in 72% of households and 
Internet access in 71%. The market becomes gradually saturated – in certain types of families, e.g. married couples with 
children, almost 95% have a computer and access to the Internet. 

Now, merely 5% of all households state they cannot afford access to the Internet. This group is shrinking, with 
financial aspects becoming ever less important for the possession of computer or Internet access. Households which do 
not use these technologies, explain it usually with other reasons. 
 

 
Figure 7.1.1. Households with a computer, Internet access and landline phone in 2003-2015 

 
Very rarely a household which possesses a computer, does not have an Internet access. However, opposite situations 

do occur, i.e. access to the Internet in households which do not possess any computers (but possess Tablets and 
smartphones instead). Tablets are present in one in every four households, and 3% of these households do not own a 
computer. It is worth noticing that the increase of number of Tablets in the past two years was a considerable one – by 
15 p.p.. E-book readers become popular much slower: in 2015, only 5% of households used them. 
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A slower increase of computers number is visible also in households which already own a computer. Presently, two 

or more computers are owned by one in three households, while two years before, it was 31% of households. Three or 

more computers are owned by 8% of households. An important factor influencing the slowdown of computers’ presence 

it the high increase of Tablets’ popularity. In 18% of households, there is at least as many computers as people (two 

years ago, it was 15%). However, if Tablets are also taken into account, the households with less people than devices 

connected to the Internet constitute 25%. 

Popularity of laptops over desk computers becomes still more visible. In 2013, the difference was slight – 49.3% 

of households owned a laptop, and 46.9% a desktop computer. The increase of number of laptops is, however, much 

faster. In 2015, laptops were present in 59% of households, while desktop computers in 40%. 

Similarly, as in 2013, 54% of households connect to the Internet via fixed broadband. This percentage has remained 

virtually unchanged in the past two years. An increase was observed, however, in the percentage of households using 

broadband offered by mobile phone operators – presently, it is 14%, 2 p.p. more than two years before. Popularity of 

the mobile access is growing, whereas the proportion of access delivered by phone operators decreases (Figure 7.1.2). 

For 4% of households, the sole access to the network is via smartphones or SIM card in Tablets. 

 

Figure 7.1.2. Forms of household Internet connection between 2007-2015. 

7.1.2. Internet bandwidth in households and forecast of its development until 2020  

The main change in terms of Internet access in households is an increase of bandwidth. The dynamics of its changes 

in 2007-2015 is shown in Figure 7.1.3.. The most widespread now are connections with a bandwidth from 7 to 10Mb/s, 

but connections with a much higher bandwidth are rapidly becoming more popular. The European Digital Agenda has 

established goals to be achieved until 2020 – access of 30Mb/s for all households, and at least 100Mb/s for a half. The 

quality of network access is relevant mostly for its importance regarding possibilities of using various services available 

on the Internet. 
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Figure 7.1.3. Fixed broadband Internet connection bandwidth in households between 2007-2015. 

The ambitious aims of the Digital Agenda may seem difficult to fulfil; that is why it is important to analyze the current 

tendencies and consider whether their completion is feasible. For this purpose, it is worth to analyze the observation 

demonstrated in Figure 7.1.4.: Internet bandwidth in households is growing in a consequent manner. Points in the 

diagram mark the values of average bandwidth in households in 2003-2015 (to be more exact, in spring of each year, 

when the Social Diagnosis study was conducted). Additionally, the vertical axis has been calculated with logarithm to 

base 2, and thus the units on the axis are doubled bandwidth. As can be observed, particular points are arranged more 

or less in a straight line, and R2 for this relation equals 0.9986. The pace at which bandwidth doubles, is rather steady; 

in the past several years, the Internet bandwidth in households doubled every 19.4 months. 

 

Figure 7.1.4. Fixed broadband Internet connection bandwidth in households between 2007-2015 

Knowing the rate of doubling of an average bandwidth of Internet access in households, it is possible to create a 

prediction by the year 2020, which is also shown in the Figure 7.1.4.. The average bandwidth of Internet access shall 

exceed in 2020 the value of 100 Mb/s, and so with a very high probability, we can conclude that if the current rate of 

increase in the quality of the bandwidth continues, it will not be a problem to fulfil one of the goals of the European 

Digital Agenda.  

Much more difficult seems to be the target for connections with a bandwidth of at least 30 Mb/s for all households. 

Its fulfilment seems virtually impossible to achieve. It is not just due to the fact that in 2020 there will still be households 

                                                           
86 The measurement here presented bears a certain inaccuracy, as it involves pace declared by respondents (not all of them are able to answer this 

question). Additionally, they do not state a specified value of the bandwidth owned, but select one of available scopes. Nevertheless, the measure is 

accurate enough to calculate the presented forecast. 
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whose residents will not be interested in the use of the Internet. The problem is rather the diversity of bandwidth: even 

if more than a half of the households achieves more than 100Mb/s in 2020, and some of them considerably more than 

this value, the weaker connections will also be strongly diversified. Currently, although about half of the households 

have a connection of 8Mb/s or more, still 4% declares owning a connection with a bandwidth of 1Mb/s. It is hard to 

assume that this diversity of Internet access will suddenly begin to shrink considerable, and therefore we expect that 

even in an optimistic scenario, roughly a dozen percent of connected households will have in 2020 a connection slower 

than 30Mb/s. 

7.1.3. The Internet becoming more mobile 

In the recent years, a rapid growth of popularity of mobile Internet occurred, along with devices enabling mobile 

usage of the network. Almost 60% of households own laptops, while the popularity of desktop computers lowers. One 

in four households owns at least one Tablet. A growing percentage of households uses mobile phone network to connect 

to the Internet – presently, it is 25% of households with connection, although a part of them (24%) also uses a fixed 

broadband. 

The increase of households with mobile Internet has been substantial in the recent years. It is worth noticing, 

however, that this type of access is not related with an increased mobility – generally, it substitutes a fixed access. For 

76% of users of such access, it is the only manner of connecting to the network (lower in comparison with 2013 – 81%). 

A  large number of users of such a connection proves indirectly that the Internet is not easily available in numerous 

regions. Still a different situation is observed with Internet connection via mobile phones. Such connection is a 

complementary one, and constitutes an additional option of using the Internet, not a substitute of fixed access. 

Therefore, smartphones contribute the most to the spreading of mobile Internet access – in the first half of 2015, 

45% of Poles aged 16 and more owned a smartphone, which is a half of owners of mobile phones (a total of 90.4% 

owns a mobile phone). Tablets are also of a significant importance. Popularity of these devices does not, however, mean 

that their users use the Internet regardless of place where they currently are. Although more than a half (57%) of Internet 

users declare that they use the Internet via mobile phones or Tablets, the majority of these persons use only wi-fi 

networks to connect to the Internet. Almost 27% of Internet users (i.e., 17.5% of Poles) declare an actual mobile use of 

the network via data transfer in mobile networks. This number may seem low, especially when compared to the number 

of smartphones owners however, it needs to be taken into consideration that the change in terms of mobile access 

happens rather rapidly, and more than a quarter of adult Poles who always have access to the Internet is still a lot. 

Further rapid changes are to be expected. A vast majority of new phones are smartphones; their number is growing fast. 

In 2013, 25% of persons aged 16 or more declared owning a smartphone; after two years, this amount has increased by 

20 p.p., although this value can be underestimated. 

7.1.4. Television 

As we observed in the previous edition of Social Diagnosis, the spread of computers and the Internet in no way 

meant a worse time for television (Batorski, 2013). TV viewing studies still demonstrate that the time spent in front of 

TV screens does not decrease. Data of the Social Diagnosis 2015 shows that not much has changed. We still observe a 

large increase in the number of households with LCD or plasma TV sets. The increase is significantly faster than the 

increase in the availability of computers and the access to the Internet, and that is why modern television sets are present 

in 77% of households (Figure 7.1.4.). Households with paid satellite or cable TV is rising (currently at 73%), though 

not so markedly. There are still more of such households than those with Internet access. Same as before, 18% declare 

owning a home cinema set. 

 

 

Figure 7.1.5. Television and other audio-visual equipment in households in 2007-2015 
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For many Poles, television is a much more significant medium than the Internet (WIP 2013). This is clearly 

apparent also in the time Poles spend on using various media, which shall be analyzed further in this chapter. 

7.1.5. Conditions for presence of new technologies in households 

The presence of computers and the Internet in households varies for various types of households. Table 7.1.1. 

presents data on their availability according to a number of main factors. Data on Internet access in households of 

different kinds in 2007-2015 allows to track changes in the importance of particular factors. Differences in availability 

of computers and the Internet are virtually nonexisting, as even in rural areas the difference does not exceed 1 p.p.. 

Changes of conditions for owning a computer were analysed in previous editions of Social Diagnosis (Batorski, 2013); 

now, more interesting seems their comparison with the availability of Tablets. The latter are present in a vast majority 

of cases (97%) in the households which own computers. 

Table 7.1.1. Access to computers and Internet in various households’ types between 2007-2015 

Household group 
Internet computer Tablet  

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2015 2015 

Size of 

place 

of 

residence 

 

Towns of more than 500k 57.6 65.4 73.3 78.3 82.3 81.7 32.0 

Towns of 200k-500k 50.2 63.0 68.7 72.7 76.1 75.9 29.7 

Towns of 100k-200k 44.3 55.8 64.6 72.8 76.3 76.6 25.8 

Towns of 20k-100k 44.2 52.9 62.0 65.5 69.2 69.0 22.6 

Towns of fewer than 20k 40.4 50.2 61.4 66.1 69.9 70.1 22.2 

Rural areas 22.4 39.4 51.7 61.1 67.5 68.3 20.2 

Region 

 

Eastern Voivodships 30.7 43.9 56.8 63.4 68.3 69.2 20.1 

Other Voivodships 41.5 53.3 62.1 68.4 72.9 72.9 25.2 

Family 

type 

 

Married couples with no children 22.4 35.9 47.8 57.1 63.6 63.9 17.2 

Married couples with 1 child 53.5 72.3 81.7 89.3 93.2 93.1 35.6 

Married couples with 2 children 61.5 78.2 87.4 93.5 95.8 96.7 43.3 

Married couples with 3 and more children 47.3 70.4 84.3 88.5 94.8 95.6 41.5 

Single-parent families 37.8 53.2 65.8 70.8 75.3 75.6 17.5 

Multi-family 38.3 63.3 78.5 86.3 93.9 93 34.3 

Non-family one-person 15.8 22.8 25.0 32.0 37.0 36.9 6.3 

Non-family multi-person 28.1 40.0 52.9 39.8 52.8 55.6 14.6 

Per capita 

household 

income 

First quartile 19.1 32.8 41.1 51.2 54.5 54.9 15.0 

First to the second quartile 30.7 40.2 54.1 55.7 61.3 61.4 17.2 

Second to the third quartile 41.7 53.4 62.3 71.7 77.5 77.4 25.7 

Above third quartile 60.1 75.8 83.3 87.3 90.5 90.8 36.0 

 

The availability of computers and the Internet in households very much depends on the type of family. Almost 95% 

of married couples with children own a computer with Internet access. This result proves a high motivation of such 

families to own these technologies but also, not less importantly, proves that the number of regions with no technical 

possibility of establishing an Internet connection is very low (most of the 5% of non-owners are families who could 

have the technical possibility of establishing a connection, but cannot afford it). Noticeably less frequently Internet 

access is present in single-parent families. The difference, in comparison with married couples with children, has been 

constant for several years and equals approximately 20 p.p.. At the other end of the spectrum are the single-person 

households, where computers and Internet access are the least common – only 37% of persons living on their own have 

access to the Internet. ICT are less common among married couples with no children, as less than two-thirds of them 

have Internet access. The smaller presence of ICT in these households is an effect of lower motivation, which in turn is 

linked to the fact that these are primarily households of the elderly. Conditions for owning Tablets are highly similar. 

Income per capita is still of a considerable importance for households’ access to computers and Internet connection. 

Differences between households of upper quartile (25% of households, with the highest income) and the lowest quartile 

are significant. In the previous group, 90% of households have access to the Internet, while in the latter – less than 55%. 

Even though the difference amounts to 36 p.p., in practical terms the financial barrier is not as high, as only 5% of 

households claim not to have an Internet access because of expenses. 

Geographical differences in Internet access are decreasing. Moreover, also differences between cities and rural 

areas become lower. The increase of households with access to the Internet is higher in rural areas than in cities. 

Presently, more than two-thirds of households in rural areas are connected. In cities of more than 100k residents, the 

percentage of persons with Internet access is only slightly higher. These results somehow blur the image of the well-
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visible differentiation of rural areas. – in reality, differences between villages located close to cities and small towns 

located far from cities, are significant. This differences increasingly involve not only the fact of having the access, but 

also on the quality of access. 

The difference between the East and West Poland is decreasing (Table 7.1.1.). Such differentiation in terms of 

Internet access between various voivodships is slightly lower than two years before (Figure 7.1.7.). Currently, the best 

situation is in the Pomorskie and Małopolskie Voivodships (77%). Access to the Internet is the least common in the 

Świętokrzyskie (65%), Łódzkie and Lubelskie (66%). 

 

Figure 7.1.6. Percentage of households with Internet access by voivodship in 2007 and additional percentage of 

households with Internet access in 2009-2015 

Computers and Internet access are significantly more often present in multi-person households, and the least often 

by persons living on their own. Only 36% of the latter group have access to the Internet, while for households of at least 

3 persons – more than 90%. These differences result in the fact that more than 80% of Poles aged 16 and more have 

access to the Internet in their own house (Figure 7.2.1.). However, not all persons living in households equipped with 

ICT use them. For a large, and still growing, group, the reason for not using computers and the Internet is not the lack 

of access, but rather lack of motivation to use them by oneself (often, they can ask other persons from the household for 

help or to check something on the Internet). This is also a result of a lack of knowledge about the possible applications 

of the Internet, and a lack of skills to use it. 

7.1.6. Reasons for lack of ICT in households 

Even though 71% of households have access to the Internet, more frequently these are households with more than 

one person – therefore, more than 80% of persons aged 16 and more have access to the Internet at home. In this part, 

we present reasons explaining why the remaining almost 20% does not have access, and in the next part – why, although 

over 80% have the access at home, only two-thirds of Poles use the Internet. 

In previous editions of the Social Diagnosis study, it was already demonstrated that the basic reasons for the lack 

of new technologies in households are mostly related with lack of motivation, whereas financial and technical factors, 

such as impossibility of establishing an Internet connection in a given building, are of small importance. Data from 

2015 confirms that these observations are still valid. It is, however, worth to analyse in details how the explanations 

given by households for not having access changed over time. Answers from 2007 and 2015 are shown in Figure 7.1.8.. 

Although the question was answered only by households with no Internet access, the graph demonstrates percentage for 

the whole population. Thus, it is possible to track the character of changes more effectively. 
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More than a half of households with no Internet access give lack of need as the reason. For many years, this reason 

has been given with similar frequency, however, if we take into account the fact that the number of households without 

Internet access is becoming lower, it will appear that the percentage of persons giving this reason has decreased in the 

population almost twice. This proves that the approach to the Internet of persons who do not have the access, has 

considerably changed, and that at least a part of them has become encouraged to use it. 

As a second reason, lack of the necessary skills is given. More than 8% of households indicate this reason, which 

is the only one being more frequent in the population since 2007. This increase, however, occurred already some years 

ago. In 2009, this reason was given by 14% of households, and in 2011 – 10%. It may be explained by the fact that, 

first, the group of persons who do not feel the need to use the Internet started to shrink; simultaneously, the group of 

persons who would like to use the network, but do not have the access due to the lack of competencies, expanded. 

 

Figure 7.1.7. Reasons for lack of Internet access in households in 2007 and 2015 

Another given reason is the lack of adequate equipment (6%), and the too high cost of access (5% of all households). 

A few years ago, these reasons were mentioned much more often. Despite a slight increase of the number of equipped 

households, these percentage values are still significantly lower than in previous years: in 2011, 12% of all households 

did not have access to the Internet due to financial reasons. Even in the group of households with no access, the 

frequency of giving these reasons dropped from 40-45% in 2007 to 17-21% in 2015. These changes are associated with 

a fall of prices of hardware and of Internet access. They also prove that among those without access, the households 

which wanted to have access to the Internet but could not afford it financially, changed their situation more often than 

those who declared no need to use the Internet. 

The fact that the key barrier for spreading the Internet are motivational factors, and not financial capabilities, is 

confirmed also by other results. As can be observed in Table 7.1.1., in certain groups, e.g. married couples with children, 

almost all persons have access to the Internet. This demonstrates that in the group which is the most motivated to owning 

the technology, only less than 5% of households cannot afford it. On the other hand, among households of the lowest 

income, only 55% have access to the Internet, although it is frequently related with reasons other than financial. 

Other reasons for the lack of Internet access are virtually never given. Only sporadically, some other reasons appear, 

usually complementing other reasons. It is particularly worth noticing that only 0.5% of households in Poland declared 

that they did not have a possibility of having access to the Internet because in their location there are no operators 

providing such service. This proves that Internet connection can be established almost everywhere, however the quality 

of access can constitute an important problem, as connection with high bandwidth is not very common (UKE 2015). 

It is worth noticing that there are more households which would like to have an LCD or plasma TV but cannot 

afford it (13%) than those, who do not own a computer for the same reason (5%). Similarly, there are more of those 

who cannot afford cable or satellite television, than those who would like to have access to the Internet but cannot afford 

it. This also confirms that television is a more important media for a great portion of households in Poland. On the other 

hand, the data presented here shows that the main barriers for spreading the Internet in Poland are the lack of motivation, 

conscious needs, as well as lack of skills required for usage. Infrastructural factors are becoming ever less important -  

impossibility of establishing connection in a given location is an obstacle for 0.5% of households, financial barriers also 

constitute an obstacle for less than 0.5% of households. 
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As demonstrated by the comparison of reasons for not having access to the Internet in 2007 and in 2015, soft barriers 

are partly removable – the percentage of households which do not feel the need to have access to the Internet, decreased 

by half in this period. However, changes are becoming less rapid, which indicates a gradual saturation of the market, 

although on a level far from 100%. 

7.1.7.  Access to and use of the Internet 

The majority of the Internet users have access to it at home (Figure 7.2.3.). In 2015, 98% of users had home access, 

2 p.p. more than two years before. The 1% of adult Poles who use the Internet but do not have a home access, use for 

this purpose the computers at work, at school or at a university. The fact that access to the Internet is widespread, does 

not fully transfer to the increase of number of users. Definitely more than 80% of Poles have a home access, but only 

two-thirds use it. Therefore, one in five persons does not use Internet connection at home, despite having it. 

 

 

Figure 7.1.8. Use and ownership of computers and Internet in households between 2007-2015 

 

Along with the increase of availability of the Internet, grows a number of non-users who own a computer and access 

to network at home, because other family members use it (Figure 7.2.3.). Presently, almost a half (46%) of persons who 

do not use the Internet, have such a possibility at home. It is mostly an effect of the growth of availability of the Internet, 

as, since 2009, the percentage of persons living in households connected to the Internet and who do not use the access, 

is constant (20%). 

Reasons for that are different, but the majority is simply not interested in using the Internet. They lack motivation 

to use it by themselves – frequently, they prefer to ask another family member to check information, or to send a 

message. Such persons do not always know how they could use the Internet, and also lack skills required to use these 

technologies. The lack of competencies as one of the key barriers for persons who do not use the network is indicated 

by the fact that not using the Internet is much less frequent in those households with access which own Tablets. In the 

households with Tablets, 87% of family members aged 16 and more use the Internet, while in those where the only 

device enabling access is a computer – 78%. The difference is, therefore, significant, and may prove that Tablets are 

easier to use and thus can constitute a good access tool, especially to elderly people. On the other hand, another 

explanation is possible: that Tablets are more often present in households of younger persons who use the Internet much 

more frequently. 

Persons who do not use the Internet despite having a connection, are mostly middle-aged. Even though among non-

users, the majority is constituted by elderly people, they usually do not have access at home. The situation is different 

with persons aged 40-60, who more frequently live in a household with other persons using the network and having the 

access. The phenomenon of not using the Internet despite having the access is also more frequent among farmers and 

residents of rural areas, however these differences are not high. Other socio-demographic factors are virtually irrelevant. 

The data presented here demonstrate that the mere equipment and broadband Internet of high bandwidth are not 

sufficient for a complete spread of network use in Poland. On the other hand, such persons are not completely deprived 

of access to the Internet, as they often use the possibility of using the Internet with the aid of other family members 

(WIP 2013). 

33,5

46,4

56,4
60,8

65,2

8,4

4,5

3,6
2,4

1,1

10,8

13,1

14,1
14,9

15,4
47,3

36,0

25,9
21,9

18,3

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015

%
 o

f 
p

er
so

n
s 

ag
ed

 1
6

 +

doesn't have and
doesn't use

has, but doesn't use

doesn't have and
doesn't use

has and uses



Social Diagnosis 2015  375   

© Social Monitoring Council 

 

7.2. Internet users and non-users 

7.2.1. Poles and new technologies  

The number of users of computers, the Internet, and mobile phones has clearly slowed down in comparison with the 

first decade of the 21st century. In the first half of 2015, 66.1% of Poles aged 16 and above used the Internet, which is 

3 p.p. more than two years before. A similar percentage of respondents is constituted by persons aged 16-18 who 

participated in this year’s study for the first time, and a vast majority of whom uses the network. This means that the 

increase of new users is related mostly with demographic processes and substituting of generations. A similar 

observation is applied to using computers and mobile phones. The latter are owned by more than 90% of Poles, so the 

lower increase results, inter alia, from the market saturation. A rapid increase is observed with the group of smartphone 

users. These devices are owned by 45% of persons aged 16 and more.  

 

 
Figure 7.2.1. Use of communication and information technologies in 2003-2015 

 

Using the Internet is strongly related with owning a mobile phone. Among smartphone owners, 93% claim to 

be using the network (not necessarily via the phone); among those with regular mobile phones – only 52%, while among 

persons not owning a mobile phone – only 8%. 

7.2.2.  Retreat from the Internet use 

The actual increase in new users of the Internet is in fact greater than the changes presented in Figure 7.2.1., which 

do not involve the phenomenon of cessation. It still happens that a part of persons who had used the Internet in the past, 

no longer does. In reality, between 2013 and 2015, 5.3% of Poles aged 18 and more started to use the Internet, but 

simultaneously 3.8% stopped using it. In other words, until 2015, 6% of those who declared they used the Internet two 

years before, now claim they no longer do so. A similar level of cessation has remained since 2007, before however, 

the number of cessations had been greater (Batorski 2013). 

Above all, the elderly (especially aged 60 and more) and the less well educated (primary and vocational education) 

stop using the Internet. Men stop using the Internet more frequently than women. In the period between 2013 and 2015, 

16% of users over 65 ceased to use the Internet, as well as 13% of 60-64 year olds. This relation between cessation and 

commencement of using the Internet by age is demonstrated in Figure 7.2.2.. The scale of cessation may seem high, but 

it still significantly lowers than before. Let us compare it with the period between 2011 and 2013, when as much as 26% 

of persons aged 65 and more, who had used the Internet in 2011, stopped doing it. 22% of users with primary education 

of 2013, and 11% with vocational education no longer use the network. The scale of cessation is also higher with 

farmers, retirees and pensioners (14% each). The least frequent is cessation in groups where the Internet use is anyway 

the most frequent. 
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Figure 7.2.2. ICT use for different ages between 2013-2015 – number of persons 

The reasons for giving up the Internet use are very different, but the vast majority (77%) of persons who stop using 

it, still has an access at home. Sometimes a cessation happens due to changes in life situation, for example change or 

loss of job, or retiring. Representatives of the latter groups are by far more numerous than among those who stopped 

using the network. Cessation is also frequently related with a low motivation, and the fact that such persons used to use 

the Internet to a rather limited extent. 

7.2.3. Conditions for using the Internet and other media 

The relatively slight increase of the number of Internet users depends on a range of socio-demographic factors, in 

a manner similar to the relation from two years before. This part is intended to demonstrate the differentiation, since it 

is significant for actions undertaken for the benefit of e-integration and prevention of digital exclusion, but also for 

companies and institutions operating on the Internet. In the further part, a structure of users and non-users will be 

presented, involving the most significant socio-demographic variables. 

When analysing the use of the Internet in various socio-demographic groups, it is worth to assemble them with the 

use of other media: watching TV or reading newspapers. Since people who do not watch television constitute barely a 

few percent, in this comparison we chose people who watch a lot of television, which is more than 2 hours a day 

(currently, 56%). As readers of the press, we qualified persons who dedicate at least one hour a week for reading press. 

The answer to the question of what are the relations between the uses of these different media is not at all obvious. Later 

in this chapter, also the time that Poles spend on the use of various media shall be analysed. Table 7.2.1., in addition to 

data on the use of the media also includes data relating to the possession of a mobile phone, including smartphones and 

using the Internet via smartphones or Tablets using the data transfer by mobile networks. 

Definitely the most active users of new technologies are young persons, especially the ones who are still studying. 

Almost all of them use computers and the Internet, and own mobile phones. Moreover, 80% of them own a smartphone. 

Also in these groups, the number of mobile Internet users is the highest – 36% of students and other persons aged less 

than 24 use it. On the other hand, the youth reads traditional press the least frequently, and is the least inclined to watch 

television for more than 2 hours a day. On the opposite side of the scale are elderly persons, especially retirees and 

pensioners. Only one in four pensioners and approximately one in three retirees use the Internet although, approximately 

three quarters of them own a mobile phone, it is very rarely a phone with touch screen and Internet access. Among 

pensioners, as much as three quarters spends at least 2 hours watching television, but this group includes also a higher 

number of press readers. 

Education plays a significant role in terms of use of media - better educated persons use the Internet much more 

frequently and more often read press, but also spend much less time in front of the TV. An opposite situation is observed 

with persons with primary education. Owning a smartphone and using mobile Internet is, similarly to use of other 

technologies, more widespread among better educated people. 

Significant differences are related to the size of the place of residence - differences in the use of the Internet between 

residents of the largest cities and residents of rural areas amount to 25 p.p.. Far smaller differences are related with the 

use of mobile phones, although the difference between owning a smartphone and using mobile Internet are equally high. 
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Residents of big cities read press more often, while residents of rural areas read press less frequently. Watching 

television takes yet another shape. The majority of persons watching TV for more than 2 hours a day, live in smaller 

cities, whereas this number is lower in cities of more than 500k residents and in rural areas. 

The income differentiates the use of media, but is less significant than age and education. The internet is used most 

often by persons of households with high income. Representatives of low-income households are, nevertheless, also 

relatively active users of ICT. More than a half of them use the Internet, 84% own a mobile phone, including 32% of 

smartphone owners. Almost one in ten uses mobile Internet. 

Men use technologies more often than women. Women, on the other hand, read traditional press more frequently 

than men. 

Table 7.2.1. Use of technology and media in different groups in 2015 

Group 
Computer Internet Mobile phone Smartphone Mobile 

Internet 

Press min. 1h/week TV over  

2h/day 

Total 66.00 66.0 90.4 44.7 17.5 54.8 56.5 

Gender 
Men 67.8 67.9 91.6 45.6 19.7 49.7 55.3 

Women 64.3 64.2 89.4 43.9 15.5 59.4 57.5 

 

Age 

 

16-24 97.2 97.5 99.1 79.4 35.9 41.2 46.1 

25-34 92.5 92.9 98.5 73.9 32.6 50.2 46.2 

35-44 85.2 85.6 98.2 60.2 23.5 55.4 48.3 

45-59 60.3 60 93.9 30.6 8.7 56.4 56.6 

60-64 41.3 40.8 88.0 19.4 5.0 63.6 68.5 

65+ 18.6 17.9 65.8 6.9 1.2 62.2 75.8 

 

Social and 

professional 

status 

 

Public sector 

employees 

89.4 89.4 99.2 59.9 23.3 64.9 43.2 

Private sector 

employees 

82.4 83.1 98.8 61.3 25.6 51.0 48.5 

Private 

entrepreneurs 

90.2 89.6 99.3 63.3 32.4 58.2 37.9 

Farmers 51.0 50.5 87.5 21.4 4.0 45.5 49.0 

Retirees 32.9 32.6 78.0 18.7 5.4 56.7 73.3 

Pensioners 25.9 25.2 72.6 10.3 2.1 63.1 74.6 

Students 98.8 98.8 99.1 79.8 36.2 42.8 43.4 

The unemployed 68.4 68.9 93.9 45.1 14.7 46.9 64.5 

Other 

ocupationally 

inactive 

63.2 63.2 89.0 41.8 12.9 50.5 68.1 

 

Level of 

education 

and 

current 

students 

 

Primary and 

lower 

15.1 14.7 61.1 9.3 1.7 43.2 72.5 

Basic/lower 

secondary 

49.0 49.4 90.4 29.2 8.2 48.7 61.3 

Secondary 74.1 73.8 95.4 46.9 15.8 58.6 58.5 

Higher and post-

secondary 

92.3 92.3 98.1 67.0 32.0 67.2 44.5 

Students 98.8 98.8 99.1 79.8 36.2 42.8 43.4 

 

Size of 

place of 

residence 

 

Towns of over 

500k residents 

82.1 82.4 96.2 61.9 33.7 66.7 53.1 

200-500k 76.0 75.9 93.6 56.5 24.0 61.0 56.8 

100-200k 72.6 73 94.4 52.7 23.3 57.5 58.9 

20-100k 66.8 66.6 93.1 43.7 15.7 57.9 58.9 

Fewer than 20k 66.3 65.9 91.5 44.3 15.9 56.0 60.7 

Rural areas 57.3 57.3 85.7 36.1 11.6 47.8 54.5 

Per capita 

household 

income 

First quartile 50.9 51.2 83.8 32.0 9.2 43.8 60.7 

Second quartile 56.4 56.8 87.2 35.1 12.2 53.1 59.9 

Third quartile 70.3 70.5 93.3 48.3 18.4 57.8 55.5 

Fourth quartile 84 84.2 96.6 60.2 28.9 66.3 51.3 
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7.2.4. Changes in using the Internet in sociodemographic groups in 2003-2015 

The number of people using the Internet has doubled in the past 10 years. The process, however, has not been 

evenly distributed in the various socio-demographic groups. Diffusion of innovation is a gradual process and occurs at 

different pace in different groups (Rogers, 2003). Clearly visible is the large diversification of present possession of 

smartphones and mobile Internet use (Table 7.2.1.). In this section it is analysed how the use of networks evolved in 

various socio-demographic groups in the 2013-2015. This may be an approximation of how it can be followed by 

dissemination of other technologies, though in the case of smartphones, this process occurs much faster.  

Men reach for new technologies slightly more than women - a difference of a few p.p. in the use of the Internet has 

persisted for many years. In 2015, among persons aged 16 years or more, 68% of men and 64% of women use the 

Internet. However, due to differences in life expectancy, the population consists of more women than men, and therefore 

also among Internet users there are more women. Women constitute 52% of users in Poland.  

Factors that are the most associated with the use of the Internet are, again, age and education. The network is used 

by almost all young people - in the age group of 16-24, only one in 40 persons does not use the Internet. There were 

slightly less users two years before. On the other hand, among the elderly, only 18% use the Internet, which is, however, 

almost 4 p.p. more than two years before (Figure 7.2.5.). The situation improves as well in the group aged 60-64, of 

which already more than 40% are Internet users. Differences in the use of the Internet in terms of users’ age are still 

high, and it seems that they will decrease very slowly, first and foremost as a result of the transition of consecutive 

generations, with a greater number of users, to the older groups. The growth increment is now similar in different age 

groups, all of which are far from a widespread use. 

 

 

Figure 7.2.3. Percentage of the Internet use for different ages 2003-2015 

Considerable differences in the Internet use are also related with education. In 2015, almost all students (99%) used 

the Internet, as well as university graduates (92%). These groups have been characterized with changes of the greatest 

dynamics in the beginnings of the Internet diffusion in Poland, presently, the changes are no longer significant. 

Meanwhile, less than 15% of persons with primary education use the Internet, with a very slow increase. The differences 

in terms of education have decreased slightly in the recent years, but changes are extremely slow and it is to be expected 

that a considerably higher proportion of the Internet use by elderly persons and poorly educated persons is virtually 

impossible to achieve. Therefore, it is worth considering whether public actions undertaken for the benefit of 

popularizing the Internet are in fact useful. The dynamics of users increase in the recent years does not inspire such 

actions, despite numerous programs which were supposed to encourage the Internet use. 
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Figure 7.2.4. Percentage of Internet users’ groups of various level of education between 2003-2015 

Use of ICT is also significantly linked to prosperity – persons from households of high income start to use the 

Internet earlier. However, the relation is less significant than in the case of age or education. Among the quarter of Poles 

with the highest income, 84% use the Internet, which is only 3 p.p. more than four years before. Thus, the differences 

related with income begin to decrease. 

 

 

Figure 7.2.5. Income and percentage of Internet users between 2003-2015 

 

Professional status as well has a significant influence on use of ICT. As we mentioned earlier, almost all school and 

university students use the Internet (99%), as do most of employed persons. In the latter category, employees of the 

private sector are users slightly less often (82%) this difference has prevailed for a considerable period of time. These 

groups were distinguished by the highest dynamics of increase of new users; presently however, the changes are 

relatively slight. On the other hand, the share of users among farmers has risen to a marked extent – what might be 

interesting, in 2003, less than 2% of farmers used the Internet (similarly as in the group of pensioners), while presently 

one in two farmers and only one in four pensioners use the network. The dynamics of increase is completely different 

for these two groups (Figure 7.2.6.). Use of the Internet becomes ever more widespread among the occupationally 

inactive and the unemployed, although these groups use the Internet by far less frequently than employed persons. 
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Figure 7.2.6. Percentage of Internet users by socio-professional status in 2003-2015 

Internet use is also differentiated by size of place of residence. Clearly more people are users in the larger towns 

than in rural areas and the smaller towns. However, it is the latter group which gains new users the most rapidly. 82% 

of the residents of the largest cities use the Internet, while in rural areas – 25 p.p. less. The differences related to the size 

of place of residence slowly begin to decrease. 

 

Figures 7.2.7. Internet use by size of place of residence between 2003-2015 

Internet use is differentiated not only by place of residence but also by region. The voivodships in the East of the 

country use the Internet more rarely. Figure 7.2.8. presents Internet use by voivodships in detail, as well as the changes 

that took place in 2007-2015. Most users are presently in the Pomorskie, and then Dolnośląskie. By far the least Internet 

users live in the Świętokrzyskie and Warmińsko-Mazurskie.  

The differentiation of mobile Internet use, presented in Table 7.2.1., is strikingly similar to the pattern of fixed 

broadband diffusion in the first years of the 21st century. The process of diffusion of new ICTs happens in an alike 

manner. The diffusion begins among young persons living in the largest cities, who are still students or graduated 

recently. Only later are the technological innovations absorbed by representatives of other groups. 
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Figure 7.2.8. Percentage of Internet users over 16 years of age in 2007 and the percentage of new users in 2009 and 

2015 by voivodship 

7.2.5.  Changes in the structure of Internet user and non-user populations 

In the previous sections, we have shown the use of the Internet and other ICT in various socio-demographic groups, 

and also how the use of ICT is becoming more common. These changes influence the structure of the population of 

Internet users and non-users. The structure of users group is of high significance for companies and institutions offering 

products and services online. The structure of the group of non-users, on the other hand, is relevant in terms of actions 

aimed at encouraging the use of the Internet. The change in the structure of Internet users between 2003 and 2015 is 

presented in Table 7.2.2.. 

As a result of high differences in the use of the Internet in various socio-demographic groups, the groups of users 

and non-users are extremely disparate. If the age structure is analysed, it appears that among users there is definitely the 

most of young people, whereas among non-users – senior persons (Figure 7.2.6. and Table 7.2.2.). Currently 45% of 

the Internet users are persons aged 16-34. Persons in this age are encountered more than ten times less frequently in the 

group of non-users. A situation almost opposite is observable with persons aged 45 and more, who constitute 10% of 

users and 60% of non-users. To an ever larger degree, elderly people constitute the majority of non-users – over a half 

of the group are aged 60 or more. 

When observing changes over time, it is especially worth to notice the fact how different is the present group of the 

Internet users from the one from 12 years before. In 2003, more than 40% of users were aged 16-24 (Figure 7.2.4.). 

Currently, persons of this age constitute only 18% of the Internet users. The group of the highest observed increase have 

been persons aged 39-59. The decrease of the number of young persons is also related with a decrease of percentage of 

students, which since 2003, has declined from 30 % to 11.6%. This change is primarily due to the increasing share of 

retirees and farmers, as well as to the demographic decline in the group of school and university students. The percentage 

of Internet users with higher education has changed little in the last decade and is stable at around 34% of users. The 

share of people with secondary education is almost constant, and the fastest growth can be seen in the group of people 

with vocational education. 

The population of Internet users is also changing in terms of the size of the place of residence. People living in 

major cities make up a diminishing proportion of Internet users - the percentage of residents of cities larger than 200k 

has decreased from 34% in 2003 to 25% in 2015. The share of rural population, on the other hand, is increasing, from 

21 to 35%. It is worth noting that a half of the non-user group are residents of rural areas, while 31% - residents of towns 

up to 100k residents. 
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Figure 7.2.4. Changes in the structure of age of Internet users between 2003-2015 and percentage of non-users in 

2015 

The last column of Table 7.2.2. contains other data on the current structure of non-users. Elderly people dominate 

the non-users group, almost 60% of which are aged 60 or more and the proportion of this group is growing (in 2013, it 

constituted approximately a half of non-users group). One third of non-users has only primary education, and an even 

bigger group of non-users is made up of those with a vocational education (40%).  

Table 7.2.2. Changes in the structure of Internet user population between 2003-2013 

 Composition of Internet users population in a given year 

Non-users in 2013   2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 

Men 49.9 50.4 46.3 49.4 46.8 49.1 48.2 44.1 

Women 50.1 49.6 53.7 50.6 53.2 50.9 51.8 55.9 

 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 Non-users 

16-24 y.o. 40.1 37.6 32.5 28.3 19.1 20.6 18.4 0.9 

25-34 y.o. 27.6 26.7 27.0 27.9 23.8 27.5 26.7 3.9 

35-44 y.o. 15.9 16.2 17.1 18.8 21.5 21.9 22.8 7.4 

45-59 y.o. 15.0 17.4 20.6 20.9 27.1 21.8 21.9 28.3 

60-64 y.o. 0.6 1.0 1.5 2.3 4.8 4.4 5.2 14.7 

65+ y.o. 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.8 3.6 3.8 5 44.7 

 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 Non-users 

Public sector employees 24.2 24.0 23.2 20.2 19.4 18.0 17.5 4 

Private sector employees 24.3 23.6 28.5 30.2 29.7 34.0 36.2 14.3 

Private entrepreneurs 7.2 6.6 7.2 6.6 6.0 6.3 6.5 1.4 

Farmers 0.4 1.7 1.6 2.1 2.8 3.5 4 7.6 

Retirees 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.2 13 

Pensioners 1.5 2.9 4.3 5.4 9.1 7.3 8 46.2 

School and university students 30.0 26.0 21.9 19.7 14.7 13.1 11.6 0.3 

The unemployed 6.2 6.2 4.5 4.8 6.8 8.1 5.7 5 

Other occupationally inactive  2.9 5.8 5.5 7.9 8.4 6.7 7.3 8.2 

 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 Non-users 

Primary and lower 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.3 2.9 2.6 3 33.4 

Basic/lower secondary 7.5 12.0 12.1 16.4 19.2 19.8 19.9 39.4 

Secondary 27.7 29.1 30.0 30.1 31.8 32.4 30.9 21.3 

Higher and post-secondary 32.9 31.7 34.4 31.4 31.5 32.1 34.6 5.6 

Students 29.9 25.3 21.9 19.7 14.5 13.1 11.6 0.3 

 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 Non-users 

Towns of over 500k residents 19.6 15.3 16.1 16.2 15.6 15.4 14.2 5.9 

200-500k 14.3 13.6 14.5 14.1 11.6 11.0 10.9 6.7 

100-200k 10.9 11.1 10.5 8.4 8.5 8.6 8.6 6.2 

20-100k 21.3 22.4 23.5 20.7 21.1 20.1 19.6 19.1 

Fewer than 20k 12.8 14.4 12.6 12.8 11.9 11.9 11.8 11.8 

Rural areas 21.1 23.3 22.8 27.9 31.4 33.1 34.9 50.3 
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7.3. Media consumption and time devoted to use of them 

7.3.1. Media consumption and time devoted to use of them 

The average Pole spends more than four hours a day on the use of the media. This time spreads out between different 

media - the Internet, TV, radio and press. It is true that the telemetry studies show that just in front of the TV, Poles 

spend an average of more than 4 hours a day. However, television has become in recent years an accompanying media 

and is often turned on when family members perform other activities (Dziomdziora 2015). Therefore, the statements 

analysed in social Diagnosis may be a better approximation of how much times viewers spend in front of television sets. 

In this part, declarations will be compared regarding the time spent on the use of various media, and next, the impact of 

the Internet diffusion on time spent watching television will be examined, as well as the relationship between the Internet 

use and reading traditional press.  

Internet users spend online an average of 12 hours and 15 minutes a week, but most of them use it in a limited way, 

and only slightly more than a half of users use it for more than one hour a day. The exact distribution of the declared 

time devoted to the use of the Internet is presented in Figure 7.3.1..  

 

Figure 7.3.1. Cumulated distribution of time spent on using the Internet in 2015 

 

Large differences in the time spent on the use of the Internet are related to the use of mobile devices. Internet users 

who use the network via smartphones and Tablets are a much more committed group, using the network more 

intensively. It is not surprising, therefore, that an average mobile Internet user spends more than 17 hours a week online 

and those who use mobile devices, but only with wi-fi networks, spends online 14 hours a week. Other users are less 

active and use the Internet for an average of 8 hours a week. Persons who have used the Internet for a relatively short 

period of time, devote much less time for this activity. Those who began to use the Internet after 2013, spend online an 

average of less than 5 hours a week. More time is spent on the Internet by male users (13 hours and 20 minutes per 

week) than female users (about two hours less). Young persons use the Internet the most intensively, whereas the least 

- elderly people, especially pensioners (an average of slightly more than one hour a day), as well as those less educated. 

More intensive use is observed with people with higher education and ocupationally active. Large variations are also 

related with the place of residence.  

Almost 95% of Poles watch TV, devoting rather significant amounts of time for this activity. Only 11% declare to 

be watching less than one hour a day. One in three Poles spends more than three hours a day watching television. More 

than a half devote 1-3 hours for watching.  

Even though 79% of Poles declare to be reading traditional press, a large proportion of this group does it 

sporadically. One in four adults spends no more than an hour a day on reading newspapers and magazines, and 29% - 

from two to three hours. 8% read press for an average of more than an hour a day.  

Figure 7.3.2. presents the differentiation of time devoted to the use of the Internet, watching television and reading 

traditional press in various socio-demographic groups. It should be noted that the value of the time spent on the Internet 

are calculated for all Poles, and thus include also the non-users. The same is true with the average for the rest of the 

media. Thus, if we only compared solely the users of these three media, results would be different.  
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The time spent on the use of the media is strongly related with age, however, among the young, who use the Internet 

the most frequently and the most intensively, any definite resignation from television cannot be observed. What is more, 

only in one group, namely among people up to 24 years of age, especially those who are studying, the use of the Internet 

is an activity more absorbing than watching television. Persons of all other groups spend, on average, more time in front 

of the TV than on the Internet. This also applies to groups in which Internet users constitute a rather high proportion. 

Interestingly, more time is devoted to the media by younger, better educated persons living in larger towns. This is 

partly an effect of the fact that we are not analysing the radio listenership, which is popular rather in the older age groups 

(Dziomdziora, 2015).  

Reading press is not so much differentiated - the least time on newspapers and magazines is devoted by the young, 

the unemployed and the residents of rural areas, whereas the most by the older, better educated persons and the residents 

of larger towns.  

 

Figure 7.3.2. Time spent on using various media per day in 2015 

7.3.2. The use of the Internet and the changes in the time spent on watching TV 

Over the years, the time spent on watching television has virtually not decreased. It is, therefore, worth to examine how 

this is happening despite the spreading of the Internet. Although ever more people do not watch TV at all, it is still a 

very small group. Since 2007, it has doubled, from 2.6% to 5.3% in 2015. Among the users of the Internet, 6.8% do not 

watch television. Definitely, persons who spend the most time on the Internet, the least frequently watch television. 

As shown in Figure 7.3.3., the time spent watching television by the Internet users and non-users varies 

significantly. The previous spend ever less time watching television, while for the latter, this time tends to increase. 

Changes which can be observed in Figure 7.3.3., arise also from flows between the two groups. Persons who spend less 

time watching TV, more frequently begin to use the Internet. It needs to be emphasized that although the Internet users 
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spend clearly less time watching television, the majority of them considers it to bear significant medium, and only a 

small group of them does not watch it at all or watches it in small amounts.  

 

Figure 7.3.3. Time spent daily on watching TV among Internet users and non-users between 2007-2015 

 

Specific changes can be observed only by analyzing how the behaviours of individuals have changed, which is 

possible thanks to the panel nature of the Social Diagnosis. Importantly, we do not ask respondents about how their 

behaviours changed between the successive editions of the study, but rather compare their present answers with the 

answers to the same question given two or four years before 

Between 2011 and 2013, the time spent on watching television has increased among persons who did not use the 

Internet, and those who ceased using the Internet after 2011. On the other hand, among persons who started using the 

Internet after 2011, the time spent in front of the TV has remained virtually constant. The time devoted for watching 

television by persons who have been using the Internet for more than two years, decreased slightly. Thus, the time spent 

on watching TV by those who do not use the Internet has increased, and among the users of the network a slight decrease 

was observed. Changes in 2013-2015 took yet another shape, as during this period the average time spent on watching 

TV has decreased87. The greatest changes have occurred in groups of people using the Internet, and among those who 

do not use and did not use the Internet in 2013, virtually no change was observed. In the group of persons who started 

to use the Internet after 2013, one in three persons declare to be presently spending less time in front of the TV than it 

was declared two years earlier. At the same time, however, 26% declare to be devoting more time than in 2013. Among 

those who have been using the Internet for a long period of time, 34% watch less TV, while 28% watch more. These 

changes are not very large, although significantly higher than among non-users, where there is 1 p.p. more of people 

who currently watch less television than those whose time in front of the TV has extended. 

In 2015 in Poland, there were only 17% of persons who spent more time using the Internet than watching TV, 2p.p. 

more than in 2013. Similarly, as two years earlier, 70% of persons aged 16 and more spend more time in front of the 

TV than using the network, others use both media with similar intensity. Only among students there are more persons 

who spend more time on the Internet than on television - 44% compared to 34% of those who watch more television. If 

we consider all persons aged 16-24, 40% watch clearly more television and 40% spend more time on the Internet.  

The results presented so far show that the Internet does not contribute to a substantial reduction of the television 

audience, which remains on a high level. It is true that users devote clearly less time for television; in general, however, 

it is still more time than they spend using the Internet. Changes occur very slowly and only a small group (17%) spends 

more time using the Internet than in front of the TV. Even among users who watch video and TV materials in the 

network, a viewing audience of traditional TV is significant, though slightly smaller than among other groups. It is, 

however, to be expected that the boundaries between television and the Internet will increasingly blur. More and more 

video content and television materials will be available via the Internet and the TV will also become a device for using 

the Internet. Then, the content coming from the Internet will start to compete for the presence on the big screen. For 

                                                           
87 This change, however, may result from the fact that the study was conducted later in 2015, and the amount of time spent on watching television in 

winter and early spring is higher than when weather improves. 
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now, hardly anyone uses TV to watch movies and other content from the Internet, much more frequent is the use of a 

computer at the same time when the TV is switched on (WIP 2013).  

7.3.3. The use of the Internet and changes in the time spent on watching TV 

The Internet is seen as one of the main threats to the press. Undoubtedly, daily newspapers are losing readers and 

with a high probability it can be said that this is a consequence of the spread of the Internet. However, the number of 

issued press titles grows, and competition from the Web seems to touch the weeklies and other periodicals to a much 

lesser extent. In this section, the relations of the use of the Internet and the time devoted to reading printed press will be 

demonstrated.  

Internet users a bit more often read newspapers and devote slightly more time to it, than people who do not use the 

network (Figure 7.3.4.). While taking into account differences related to education or place of residence, these 

differences may seem insignificant. Interestingly, the differences between users and non-users relate only to those users 

who declare to be also regularly reading the online news sites. The conclusion can therefore be drawn, that the people 

who are the most interested in the press, are also those who use such content on the Internet the most intensively. This 

may have important implications for readership. However, because the question about the press was asked in the Social 

Diagnosis for the first time, it is only in the next edition when it will be possible to analyze the changes and mechanisms 

behind them.  

 

Figure 7.3.4. Time spent weekly on reading traditional press among persons aged 16+, with distinction of the Internet 

users and non-users 

At the end of this section, it is worth noting that, at present, one third of Internet users declare to have paid for 

content available on the Web. Approximately one in ten users does it on a regular basis. The vast majority (over 94%) 

of persons who pay for the content, at the same time declares to be reading newspapers or books via the Internet. 

Therefore, if more than a half of persons who reach for newspapers and books on the Internet, sometimes pays for the 

content, it is conceivable that there is a potential to change the business model in which the most of publishers of Internet 

content operate, so that instead of advertising and the use of user data, income from fees would be encouraged. 

7.4. Forms of using the Internet 

7.4.1. Popularity of chosen Internet usage forms 

The intensity of using the Internet varies, as the users use it in various ways. That is why, apart from the above 

presented analyses of time spent online, it is worth to analyse the forms of the Internet use. Social Diagnosis includes, 

inter alia, a detailed study of methods of using the Internet. In the 2015 edition, the questions were asked about 26 

various ways of using the Internet, and also which ones had been performed during the week before the study which 

constitutes a good indicator of a regular use of the Internet in the particular manner.  
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Table 7.4.1. Ways of using the Internet – regular users among Poles aged 16+, between 2005-2015 (%) 

 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 

E-mail 17 28 34 37 40 42 

Messengers 12 21 25 24 24 24 

Discussion groups and forums 3 6 8 11 11 14 

Calling (VoIP, Skype) 3 10 12 14 17 18 

Collecting materials for studies/work 15 23 25 23 23 23 

Obtaining data and information from public institutions 6 10 13 15 15 15 

Downloading and filling-in official forms 3 6 8 10 11 10 

Playing online games 4 8 10 12 14 12 

Downloading free music and movies 6 9 11 12 14 14 

Listening to music or radio via Internet 7 13 17 20 21 21 

Watching TV via Internet 2 5 7 18 14 14 

Creation and modification of own website or blog 2 3 4 8 8 7 

Courses and e-learning 1 3 4 7 7 7 

Looking for work, sending employment proposals 3 6 7 10 11 9 

Buying products on the Internet (excluding auctions) 3 7 9 12 16 19 

Using bank via Internet 4 13 17 22 26 29 

Internet auctions 2 7 9 11 11 8 

 

The greatest changes in the manners of the Internet use are, obviously, related with the increase of new users. 

However, not all Internet services are gaining popularity. Table 7.4.1. demonstrates how the popularity of various 

manners of using the Internet among Poles has changed. Some services, such as electronic mail or online banking, have 

become significantly more popular: e-mail from 17% to 42% of Poles uses it on regular basis, and internet banking from 

4% to 29% in the period of 10 years. Online shopping also experiences a regular growth. 

Many other applications do not spread this rapidly, and some have even remained on a constant popularity level. A 

good example might be e-administration solutions - percentage of persons regularly using these tools has remained 

virtually unchanged in the past few years. Entertainment applications and online messengers are similar in this regard. 

Neither has changed the percentage of creators and owners of blogs and websites. 

The size of the group of persons using the Internet for searching educational and job-related materials hardly ever 

alters. However, this might be an effect of the significant decrease of students’ share in the group of Internet users, as a 

result, the increase of Internet use for professional purposes is not visible in the data. Some services increased in 

popularity in a single period of time and, since then, have witnessed no considerable change. It is so with, e.g. 

participation in online courses and job search via Internet. Also social media which had gained an extreme popularity 

some years ago, presently remain almost constant in terms of percentage of persons using it – currently, one in three 

Poles aged 16 and more uses Facebook or similar portals at least once a week. 

The results demonstrated here prove that a large proportion of users use the Internet in a rather shallow manner. 

Numerous persons use the Internet to a limited extent, focusing on basic applications related with communication and 

access to information. Only a half of users declared to be using the Internet for at least five of 26 various purposes for 

which we asked. This explains the low amount of time devoted to the Internet. 

7.4.2. Forms and conditions of the Internet use 

We somewhat reduced the number of dimensions because analysis of each variable separately is too detailed, and 

because some of the studied ways of using the Internet are very closely linked to each other. In order to do so, we 

conducted a principle component factor analysis with quartimax rotation and isolated three main dimensions allowing 

the description of the Internet use in Poland. The combination of these three factors explains 55% of variation. 

The first parameter is connected to versatility and advanced use - the more different online uses a given user 

applies, the higher the result gained. Especially strongly (with greater co-efficients) considered are uses demanding 

higher competences and creative approaches to the web, such as creation of own websites or maintaining a blog. A 

higher versatility is also related with online shopping in foreign stores and paying for online content. This dimension 

explains 43% of component variables variation.  

The second parameter is connected to communication and basic applications of the Internet. High values on this 

scale are obtained by users of e-mail, messengers, communicators, and persons who browse the Internet in search for 

useful information, and also sometimes shop online, but only in Polish stores. This dimension is related with a highly 

less frequent creation of online content and playing online games. This dimension explains almost 7% of variance.  

The third dimension concerns entertainment – most of all, playing online games and using social media, but also 

downloading music and films, watching via Internet and listening to the radio.  This dimension explains 6% of variance. 

Because for different users the Internet use may mean something completely different, it is worth looking at how 

different groups use the Internet. In order to do so, we analysed the average values of the three abovementioned aspects 
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of use of the network for groups of the Internet users selected according to the most important socio-demographic 

variables (Figure 7.4.1.).  

 

Figure 7.4.1. Methods of Internet use in 2015 and their diversification among users from various socio-demographic 

groups. Positive values mean users from a given group use the Internet more frequently in the particular way, 

while negative values– less frequently 

 

Differences in the ways of using the Internet in terms of gender are slight and statistically insignificant. Clearly 

higher differences are related with age. Briefly, young persons use the Internet in a more versatile manner, and more 

frequently use the more advanced tools offered by the Web. Also, the Internet is more often a source of entertainment 

for them. Despite what might seem true, the older Internet users communicate via Internet relatively infrequently. Basic 

applications involve access to information (Batorski, Zając, 2010). 

Distinct and interesting differences are observable for education, size of place of residence, and income. In all these 

aspects, the relation of increase of versatility and frequency of the advanced Internet use are equal; additionally, the 

frequencies of basic and communicational applications are parallel to a lower frequency of entertainment-related 

applications. In other words, we are observing two main types of the Internet use. For certain persons, it is an 

instrumental tool, useful when working, studying, shopping, for creative uses, etc.. For others, it is mainly an 

entertainment device. More instrumental applications are definitely more popular among better educated persons, living 

in the largest cities, and of rather higher income. Simultaneously, these persons use the Internet for entertainment less 

often. The latter use is, however, popular among less educated users, living in smaller towns and households, and of 

lower income.  

Differences related to socio-professional status are significant as well. Students constitute a special group, using the 

Internet mostly for entertainment-related purposes, but also applying a variety of other uses. Employees, especially in 

the public sector, as well as entrepreneurs and the self-employed, use the Internet in a more instrumental manner, using 

entertainment applications (such as games and social media) less often. 

The results presented here indicate that, apart from considerable differences in the use of the Internet in various 

socio-demographic groups, high differences appear also in terms of the manner of using the Internet. 

Large differences in the manners of using the Internet are also related with the fact of using mobile Internet via 

smartphone and Tablets. As can be expected, the most intensive usage in virtually every aspect is observed among 

persons connecting to the Internet via mobile phones. The Internet users, who do not use the Internet via mobile devices, 

generally use it less intensively. 
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Bandwidth of Internet access is also of importance, as is demonstrated in Figure 7.4.2.. Owners of connections of 

higher bandwidth use the Internet more intensively, in a more versatile and instrumental manner, than those with slower 

connections. The latter, however, use the Internet more frequently for entertainment-related purposes. 

 

 

Figure 7.4.2. Methods of the Internet use in 2015 and their diversification depending on bandwidth in the user’s 

household 
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8. SOCIAL EXCLUSION  
Tomasz Panek, Janusz Czapiński 

Abstract 
Social exclusion is analysed in this article in terms of poverty, unemployment and social discrimination. It has been 
shown that there are four possible reasons for exclusion: physical (related to health), structural (low cultural capital), 
moral (overuse of alcohol and drugs, criminal activities) and material (poverty and unemployment).  

8.1. Definition of social exclusion 
According to the most general and the most popular definition adopted by researchers and politicians, social 

exclusion means that a given entity or a social group being a part of a community (it is usually the community of 
residents of a country) cannot fully take part in important areas of life of the given community. It is usually added that 
the limitation does not come from assumptions of the excluded ones, but from shortages which are completely or in a 
large part independent from the excluded group. Exclusion may concern works, consumption, participation in the culture 
of life of a local society and politics. 
 The home of the modern notion of social exclusion is France (Helene Riffault and Jacques-Rene Rabier – the first 
research project - The perception of poverty in Europe in 1976; Riffault, Rabier, 1977), but it was the most successful 
in Great Britain (CASE — Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion w London School of Economics, established in 
1997); some indicate to its similarity to the Marxist’s notion of alienation. Also underclass (USA) and marginalisation 
(South America) are deemed to be the counterparts of the „European” social exclusion.  

Sometimes social exclusion is viewed as equal to poverty or poverty is treated as the main reason of exclusion. 
However, nowadays a more multidimensional approach is adopted.  Poverty itself may be not a reason, but a result of 
exclusion due to discrimination on the labour market, disability, education level or place of residence (cf. Muras, 
Ivanow, 2006; Szarfenberg, Żołędowski, Theiss, 2010). 

In the last twenty years in the EU, the intellectual and political focus moved from poverty to the more general 
phenomenon of social exclusion. It can be proven by research programmes (i.e. Gallie and Paugam, 2002; Hills, Le 
Grand, Piachaud, 2002; Matheu, 1999), conferences (e.g. Annual Convention of the European Platform against Poverty 
and Social Exclusion) or official documentation of the European Commission and European summits in Lisboa and 
Nice. The summit in Lisbon in March 2000 recognised, in compliance with Art. 136 and 137 of the Amsterdam treaty, 
the fight against poverty and social exclusion as a strategic aim of the European Council policy. The so-called Open 
Method of Coordination was passed at that time at the Summit in Nice, which accepted the mutual plan regarding 
poverty and exclusion and starting of a project of regular monitoring of the exclusion phenomenon on the basis of 
indicators agreed on mutually by all member states.  

However, when it comes to the sources and specific indicators of exclusion there is no mutual agreement. Some say 
that it concerns all cases of non-participation in all important aspects of the social life, others limit it only to involuntary 
forms of non-participation. Some refer it to structural and institutional barriers violating the rules of social justice and 
limiting social rights of individuals and minorities, others speak more about isolation or auto isolation of some social 
groups (e.g. subcultures, immigrants, religious minorities, sexual minorities, former prisoners, mentally ill and the 
disabled in general). Some search for reasons in stable and universal factors, such as material deprivation (low income), 
lack of education and disabilities, others focus on cultural and civilizational factors, such as erosion of family and 
neighbour bonds, a sudden development of technologies, which is responsible for higher unemployment rates, decrease 
of the social capital (mutual trust and cooperation), bad social politics and state economy. Some treat it as a macrosocial 
phenomenon (the exclusion is defined by criteria of social categorisation – disability, incarceration, unemployment, 
place of residence, age, belonging to a minority, income), others – as an individual phenomenon (it is a consequence of 
some individual weaknesses, motivation, intellectual and personal traits). However, it is hard to agree that almost all 
criterion of social categorisation can be a reason for exclusion. Hilary Silver (1994) indicated as many as 23 social 
groups as excluded (including women, immigrants, unskilled workers, residents of destroyed houses or of districts with 
bad reputation, pensioners), which was commented on by another researcher - David Gordon (2002) of the University 
of Bristol “if all groups indicated by Silver (…) were socially excluded, the only person in Great Britain which would 
not be excluded would be Prince Phillip, while Queen Elisabeth would not, as she is a woman and a pensioner” (p.12).  

According to the leading researchers studying social exclusion (e.g. Chiara Saraceno of the University in Turin, 
2001; L. Mejer of Eurostat, 2000; Kitty Stewart of CASE, 2002) the phenomenon is multi-dimensional (poverty or 
unemployment are only possibilities, but they are not necessary or enough to talk about exclusion), dynamic, not static 
(perspectives of finding a job are more important than the current state of unemployment) and relative, not structural 
(participation, motivation, engagement, social relations, and not the statistical amount of the income or “low usage 
basket”). 

The aim of all European programmes of fighting social exclusion is „social integration” at a regional, national and 
European level. 

The majority of studies on social exclusion and detailed programmes concerning it focus on: 
 Analysing and preventing unemployment, 

Please use the following citation when referring to this chapter: Panek, T., Czapiński, J. (2015). Social exclusion. Social Diagnosis 2015, The Objective and 
Subjective Quality Of Life In Poland. Contemporary Economics, 9/4, 390-425. DOI:10.5709/ce.1897-9254.193
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phenomenon of social exclusion. It can be proven by research programmes (i.e. Gallie and Paugam, 2002; Hills, Le 
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the fight against poverty and social exclusion as a strategic aim of the European Council policy. The so-called Open 
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that it concerns all cases of non-participation in all important aspects of the social life, others limit it only to involuntary 
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groups (e.g. subcultures, immigrants, religious minorities, sexual minorities, former prisoners, mentally ill and the 
disabled in general). Some search for reasons in stable and universal factors, such as material deprivation (low income), 
lack of education and disabilities, others focus on cultural and civilizational factors, such as erosion of family and 
neighbour bonds, a sudden development of technologies, which is responsible for higher unemployment rates, decrease 
of the social capital (mutual trust and cooperation), bad social politics and state economy. Some treat it as a macrosocial 
phenomenon (the exclusion is defined by criteria of social categorisation – disability, incarceration, unemployment, 
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The aim of all European programmes of fighting social exclusion is „social integration” at a regional, national and 
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The majority of studies on social exclusion and detailed programmes concerning it focus on: 
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 Analysis of poverty and income diversity and social care programmes (indicators of subjective and 

objective poverty, the objective indicator of poverty risk in the EU since 2001: below 60% of median in 

the distribution of weighted income of households— first adult=1, member aged over 14+=0.5 and 

children younger than 14 y.o.= 0.3), 

 problems of disabled people, 

 sources and prevention of homelessness, 

 situation of children (exclusion inheritance), 

 social rights, especially those of minorities (especially migrating ones), 

 regional politics, 

 post-penitentiary care, 

 criminal groups of youth and subcultures. 

In the majority of papers, the most important factor of preventing exclusion at both individual and social level is 

education, including permanent improvement of qualifications (lifelong learning). In Poland, the highest risk of 

exclusion concerns residents of rural areas, children of large families, unemployed (a high rate of constant 

unemployment), elderly people, poorly educated and who do not have access to modern media (Internet, digital TV).  

8.2. Poverty 

8.2.1.  Definition and methods of measuring poverty 

8.2.1.1.  Poverty – dilemma of defining poverty 

The first and at the same time the crucial step to measure poverty is to define this category. Selection of a particular 

poverty definition is vital for the results of such a measurement (Hagenaars, 1986). Depending on the definition, various 

groups in the society may be considered as being at risk of poverty. At the same time the manner of defining poverty and the 

methods of measuring it affect the social policy programmes aimed at reducing poverty. 

Actual differences in poverty assessment and thus divergences in the concept of combating poverty result from the lack 

of precise and generally accepted definition of poverty. Moreover, this category is variable over time and regionally diversified 

(Sen, 1983). 

All definitions used in the literature of the subject associate poverty with the failure to satisfy certain basic needs at the 

minimal acceptable level (Drewnowski, 1977, Panek 2013). Such definitions are general enough not to be disputable and they 

are indeed commonly accepted. Such acceptance results from the fact that the main controversial issues, such as which needs 

are to be considered basic and what degree of their satisfaction should be considered sufficient remain open. 

In the present analysis we have adopted the so-called economic definition of poverty (Panek, 2011). Poverty would imply 

a situation where a household does not have sufficient financial resources (both cash in the form of current income and income 

from previous periods and accumulated non-cash assets) to satisfy its basic needs. In this case poverty is analysed as one of 

the dimensions of social exclusion; i.e. its financial aspect. However, poverty is not a situation where basic needs cannot be 

satisfied by a household for reasons other than financial, such as due to disability of household members or low level of their 

education. 

8.2.1.2. Ways of understanding and measuring poverty 

The greatest controversy in the measuring of poverty concerns the way of defining the minimal acceptable level of 

need fulfilment, or the way of how we understand poverty. Poverty may be understood in absolute or relative terms
88

. 

Poverty in absolute terms as a category is based on consideration of the level of needs fulfilment defined in concrete 

quantitative and value categories. Individuals (persons, families and households) are defined as poor when their needs 

are not sufficiently fulfilled (Drewnowski, 1997). Therefore, the level of needs fulfilment is not compared to the level 

of other members of society's needs fulfilment. The problem of poverty, according to advocates of the absolute 

approach, is solved when all members of society's basic needs are fulfilled. Poverty in the absolute sense may therefore 

be completely eliminated by economic growth. However, it is worth noting that the absolute approach always carries 

with it a certain dose of relativism, as establishing the set of basic needs and the minimal acceptable level of their 

satisfaction always depends on the level of the analysed country's socio-economic development.  

The category of poverty in the relative perspective is based on a consideration of individual needs fulfilment level 

(person, family or household) compared to the level of fulfilment of the same needs of other members of society. Poverty 

                                                           
88 A comprehensive review of the absolute and relative concept of the approach to poverty may be read in, for example, C. Seidel (1988). 
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is identified here with excessive needs fulfilment level inequality in society, and, in this sense, may not be practically 

completely eliminated, only reduced through reduction of inequalities in the level of needs fulfilment. 

The basic fault of the relative approach is a lack of a fixed point of reference to comparisons of change in poverty 

in time and space, which, as a result, hampers assessment of the effectiveness of policy directed to combat poverty. 

Apart from that, assessments gained from the relative perspective indicating that there has been a rise in the level of 

needs fulfilment may be a result not so much of a factual rise in fulfilment as a fall in the inequality in needs fulfilment 

level in a given population. Given the above, the poverty in the present study is understood in absolute terms.  

The choice of way of understanding poverty makes up the initial stage in taking the decision as to the method of its 

measurement and choice of identification criteria. Taking the decision regarding the to method of poverty measurement 

entails choosing between considering poverty from an objective or subjective perspective (Hagenaars, 1986, Panek, 

2011). Each of these methods of measurement may be applied both in the absolute or relative approach. The terms 

"objective" or "subjective" should therefore not be linked to the level of arbitrariness used in the assessment of poverty, 

as in each of these considerations there are certain assumptions of an arbitrary nature. 

In the case of the objective approach, the assessment of needs fulfilment of studied individuals (persons, families 

and households) is conducted independently of their personal value judgements in this respect, and, most often, experts 

conduct this kind of assessment. In the subjective approach, the assessment of needs fulfilment level is provided by the 

actual studied individuals (persons, families and households). In this discussion, both methods of poverty assessment 

were applied as they were considered to be complementary.  

Another decision that ought to be taken before assessing poverty is to define the criteria of poverty. In studies of 

poverty up to the 1970s, the conventional approach, based exclusively on monetary indicators, was dominant. In this 

approach, the assessment of needs fulfilment level occurs exclusively through the current income expressed in money 

terms. However, gradually the view gained ground that identifying the poor only in monetary terms (level of income or 

expenditure) was far from satisfactory. This was not about the fact of the underestimation of income declared by persons 

and households taking part in empirical study. Much more significant was the belief that poverty is a multi-dimensional 

phenomenon and that non-monetary factors should be also considered in its identification. Apart from that, what is 

unusually important in studies of poverty is that monetary approaches, in their consideration of financial means the 

individual disposes of consider only current income (flows), and miss income and assets accumulated in the past. In this 

study we applied a one-dimensional approach, above all due to the necessity to maintain the means to analysing changes 

on the sphere of poverty. Apart from that, for this round of study the analysis of poverty was broadened by including 

non-monetary factors. 

 

8.2.1.3. Methods for identifying the poor  

Different ways of understanding poverty and including of various criteria of poverty, and also different approaches 

to the measurement of poverty (subjective and objective approaches) lead to various methods of identifying poverty in 

households. In the case of the conventional approach, in order to define the subpopulation in poverty, there is a certain 

critical level of income or expenditure known as the poverty line below which the fulfilment of basic needs at the 

minimal acceptable level is not possible. In the case of the multidimensional approach, different solutions are possible 

in the identification of the subpopulation in poverty. 

Apart from the assessment of households' current incomes (monetary poverty), non-monetary poverty assessments 

were included (material deprivation). An entry point to the measurement of non-monetary poverty was defining its non-

monetary dimensions, strictly linked to groups of household needs and next the choice of variables, being the symptoms 

of non-monetary poverty in each of its dimensions. Inclusion of a given household to the subpopulation of materially 

deprived in a given dimension was decided by the number of symptoms of poverty occurring in that household in that 

dimension. The number of dimensions, where the household is materially deprived, defines whether this household is 

subject to the non-monetary poverty (material deprivation). Eventually, the household is poor when it is subject to the 

monetary and non-monetary poverty at the same time.  

Aggregate poverty indices were used to assess poverty. They are statistical formulae that aggregate individual 

poverty measures (relating to individual households) enabling to assess poverty at the national level, across regions or 

typological groups of households. Due to the fact that there is no single universal formula in this respect, various 

aggregate index formulae were applied, providing information about various aspects of poverty. Poverty indices focus 

on four main aspects of poverty; i.e. its incidence, depth, intensity and severity. 

In the case of poverty assessments, it is vital to analyse changes in poverty over time. In the present study we 

analysed the mobility of households due to membership of poverty sphere, with mobility assessed on the basis of Tables 

of flows. Moreover, Tables of flows were also used to estimate mobility indices 89. In the last stage the household 

features that determine poverty were identified. 

Detailed information about the methodology of measuring poverty adopted in this study is presented in Annex 4. 

                                                           
89 The analysis of changes in time in the area of poverty was conducted for monetary poverty. 
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8.2.2. Results of unidimensional approach poverty analysis 

8.2.2.1. The incidence, depth, intensity and severity of poverty – one-dimension approach 

The poverty indices used in the analyses contain basic information that is the objective of every research on poverty. 

However, due to the abstract nature of the term ‘poverty line’, the significance of the information provided by these 

indices should not be overestimated. Much more significant for the objectives of this study are changes in their values 

over time and distributions according to selected typological groups of households. 

The value of minimum of existence estimated by the Institute of Labour and Social Studies, which serves as the 

extreme poverty line for one-person households of employees in May 2015 was PLN 541. Due to the method of defining 

the minimum of existence category (cf. Annex 4), it should be considered as the extreme poverty line. In case of the 

subjective approach, we shall use the term ‘deficiency line’ since when households consider the lowest level of income 

necessary to make ends meet, which is one of the parameters that are decisive for specifying the value of that threshold 

(cf. Annex 4), they take into account the level of income higher than the one that secures only the minimum of existence. 

The subjective deficiency line for one-person households was estimated to be PLN 1606. This is more than 3 times 

higher than the objective poverty line. This means that the aspirations of households with regard to their income situation 

allowing for satisfaction of their needs at an acceptable minimum level are much higher than the minimum standards 

established by experts in this regard. Households simply compare their economic situation with that of other households 

in a better financial condition.   

In May/June 2015, 3.3% of households in Poland (in objective terms) lived below the poverty line and 28.15% 

below the subjective deficiency line (Tables 8.2.1. and 8.2.2.). However, these values should be considered 

overestimated as households tend to underestimate their income in the statements they make. On the other hand, poverty 

depth indices reached 22.8% with the objective approach and 27.52% with the subjective approach (Tables 8.2.1. and 

8.2.2.). This means that the average equivalent income of extremely poor Polish households in May/June 2015 was 

lower by 22.8% than the minimum of existence, while the average equivalent income of Polish households living below 

the deficiency line was lower by 27.52% than subjective deficiency line (the subjective poverty line). 

The extreme poverty intensity index, derived from the combined incidence and depth of poverty, was 0.8% in 

March/June 2015, while the deficiency intensity index was 7.75% respectively. This means that in March/June 2015, 

each household below the poverty line should receive, on average, PLN 4.1 (0,0076 x PLN 541) in order to eliminate 

poverty. In order to eliminate deficiency, the average transfer to each household living below the deficiency line should 

amount to PLN 125 (0.775 x PLN 1606). The extreme poverty severity index, derived from the incidence and depth of 

poverty and income inequalities among the poor, was 0.30% in March/June 2015, while the deficiency severity index 

was 3.3% respectively. 

With the two approaches combined, the highest percentage of households living in poverty concerned the groups 

of households living on unearned sources of income and retirees (31.8 and 5.9% of extremely poor households 

respectively under the objective approach and 77.6% and 60.5% of households living in deficiency under the subjective 

approach, Tables 8.2.1. and 8.2.2.). The lowest extreme poverty incidence was reported in the groups of households of 

retirees, employees and the self-employed (the headcount ratio in those groups of households was, respectively, 0.4, 0.8 

and 2.0%). However, with the subjective approach the notably lowest levels were reported in the groups of households 

of the self-employed and employees (8.1% and 16.5% respectively). The deepest poverty with the objective approach 

was reported in households living on unearned sources of income as well as among the self-employed. They amounted 

to 26.6% and 30.1% respectively. In the group of self-employed households, the relatively deep extreme poverty is 

related to the presence, within this group, a small sub-group of households with self-employed having a very low 

equivalent income. The deepest deficiency level with the subjective approach in March/June 2015 was reported in 

households living on unearned sources of income as well as among farmers and retirees. Deficiency depth indices in 

those groups of households amounted to 49.5%, 33.9% and 33.4% respectively.  

Table 8.2.1. Aggregate extreme poverty indices by socio-economic groups and type of economic activity in 

March/June 2015 - the objective approach 

Socio-economic group 

and type of economic activity 

Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Employees 1.98 20.88 0.41 0.17 

Farmers 7.83 24.81 1.94 0.86 

Retirees 0.78 12.45 0.10 0.03 

Pensioners 7.93 20.80 1.65 0.51 

Entrepreneurs 0.38 30.05 0.11 0.04 

Living on unearned sources 31.76 26.57 8.44 3.43 

Without unemployed members 2.03 20.71 0.42 0.15 

With unemployed members 13.79 25.34 3.50 1.47 

Total 3.32 22.83 0.76 0.30 
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The extreme poverty and deficiency were definitely the most intensive and severe in the group of households living 

on unearned sources of income. In this group, the extreme poverty intensity index was 8.4% and deficiency intensity 

index was 38.4%. The extreme poverty severity index in this group of households amounted to 3.4% and the deficiency 

severity was 22.7%. 

Table 8.2.2. Aggregate deficiency indices by socio-economic groups and type of economic activity in March/June 

2015 - the subjective approach 

Socio-economic group 

and type of economic activity 

Aggregate deficiency indices * 100 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Employees 16.48 25.48 4.20 1.71 

Farmers 32.73 33.89 11.09 5.31 

Retirees 38.04 20.84 7.93 2.62 

Pensioners 60.45 33.40 20.19 9.02 

Self-employed 8.07 19.36 1.56 0.53 

Living on unearned sources 77.59 49.48 38.39 22.74 

Without unemployed 

members 
25.56 25.08 6.41 2.56 

With unemployed members 49.23 37.80 18.61 9.52 

Total 16.48 25.48 4.20 1.71 

 

Not less than 13.8% and 49.2% of households with unemployed members lived in extreme poverty or deficiency 

respectively in March/June 2015, whereas in the group of households without unemployed members these indices 

amounted merely to 2.0% and 25.6% respectively (Tables 8.2.1. and 8.2.2.). Also, the poverty depth with the two 

measuring approaches was higher in the former group of households than in the latter. The income gap index for 

households living in extreme poverty amounted in these groups to 25.3% and 20.7% respectively. Deficiency depth 

indices in those groups of households amounted to 18.6% and 6.4% respectively. Similar levels of indices among the 

discussed groups of households can be reported in the case of assessing the intensity and severity of poverty (Tables 

8.2.1. and 8.2.2.).  

Among the types of households, in March/June 2015 the highest incidence of poverty was reported with the 

objective approach among the groups of married couples with many children, single-parent families and non-family 

households with many people (8.6% and 5.7% respectively lived in extreme poverty) and, with the subjective approach, 

among the group of non-family single person households, couples with many children and single-parent families 

(53.7%, 38.5% and 38.3% respectively lived in deficiency; Tables 8.2.3. and 8.2.4.). Poverty depth is much less 

diversified according to household types than its incidence. The highest values of the extreme poverty depth were 

reported in the group of non-family single person households – 26.6% of households within this group lived in extreme 

poverty. However, the highest values of the poverty depth index can be observed in non-family multi-person households 

and married couples with many children. Almost 35% and over 33%, respectively, of those households lived in 

deficiency (in the view of the subjective approach). 

Poverty intensity and severity were also the highest in those groups of households where the highest levels of 

poverty incidence were reported. With the objective approach, the visibly highest levels of poverty intensity and severity 

indices were reported in the group of households of married couples with many children (1.8% and 0.7% respectively), 

whereas the highest levels of deficiency intensity and severity indices were reported in the groups of non-family one-

person households, non-family multi-person households and incomplete families. Indexes of poverty intensity in these 

household groups were respectively 14.0%, 13.3% and 12.1%, and indexes of deficiency severity were 6.1%, 5.9% and 

5.3%. 

 

Table 8.2.3. Aggregate extreme poverty indices by household type in March/June 2015 - the objective approach 

Household type 
Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Single family:  

No children 
 

1.96 

 

20.25 

 

0.40 

 

0.13 

1 child 1.82 20.94 0.38 0.10 

2 children 1.88 18.64 0.35 0.13 

3+ children 8.62 20.52 1.77 0.65 

Incomplete families 5.65 21.58 1.22 0.40 

Multi-family 2.08 24.39 0.51 0.18 

Non-family:  

Single person 

 

4.10 

 

26.56 

 

1.09 

 

0.51 

Multi-person 5.65 6.34 0.36 0.06 
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Table 8.2.4. Aggregate deficiency indices by household type in March/June 2015 - the subjective approach 

Household type 
Aggregate deficiency indices * 100 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Single family:  

No children 

 

16.30 

 

25.53 

 

4.16 

 

1.69 

1 child 11.34 32.29 3.66 1.57 

2 children  19.83 23.61 4.68 1.68 

3+ children  26.55 33.29 8.84 4.01 

Incomplete families  38.52 31.44 12.11 5.30 

Multi-family  14.59 24.74 3.61 1.40 

Non-family:  

Single person 

 

53.69 

 

26.14 

 

14.03 

 

6.17 

Multi-person 38.25 34.65 13.25 5.94 

 

The obtained results indicate the impact of the size of place of residence on the incidence of extreme poverty and 

deficiency (Tables 8.2.5. and 8.2.6.). In March/June 2015, the percentage of households living in extreme poverty is 

higher, the smaller their place of residence. Among households living in rural areas, 4.9% lived below the extreme 

poverty line (according to the objective approach) and 39.4% lived below the deficiency line (as per the subjective 

approach). The headcount ratios for the extreme poverty and deficiency in the largest cities accounted at that time for 

merely 2.0% and 16,0% respectively. 

Diversification of the extreme poverty and deficiency depth among the respective classes of place of residence was 

not too high. The deepest poverty with the subjective approach was reported in rural areas, where the deficiency depth 

index reached 31.0%. In turn, the deepest extreme poverty concerned households in small-sized cities with 20-100k 

inhabitants (the extreme poverty depth index in this group of households amounted to 26.0%). 

The highest intensity of both extreme poverty and deficiency was reported in rural areas (where poverty intensity 

indices accounted for 1.2% and 11.3% respectively). Poverty severity with both approaches (subjective and objective) 

was also the highest in the group of households in rural areas (severity indices of the extreme poverty and deficiency in 

this group of households accounted for 0.5% and 5.0% respectively). 

Table 8.2.5. Aggregate extreme poverty indices by place of residence class in March/June 2015- the objective 

approach 

Place of residence class 
Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Towns of more than 500k 2.04 19.40 0.40 0.11 

Towns of 200-500k 2.23 20.13 0.45 0.16 

Towns of 100-200k 2.04 12.32 0.25 0.04 

Towns of 20-100k 3.26 26.01 0.85 0.35 

Towns of fewer than 20k 2.54 23.01 0.59 0.24 

Rural areas 4.89 23.62 1.16 0.48 

Table 8.2.6. Aggregate deficiency indices by place of residence class in March/June 2015- the subjective approach 

Place of residence class 
Aggregate deficiency indices * 100 

 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Towns of more than 500k 16.04 23.81 3.82 1.67 

Towns of 200-500k 22.35 25.29 5.65 2.34 

Towns of 100-200k 24.87 22.80 5.67 2.12 

Towns of 20-100k 27.15 26.45 7.18 3.14 

Towns of fewer than 20k 29.21 24.37 7.12 2.78 

Rural areas 36.36 30.95 11.25 5.00 

 

The highest poverty with the objective approach was reported in Warmińsko-Mazurskie, Lubelskie and Łódzkie 

Voivodships (with 4.9% in Warminsko-Mazurskie and 4.5% of households in the other two voivodships lived in extreme 

poverty, Table 8.2.7.) in March/June 2015. With the subjective approach, the highest deficiency incidence was reported in 

Lubelskie and Kujawsko-Pomorskie Voivodships (38.1% and 36.3%, respectively of the households lived in deficiency, Table 

8.2.8.). 

The deepest poverty in the analysed period was reported in Warmińsko-Mazurskie and Świętokrzyskie Voivodships 

where the income gap indices for the extremely poor were 35.6% and 33.7% respectively. The relatively deepest deficiency 

was reported in Lubelskie, Podkarpackie, Opolskie and Świętokrzyskie Voivodships. In those Voivodships the income gap 

indices for households living in deficiency were 31.9%, 30.6%, 30.3% and 30.1% respectively. This means that in those 

Voivodships, the households living in extreme poverty (with the objective approach) or in deficiency (with the subjective 

approach) were on average the least wealthy. 
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Table 8.2.7. Aggregate extreme poverty indices by Voivodship in March/June 2015 - the objective approach 

Voivodship  
Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Dolnośląskie 3.65 21.87 0.80 0.40 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 4.23 21.08 0.89 0.37 

Lubelskie 4.54 23.21 1.05 0.41 

Lubuskie 1.52 23.10 0.35 0.13 

Łódzkie 4.46 17.16 0.76 0.20 

Małopolskie 2.25 25.68 0.58 0.22 

Mazowieckie 2.41 21.07 0.51 0.19 

Opolskie 3.59 21.76 0.78 0.23 

Podkarpackie 4.33 19.79 0.86 0.29 

Podlaskie 3.79 23.94 0.91 0.34 

Pomorskie 3.34 17.78 0.59 0.18 

Śląskie 2.30 24.82 0.57 0.25 

Świętokrzyskie 4.45 33.70 1.50 0.78 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 4.86 35.56 1.73 0.85 

Wielkopolskie 3.60 20.89 0.75 0.21 

Zachodniopomorskie 2.82 23.75 0.67 0.31 

 

The greatest intensity of extreme poverty in March/June 2015 occurred in Warmińsko-Mazurskie and 

Świętokrzyskie, attaining over 1.5% intensity index. The index of deficiency intensity reached the highest value in 

Lubelskie, Podkarpackie and Świętokrzyskie (the index of deficiency intensity reached 12.2%, 10.6% and 10.1% 

respectively). The most severe deficiency was recorded in Lubelskie Voivodship (the severity index was 53%) and the 

most severe extreme poverty – in Warmińsko-Mazurskie and Świętokrzyskie Voivodships (indexes were, respectively, 

8.5% and 7.8%). 

Table 8.2.8. Aggregate deficiency indices by Voivodship in March/June 2015 - the subjective approach 

Voivodship  
Aggregate deficiency indices * 100  

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Dolnośląskie 26.23 26.83 7.04 3.11 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 36.27 26.33 9.55 3.90 

Lubelskie 38.10 31.90 12.15 5.31 

Lubuskie 24.61 24.55 6.04 2.37 

Łódzkie 33.34 28.40 9.47 4.01 

Małopolskie 25.89 25.27 6.54 2.73 

Mazowieckie 23.08 26.84 6.19 2.59 

Opolskie 29.62 30.31 8.98 3.91 

Podkarpackie 34.63 30.58 10.59 4.69 

Podlaskie 32.49 29.14 9.47 4.15 

Pomorskie 25.18 26.57 6.69 2.93 

Śląskie 22.67 25.56 5.79 2.43 

Świętokrzyskie 33.40 30.12 10.06 4.79 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 30.43 28.10 8.55 4.14 

Wielkopolskie 26.15 27.04 7.07 2.89 

Zachodniopomorskie 28.95 25.17 7.29 3.05 

8.2.2.2. Changes in the sphere of poverty 

Between March 2013 and March/June 2015 we observed in Poland the decrease in the incidence of extreme poverty 

and deficiency (over 2p.p. and 9p.p. respectively, Table 8.2.9. and 8.2.10.), which was influenced by an increase of the 

value of real equivalent incomes in the studied period. 

In the studied period there was also a decrease of the depth of extreme poverty (over almost 5p.p.) and the depth of 

deficiency (over almost 3p.p., Tables 8.2.9. and 8.2.10.). This means that households living in extreme poverty were on 

average more prosperous in 2015 than in 2013, while the average wealth of households living in deficiency clearly rose 

in the studied period. 

The intensity of poverty measured by the income gap index decreased significantly between March 2013 and 

March/June 2015 in subjective terms (over almost 4p.p.) and in objective terms did not change significantly (Tables 

8.2.9. and 8.2.10.). We observe a similar tendency of change in the case of the poverty severity (Tables 8.2.9. and 

8.2.10.). The value of the poverty severity index decreased in the studied period on the general national scale, according 

to the subjective approach, by 1.6p.p. and according to the objective approach, did not show a marked change. 
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The decrease of incidence of extreme poverty between March 2013 and March/June 2015 was observed for all 

socio-economic groups of households, apart from the group of households living on unearned sources, where the 

incidence of poverty increased by almost 1p.p. (Table 8.2.9.). The extreme poverty rate decreased the most, in the 

studied period, among the groups of pensioners and farmers (respectively by almost 6p.p. and 5p.p.). In the subjective 

perspective, during the studied period, the strongest decrease in households living in deficiency took place among 

farmers, retirees and employees (in these groups, the deficiency rate decreased respectively by almost 16p.p., 11p.p. 

and 11p.p., Table 8.2.10.). The increase of deficiency in the period studied can be observed only in the group of 

households with unearned income (by almost 2p.p.). 

The depth of extreme poverty has decreased significantly in the studied period in the group of employees’ 

households and those living on unearned incomes (indexes of extreme poverty depth for these groups fell by over 8p.p., 

Table 8.2.9.). At the same time, the depth of extreme poverty increased significantly only among farmers (increase in 

the indexes of poverty depth by 2p.p.). The values of deficiency depth indexes decreased significantly in all socio-

economic household groups, apart from the group of households living on unearned incomes, though the strongest 

decrease was reported in households of pensioners and self-employed (decrease in depth of deficiency index of over 

6p.p. and almost 4 p.p. respectively). The intensity of extreme poverty decreased significantly between March 2013 and 

March/June 2015 only in case of households living on unearned incomes, farmers and pensioners (decrease of extreme 

poverty intensity index of nearly 2p.p., Table 8.2.9.). The intensity of deficiency decreased however in the studied 

period in all socio-economic household groups, apart from the group of households living on unearned income (the 

index increase of almost 2p.p.), with the strongest decrease among farmers and pensioners households (nearly 15p.p. 

and over 4p.p. respectively, Table 8.2.10.). 

The severity of extreme poverty decreased significantly only in the group of households living on unearned income 

(index value decreased by over 2p.p., Table 8.2.9.). However, the severity of deficiency decreased significantly in all 

socio-economic groups of households apart from those living on unearned income. The most significant decrease was 

observed among pensioners (decrease in index values of over 2 p.p., Table 8.2.10.).  

In the group of households with unemployed members there was a marked decrease of the range of extreme poverty 

between March 2013 and March/June 2015 (over 5p.p.), while in the households without unemployed members the 

changes of the range were not significant. However, the depth of extreme poverty decreased significantly in the analysed 

period in the households without unemployed members (by almost 5p.p.) and in the households with unemployed 

members (by almost 7p.p.). The remaining characteristics of extreme poverty did not significantly change in this period, 

apart from the decrease in the intensity of extreme poverty in the households with unemployed members (by nearly 

2p.p.) and the decrease in the severity of extreme poverty (by over 1p.p.). In the case of the sphere of deficiency, the 

decrease of its intensity was observed in both households with and without unemployed members (intensity by over 

3p.p. and nearly 4p.p. respectively, and severity almost 2p.p. in both cases). 

Table 8.2.9. Changes of aggregate extreme poverty indices, by one-dimensional approach and by socio-economic 

group as well as by the type of economic activity in the period between March 2013-March/June 2015 - the 

objective approach 

Socio-economic group 

and type of economic activity 

Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Employees -2.05 -7.91 -0.77 -0.37 

Farmers -4.76 1.71 -1.04 -0.24 

Retirees -1.87 -3.39 -0.39 -0.13 

Pensioners -5.58 -5.20 -1.83 -0.80 

Entrepreneurs -2.97 -0.36 -0.82 -0.40 

Living on unearned sources 1.09 -7.63 -1.88 -1.60 

Without unemployed members -2.20 -4.52 -0.64 -0.26 

With unemployed members -2.94 -6.65 -1.78 -1.09 

Total -2.30 -4.55 -0.76 -0.35 

Table 8.2.10. Changes of aggregate deficiency indices in one-dimensional approach, by socio-economic group and 

type of economic activity in March 2013-March/June 2015 - the subjective approach 

Socio-economic group 

and type of economic activity 

Aggregate poverty indices * 100 (March/June 2015 - March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Employees -10.95 -1.60 -3.24 -1.39 

Farmers -15.63 0.28 -4.61 -1.67 

Retirees -7.62 -5.80 -4.19 -1.88 

Pensioners -7.96 -2.07 -3.96 -2.23 

Entrepreneurs -10.67 -3.89 -3.21 -1.50 

Living on unearned sources 1.69 1.18 1.71 0.53 

Without unemployed members -9.49 -3.47 -3.58 -1.57 

With unemployed members -8.01 -0.44 -3.17 -1.68 

Total -9.39 -2.77 -3.55 -1.59 
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The incidence of extreme poverty between March 2013 and March/June 2015 decreased among all households, 

while the strongest decrease was observed in case of households of couples with many children and single-parent 

families (respectively, by over 4p.p. and almost 4p.p., Table 8.2.11.). The incidence of the sphere of deficiency 

decreased significantly as well in the studied period in all types of households, while the strongest decrease was reported 

in case of households of couples without children and incomplete families (decrease in levels of shortage of nearly 17% 

and over 14p.p. respectively, Table 8.2.12.). 

The changes in the depth of extreme poverty decreased in the types of households in the studied period. The 

strongest decrease in the depth of extreme poverty was observed in the non-family, multi-person households and the 

couples without children (extreme poverty index fell by over 16p.p. and over 10p.p. respectively, Table 8.2.11.). 

However, the depth of deficiency increased significantly in the studied period only among married couples with one 

child (almost 8p.p.). The above indicates that the households from this group became impoverished during the last two 

years. The greatest decrease in the index of deficiency depth took place among single-person non-family households 

and married couples without children as well as with many children (respectively, nearly 5p.p. in the first case and over 

4p.p for the rest, Table 8.2.12.). 

Intensity of extreme poverty decreased significantly between March 2013 and March/June 2015 in the households 

of the following types: multi-person, couples with many children, incomplete families (decrease of the index by over 

1p.p., Table 8.2.11.). The severity was not subject to significant changes. 

In the subjective approach, we observe a marked fall in the intensity and severity of deficiency in all household 

types (Table 8.2.12.). The strongest decrease took place in groups of incomplete families, non-family single-person 

households and married couples with many children, with the intensity index value decreasing by almost 5p.p., while 

the severity index fell by over 2p.p. in two first groups and by almost 2p.p. in case of the third group. 

 

Table 8.2.11. Changes of aggregate extreme poverty indices in one-dimensional approach, by household type in the 

period between March 2013 and March-June 2015 - the objective approach 

Household type Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Single family: 

No children 0.59 2.58 0.21 0.10 

1 child 0.32 1.85 0.12 0.05 

2 children 0.20 -4.88 -0.11 -0.03 

3+ children 2.83 -0.93 0.56 0.24 

Incomplete families 0.68 -2.30 -0.02 -0.04 

Multi-family -0.23 11.31 0.38 0.35 

Non-family: 

Single person 2.24 3.56 0.82 0.45 

Multi-person 2.28 13.17 1.00 0.41 

 

Table 8.2.12. Changes of aggregate deficiency indices in one-dimensional approach by household type in the period 

between March 2013 and March-June 2015 - the subjective approach  

Household type Aggregate deficiency indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Single family: 

No children 12.18 3.30 4.39 2.03 

1 child 9.69 2.38 3.38 1.54 

2 children 1.46 6.53 2.31 1.03 

3+ children 6.70 3.75 4.08 2.09 

Incomplete families 12.07 5.70 7.01 3.54 

Multi-family 5.87 1.44 1.95 0.81 

Non-family: 

Single person 16.88 0.11 5.69 2.97 

Multi-person 9.40 6.08 5.99 3.62 

 

The range of extreme poverty between March 2013 and March/June 2015 decreased significantly among rural and 

medium and small town (with less than 200 000 inhabitants) households (by nearly 4p.p. and almost 1p.p. respectively, 

Table 8.2.13.). The decrease in the range of deficiency was more significant and, in general, the bigger it was, the 

smaller the class of the place of residence  (Table 8.2.14.). In rural areas, it was almost 12p.p. and in the cities with 200-

500 inhabitants almost 5p.p. 

According to the objective approach, changes in the intensity and severity of the extreme poverty during the studied 

period March 2013 - March/June 2015 were not significant, with the exception of the intensity of extreme poverty in 

households of the rural areas (decrease of the respective index by almost 1p.p.). However, from the subjective 
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perspective, there was, during this time, a marked fall of both the intensity and severity of deficiency in all classes of 

the place of residence. The strongest fall in the intensity and severity of deficiency occurred in rural areas (decrease of 

the deficiency intensity index by nearly 5p.p. and the deficiency severity index by almost 2p.p.). 

Between March 2013 and March/June 2015, we have observed a significant decrease in the incidence of the 

extreme poverty in the vast majority of voivodships, with the strongest decrease in Lubelskie and Świętokrzyskie (by 

over 4p.p., Table 8.2.15.). The deficiency incidence decreased significantly in this period in all voivodships (Table 

8.2.16.), with the strongest decrease in Warmińsko-Mazurskie, Podkarpackie and Lubuskie (nearly 14p.p.in each case). 

 

Table 8.2.13. Changes of aggregate extreme poverty indices in one-dimensional approach by class of place of 

residence between March 2013 and March/June 2015- the objective approach 

Class of place of residence Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Towns of more than 500k -0.82 -10.76 -0.45 -0.25 

Towns of 200-500k -0.87 -6.02 -0.38 -0.22 

Towns of 100-200k -1.53 -23.18 -0.84 -0.43 

Towns of 20-100k -1.77 -4.59 -0.61 -0.35 

Towns of fewer than 20k -1.79 -1.42 -0.52 -0.19 

Rural areas -4.03 -2.27 -1.15 -0.46 

Table 8.2.14. Aggregate deficiency indices in one-dimensional approach by class of place of residence between 

March 2013 and March/June 2015- the subjective approach 

Class of place of residence Aggregate deficiency indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 

Towns of more than 500k -7.55 -3.19 -2.65 -1.28 

Towns of 200-500k -4.93 -3.61 -2.24 -1.01 

Towns of 100-200k -8.35 -4.39 -3.16 -1.65 

Towns of 20-100k -9.19 -2.60 -3.26 -1.34 

Towns of fewer than 20k -9.49 -3.87 -3.85 -1.56 

Rural areas -11.86 -2.07 -4.49 -2.04 

 

Table 8.2.15. Changes of aggregate extreme poverty indices in one-dimensional approach by voivodship between 

March 2013 and March/June 2015 - the objective approach 

 

Voivodships  

Aggregate extreme poverty indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 
Dolnośląskie -1.31 -8.45 -0.72 -0.27 

Kujawsko-pomorskie -3.08 -0.92 -0.90 -0.38 

Lubelskie -4.32 -11.18 -1.88 -0.98 

Lubuskie -2.90 -3.26 -1.05 -0.43 

Łódzkie -0.20 -2.60 -0.13 -0.08 

Małopolskie -3.49 5.76 -0.59 -0.12 

Mazowieckie -1.97 -4.15 -0.58 -0.22 

Opolskie -1.26 -8.93 -0.59 -0.29 

Podkarpackie -3.45 -11.14 -1.27 -0.69 

Podlaskie -1.31 4.35 -0.11 0.03 

Pomorskie -2.78 -15.22 -1.27 -0.59 

Śląskie -1.98 -5.15 -0.74 -0.39 

Świętokrzyskie -4.15 -5.05 -1.67 -0.97 

Warmińsko-mazurskie -3.12 8.94 -0.51 -0.23 

Wielkopolskie -0.99 3.65 -0.09 -0.01 

Zachodniopomorskie -2.08 -5.07 -0.70 -0.40 

 

In the studied period, the changes in the depth of extreme poverty at voivodship level increased only in Warmińsko-

Mazurskie, Małopolskie, Podlaskie and Wielkopolskie (almost 9p.p., almost 6p.p., over 4p.p. and almost 4p.p. 

respectively). At the same time, we observe a fall in the depth of extreme poverty in all the remaining voivodships, with 

the largest decrease in Pomorskie, Lubelskie and Podkarpackie (over 15p.p., over 11p.p. and over 11p.p. respectively). 

The depth of deficiency increased at this time only in Opolskie (the depth index increased by around 2p.p., Table 

8.2.16.). In the majority of the remaining voivodships we observe a significant decrease of the depth of poverty, with 

the largest reported in Kujawsko-Pomorskie, Pomorskie and Zachodniopomorskie (the decrease of the poverty depth 

by almost 7p.p., almost 6p.p. and over 5p.p. respectively). 
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The decrease of the intensity of extreme poverty in the studied period March 2013-March/June 2015 was significant 

in the majority of voivodships, while the strongest one was observed in Lubelskie and Świętokrzyskie (by almost 2p.p.). 

The intensity of deficiency decreased in this period in all voivodships (Table 8.2.16.). The strongest decrease in value 

of deficiency intensity index took place in Kujawsko-Pomorskie (by almost 6p.p.).  

During the studied period we do not observe any significant changes in the severity of the extreme poverty in any 

of the voivodeships (Table 8.2.15.). Yet, the deficiency severity during this period decreased in all voivodships (Table 

8.2.16.). The strongest decrease of the deficiency severity index was reported in Kujawsko-Pomorskie and Lubelskie 

(by almost 3p.p. and over 2p.p. respectively, Table 8.2.16.). 

The conducted analysis of changes in the sphere of poverty and deficiency between March 2013 and March/June 

2015 indicate that the assessment of direction and scale of these changes depends on the assumed poverty line, i.e. on 

the premise who we consider to be poor. However, assuming as the poverty line both the minimum existence value (in 

other words: analysing the extreme poverty) and the deficiency analysis, the changes noted during the studied period 

should be regarded, in general, as positive. 

Table 8.2.16. Changes of aggregate deficiency indices in one-dimensional approach by voivodship between March 

2013 and March/June 2015 - the subjective approach 

 

Voivodships  

Aggregate deficiency indices * 100 (March/June 2015 – March 2013) 

Incidence Depth Intensity Severity 
Dolnośląskie -11.13 -3.51 -4.31 -1.88 

Kujawsko-pomorskie -9.52 -6.55 -5.69 -2.65 

Lubelskie -11.91 -0.76 -4.05 -2.05 

Lubuskie -13.65 -0.19 -3.62 -1.57 

Łódzkie -10.34 -1.76 -3.64 -1.41 

Małopolskie -9.86 -4.64 -3.87 -1.83 

Mazowieckie -7.58 -3.02 -3.13 -1.45 

Opolskie -12.05 2.06 -2.58 -0.65 

Podkarpackie -13.70 -0.93 -4.16 -1.71 

Podlaskie -7.86 -4.69 -4.15 -1.78 

Pomorskie -8.67 -5.96 -3.90 -1.71 

Śląskie -4.54 -4.44 -2.38 -1.26 

Świętokrzyskie -7.97 -1.99 -3.15 -1.52 

Warmińsko-mazurskie -13.75 -1.54 -4.16 -1.67 

Wielkopolskie -9.88 0.27 -2.46 -0.85 

Zachodniopomorskie -6.81 -5.10 -3.13 -1.68 

8.2.2.3. Poverty permanence 

For most households participating in the last two research waves, the extreme poverty was not of a permanent nature 

with the objective approach90. During the both analysed years, only 4,1% of households lived in extreme poverty. 

However, out of 5.3% of households living in poverty in March 2013, only 27% remained in extreme poverty also in 

May 2015 (Table 8.2.17.). 25% of households remained in the sphere of deficiency in both years. Among households 

living in permanent deficiency in March 2013 as many as 64% still lived in deficiency in May 2015 (Table 8.2.18.) 

which means that the deficiency was of a rather permanent nature for most households studied in the analysed period. 

 

Table 8.2.17. Movements of households either in or out of the extreme poverty sphere from March 2013 to May 2015 

Specification Non-poor households in May 

2015 (%) 

Poor households in May 2015 

(%) 

Total 

Non-poor households in March 2013 

(%) 
93.20 1.54 94.73 

Poor households in March 2013 (%) 3.84 1.42 5.27 

Total 97,04 2,96 100,00 

 

                                                           
90 Analysis was conducted on the basis of panel data, that is on a group of households which took part in the study in both 2013 and 2015. 
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Table 8.2.18. Movements of households either in or out of the deficiency sphere from March 2013 to May 2015 

Specification 

Non-deficient households in 

May 2015 

(%) 

Deficient households in May 

2015 (%) 
Total 

Non-deficient households in March 2013 

(%) 
56.77 4.43 61.21 

Deficient households in March 2013 (%) 13.82 24.97 38.79 

Total 70.59 29.41 100.00 

 

In comparison with March 2013, in May 2015, approximately 5.4% of households shifted their status between the 

extreme poverty and non-poverty (Table 8.2.19.). The number of households that have left the poverty sphere in the last 

two years was higher (3.84% of households) than the number of those that entered this sphere (1.54%). 

A similar mobility trend can be noted in the case of households belonging to the deficiency sphere (Table 8.2.19.). 

In the analysed period, almost 18.3% of households shifted between the deficiency sphere and beyond that sphere. In 

May 2015 the income of almost 14% of households improved with regard to March 2013 to the extent that they left the 

deficiency sphere. In the same period, only 4% of households entered the deficiency sphere due to significantly lower 

income. In other words, positive movements were higher than negative movements by 9.4p.p.. 

 

Table 8.2.19. Mobility of households in terms of belonging to the poverty and deficiency sphere from March 2011 to 

May 2015 

Mobility indices 

 

Mobility indices value * 100 

Extreme poverty Deficiency 

S 5.38 18.26 

SU+ 3.84 13.82 

SU- 1.54 4.43 

CM 2.30 9.39 

8.2.2.4. Determinants of poverty 

Table 8.2.20. presents the results of the probit analyses of the manifest poverty risk. They include estimates of 

probit model parameters, standard errors of parameter estimates, values of t-Student statistic and empirical significance 

levels value P>t, where we reject the hypothesis about the insignificance of the probability that the absolute value of 

the random variable which has the t-Student distribution assumes the value no lower than the obtained value of the t-

Student statistic. 

The comparison of the value of 
2
 statistic equal to 470.7 (at 22 degrees of freedom) with the corresponding 

empirical levels of significance equal to 0.000, indicates high goodness-of-fit of model and the significance of all its 

independent variables (variants of the attributes) examined jointly. The level of significance assumed for the analysis 

of the significance of particular independent variables (variants of the attributes) selected for the model equals 0.05. 

This means that a given variable (variant of the attribute) is significant when the corresponding critical empirical level 

of significance is lower than 0.05.  

 
Socio-economic group (source of income of the household head) 

 

The point of reference assumed for the assessment of impact of the main source of income of a household (the 

socio-economic group the household belonged) on poverty risk was the group of self-employed households. This means 

that the degree of poverty risk for a group of households broken down by the main source of income was analysed in 

relation to the degree established for the self-employed households.  

The groups of households with the biggest poverty risk are households living on unearned sources of income other 

than pension or retirement pay. This is confirmed by higher positive values of the parameters for these categories. 

Members of the former group of households are often unemployed and so they have relatively the lowest income. At 

the same time the remaining households selected for source of income did not significantly differ in terms of poverty 

risk from the household group of the entrepreneurs91. 

 

                                                           
91 There is a range of strongly correlated determinants of poverty, which means that they carry the same information about the poverty risk. The 

strongest one is the educational attainment. After elimination of this variable, it turned out that belonging to households located in rural areas or 

located in the group of farmers had a significant influence on the increase in poverty risk. 
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Table 8.2.20. Results of poverty risk probit model estimates by objective approach in 2015. 

Predictors 
Parameter 

estimates 

Standard errors of 

estimates 

t-Student 

statistic 
P>t| 

(Constant) 

 

-2.932 0.519 -5.645 0.000 

Socio-economic group:     

Employees 0.380 0.392 0.968 0.333 

Farmers 0.648 0.410 1.581 0.114 

Self-employed Ref.    

Retirees -0.061 0.416 -0.147 0.884 

Pensioners 0.633 0.407 1.556 0.120 

Living on unearned sources 1.468 0.399 3.680 0.000 

Number of household members: 

1 0.418 0.174 2.412 0.016 

2 0.375 0.162 2.310 0.021 

3 0.098 0.167 0.589 0.556 

4 -0.108 0.177 -0.609 0.543 

5 0.011 0.182 0.062 0.951 

6 and more Ref.    

Class of the place of residence: 

Towns of over 500k residents 

 

Ref.    

200-500k -0.223 0.233 -0.960 0.337 

100-200k -0.269 0.245 -1.098 0.272 

20-100k -0.190 0.187 -1.016 0.310 

Towns of over 20k -0.432 0.214 -2.019 0.044 

Rural areas -0. 087 0.173 -0.505 0.614 

Household head level of education: 

 Primary and lower 1.162 0.273 4.253 

 

0.000 

Basic vocational 0.819 0.269 3.041 0.002 

Secondary  0.376 0.278 1.351 0.177 

Higher  Ref.    

Age of the household head:  

under 35 0.140 0.196 0.717 0.474 

35-59 0.321 0.112 2.863 0.004 

60 and more Ref.    

Household labour-market status: 

 At least one unemployed person Ref. 

   

No unemployed persons -0.753 0.094 -7.997 0.000 

Household disability status: 

At least one disabled person Ref. 

   

No disabled persons -0.217 0.089 -2.441 0.015 

 

Number of household members 

 

The point of reference for estimating the impact of the number of household members on the poverty risk was the 

group of six-person or more households. The number of persons in a household clearly influences the poverty risk for 

this household only in case of households having 1 or two members (Table 8.2.20.). The risk is significantly higher than 

in the group of six-person or more households, while the highest risk is in the group of single-person households.  
 

Class of place of residence 

 

The point of reference assumed for estimating the impact of class of the place of residence on poverty risk was the group 

of households in the largest towns. All estimates of model parameters behind the variables representing the class of 

place of residence are not significant, apart from households living in the smallest towns. Living in these towns slightly 

increases the poverty risk in relation to living in the largest towns (Table 8.2.20.).  

 
Educational level of attainment of household head 

 

The educational level of attainment of a household head clearly determines poverty risk (Table 8.2.20.). The point of 

reference assumed for estimating the impact of educational level of attainment of the household head on poverty risk 

was the group of households where the household head had a university degree. All estimated parameters are statistically 

significant – apart from the group of households where the household head with secondary education level – and have 
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positive values. This means that clearly the lowest risk of entry into the poverty sphere concerns those households with 

a head that has higher education. However, when the household head has the basic vocational education, its household 

poverty risk is higher than that of household heads with primary or lower education.  

 
Age of the household head 

 

Household head age groups were distinguished according to adults’ stages of life. The point of reference assumed here 

was the group of households where household heads were at the age of 60 and older. The differences in the level of 

poverty risk between the reference group of households and all other groups of households turned out to be significant 

only for the group of households where the household heads were 35-39 (Table 8.2.20.). For that group of households, 

the poverty risk was significantly lower than for the reference group of households. It is probably related to the fact that 

the majority of the households included in the reference group are the households of pensionaries, where the income is 

generally higher than the minimum of existence.   

 

 
Household status on the labour market 

 

Households analysed in terms of their status on the labour market were divided into the households without unemployed 

members and those where at least one household member was unemployed. Second was assumed as the point of 

reference for poverty risk assessment. The obtained parameter estimates showed that the poverty risk was considerably 

higher for households with unemployed members (Tables 8.2.20.). 

 
Disability status 

 

The point of reference assumed here was a group of households with at least one disabled person. The occurrence of 

the disabled significantly increases the poverty risk for households. However, this impact is relatively lower in 

comparison to the situation when there are unemployed members in the household (Table 8.2.20.). 

8.2.3.  Results of poverty analysis in the multidimensional approach 

The multivariable approach to the analysis of monetary poverty was broadened to an analysis of nonmonetary 

poverty (material deprivation). 10.5% of households suffered from material deprivation in Poland in 2015, which is 

much more than the poor in the monetary sense (Table 8.2.21.). It should however be noted that to a marked extent 

accepted assumptions as to the material deprivation lines have an influence on the size of deprivation indexes, both for 

separate dimensions for all dimensions, taken together. The depth of non-monetary poverty was found to be on a higher 

level than monetary poverty (depth index readings 33.8% and 23.5% respectively, Table 8.2.21.). However, the intensity 

and severity of material deprivation were much greater than the monetary poverty. The indexes of the intensity and 

severity of material deprivation were 3.6% and 4.5% while the intensity and severity indexes of material poverty were 

at 0.8% and 0.3%. 

By far the highest percentage of material deprivation occurred in households living on unearned sources and 

households of pensioners (35.3% and 26.5% of the materially deprived respectively). The depth of material deprivation 

was also the greatest in these two household groups (index readings were 43.4% and 26.5%). However, the differences 

between socio-economic groups in terms of depth of material deprivation are much smaller than for the range of this 

depravation. Groups of those living on unearned income and households of pensioners are also characterised by the 

greatest intensity and severity of material deprivation (index readings 15.3% and 7.9% for the former and 9.8% and 

4.4% the latter). In the group with unemployed members the range of material deprivation in 2015 was much greater 

than in those without unemployed members. In the first of these groups there were 26.0% of materially deprived 

households and in the second 8.7%. Also the depth, intensity and severity of material deprivation in the households with 

unemployed members are much greater than in the households without the unemployed. 

Among types of households, the material deprivation had the largest incidence in February/March 2013 in the 

following groups of households: non-family multi-person, incomplete families and couples with many children (Table 

8.2.22.), as respectively 24.8%, 20.6%, and 16.7% of these households suffered from material deprivation. Also the 

households of incomplete families and couples with many children were characterized by the greatest depth, intensity 

and severity of material deprivation at 36.1%, 7.4% and 3.3% for the former and 37.2%, 6.2% and 3.0% for the latter. 

The biggest incidence of material deprivation in 2015 was among households in small cities (20-100k) and rural 

areas (Table 8.2.23.). In small cites, 12.3% of households were subject to the material deprivation, while 11.5% of them 

in rural areas. The deepest material deprivation was observed among households in small cities (20-100k) and rural 

areas (34.3% and 36.3% respectively). Also, the intensity and the severity of deprivation were the highest in those 

groups. Indexes reached the level of 4.2% and 1.9% in rural households, while among households in small cities it was 

3.4% and 1.5%. 
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Świętokrzyskie, Podkarpackie and Dolnośląskie suffered from the greatest incidence of material deprivation in 

March/June 2015 (Table 8.2.24.) with the respective index readings of 14.4%, 18.8% and 13.3%. In terms of depth of 

material deprivation, these were Opolskie and Warmińsko-Mazurskie (index readings 46.5% and 42.3% respectively). 

The highest intensity and severity of material deprivation was observed in 2015 in Świętokrzyskie, Warmińsko-

Mazurskie, Dolnośląskie and Pokarpackie (intensity index readings were 5.2%, 4.9%, 4.6% and 4.9%, while severity 

index readings were 2.7%, 2.3%, 2.2% and 2.2%). 

In the final reckoning, households are considered living in poverty if they are both monetary and non-monetary 

poor, and such poor households made up 1.7% of the total studied population in 2015 (Table 8.2.21.)92. The values of 

the remaining obvious poverty characteristics were also significantly lower than monetary and non-monetary poverty. 

Definitely the largest incidence of the manifest poverty was recorded in 2015 among households living on unearned 

income and households of pensioners (index reading for these groups were 21.8% and 4.1% respectively, Table 8.2.21.), 

while depth of the manifest poverty was clearly the greatest among the groups of households of self-employed, those 

living on unearned income and pensioners (poverty depth index readings were 29.4%, 34.4% and 29.2% respectively), 

which means that in these groups the poor households were on average the least wealthy. The intensity and severity of 

poverty were also significantly differentiated among the socio-economic household groups, with the example of 

households living on unearned incomes as well as the households of pensioners being the groups with relatively very 

high index values of poverty intensity and severity (12.0%, 5.8%, 5.6% and 2.5% respectively). 

The incidence of the manifest poverty in March/June 2015 was significantly higher in the households with 

unemployed members than in those without (Table 8.2.21.). In the first group, there was over 8% of households living 

in poverty while in the second it was only 0.9%. Also the depth, intensity and severity of poverty in the former group 

were much higher than in the latter group at 31.8%, 6.9% and 3.2% for the households with unemployed members and 

27.1%, 1.6% and 0.6% for those without unemployed members. 

 

 

                                                           
92 In the calculations households that provided an answer to both level of income as well as symptoms of material deprivation were included.  
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Table 8.2.21. Aggregated indices of poverty in multidimensional approach by socio-economic group and type of economic activity in March 2013.  

Socio-economic group and 

type of economic activity 

Aggregate manifest poverty indices * 100 

Non-monetary Monetary Manifest 

reach depth intensity severity reach depth intensity severity reach depth intensity severity 

Employees 8.81 31.52 2.78 1.09 1.94 23.23 0.45 0.19 0.88 27.37 1.61 0.64 

Farmers 7.82 35.08 2.74 1.26 8.22 27.28 2.24 1.02 1.21 31.18 2.49 1.14 

Retirees 8.51 30.55 2.60 0.97 0.70 12.08 0.08 0.02 0.16 21.32 1.34 0.50 

Pensioners 26.46 37.12 9.82 4.41 8.35 21.24 1.77 0.56 4.11 29.18 5.80 2.49 

Self-employed 3.73 28.78 1.07 0.38 0.45 30.05 0.13 0.05 0.36 29.42 0.60 0.22 

Living on unearned sources  35.29 43.36 15.30 7.93 33.93 25.35 8.60 3.30 21.80 34.36 11.95 5.61 

Without unemployed 8.67 31.99 2.77 1.09 2.03 22.15 0.45 0.17 0.86 27.07 1.61 0.63 

With unemployed 26.02 38.59 10.04 4.85 14.66 25.09 3.68 1.50 8.34 31.84 6.86 3.17 

Total  10.52 33.75 3.55 1.49 3.38 23.52 0.80 0.31 1.66 28.63 2.17 0.90 

Table 8.2.22. Aggregated indices of poverty by multidimensional in terms of household type in March 2013 

Household type 

Aggregate poverty indices * 100 

Non-monetary Monetary Manifest 

reach depth intensity reach depth intensity reach depth intensity reach depth intensity 

Single family:  

No children 

 

5.82 

 

31.43 

 

1.83 

 

0.74 

 

2.03 

 

20.47 

 

0.42 

 

0.14 

 

1.10 

 

25.95 

 

1.12 

 

0.44 

1 child 6.62 30.98 2.05 0.77 1.97 21.09 0.42 0.11 0.81 26.03 1.23 0.44 

2 children 8.76 32.91 2.88 1.22 2.11 18.90 0.40 0.15 0.68 25.90 1.64 0.68 

3+ children 16.72 37.21 6.22 2.98 8.51 22.70 1.93 0.73 2.68 29.96 4.08 1.86 

Incomplete families 20.59 36.10 7.43 3.27 6.05 21.97 1.33 0.45 3.15 29.03 4.38 1.86 

Multi-family 10.40 32.87 3.42 1.44 1.98 27.92 0.55 0.20 1.37 30.39 1.99 0.82 

Non-family:  

Single person 

 

11.89 

 

33.58 

 

3.99 

 

1.64 

 

3.94 

 

26.92 

 

1.06 

 

0.48 

 

2.27 

 

30.25 

 

2.53 

 

1.06 

Multi-person 24.76 33.12 8.20 3.22 6.33 6.09 0.39 0.06 3.76 19.60 4.29 1.64 
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Table 8.2.23. Aggregated indices of poverty in multidimensional approach by class of place of residence  in March 2013.  

Class of place of residence 

Aggregate poverty indices * 100 

Non-monetary Monetary Manifest 

reach depth intensity reach depth intensity reach depth intensity reach depth intensity 

Towns of more than 500k 8.69 31.78 2.76 1.09 2.11 19.38 0.12 0.12 1.33 25.58 1.59 0.61 

Towns of 200-500k 9.12 32.03 2.92 1.17 2.38 20.21 0.17 0.17 0.97 26.12 1.70 0.67 

Towns of 100-200k 8.37 28.42 2.38 0.89 2.19 11.99 0.04 0.04 1.33 20.20 1.32 0.47 

Towns of 20-100k 12.31 33.14 4.08 1.65 3.36 23.55 0.29 0.29 1.89 28.35 2.44 0.97 
Towns of fewer than 20k 10.00 34.30 3.43 1.48 2.84 23.21 0.27 0.27 1.29 28.75 2.04 0.87 
Rural areas 11.52 36.34 4.19 1.89 4.95 26.48 0.57 0.57 2.16 31.41 2.75 1.23 

Table 8.2.24. Aggregated indices of poverty in multidimensional approach by of voivodship in March  

Voivodships 

Aggregate poverty indices * 100 

Non-monetary Monetary Manifest 

reach depth intensity reach depth intensity reach depth intensity reach depth intensity 

Dolnośląskie 13.30 35.08 4.66 2.02 3.38 13.53 0.46 0.16 1.64 24.30 2.56 1.09 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 9.58 32.96 3.16 1.28 4.21 22.82 0.96 0.42 1.22 27.89 2.06 0.85 

Lubelskie 12.60 32.72 4.12 1.78 4.73 24.65 1.17 0.46 1.89 28.68 2.64 1.12 

Lubuskie 10.23 35.51 3.63 1.55 1.48 24.82 0.37 0.14 0.97 30.16 2.00 0.84 

Łódzkie 12.36 35.32 4.36 1.93 4.94 17.38 0.86 0.23 2.03 26.35 2.61 1.08 

Małopolskie 6.68 29.55 1.97 0.75 2.32 27.46 0.64 0.25 0.81 28.50 1.31 0.50 

Mazowieckie 9.30 32.05 2.98 1.15 1.96 26.36 0.52 0.20 1.01 29.21 1.75 0.68 

Opolskie 6.79 46.62 3.17 1.72 3.72 23.32 0.87 0.27 2.97 34.97 2.02 0.99 

Podkarpackie 13.80 35.47 4.90 2.01 4.94 19.77 0.98 0.33 2.40 27.62 2.94 1.17 

Podlaskie 9.82 31.34 3.08 1.17 4.08 23.94 0.98 0.36 0.97 27.64 2.03 0.77 

Pomorskie 6.60 30.73 2.03 0.77 3.53 17.78 0.63 0.19 1.85 24.25 1.33 0.48 

Śląskie 11.33 32.19 3.65 1.52 2.45 25.77 0.63 0.29 1.70 28.98 2.14 0.90 

Świętokrzyskie 14.36 36.02 5.17 2.28 4.96 34.17 1.69 0.90 3.02 35.10 3.43 1.59 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 11.48 42.78 4.91 2.71 5.26 36.26 1.91 0.95 3.63 39.52 3.41 1.83 

Wielkopolskie 9.84 31.63 3.11 1.16 3.75 22.79 0.85 0.24 1.74 27.21 1.98 0.70 

Zachodniopomorskie 12.80 33.63 4.31 1.77 2.67 26.92 0.72 0.34 1.30 30.28 2.51 1.05 
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Among types of households, the largest poverty incidence was observed in March/June 2015 in the following 

households: non-family multi-person, incomplete families and couples with many children (tab. 8.2.22.). There 

were respectively almost 3.8%, 3.2% and 2.7% of poor households in those groups. The deepest level of poverty 

at that time was among multi-family households and non-family single-person households. The indices of poverty 

depth reached in these groups respectively almost 30%. The intensity and the severity of the manifest poverty were 

the strongest among the couples with many children, incomplete families and non-family multi-person households, 

with respective index readings of 4.1%, 4.4%.and 4.5% as well as 1.9%, 1.9% and 1.6%.  

The incidence of manifest poverty was not markedly differentiated in 2015 in respect of the class of place of 

residence (Table 8.2.23.), though it was clearly greater in rural areas than in the cities, with 2.2% of rural 

households living in poverty. The depth of the manifest poverty was also the greatest among rural households 

(depth index values at 31.4%). Rural households were characterised by the greatest intensity and severity of 

manifest poverty (index values at 2.8 and 1.2% respectively). 

The highest percentages of households in manifest poverty in March/June 2015 were observed in Warminsko-

Mazurskie and Świętokrzyskie (respective index readings at 3.6% and 3.0%, Table 8.2.24.). Also, the greatest 

depth of manifest poverty occurred in those voivodships (the poverty depth index ratings were respectively 39.5% 

and 35.1%). Both the intensity and severity of manifest poverty were the greatest as was its range in Warminńsko-

Mazurskie and Świętokrzyskie (index readings of the intensity and severity were respectively at 3.4%, 3.4%, 1.8% 

and 1.6%). 

The analysis of the manifest poverty in Poland gives a better picture of the poverty sphere than the analysis of 

the poverty only in terms of the current household income (the monetary poverty), as low current household 

incomes do not always mean household poverty in the sense that basic needs are not satisfied on the minimal 

acceptable level. If households have stored material assets in previous periods, these can be used when the current 

incomes are too low in order to avoid falling into poverty. 

8.3. Unemployment 

The registered unemployment rate in the sample of individual respondents in the working age group was 9.5% 

(slightly less than estimated by the Central Statistical Office in the month of the study- 10.8%). All unemployed 

persons registered in the labour offices can be divided into two large groups: the real and the fake unemployed. 

The fake unemployed can, in turn, be divided into those who are not interested in working (they are not seeking 

and/or not ready to get a job) and those working illegally. Similarly to the previous waves of the study, the share 

of the fake unemployed in all registered unemployed was significant (about 1/3 in 2003 and 2005 and from 2007 

onwards already between 40% and 50%, and currently 57%.93) (Table 8.3.1.). 

For the majority of the registered unemployed women, the main reason for not seeking a job is childcare (44%, 

a fall of 7p.p. since 2011) and general household duties (the total of 16.4% including housework and care of 

disabled or elderly household members). Men do not seek a job mostly due to the loss of hope in finding work 

(31%) and, in the second place, due to their health condition (26%, an increase by 3p.p. compared to 2011). It is 

symptomatic that quite often, mainly in case of men, (though twice less often than two years ago) the reason for 

not seeking a job is the desire to keep the right to receive social benefits (4.6% in comparison with 1.8% in the 

group of the unemployed women). Also men, more often than women, explicitly admit that they do not feel like 

getting a job (3.8% and 1.8% respectively, Table 8.3.2.). 

Table 8.3.1. Share of the unemployed in the working age group (18-60 women, 18-65 men) excluding the 

pensioners, receivers of welfare benefits and students according to various unemployment categories 

Unemployment category 

 

Rate of unemployment for age in employment 

2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 

Registration 17.6 12.5 9.9 10.9 13.9 9.5 

Registration + ready to work 14.7 8.9 7.2 9.0 11.4 5.9 

Registration + ready to work + actively seeking employment 11.9 6.5 5.1 6.5 8.6 5.4 

Together with unregistered unemployed (passive labour, ready to 

work and looking for employment, N=214) 
    10.3 6.7 

 

                                                           
93 The increase in the percentage share of apparently unemployed among the registered out of work is a result of mainly the fall in the level of 

registered unemployed with a relatively sTable size of group. 
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Table 8.3.2. Share of registered unemployed women and men not interested in working, who justified not seeking 

work in 2013-2015 

Reasons for not seeking work 
Women Men Total 

2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 

Study, raising qualifications 4.3 2.4 4.6 1.8 4.4 2.2 

Homemaker 14.3 13.9 0.0 0.9 10.3 10.4 

Childcare 43.9 36.1 0.0 4.6 31.4 27.5 

Taking care of disabled or elderly household members  2.1 3.7 2.3 5.5 2.2 4.2 

Bad health 7.6 12.6 26.2 19.3 12.9 14.4 

Inappropriate age 1.8 1.0 5.4 6.4 2.8 2.5 

Lack of proper qualifications 2.1 1.7 3.1 2.8 2.4 2.0 

Believe they will not find a job 12.5 18.4 30.8 30.3 17.7 21.6 

Does not want to lose benefits 1.8 3.7 4.6 4.6 2.6 4.0 

Does not want to work 1.8 0.7 3.8 4.6 2.4 1.7 

Other reasons 6.7 5.8 19.2 11.1 10.3 8.7 

 

Losing and regaining a job have many life consequences affecting income, lifestyle, health and psychological 

well-being. However, the probability of losing a job depends on several personal features, including those relating 

to income, social relations, lifestyle, health or mental condition. Figures 8.3.1.-8.3.7. show this mutual dependence. 

People who lose a job had, already in the past, lower income, they have more often problems with alcohol abuse, 

show  higher level of depression and lower level of psychological well-being94 and worse quality of life95. The job 

loss alone deteriorates those deficits. On the other hand, finding a new job improves all those factors, although for 

people who find a new job, those indicators have been usually better already before finding the new job than it is 

the case for the permanently unemployed96.  

 
NOTES: main effect of date of measurement F(1, 4922)=25,386, p<0,000, η2= 0,005; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 

4922)=91,786, p<0,000, η2= 0,053; effect of interaction of date of measurement and status of the labour effect F(3, 4922)=27,786, p<0,000, 
η2= 0,017; co-variables were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.1. Level of personal monthly net income between 2013 and 2015 among those in employment who 

had lost their jobs after 2013 and had not yet found work before 2015, those who were unemployed during 

both years and those who found work after 2013 and were employed in 2013 

 
NOTES: main effect of date of measurement n.s.; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 6644)=10,398, p<0,000, η2=0,005; effect of 

interaction of date of measurement and status on the labour market F(3, 6644)=2,346, p=0,071, η2= 0,001; co-variables were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.2. Percentage of people with alcohol abuse problems in 2013 and 2015 in the group of persons who 

worked during those two years, lost their jobs in 2013, were unemployed during both years and in the 

group of persons who got their job back after 2013. 

                                                           
94 For the operational definition of this indicator, see Chapter 9.2. 
95 For the operational definition of this indicator, see Chapter 9.2. 
96 A more detailed description of mutual connections between individual features and the change of status on the labour market can be found 

in previous editions of Social Diagnosis (www.diagnoza.com ) 
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NOTES: main effect of date of measurement n.s.; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 6393)=27,170, p<0,000, η2=0,013; effect of 
interaction of date of measurement and status on the labour market F(3, 6393)=4,524, p=0,004, η2= 0,002; co-variables were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.3. Percentage of people who drank alcohol in difficult situations in 2013 and 2015 in the group of 

persons who worked during those two years, lost their jobs after 2013, were unemployed during both 

years and in the group of persons who got their job back after 2013. 

 
NOTES: main effect of date of measurement n.s.; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 6658)=3,570, p<0,01, η2=0,002; effect of 
interaction of date of measurement and status on the labour market F(3, 6658)=3,528, p=0,05, η2= 0,002; co-variables were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.4. Number of serious symptoms of diseases in 2013 and 2015 in the group of persons who worked 

during those two years, lost their jobs after 2013, were unemployed during both years and in the group of 

persons who got their job back after 2013. 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of date of measurement n.s.; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 6552)=25,618, p<0,000, η2=0,012; effect of 
interaction of date of measurement and status on the labour market F(3, 6552)=9,996, p<0,000, η2= 0,005; co-variables were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.5. Level of symptoms of psychological depression in 2013 and 2015 in the group of persons who 

worked during those two years, lost their jobs after 2013, were unemployed during both years and in the 

group of persons who got their job back after 2013. 
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NOTES: main effect of date of measurement F(1, 5932)=6,817, p<0,01, η2= 0,001; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 

5932)=204,407, p<0,000, η2= 0,094; effect of interaction of date of measurement and status on the labour market F(3, 5935)=37,918, p<0,000, 

η2= 0,019; covariables were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.6. Social well-being in 2013 and in 2015 among those in employment in those years, those who lost 

their jobs after 2013, those who were unemployed in those years and those who found a new job after 

2013 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of date of measurement F(1, 4523)=13,017, p<0,000, η2= 0,003; main effect of status on the labour market F(3, 

4523)=150,371, p<0,000, η2= 0,091; effect of interaction of date of measurement and status on the labour market F(3, 4523)=10,168, p<0,000, 
η2= 0,007; covariates were age and gender. 

Figure 8.3.7. General quality of life in 2013 and 2015 in the group of persons who worked during those two 

years, lost their jobs after 2013, were unemployed during both years and in the group of persons who got 

their job back after 2013  

8.4. Social discrimination 

One of the important risks for social integration is the discrimination occurring when a certain category of 

citizens is denied equal rights and access to various aspects of life due to their particular features, and when neither 

the discrimination nor its consequences are formally penalised. 

In order to define the type and the level of risk for social order which discrimination can entail, it is first 

necessary to assess its incidence and the extent of intolerance in our society. We did not ask our respondents about 

nationality, ethnicity, religion or race and households of foreigners were excluded from the study. Therefore, we 

are unable to estimate the level of discrimination regarding these attributes. It should be pointed out however that 

the Third Republic of Poland is a very homogeneous country in terms of race, ethnicity and religion. Contrary to 

many Western countries, we have not experienced racial, religious or national conflicts. Thus omitting these 

attributes should not significantly distort our estimates. In Poland, we witness other signs of discrimination, both 
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‘hot’ or emotive (e.g. towards homosexuals and HIV positive people), and ‘cold’ which are inextricably linked 

with culture and mechanisms of social stratification including gender, disability and the place of residence. 

In general, the sense of discrimination in Poland is still low, although it is three times higher than in mid-

1990s (Table 8.4.1.).  

Table 8.4.1. Percentage of adults who felt discriminated 1992-2015 

1992 r. 

N=3396 

1994 r. 

N=2298 

1995 r. 

N=3024 

1997 r. 

N=2100 

2000 r. 

N=5431 

2003 r. 

N=9620 

2005 r. 

N=8609 

2007 r. 

N=12638 

2009 r. 

N=26122 

2011 r. 

N=26300 

2013 

N=26201 

2015 

N=22203 

0,8 0,7 0,9 0,6 1,2 1,6 1,8 1,9 1,8 1,7 1,8 1,6 
Source: 1992-1997 — Czapiński, 1998; 2000-2013 — Social Diagnosis.  

 

We asked about the sense of discrimination on any grounds. Some objective grounds for the discrimination in 

Poland, such as disability (e.g. accessibility barriers or a negative attitude of employers) or gender-based income 

inequality can be easily indicated. 

Firstly, let us discuss gender-based discrimination. We have already mentioned income disproportions 

between men and women (chapter 5.5.1.). The average personal income declared by women is by 1/5 lower than 

the income declared by men (a little bit less than in previous years)97. This discrepancy does not result from 

different social and professional status. In all social and professional groups, except for pensioners, the difference 

is either equal or similar to the general difference revealed after verification of the level of attainment (Figure 

8.4.1.).  

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 15922)=119,222, p<0,000, η2=0,007; main effect of status F(8, 15922)=161,626, p<0,000, η2= 0,075; effect 
of interaction of gender and status F(8, 15922)=16,356, p<0,000, η2= 0,008. 

Figure 8.4.1. Average monthly personal net income (disposable income) of men and women by social and 

professional status with verification for years in education 

The difference remains at the same level also in all age groups. This difference is the greatest in the working 

age group (25-59) and the smallest in the oldest group (65+) (Figure 8.4.2.). 

One can question these results by saying that income inequalities depend on the type of profession and position 

rather than gender. However, the male-female income disparity does not disappear even within respective 

professional groups representing relatively equal competences, duties and positions although remains at the same 

level (Figure 8.4.3.). Therefore. the actual gender-based discrimination in terms of income can be estimated at 

22%. 

                                                           
97 However, in the panel sample between 2013 and 2015, the differences increased from 26.4 to 27.5%. Income of men increased significantly 

more than those of women.  
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NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 15953) = 489,604, p < 0,000, η2= 0,030; main effect of age F(5, 15953) = 81,650, p < 0,000, η2= 0,025; 

effect of interaction of gender and age F(5, 15953) =15,224, p < 0,000, η2= 0,003. 

Figure 8.4.2. Average monthly personal net income (disposable income) of men and women by age group with 

verification for years in education 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 9894)=243,559, p<0,000, η2= 0,024; main effect of group F(8, 9894)=243,157, p<0,000, η2= 0,154; effect 
of interaction of gender and group F(9, 9894)=7,381, p<0,000, η2= 0,006. 

Figure 8.4.3. Average net income for men and women in various professional groups with verification of age 

During the detailed analysis of differences between men and women on the detailed division into professional 

groups, the general indicator of women's pay discrimination amounted to 22%. Verification of the level of 

educational attainment increases the difference between men and women in terms of personal income up to 23% 

(Figure 8.4.4.). Women have on average a year longer education. This means that if we compare the income 

generated by men and women working in the same professions with the assumption that both have the same level 

of attainment measured by years of study, the difference is even bigger. This means that education and not time 

worked is the critical factor in reducing the income difference between men and women. 

Let us consider if such visible income discrimination translates into a greater feeling of being discriminated 

against. It appears that women do not feel discriminated against more often than men (Figure 8.4.5.), and in 2005 

and in 2011 the share of men who subjectively felt discriminated against was higher than the share of women (in 

the remaining years the differences were statistically insignificant). Even if we consider only people who are 

working and if we compare men and women with the same tenure and level of attainment, we do not state any 
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greater sense of being discriminated against among women (1.5% and 1.9% respectively, with a statistically 

insignificant difference). 

 

Figure 8.4.4. Proportion of personal net income for women to men in various professions with control for age 

and number of years in education 
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Figure 8.4.5. Share of men and women who felt discriminated between 2000-2015 

The level of education (Figure 8.4.6.) does not affect the differences in the sense of discrimination between 

men and women. In general, both men and women with the lowest and the highest education level feel mostly 

discriminated.  

 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender ni.; main effect of education F(3, 21611)=8,866, p<0,000, η2= 0,001.; effect of interaction of gender and 

education ns. 

Figure 8.4.6. Share of men and women who felt discriminated due to their level of education after verification 

for age 

Another group other than women that is objectively discriminated and denied equal access to goods, 

institutions, services and rights are the disabled. However, apparently their objective social inequality only 

moderately translates into their sense of being discriminated against. Here, the degree of disability is crucial 

(Figure 8.4.7.). In the group of persons with a high degree of disability, the subjective discrimination rate is nearly 

double higher than in the group of persons with a low degree of disability, and three times more than with able-

bodied groups.  

 
NOTES: main effect of gender ns.; main effect of disability F(3, 21257)=3,115, p<0,05, η2=0,000; effect of interaction of gender and disability 

ns. 

Figure 8.4.7. Percentage of persons who feel discriminated due to their disability status with verification for 

gender, age and education. 
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Regardless the disability, the health is far more deciding when it comes to the feeling of discrimination. 

Persons with at least two serious disease symptoms98 felt discriminated five times more frequently than the group 

of persons who did not experience any serious disease symptom  (Figure 8.4.8.). The difference does not depend 

on gender, age and education.  

 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender ns.; main effect of number of symptoms F(3, 21610)=68,315, p<0,000, η2=0,009; effect of interaction of gender 
and number of symptoms ns. 

Figure 8.4.8. Percentage who feel discriminated by the number of serious disease symptoms with control for 

gender, age and level of education 

BMI is not significantly correlated to the sense of discrimination. Only men with underweight feel 

discriminated four times more frequently than those with correct weight or a weight higher than the correct one. 

In case of women, only significant level of obesity slightly increases the sense of discrimination (Figure 8.4.9.). 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 21445)=6,866, p<0,01, η2= 0,000; main effect of weight  F(4, 21445)=3,036, p<0,05, η2= 0,001.; effect of 
interaction of gender and BMI F(4, 21445)=5,066, p<0,000, η2= 0,001. 

Figure 8.4.9. Percentage of women and men who feel discriminated due to their BMI with verification of age and 

education 

However, it is not the disabled or sick persons who feel discriminated against most often, but persons who are 

the victims of crime and criminals (Figures 8.4.10. and 8.4.11.), smoke cigarettes, abuse alcohol or take 

drugs99(Figure 8.4.12.) or undergo psychiatric or psychological treatment (Figure 8.4.13.).  

Being a victim of a crime drastically increases the sense of discrimination, notably among men (Figure 

8.4.10.), and numerous conflicts with law increase 20 times, up to 32%, the sense of discrimination among women 

(Figure 8.4.11.). 

                                                           
98 The indicator is to choose two or more symptoms from a list of 15, which have been lasting for at least half of the last month (Annex 1, the 

individual questionnaire, question 62). 
99 The biggest difference in case of feeling of discrimination is drug addiction and smoking is the lowest (but still significant). 
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The sense of discrimination of people addicted to three drugs is diversified in terms of gender. A single 

addiction (in most cases to nicotine) does not increase the subjective discrimination rate; only when it is 

accompanied by alcohol and/or drug addiction does this rate grow in particular and with three radically addicted, 

among women, the indicator of subjective discrimination rises to over 18% (Figure 8.2.12.). 

Persons who undergo psychiatric or psychological treatment feel discriminated a few times more frequently 

(over six times more in case of men and five times in case of women) in comparison to persons who never used 

such services in the past year (Figure 8.4.13.). 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 21612)=21,684, p<0,000, η2= 0,001; main effect of victim F(2, 21612)=160,084, p<0,000, η2= 0,015; effect 

of interaction of gender and victim F(2, 21612)=19,666, p<0,000, η2= 0,002. 
 

Figure 8.4.10. Percentage of men and women who felt discriminated by status of crime victim after verification 

for age, gender and education 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 21612)=58,679, p<0,000, η2= 0,003; main effect of victim F(2, 21612)=153,082, p<0,000, η2= 0,014; effect 

of interaction of gender and victim F(2, 21612)=35,507, p<0,000, η2= 0,003. 

Figure 8.4.11. Percentage of men and women who felt discriminated by status of perpetuator after verification 

for age and education 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 21612)=9,132, p<0,01, η2= 0,000; main effect of addiction F(2, 21612)=49,244, p<0,000, η2= 0,006; effect 

of interaction of gender and addiction F(2, 21612)=2,879, p<0,05, η2= 0,000 

Figure 8.4.12. Percentage of men and women who felt discriminated by status of dependency with control for 

age and level of education 
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NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 21609)=5,199, p<0,05, η2= 0,000; main effect of treatment F(1, 21609)=240,103, p<0,000, η2= 0,011; 

effect of interaction of gender and treatment F(1, 21609)=4,701, p<0,05, η2= 0,000. 

Figure 8.4.13. Share of persons who felt discriminated against due to their psychiatric or psychological 

treatment after verification for age and education 

Also single persons more often feel discriminated against (Figure 8.3.14.). The latter feature might be however 

considered as yet another symptom of social ostracism. The feeling of being discriminated against is also the case 

for the socially excluded who, for reasons other than prejudice, have a similarly limited (or even more so) access 

to resources, institutions and social services than discriminated people (see chapter 8.5.). 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender ni.; main effect of loneliness ni F(1, 21245)=181,944, p<0,000, η2= 0,008; effect of interaction of gender and 

loneliness n.s. 

Figure 8.4.14. Percentage of persons who feel discriminated due to their sense of loneliness with control of age, 

gender and education 

A separate category of persons who might be discriminated against in a country where most people are 

practising Roman Catholics are atheists and according to our categories, persons not participating in any religious 

practices. This is indeed the case. However, also the religiously devoted who go to church more often than four 

times a month are at a higher risk of discrimination, especially men (Figure 8.4.15.).  

 
NOTES: main effect of gender ni.; main effect of practice F(3, 21520)=41,165, p<0,000, η2= 0,006; effect of interaction of gender and practice 

F(3, 21520)=3,189, p<0,05, η2= 0,000. 

Figure 8.4.15. Percentage of men and women who felt discriminated by frequency of religious practice per 

month with verification for age and education level 

The ones that feel less discriminated (with control of age, education and gender) are married persons and 

widow(er)s, and the most frequently divorced persons (Figure 8.4.16.).  
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NOTES: main effect of gender ni.; main effect of marital status F(3, 21549)=11,225, p<0,000, η2=0,002; effect of interaction of gender and 

marital status ni. 

Figure 8.4.16. Percentage of persons who feel discriminated due to their marital status with verification of 

gender, age and education 

Also, the extreme poverty increases the feeling of discrimination, especially among women (Figure 8.4.17.). 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 19729)=4,649, p<0,05, η2= 0,000; main effect of poverty F(1, 19729)=13,753, p<0,000, η2= 0,001; effect 

of interaction of gender and poverty F(1, 19729)=4,831, p<0,05, η2= 0,000. 

Figure 8.4.17. Percentage of women and men who feel discriminated due to their life in extreme poverty with 

verification for age and education 

The correlation between the feeling of being discriminated and the class of the place of residence is unclear 

(Figure 8.4.18.). The most often, the residents of the largest cities feel discriminated and the least the residents of 

rural areas. This outcome is even more unexpected, since in rural areas the social control over individuals is higher, 

which should result in more frequent stigmatization of those who upset norms and rules dominant in a given 

environment.   

 
NOTES: main effect of gender n.s..; main effect of marital status F(3, 21549)=11,225, p<0,000, η2=0,002; effect of interaction of gender and 

marital status n.s. 

Figure 8.4.18. Percentage of people who feel discriminated due to their class of place of residence, with 

verification for gender, age and education 

The data from the Diagnosis prove that in Poland the main grounds for social discrimination are deviations from 

the majority standards in terms of alcohol, nicotine and drug addiction, psychological disorders, criminal offences, 

divorce, poverty, bad health condition and religious practices. On the other hand, disabled and women do not feel 

significantly discriminated against. This does not imply however that the latter groups are not objectively 

discriminated against in any way. 
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8.5. Types of social exclusion 

The correlations between respective exclusion criteria such as those mentioned above (poverty, unemployment 

and social discrimination) are relatively weak. Therefore, it is difficult to indicate a single and coherent exclusion 

syndrome. An individual may be excluded from different dimensions of the social life due to various reasons. This 

has also been proved in a factor analysis involving ten quite obvious barriers to complete participation in the 

mainstream of society, such as old age, loneliness, poverty, living in rural areas, low level of educational 

attainment, alcohol or drug addiction, infringement of the law, sense of discrimination, disability and 

unemployment. In the first four waves of measurement in 2000, 2003, 2005 and 2007, these ten criteria coherently 

formed three orthogonal factors together explaining over 40% of the variances. In the last three editions a certain 

change in structure of factors was observed. Apart from the three factors identified earlier: i.e. physical, structural 

and normative exclusion, we indicated a fourth, which is strictly linked with unemployment and poverty. It can be 

referred to as material exclusion resulting from the lack of permanent income from work (Table 8.5.1.). Indeed, 

the largest share of materially excluded households (over 45% in comparison with the population of 7.4%) is the 

group of households living on passive sources of income (Figure 8.5.3.). 

From the beginning of social exclusion studies, poverty and unemployment have been considered the main 

barriers preventing full participation in social life. Most attention has been paid to these problems, as it has been 

assumed that combating unemployment and poverty should constitute the principal aim of social reintegration 

policy. The fact that material exclusion is at present one of four distinct types of exclusion in Poland suggests the 

need to diversify reintegration policy so that it could include other grounds for exclusion which are independent 

of labour market situation and material living standards and which require separate instruments addressed to the 

less educated, rural area inhabitants, the disabled, alcohol and drug addicts as well as those who break the law. 

Therefore, full employment and elimination of poverty does not imply that the problem of social exclusion is 

solved. 

Let us see the extent of exclusion and the risk of exclusion for reasons other than unemployment and poverty 

in the entire society and across different social groups. 

Table 8.5.1. Results of factor analysis (factor loadings) of chosen criteria of exclusion with varimax rotation 

between 2013 and 2015 

 

Criteria 

Factors 

physical structural normative material 

2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 2013 2015 

50+ years of age 0.72 0.72     

Disability 0.71 0.68     

Loneliness 0.41 0.45       

Residence in rural areas   0.81 0.81   

Below middle education   0.73 0.76   

Addiction (alcohol, narcotics)   0.65 0.69  

Conflict with the law   0.72 0.69  

Sense of discrimination   0.53 0.43   

Poverty      0.70 0.75 

Unemployment    0.77 0.73 

% variance explained 14.41 14.69 12.85 12.57 14.97 13.74 10.26 10.54 

NOTE: factor readings above 0.4 only 

8.5.1.  The range of exclusion in various social groups 

It is difficult to fully define objective limits of exclusion, just as it is difficult to define the true and universal 

level of poverty (apart from the obvious criteria of biological survival). Both are relative in character - one can be 

more or less poor compared to the general living standard of society and one can be more or less socially excluded. 

For the poverty sphere, a certain income level was accepted (see chapter 8.1.). However, for exclusion the most 

important criterion is the level of social differentiation of barriers or risk factors. The operational measure of 

differentiation is standard deviation. In applying this gauge in relation to four types of exclusion, we identified two 

limiting values - threat of exclusion and exclusion itself. For the exclusion line we took the size of two standard 

deviations from the norm of the factor defining the given type of exclusion, and for the threat of exclusion, the 

size of one standard deviation. Because these criteria are relative, it is difficult to estimate what percentage of 

Poles is actually excluded or in danger of exclusion. However, it is possible to show which groups in various socio-

demographic sections are characterized by greater or lesser degrees of exclusion or threat of exclusion (Table 8.5.2. 

and 8.5.5.). 
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The greatest percentage of Poles of 16 years of age and more is under risk of structural and physical exclusion 

(12.6% and 10.5% respectively, Table 8.5.2.), but the most exclusions have a material cause (7.4%). Only in the 

case of material exclusion there are less under threat of exclusion than those actually excluded. For structural 

exclusion, the relation of the excluded to those under threat is the greatest (22.6% to 1.3%), which indicates that 

as far as reintegration policy is concerned, combating unemployment and associated poverty ought to be priority 

measures, as in the case of this kind of exclusion, almost all those under threat of exclusion are in fact already 

excluded. 

The risk of specific types of exclusion is slightly different for men and women (Table 8.5.2.). For men, the 

greatest is the risk of material and normative exclusion, while for women it is material and physical. 

As far as socio-economic groups are concerned, material exclusion is the most frequent among households 

subsisting on unearned income sources (45% are excluded and 12% under threat, Table 8.5.3.). Also, normative 

exclusion affects and endangers mainly households subsisting on unearned sources, but also those who are self-

employed. Structural exclusion most threatens, which is no surprise due to the nature of the defining criteria, 

households of farmers, and physical exclusion affects pensioners and those receiving welfare benefits. Households 

of receivers of welfare benefits and those living on unearned sources are most under threat of general social 

exclusion for whatever reason and the least under threat are households of employees and the self-employed. 

Table 8.5.2. Percentage of persons under threat of exclusion and the excluded by type of exclusion and gender 

Gender 

Exclusion type 

physical structural normative material 

threat 
exclusi

on 

threat exclusi

on 

threat exclusi

on 

threat exclusi

on 

Men 8.8 4.7 26.7 1.3 9,6 6,7 0,2 7,1 

Women 11.0 4.8 21.7 0.3 2,5 3,5 0,1 7,9 

General 9.9 4.8 24.0 0.8 5,8 5,0 0,1 7,5 

Chi-square, 25; 0.000 134; 000 580; 0.000 5; ni 

Table 8.5.3. Percentage of persons under threat of exclusion and the excluded by type of exclusion and socio-

economic household group 

Socio-economic group 

Exclusion type 

physical structural normative material 

threat exclusion threat exclus

ion 

threat exclusio

n 

threat exclusion 

Employees 5.4 1.5 19.2 .8 6,8 5,8 0,2 6,7 

Farmers 6.4 1.7 58.3 1.5 5,9 3,0 0,0 7,9 

Entrepreneurs 4.9 1.4 15.7 1.0 8,9 5,9 0,2 3,7 

Retirees 18.8 10.5 24.5 .3 3,2 2,9 0,1 3,2 

Receivers of welfare 22.7 20.0 32.2 1.2 3,5 4,5 0,0 16,3 

Unearned income 19.4 7.0 29.2 .8 7,3 8,0 0,2 44,3 

Chi-square, 2288; 0.000 1136; 0.000 199; 0.000 1455; 0.000 

 

In terms of household type (Table 8.5.4.), absolutely the most at risk of physical exclusion are people from 

single person households without families (mainly pensioners), couples without children (also largely pensioners) 

and non-family multi-person households (also households of elderly relatives). Structural exclusion mostly 

threatens couples with three or more children, incomplete families and multi-family households. This means that 

in this kind of household, there is an especially low level of cultural capital (low education). The risk of normative 

exclusion is greatest in incomplete families and in households of couples with 2, 3 or more children (this mainly 

concerns children covered by our study of 16+ years of age). Also, material exclusion most often reaches couples 

with 3 or more children and incomplete families, while the general threat of exclusion most concerns non-family, 

incomplete family and many children households.  

In terms of voivodship, physical exclusion occurs most often in Lubuskie and Małopolskie (Table 8.5.5.). 

Structural exclusion and its threat is most widespread in the east of the country, especially in Lubelskie, 

Podkarpackie, Świętokrzyskie and Małopolskie. The greatest percentage of normatively excluded is in 

Podkarpackie, Śląskie and Kujawsko-Pomorskie, and of materially excluded in Kujawsko-Pomorskie and 

Lubelskie. Generally, the differentiation of exclusion risk in terms of voivodship is relatively small, and much 

smaller than for socio-economic group and household type. 
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Table 8.5.4. Percentage of persons under threat of exclusion and the excluded by type of exclusion and 

household type 

Household type 

Exclusion type 

physical structural normative material 

threat exclusion threat exclusion threat exclusion threat exclusion 

Married with no children 12.4 8.2 20.0 0.4 4,7 3,0 0,1 3,9 

Married with 1 child 6.4 2.9 19.9 0.6 6,2 4,9 0,1 6,3 

Married with 2 children 4.0 .8 20.4 0.9 6,4 5,4 0,1 7,4 

Married with 3+ children 4.6 1.5 33.4 1.3 5,8 4,4 0,2 12,6 

Unmarried without children 3.2 1.6 4.8 0.0 15,7 11,9 0,0 5,4 

Unmarried with children 2.6 1.6 14.9 1.3 9,7 5,5 0,6 16,9 

Incomplete family 13.8 6.2 25.4 0.6 5,3 7,8 0,3 12,3 

Multi-family without children 11.1 5.2 25.4 3.7 7,5 6,0 0.0 3,7 

Muti-family with children 6.4 2.9 43.6 1.4 6,0 3,4 0,3 8,2 

Non-family single-person 27.9 13.4 17.7 0.4 4,3 5,1 0,0 4,3 

Non-family multi-person 16.3 4.8 16.3 0.0 6,2 12,9 0,0 12,0 

Chi-square 1971; 0.000 837; 0.000 221; 0.000 309; 0.000 

Table 8.5.5. Percentage of persons under threat of exclusion and the excluded by type of exclusion in terms of 

voivodship 

Voivodship 

Exclusion type 

physical structural normative material 

threat exclusion threat exclusion threat exclusion threat exclusion 

Dolnośląskie 12.2 4.2 16.7 0.4 7,1 3,7 0,1 6,8 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 12.1 5.1 26.0 0.6 5,3 3,2 0,5 11,8 

Lubelskie 10.5 4.7 34.0 0.9 5,6 3,7 0,0 10,3 

Lubuskie 12.8 9.1 20.6 2.5 9,5 7,9 0,2 5,9 

Łódzkie 9.6 5.6 21.0 0.5 4,8 5,2 0,1 9,7 

Małopolskie 8.6 4.8 31.3 0.6 4,7 3,2 0,0 5,4 

Mazowieckie 10.1 4.4 22.2 0.4 6,0 5,9 0,1 5,4 

Opolskie 11.2 3.4 29.9 0.9 5,2 6,2 1,0 9,3 

Podkarpackie 10.8 4.7 34.3 0.6 4,8 4,0 0,0 12,2 

Podlaskie 9.7 3.7 21.4 0.9 9,1 4,8 0,0 9,4 

Pomorskie 8.9 6.0 20.7 0.5 7,4 6,5 0,0 5,4 

Śląskie 9.1 3.5 13.2 0.6 6,3 6,2 0,0 5,1 

Świętokrzyskie 8.2 6.6 30.8 1.3 5,3 4,3 0,0 8,4 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 8.3 4.7 28.4 0.8 3,9 2,7 0,0 10,4 

Wielkopolskie 9.9 5.5 27.3 1.7 5,1 4,6 0,2 6,5 

Zachodniopomorskie 8.8 3.5 21.8 0.0 5,3 7,0 0,0 8,4 

Chi-square, significance 86; 0.000 492; 0.000 132; 0.000 226; 0.000 

 

8.5.2.  Exclusion, psychological well-being and coping skills 

The factors of exclusion risk are a potential threat to social order. Concerns like a high rate of unemployment, 

level of disability and high rates of crime and poverty cannot be ignored by any responsible politician. This does 

not however automatically mean the negative influence of exclusion defined by these factors on the subjective 

quality of life (psychological well-being). The unemployed, poor, disabled and criminals are not necessarily less 

happy, more depressed and less well motivated for life than the employed, rich, able-bodied and law-abiding 

citizens. Indeed, world studies show that the objective conditions of life have a minor effect on psychological well-

being (Andrews, Withey, 1976, Campbell, Converse, Rodgers, 1976; Czapiński, 1992, 2009, 2004; Diener, 

Biswas-Diener, 2008; Myers, 1993). The poor turn out to be only slightly less happy than the rich, the elderly are 

just as happy as the young and the educated are on average only slightly more satisfied than the uneducated. Only 

marital status and health (though only subjectively, not however an objective medical diagnosis) consistently and 

clearly determine level of psychological well-being. People living alone, especially the widowed and divorced, 

and those who consider themselves infirm, are much less happy than those who are married and feel healthy. As 

far as government can increase the feeling of health security and thus the amount of citizens who are happy with 

their health, so small an influence do they have on interpersonal relations and the marital status of citizens. Equally 

they have a small potential influence on citizens' sense of happiness. 
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Also changes in life situation do not often result in a lasting change in psychological well-being. For example, 

in the USA, Japan, Great Britain and the majority of other developed countries, the sense of happiness and 

satisfaction with life have not changed for decades despite continuous economic growth100.  

However, in Poland the relationship between the objective conditions of life and psychological well-being is 

a lot stronger than in other, more wealthy countries (Czapiński, 1996, 2012). One can therefore expect that social 

exclusion is going to have a considerable effect on the subjective quality of life here, and to ascertain this, we 

calculated with the aid of multiple regression equations the value of predictive factors defining three types of 

exclusion for different gauges of psychological well-being. 

In terms of general subjective well-being, all three factors have a similar, and quite large, meaning for all six 

readings and together explain from 15% to 35% of variation in 2013 depending on the indicator of well-being, 

with the greatest being physical, and the next material exclusion (Table 8.5.6.). In terms of will to live (suicidal 

tendencies and desire for life), the main predictors are physical and normative exclusion, and the smallest is 

structural exclusion. The strong link between psychological depression and physical exclusion results from the 

high correlation of depression indicator and age (see chapter 5.3.), which makes up one of the main indicators of 

physical exclusion. 

Table 8.5.6. Results of multiple regression analysis of four types of exclusion as predictors of three 

psychological well-being indicators 

Predictor 
Will to live 

General subjective well-

being 
Depression 

Beta p R2 Beta p R2 Beta p R2 

Normative -0.279 0.000 

 

-0.226 0.000 

 

0.049 0.000 

 

Physical -0.237 0.000 -0.365 0.000 0.614 0.000 

Structural -0.032 0.025 -0.063 0.000 0.091 0.000 

Material -0.140 0.000 -0.212 0.000 -0.004 0.504 

   0,155   0,233   0,387 

 

The socially excluded are, with a certain exception discussed below, less able to cope with life. We have taken 

various indicators of coping: self-determinism (see chapter 5.6.), the task based strategy for dealing with problems 

(see chapter 5.8.) and entrepreneurship, known as also the "fox" strategy (Czapiński, Wojciszke, 1997), or the 

undertaking of at least one of four activities supposed to increase income (Appendix 1, individual questionnaire, 

questions 30-33). Figures 8.5.1.-8.5.4. show the relations between these four types of exclusion. 

The materially excluded101 are more rarely self-determined than the non-excluded, and they more rarely apply 

task-based strategy or belong to the "foxes" (Figure 8.5.1.). 

The physically and structurally excluded are very similar to the materially excluded in terms of coping with 

life; they are less likely to be self-determined, use task-based strategy or belong to the "foxes" (Figures 8.5.2., 

8.5.3.). 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of material exclusion: for self-determinists F(1, 18764)=193,977, p < 0,000, η2= 0,010;  for task-oriented strategy F(1, 

18733)=179,891, p < 0,000, η2= 0,019; for “foxes” F(1, 19037)=93,770, p < 0,000, η2= 0,005 

Figure 8.5.1. Percentage of self-determinists using the task-oriented and emotional strategy, betting and „foxes” 

among materially excluded and non-excluded persons with verification for gender and age 

                                                           
100 It is worth remembering that economic growth is not the only indicator of social development. In addition, it is more and more frequently 

criticised.  
101 Due to the small number of persons under the threat of material exclusions, we joined them with the excluded group. 
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NOTES: main effect of physical exclusion for: self-determinism F(2, 18762)=150,947, p < 0,000, η2= 0,016; for task-oriented strategy 

F(2,22202)=58,260, p < 0,000, η2= 0,005; for “foxes” F(2, 19036)=226,258, p < 0,000, η2= 0,023. 

Figure 8.5.2. Percentage of self-determinists using the task-oriented coping strategy and "foxes" among 

structurally excluded and non-excluded with control for gender and age 

 

NOTE: main effect of structural exclusion: for self-determinism F(2, 18762)=56,787, p < 0,000, η2= 0,006; task-oriented strategy F(2, 

18731)=170,669, p < 0,000, η2= 0,018; ”foxes” F(2, 19035)=204,354, p < 0,000, η2= 0,021 

 

Figure 8.5.3 Percentage of self-determinists using the task-oriented coping and emotional strategy, betting and 

"foxes" among structurally excluded and non-excluded with control for gender and age

 
NOTE: main effect of normative exclusion: on self-determinism F(2, 18762)=34,799, p < 0,000, η2= 0,004; for task-based strategy F(2, 

18731)=19,394, p < 0,000, η2= 0,002; “foxes”” F(2, 22435)=96,425, p < 0,000, η2= 0,008 

Figure 8.5.4. Percentage of self-determinists using the task-oriented coping strategy and "foxes” among the 

normatively excluded and non-excluded with control for gender and age 

The normatively excluded clearly differ from the other types in terms of entrepreneurship as they belong to the 

group of "foxes" much more often (Figure 8.5.4.). The different nature of this normative exclusion profile is also 

confirmed in terms of social functioning (see above). 
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8.5.3.  Social functioning and quality of life of the excluded 

Irrespective of whether exclusion from the community or threat of exclusion causes suffering or lowers 

psychological well-being, it is better that there are as few excluded as possible. It is better for the community, its 

coherence, standard of life and opportunities for development. It is generally accepted as a certainty that the fewer 

excluded, the better the social integration and the stronger the community. In Poland, as we have already indicated 

in chapter 6.3, all is not well with the attitudes and behaviours that make up social capital conditioning the strength 

of civil society. The question arises whether the excluded can in this context come out even worse and can they 

have even less, compared to the whole of society, a positive attitude to democracy, an even lower trust in others 

and even less value the public good. Are the excluded a worse kind of citizen? 

It turns out that the exclusion, especially the structural exclusion, linked to low education and residence in 

rural areas, go together with higher level of prejudices and lower sensibility to disturbing the common good as 

well as the lower number of social contacts outside home and seldom participation in culture events (Table 8.5.7.). 

The exception is normative exclusion, as those excluded or in danger of exclusion due to conflict with the law and 

dependence on alcohol or drugs differ fundamentally from groups under threat from other types of exclusion. As 

far as physical and structural exclusion limits social life and participation in cultural events, the normatively 

excluded often attend social meetings, more often go out to eat and slightly more often go to the cinema, theatre 

or concerts. They also more often than other excluded and non-excluded groups express the readiness to go abroad 

in search of work and less often go to church. Material exclusion limits social activity and participation in the life 

of the religious community. All forms of exclusion increase the level of social domination and – apart from the 

normative exclusion – increase the level of prejudice102. Exclusion, especially the physical kind, drastically lowers 

the general quality of life103  

Table 8.5.7. Correlation of four types of social exclusion with indicators of quality of life, social capital, 

sensitivity to the common good, frequency of participation in religious ceremonies and social attitudes and 

behaviours and the intention to emigrate 

Indicators of quality of life physical structural normative material 

Quality of life -0.26** -0.44** -0.18** -0.15** 

Social well-being  -0.19** -0.28** -0.01 -0.07** 

Sensitivity to the common good -0.01  0.01 -0.12** -0.06** 

Participation in religious ceremonies -0.10**  0.07**  0.11** -0.09** 

Prejudice  0.00  0.05**  0.16**  0.02** 

Positive attitude to democracy 0.07** -0.10** -0.08** -0.07** 

Domination  0.02*  0.03**  0.05**  0.02* 

Intention to emigrate  0.14** -0.09** -0.01  -0.07** 

Going to the cinema, theatre or concerts  0.08** -0.11** -0.10** -0.05** 

Going to restaurants, cafes or pubs  0.17** -0.13** -0.13** -0.03** 

Going to social meetings  0.15** -0.13** -0.07** -0.02* 

* p<0,05; * p<0,01 

 

Different conditions of exclusion demand different programmes of social integration. It is necessary to do one 

thing to limit the extent of physical exclusion (mainly of the disabled and the elderly), and another to counter 

normative exclusion linked to crime and addiction. Dealing with structural exclusion would require the faster 

civilising of the Polish countryside, and countering material exclusion considerable spending on reducing the 

sphere of extreme poverty and the activation of the professionally unemployed. There is no one recipe for an 

effective programme of social integration. Fortunately, number of areas of exclusion are being reduced rapidly 

such as mainly low education. Indicators of crime are also falling but others of addiction are unfortunately on the 

rise (especially alcohol). Ahead of us there is a great danger connected to demography, the aging of society and 

the rise of the share of disabled in society. Therefore, a programme of integration is necessary directed above all 

at physical exclusion. The most effective action in this area seems to be pro-family policy favouring childbirth and 

intergenerational solidarity, as well as more effective rehabilitation and professional activation of the disabled and 

persons over 50. 

 

                                                           
102 The indicator of prejudice here is denying homosexuals the right to live according to their convictions and a negative attitude to foreigners 

(Annex 1, individual questionnaire. questions 57.8 and 57.10). 
103 See chapter 9 for a discussion of how the indicator is made up. 
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9. THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN POLAND - WINNERS AND LOSERS  
Janusz Czapiński  

Abstract 
The article is a summary of the Social Diagnosis research project within the scope of the dimension of individual 
resourcefulness of Polish people, the general quality of life indicator in various social groups and economic 
stratification layers. 

9.1. A plus for the Pole, a minus for the Poles 
Polish people were getting richer between 2002 and 2012 in a rate slightly slower than the GNP increase104, 

but in the last two years the increase in income of equivalent households, after a slow decrease in 2012, is equal 
to the GNP increase (Figure 9.1.1.). It means that the GNP share of remunerations is increasing. At the same time, 
satisfaction with family budget (see chapter 5.2.) is increasing, and the percentage of households whose budget is 
not enough to satisfy the needs is decreasing (Table 9.1.1.). The resourcefulness of Poles allows them to improve 
their own existence, without the need to take others into consideration and regardless of the society’s state. An 
illustration of this “divorce” between citizens and their country is a comparison between the evaluation of the state 
in the country with the percentage of respondents who live in households where the basic income is not enough to 
satisfy current needs (Table 9.1.1.). Even though there is a systematic improvement of individual existence (the 
number of poor households is almost four times lower than in 1992), we are still unsatisfied with the situation in 
the country (as always, since the beginning of the transformation, it is the lowest indicator of satisfaction from 16 
various aspects of life – see chapter 5.2.). And even though the percentage of persons satisfied with the situation 
in the country is over three times greater than in 1992, there is no correlation between the material situation and 
satisfaction with the situation in the country. For example, in 1997, there was the same number of persons satisfied 
with the situation in the country as in 2011, even though the percentage of households in which the income allowed 
them to satisfy their needs increased almost twice. It shows the road Polish people went through to increase their 
quality of life and the road Poland went through in accordance to its residents. We develop molecularly, not as a 
group (Czapiński, 2008). The key reason for that is supposedly no social capital (Czapiński, 2011b).  

 
Figure 9.1.1. Cumulative percentage real value change in annual household income per equivalent unit and 

GDP and state budget between 1999 and 2014  

Table 9.1.1. Percentage of households declaring that their stable income does not cover current needs, and 
percentage of Poles satisfied with the situation in the country in 1992-2015 

Indicator 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 2000 2003  2005 2007  2009  2011 2013 2015 
Share of households 
with income too low 
to cover current needs 

70.6 74.2 68.8 64.5 64.8 66.2 46.7 42.3 37.0 30.2 28.0 25.7 24.8 19.0 

Share of 
satisfied with the 
situation in the 
country 

9.4 8.2 11.2 16.4 20.1 25.7 19.7 14.1 12.6 19.3 27.0 26.0 23.5 31.0 

Source: 1992-1997 — Czapiński, 1998; 2000-2015 — Social Diagnosis. 
 
The increase of individual resourcefulness is not accompanied by an increase of cooperative skills (see chapter 

6.3.). We do not learn to cooperate because we do not trust other people, we only make an exception to our family 
members, and sometimes, neighbours. In general, we do not trust institutions as well (with the exception of the 
National Bank of Poland) (Figure 9.1.2.).  

                                                           
104 The data concern monthly income per equivalent unit from the year preceding the survey (2014).  
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Figure 9.1.2. Percentage declaring trust in various institutions and persons 

5

4,7

13,4

15,1

1,9

1,5

3

2,9

7,4

7,7

9,6

8,6

1,9

1,9

3,8

3,5

1

1

5,3

5,6

17

16,7

1,8

1,6

9,7

2,2

38,5

32,9

49,2

46,2

31,5

25

35,8

33,6

42,4

40,8

59,2

55,5

34,9

26

34,9

31,6

15

14,6

45,1

44,9

66,3

62,4

34

30

71,2

42,5

25,4

28

12,1

12,1

48,4

54,6

35,3

34,8

33,9

33,9

20,9

24,9

42,1

56

42,1

44,9

28

34

26,4

29,5

9,8

13,7

31

31

11,7

35,7

31,1

34,3

25,2

26,7

18,2

18,9

25,8

28,6

16,3

17,6

10,3

11

19,1

16,2

19,1

20

56

50,4

23,2

20

6,9

7,2

33,1

37,5

7,4

19,7

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2013

2015

2015

2015

2015

C
o

m
m

er
ci

al
 b

an
ks

N
at

io
n

al
 P

o
lis

h
 B

an
k

P
ar

lia
m

en
t

Eu
ro

p
ea

n
 P

ar
lia

m
en

t
P

re
si

d
en

t
P

o
lic

e
G

o
ve

rn
m

en
t

N
at

io
n

al
 In

su
re

r
St

o
ck

 m
ar

ke
ts

C
o

u
rt

s
N

ei
gh

b
o

u
rs

Li
fe

in
su

ra
n

ce
co

m
p

an
ie

s

P
ro

p
er

ty
in

su
ra

n
ce

co
m

ap
n

ie
s

D
o

ct
o

rs

M
ed

ia
(j

o
u

rn
al

is
t

s)

YES, high

YES, moderate

NO

No opinion



Social Diagnosis 2015  428   

© Social Monitoring Council 

 

Poland, after Bulgaria, is an EU Member State where the difference between confidence in the European 

Parliament and in the national legislative body is the greatest in favour of the former.105 In 2014, within the group 

of 15 countries participating in European Social Survey Poland holds the first position – the confidence in the 

national Parliament is less than half of the confidence in the European Parliament. It is also alarming that in social 

groups which have or will have a decisive influence on the development of the country i.e. among residents of 

large agglomerations, young people and the well-educated, the hiatus between confidence in national and European 

authorities is the greatest (Figure 9.1.14.). 

 
NOTES: source: European Social Survey 2014; the trust was measured using an 11-point scale (0- no trust, 10- full trust); the indicator’s 

construction: (trust for the national parliament – trust for the EU parliament)/trust for the national parliament*100.  

Figure 9.1.3. The percentage difference between trust for the national and the EU Parliament (a minus means 

higher trust for EU Parliament than for the national parliament) 

 

Figure 9.1.4. Trust in Polish and European Parliaments in various socio-demographic groups 

                                                           
105 In all of the new EU member states, the citizens trust more in the European Parliament than in the parliament in their own state, as opposed 

to most of the states of the “old” EU (European Social Diagnosis 2012). 
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If we want to - and in our opinion we should - develop collectively, we urgently need to introduce a special 

subject, provisionally called civil skills in schools and perhaps even already in kindergartens. Young Poles have a 

fairly good knowledge of society and in this respect they win international ranks, but at the same time they are last 

in the same ranks in terms of applying civil knowledge in practice. They do not know how to get organised, to 

cooperate, they do not get involved in volunteer activities and they as “molecular” as their parents (see 

www.szkolabezprzemocy.pl). Thus, they do not need classes in the standard lecture-and-textbook form, but rather 

such forms of education (or actually upbringing) that will show them the real benefits that come with “taking the 

risk" of cooperation. Without serious investments in social capital we may forget the dreams of thousands of 

kilometres of motorways as well as these related to a sovereign innovative economy.  

Apart from schools, there are also two other milieus where one could successfully persuade fellow citizens to 

trust more and to cooperate; i.e. public administration offices and enterprises. Regarding offices, legal regulations 

and the culture of officials are the key issues. The regulations followed by officers are designed to counter potential 

fraud, making it impossible to stop the vicious circle of distrust. Obviously, many enterprises appreciate the value 

of social capital, yet most do not know how to build it. This calls for training advisors and trainers in this particular 

respect, HR on its own will not suffice. 

9.2. Quality of life of various socio-demographic groups 

It is worth concluding with one general question: how varied are Poles' living conditions and their quality of 

life today and how has this variation changed in the past years? Is society becoming more deeply or less stratified? 

For who is life easier and for who is it more difficult? Are the weak becoming even weaker and the strong even 

stronger? 

Let us see how the multi-dimensional quality of life, which covers the most important indicators discussed 

separately in the chapters above, stratifies Polish society today. Can we speak of straightforward winners and 

losers, how big are the differences between them, and are these differences getting bigger or smaller in different 

dimensions of the quality of life? 

When designing synthetic indicators of the quality of life, we endeavoured to strike a balance between 

objective and subjective indicators, as well as to take possibly the widest spectrum of various aspects into account. 

We distinguished eight dimensions assumed to cover independent content areas, which served to build up a general 

synthetic indicator of the quality of life: 

 social capital - activity for the benefit of the local community, participation in elections in 2014 (2013 

participation in parliamentary elections in 2011, in 2011 participation in elections in 2010, 2009 

participation in parliamentary elections in 2007, in 2007 participation in parliamentary elections and 

participation in the EU referendum in 2005), participation in non-obligatory meetings, positive attitude to 

democracy, membership in organisations and serving functions in them, the belief that most people can be 

trusted; 

 psychological well-being - sense of happiness, assessment of life-as-a-whole, incidence of mental 

depression symptoms, assessment of the past year; 

 physical well-being - incidence of somatic symptoms, serious disease in the past year, degree of 

disability, intensity of health-related stress; 

 social well-being - lack of the feeling of loneliness, a sense of being loved and respected, number of 

friends; 

 civilisation level - educational level, ownership of modem communication devices and familiarity with 

them (satellite or cable TV, laptop, desktop computer, mobile phone, Internet connection, computer skills, 

Internet use), active command of foreign languages, driving license; 

 material well-being - household income per equivalent unit, number of goods and appliances owned, 

ranging from automatic washing-machine to a motorboat or summer house (excluding appliances included 

in the civilisation level indicator); 

 stress in life - a sum of six categories of stress measured by experiences related to finance, work, liaison 

with public administration offices, bringing up children, the marriage relationship, environmental 

protection (home, surroundings); 

 pathology - alcohol abuse and drug use, smoking, consulting a psychiatrist or psychologist, being a 

criminal or victim of crime (burglaries, assaults, thefts). 

Each partial indicator was a sum of standardised component variables, each of the latter measured on a 

different scale. Partial indicators were then standardized themselves and the sum of their standardized values 

formed the general indicator of the quality of life, which in turn was also standardized at the end. In such a form, 
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these indicators are relative in nature and only show the position of particular groups and individuals in relation to 

the average of the sample. 

Before we go on to discuss social differences in the general indicator of the quality of life, let us see to what 

extent partial indicators correlate with one another, whether they form one coherent syndrome or whether, similarly 

to exclusion indicators, they constitute several relatively independent factors which make it possible for individuals 

and social groups to compensate for shortages in one area with a better position in other areas. 

Factor analysis with varimax rotation reveals two independent explanatory factors in five waves, which 

together explain a total of approximately 50% of variance in partial indicators (Table 9.2.1.). The first factor, which 

explains the greatest proportion of variance (approx. 30%), may be described as civilisation-related living 

conditions (shortened to living conditions); these are mainly defined by the civilisation level and material well-

being, but they also include social capital, physical well-being and psychological well-being. The other factor, 

which explains 18% to 19% of variation, is lifestyle mainly defined by stress in life, social well-being and 

pathology. It shares two aspects with the category of living conditions, namely psychological well-being and 

physical well-being. Thus, (mental and physical) health is determined both by living conditions and by lifestyle. 

This pattern of results confirms the statement that there is no single dimension of the quality of life in Poland 

at present. Thus, the less well-off are not very modern and show little social activity, but may nevertheless enjoy 

other favours of fate: absence of pathology, little stress and considerable social support. 

If we exclude two dimensions from the factor analysis, which are the same for the level and style of life 

(physical and psychological well-being), we will receive a two-factor solution, similar to the previous one (Table 

9.2.2.). The only difference is that the „lifestyle” factor is reversed now: the higher the value, the less positive the 

lifestyle (it is negatively correlated with physical – r=-0,17 and psychological well-being – r=-0,35). Those factors 

are related to many socio-demographic and psychological variables. The quality of life is higher in case of men 

than women and self-determinists than fatalists, it decreases with age and increases with the size of the city and 

frequency of religious practices, it is higher in case of married and religious people, lower in case of conservative 

and authoritarian people, lower in case of people living in non-family households and in single-parent families 

(Table 9.2.3., Figure 9.2.1.-9.2.4.). Women, elderly persons, people living in small towns and villages, people not 

living in a marriage, self-determinists, religious, non-authoritarian and non-conservative people have a more 

positive lifestyle (Table 9.2.4., Figures 9.2.5.-9.2.8.).  

Table 9.2.1. Results of 8-factor analysis with varimax rotation for aspects of quality of life 

Aspects of quality of life 

Factor loadings 

Standard of living Lifestyle 

2015 2013 2011 2009 2007 2015 2013 2011 2009 2007 

Civilisation level 0.838 0.854 0.848 0.851 0.845      

Material well-being 0.721 0.749 0.747 0.742 0.720      

Social capital 0.541 0.524 0.461 0.497 0.481      

Physical well-being 0.456 0.413 0.492 0.508 0.514 0.461 0.466 0.449 0.441 0.422 

Psychological well-being 0.597 0.558 0.604 0.619 0.609 0.603 0.622 0.607 0.592 0.599 

Social well-being      0.586 0.442 0.577 0.595 0.628 

Life stress      -0.690 -0.720 -0.690 -0.659 -0.673 

Pathologies      -0.564 -0.553 -0.546 -0.547 -0.524 

Percentage of explained 

variance 
31.7 30.2 31.2 31.8 30.4 18.3 18.2 18.7 18.2 18.4 

NOTE: factor-loadings over 0.4 only. 

 

Table 9.2.2. Results of 6-factor analysis with varimax rotation for aspects of quality of life 

Aspects of quality of life 
Factor loadings 

Standard of living Lifestyle 

Civilisation level 0.810  

Material well-being 0.781  

Social capital 0.611  
Social well-being  -0.585 
Life stress  0.713 

Pathologies  0.690 
Percentage of explained variance 30.8 22.3 

NOTE: factor-loadings over 0.4 only. 
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Table 9.2.3. Explanatory factors in the multiple regression of the life standard 

Predictor Beta t p 

(Constant)  36.657 0.000 

Gender -0.082 -11.553 0.000 

Age -0.387 -52.686 0.000 

Class of place of residence -0.238 -33.310 0.000 

Marriage 0.290 41.033 0.000 

Autodeterminism 0.131 17.051 0.000 

Fatalism 0.007 0.886 0.376 

Religious acts 0.129 17.205 0.000 

Autoritarism -0.053 -7.562 0.000 

Conservatism -0.125 -17.053 0.000 
R2=0,32 

Table 9.2.4. Explanatory factors in the multiple regression of lifestyle 

Predictor Beta t p 

(Constant)  19.448 0.000 

Gender -0.038 -4.641 0.000 

Age -0.172 -20.223 0.000 

Class of place of residence -0.102 -12.352 0.000 

Marriage 0.084 10.295 0.000 

Autodeterminism -0.138 -15.583 0.000 

Fatalism -0.027 -2.965 0.003 

Religious acts -0.153 -17.563 0.000 

Authoritarianism 0.077 9.502 0.000 

Conservatism 0.039 4.571 0.000 
R2=0,09 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 17707) = 73,432, p < 0,000, η2= 0,004; main effect of age F(5, 17707) = 637,050, p < 0,000, η2= 0,152; 

effect of interaction between gender and age F(5, 17707) =32,594, p < 0,000, η2= 0,009. 

Figure 9.2.1. Life standard of women and men in various age groups  

 
NOTES: main effect of the type of the residence type F(5, 17706) = 214,311, p < 0,000, η2= 0,057. 

Figures 9.2.2. Life standard according to the size of the city of residence, while controlling the gender and age 
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NOTES: main effect of the marital status F(4, 17658) = 422,212, p < 0,000, η2= 0,087; effect of interaction of sex and marital state F(4, 17658) 
=26,364, p < 0,000, η2= 0,006. 

Figure 9.2.3. Life standard of men and women depending on the marital status with control of age  

 
NOTES: main effect of family type F(10, 17587) = 162,795, p < 0,000, η2= 0,085; effect of interaction between family type and gender F(10, 
17587) =3,049, p < 0,01, η2= 0,002. 

Figure 9.2.4. Life standard of women and men depending on the type of family with control of age  

 
NOTES: main effect of gender F(1, 17707) = 73,432, p < 0,000, η2= 0,004; main effect of age F(5, 17707) = 637,050, p < 0,000, η2= 0,152; 
interaction between age and gender F(5, 17707) =32,594, p < 0,000, η2= 0,009. 

Figure 9.2.5. Lifestyle of men and women depending on age  
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NOTES: main effect of place of residence F(5, 17706) = 50,258, p < 0,000, η2= 0,014. 

Figure 9.2.6. Lifestyle due to the size of the place of residence with control of age and gender  

 
NOTES: marital status main effect F(4, 17658) = 78,072, p < 0,000, η2= 0,017; effect of interaction between gender and marital status F(4, 

17658) =2,682, p < 0,05, η2= 0,001. 

Figure 9.2.7. Lifestyle of women and men due to their marital status with control of age  

 
NOTES: main effect of family type F(10, 17587) = 23,109, p < 0,000, η2= 0,013; effect of interaction between gender and family type F(10, 

17587) =7,959, p < 0,000, η2= 0,005. 

Figure 9.2.8. Lifestyle of women and men depending on the family type with control of age  
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society suffer, like the biblical Job, all possible calamities while others enjoy the good life in all its aspects. In 

order to see whether this indeed is the case, we specified the position on the scale of one general and eight specific 

aspects of the quality of life of 198 groups determined by a range of not fully separable demographic and social 

criteria such as age, gender, educational level, class of place of residence, Voivodship, subregion, town, family 

type, social and professional status, occupation as currently pursued and marital status. The results are presented 

in Tables 9.2.5. to 9.2.14. (general indicator of the quality of life in 2015, 2013, 2011, 2009 and 2007) and in 

Tables 1-8 in Annex 5 (partial indicators of the quality of life in 2015).  

Despite the fact that particular groups have different positions in respect of individual partial aspects, the 

general indicator of the quality of life clearly shows for whom life is good at present in Poland and for whom it is 

difficult, who has recently experienced an improvement and for whom there has been a deterioration. Undoubted 

beneficiaries include those with higher education, young people, entrepreneurs, residents of the largest cities (e.g. 

of Poznań, Kraków), the Małopolskie, Pomorskie, Mazowieckie and Wielkopolskie Voivodships, the Krakowski, 

Tyski, Trójmiejski, Gliwicki, Warszawski Zachodni subregions, university teachers, doctors, lawyers, artists, civil 

servants and directors as well as other specialists. The poorest quality of life is definitely experienced by 

pensioners, those with primary education, widowed persons, the elderly (aged 65 years and above), those who live 

on their own, divorcees and unemployed persons, residents of the Świętokrzyskie, Lubuskie, Łódzkie and 

Zachodnioporskie Voivodships, of Kielce, Opole, Ruda Śląska, Radom and Częstochowa, the Koszaliński, 

Piotrkowski, Ełcki, Warszawski Wschodni and Sieradzki subregions, home helpers, cleaning ladies, support 

workers in mining and construction industries, other workers for simple works, workers for textile production as 

well as farmers who produce for their own needs only.   

Table 9.2.5. General indicator of the quality of life between 2007 - 2015 in entire samples by socio-demographic 

group 

Rank 
Socio-demographic group 

Quality of life 

2015 2013 2011 2009 2007 2015 2013 2011 2009 2007 

2 1 2 2 2 School and university students 0.60 0.56 0.56 0.53 0.56 

1 2 1 1 1 Higher and post secondary education  0.56 0.68 0.60 0.65 0.65 

3 3 3 3 3 Private entrepreneurs 0.53 0.52 0.48 0.50 0.49 

4 4 5 4 4 Public sector workers 0.42 0.49 0.41 0.46 0.44 

5 5 4 5 5 16-24 year-olds   0.40 0.34 0.43 0.41 0.40 

6 6 6 6 6 25-34 year-olds 0.32 0.30 0.35 0.38 0.33 

7 7 7 7 9 Towns of over 500k residents 0.25 0.27 0.31 0.28 0.20 

8 8 8 8 8 Married with 2 children 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.25 0.24 

10 9 10 9 12 Private sector workers  0.20 0.16 0.18 0.25 0.11 

11 10 11 11 11 Married with 1 child  0.19 0.19 0.17 0.22 0.15 

9 11 12 13 19 35-44 year-olds   0.19 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.03 

12 12 9 10 7 Unmarried 0.15 0.16 0.22 0.22 0.26 

14 13 14 14 17 Married with 3 or more children 0.13 0.11 0.08 0.10 0.03 

20 14 13 12 10 Secondary education 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.18 0.17 

13 15 15 15 18 Married 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.03 

16 16 18 21 21 Multi-family households  0.08 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.01 

17 17 17 17 15 Man 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.06 

18 18 20 20 22 Married with no children 0.03 0.04 -0.01 0.01 -0.05 

16 19 22 18 13 Towns of 100-200k 0.03 -0.02 -0.04 0.04 0.10 

25 20 16 16 14 Towns of 200 -500k 0.02 0.12 0.06 0.08 0.07 

21 21 19 22 16 Towns of less than 20k -0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.03 0.03 

19 22 24 25 24 Farmers  -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.11 -0.06 

22 23 23 23 23 Women  -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 

23 24 26 26 25 Rural areas  -0.04 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.12 

24 25 21 19 20 Towns of 20 100k  -0.07 -0.01 -0.02 0.04 0.02 

26 26 28 27 27 45-59 year-olds -0.09 -0.11 -0.15 -0.15 -0.16 

31 27 29 28 26 Basic vocational education -0.22 -0.24 -0.16 -0.17 -0.14 

28 28 30 30 29 60-64 year-olds  -0.24 -0.22 -0.24 -0.27 -0.21 

27 29 27 29 28 Other occupationally inactive -0.24 -0.26 -0.15 -0.19 -0.18 

29 30 33 33 31 Retirees  -0.35 -0.30 -0.39 -0.39 -0.33 

30 31 25 24 33 Non-family multi-person households  -0.40 -0.19 -0.09 -0.09 -0.40 

32 32 31 32 30 Incomplete families  -0.40 -0.33 -0.27 -0.36 -0.30 

33 33 32 31 32 Unemployed  -0.41 -0.40 -0.33 -0.35 -0.40 

36 34 36 36 35 65+ year-olds -0.51 -0.47 -0.61 -0.62 -0.53 

34 35 34 35 34 Divorced  -0.51 -0.53 -0.52 -0.56 -0.44 

35 36 35 34 36 Non-family single-person  -0.56 -0.46 -0.57 -0.53 -0.58 

37 37 37 37 37 Widowed  -0.73 -0.66 -0.72 -0.73 -0.71 

38 38 39 38 39 Pensioners  -0.80 -0.76 -0.88 -0.82 -0.77 

39 39 38 39 38 Primary education -0.86 -0.86 -0.86 -0.85 -0.76 
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Table 9.2.6. General indicators of quality of life in panel samples from 2013-2015 by socio-demographic group  

Rank 
Socio-demographic group 

Average 

2015 2013 2015 2013 

2 2 Pupils and students 0.64 0.67 

1 1 Higher and post-secondary 

education  

0.54 0.70 

3 3 Private entrepreneurs 0.48 0.60 

4 5 Age 16-24 0.43 0.42 

5 4 Public sector worker  0.38 0.51 

6 6 Age 25-34  0.35 0.33 

11 7 Married with 2 children 0.26 0.27 

7 13 Private sector workers  0.18 0.15 

13 9 Age 35-44 0.17 0.22 

10 10 Unmarried 0.17 0.19 

9 8 Towns of 500k and more  0.15 0.26 

8 12 Married with 3 or more children 0.15 0.18 

14 11 Married with 1 child 0.14 0.19 

12 14 Secondary education   0.08 0.14 

22 16 Married 0.05 0.12 

15 18 Man  0.01 0.07 

16 19 Towns below 20k 0.01 0.06 

18 20 Multifamily 0.00 0.06 

24 17 Towns of 100-200k -0.01 0.08 

19 21 Married with no children  -0.05 0.05 

17 25 Farmers  -0.06 -0.03 

20 15 Towns of 200-500k -0.08 0.13 

25 26 Rural areas -0.08 -0.07 

21 22 Towns of 20-100k  -0.09 0.00 

26 23 Woman -0.09 -0.02 

23 24 Age 45-59   -0.09 -0.02 

29 28 Others ocupationally inactive -0.24 -0.21 

28 29 Basic vocational education -0.24 -0.23 

27 27 Age 60-64   -0.33 -0.17 

33 30 Retirees -0.37 -0.25 

30 31 Unemployed  -0.39 -0.32 

32 33 Incomplete families -0.39 -0.37 

31 35 Numerous non-family   -0.44 -0.44 

35 32 Age 65+ -0.52 -0.37 

34 36 Divorced   -0.55 -0.49 

36 34 Non-family single-person -0.61 -0.44 

37 37 Widow/widower -0.73 -0.57 

38 38 Pensioners -0.81 -0.65 

39 39 Primary and lower education -0.87 -0.78 

 

However, the question arises as to how durable these differences are. Do they remain the same, or are they 

growing or perhaps diminishing? A comparison of data from a few measurements proves that the rank of quality 

of life is essentially stable. Few groups have changed their position to an extent that could be deemed statistically 

significant.  

In the last eight years there have not been greater changes in the highest and lowest quality of life groups. 

Only persons between 35 and 44 advanced (from 19th to 11th place), married couples with 3 or more children 

(from 17th to 13th place), those living in multi-family households (from 21st to 16th place), while over this time the 

quality of life of the unmarried, dwellers of towns of 100-500 thousand residents and the smallest towns (less than 

20 thousand) decreased. In the last two years there are practically no changes in the panel sample in the rank of 

socio-demographic groups' quality of life, with the exception of private sector workers (better position) and 

residents of the biggest cities (decrease).  

When it comes to professional groups, we note better positions of lawyers (from 9th to 3rd place), primary 

school teachers (from 11th to 7th place) and railway men (from 24th to 18th place). Drivers, painters and construction 

workers also improved their position, while administration and management experts (from 8th to 15th place), 

secondary education teachers (from 10th to 14th place) and waiters (from 17th to 21st place) noted a decrease. 
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Table 9.2.7. Quality of life of professional groups in entire samples for 2011-2015 

Rank 
Professional group 

Average 

2015 2013 2011 2015 2013 2011 
1 4 2 Doctors, vets, dentists 1.07 1.05 1.06 
2 2 4 Academic teachers 1.05 1.21 0.98 
3 3 10 Other specialists 0.89 1.06 0.74 
4 1 1 Authorities and directors 0.86 1.29 1.32 
5 6 8 Creators, artists, poets, journalists 0.81 0.98 0.79 
6 5 3 Lawyers 0.77 1.00 1.02 
7 15 11 Financial experts 0.76 0.71 0.73 
8 14 5 IT experts and others 0.72 0.73 0.88 
9 9 12 Secondary education teachers 0.71 0.91 0.71 

10 13 14 Primary school teachers 0.71 0.79 0.67 
11 8 6 Engineers, architects, designers and similar 0.69 0.91 0.82 
12 10 13 Managers of various specialists 0.69 0.86 0.69 
13 11 16 Professional soldiers 0.63 0.85 0.56 
14 12 7 Marketing specialists 0.63 0.79 0.80 
15 17 18 Commercial and business agents 0.62 0.50 0.47 
16 7 9 Administration and management experts 0.57 0.96 0.78 
17 29 24 Hairdressers, beauticians 0.39 0.11 0.34 
18 16 17 Other health care specialists 0.38 0.65 0.48 
19 21 23 Middle financial personnel 0.37 0.41 0.36 
20 19 15 State officials 0.36 0.44 0.64 
21 27 22 Railway men 0.34 0.15 0.38 
22 25 30 Passenger and truck car drivers 0.33 0.17 0.14 
23 20 20 Nurses and midwives 0.32 0.41 0.39 
24 18 19 Other middle personnel 0.31 0.45 0.41 
25 31 33 Waiters, bartenders and stewards 0.29 0.09 0.14 
26 22 21 Office workers 0.26 0.30 0.39 
27 28 32 Transport employees 0.25 0.12 0.13 
28 30 34 Truck and bus drivers 0.25 0.11 0.12 
29 23 28 Electricians 0.24 0.26 0.17 
30 24 38 Machine and mining equipment operators 0.23 0.19 0.02 
31 38 36 Moulders, welders 0.22 0.01 0.12 
32 40 31 Other personal services workers 0.15 -0.03 0.14 
33 26 35 Machine and equipment mechanics 0.14 0.17 0.10 
34 35 25 Steel workers 0.13 0.04 0.28 
35 41 37 Machine and equipment operators 0.13 -0.03 0.04 
36 51 51 Personal care employees 0.12 -0.23 -0.24 
37 44 41 Construction workers - finishing 0.09 -0.06 -0.03 
38 33 26 Sellers 0.08 0.06 0.20 
39 36 27 Plant production specialists 0.08 0.04 0.18 
40 43 29 Wood processing workers, papermakers, joiners 0.06 -0.06 0.15 
41 42 45 Fitters 0.04 -0.05 -0.11 
42 45 43 Blacksmiths, locksmiths 0.00 -0.11 -0.03 
43 34 49 Cooks -0.02 0.06 -0.19 
44 39 39 Painters and similar workers -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 
45 47 48 Construction workers - building shell -0.05 -0.14 -0.14 
46 48 40 Food processing industry workers -0.06 -0.15 0.02 
47 52 42 Textile production workers -0.06 -0.25 -0.07 
48 46 47 Plant and animal production specialists -0.07 -0.11 -0.13 
49 32 44 Security workers (fireman, policeman and similar) -0.10 0.09 -0.03 
50 49 53 Workers, not classified otherwise -0.18 -0.17 -0.42 
51 37 46 Craftsmen -0.20 0.04 -0.07 
52 50 52 Farmers working for their own needs -0.22 -0.21 -0.41 
53 55 55 Additional workers in mining and constructions -0.25 -0.57 -0.55 
54 53 54 Cleaners -0.31 -0.35 -0.42 
55 54 50 Other simple works workers -0.34 -0.38 -0.20 
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Table 9.2.8. Quality of life of professional groups in panel samples for 2013-2015 

 rank 
Professional group 

Average 

2015 2013 2015 2013 

1 2 Doctors, vets, dentists 1.30 1.28 

2 3 Creators, artists, poets, journalists 0.98 1.20 

3 9 Lawyers 0.92 0.84 

4 5 Other specialists 0.88 0.95 

5 1 Academic teachers 0.87 1.56 

6 4 Authorities and directors 0.85 1.19 

7 11 Primary school teachers 0.75 0.80 

8 7 Managers of various specialists 0.74 0.86 

9 6 Engineers, architects, designers and similar 0.72 0.94 

10 12 IT experts and others 0.68 0.77 

11 14 Marketing specialists 0.64 0.68 

12 15 Commercial and business agents 0.64 0.63 

13 13 Financial specialists 0.63 0.74 

14 10 Secondary education teachers 0.62 0.80 

15 8 Administration and management specialists 0.56 0.86 

16 16 Other health care specialists 0.42 0.59 

17 19 Middle financial personnel 0.38 0.40 

18 24 Railway men 0.38 0.30 

19 18 State officials 0.37 0.53 

20 21 Hairdressers, beauticians 0.36 0.39 

21 17 Waiters, bartenders and stewards 0.35 0.56 

22 22 Office workers 0.31 0.38 

23 29 Passenger and truck car drivers 0.31 0.13 

24 23 Nurses and midwives 0.29 0.35 

25 25 Machine and mining equipment operators 0.28 0.26 

26 35 Truck and bus drivers 0.21 0.07 

27 27 Machine and equipment mechanics 0.20 0.16 

28 42 Painters and similar workers 0.18 -0.05 

29 28 Transport specialists 0.16 0.13 

30 30 Machine and equipment operators 0.15 0.11 

31 26 Electricians 0.13 0.23 

32 32 Other personal services workers 0.13 0.08 

33 20 Other middle personnel 0.12 0.39 

34 36 Steel workers 0.12 0.05 

35 40 Construction workers - finishing 0.11 0.03 

36 31 Moulders, welders 0.10 0.09 

37 37 Plant production specialists 0.07 0.04 

38 34 Sellers 0.06 0.07 

39 41 Fitters 0.05 -0.01 

40 44 Cooks 0.04 -0.07 

41 45 Food processing industry workers 0.02 -0.09 

42 39 Wood processing workers, papermakers, joiners -0.01 0.04 

43 38 Craftsmen -0.05 0.04 

44 33 Security employees (firefighters, policemen and similar) -0.06 0.08 

45 46 Personal care employees -0.07 -0.12 

46 51 Construction workers - building shell -0.08 -0.23 

47 43 Plant and animal production specialists -0.09 -0.06 

48 49 Blacksmiths, locksmiths -0.15 -0.22 

49 47 Workers, not classified otherwise -0.18 -0.15 

50 52 Textile production workers -0.28 -0.27 

51 48 Farmers working for their own needs -0.29 -0.19 

52 50 Other simple works workers -0.34 -0.22 

53 53 Additional workers in mining and constructions -0.36 -0.27 

54 54 Cleaners -0.41 -0.36 

 

During the last 4 years, the quality of lives of residents of a few big cities (Zielona Góra, Olsztyn, Gliwice, 

Rzeszow, Zabrze, Bielsko-Biała) improved, while worsening of the quality of life occurred in Warsaw, Gdynia, 

Jaworzno, Szczecin, Wrocław, Łódź, Katowice, Bydgoszcz, Gorzow Wielkopolski, Częstochowa and Opole. 

During the last two years, the following cities from the panel sample improved their position: Zielona Góra, 

Bielsko-Biała, Sosnowiec, Wrocław, Olsztyn, Łódź, while Jaworzno, Gdańsk, Gorzów Wielkopolski, Lublin, 

Rzeszów, Opole, Ruda Śląska and Kielce decreased their position.  
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Table 9.2.9. General indicator of quality of life in entire samples from 2011 – 2015 by larger towns represented 

by at least 60 respondents 

 rank City Average 

2015 2013 2011  2015 2013 2011 

1 4 3 Poznań 0.52 0.40 0.37 

2 12 15 Zielona Góra 0.38 0.15 0.00 

3 5 4 Kraków 0.37 0.35 0.36 

4 7 19 Olsztyn 0.33 0.29 -0.04 

5 1 2 Toruń 0.32 0.44 0.41 

6 20 26 Gliwice 0.32 0.01 -0.14 

7 3 1 Warszawa 0.30 0.42 0.47 

8 8 10 Gdańsk 0.20 0.24 0.11 

9 11 20 Rzeszów 0.19 0.16 -0.05 

10 2 6 Gdynia 0.18 0.44 0.26 

11 6 5 Jaworzno 0.17 0.31 0.32 

12 9 7 Szczecin 0.17 0.21 0.23 

13 13 9 Wrocław 0.15 0.13 0.13 

14 16 21 Zabrze 0.12 0.09 -0.06 

15 23 18 Sosnowiec 0.03 -0.11 -0.03 

16 25 24 Bielsko-Biała 0.00 -0.13 -0.12 

17 14 16 Lublin -0.01 0.12 -0.01 

18 19 12 Łódź -0.01 0.01 0.09 

19 15 14 Katowice -0.03 0.09 0.01 

20 18 8 Bydgoszcz -0.06 0.06 0.14 

21 10 11 Gorzów Wlk. -0.09 0.20 0.09 

22 22 22 Białystok -0.18 -0.02 -0.06 

23 27 25 Wałbrzych -0.18 -0.15 -0.13 

24 26 17 Częstochowa -0.19 -0.14 -0.02 

25 24 28 Radom -0.22 -0.12 -0.24 

26 28 23 Ruda Śląska -0.28 -0.16 -0.09 

27 21 13 Opole -0.35 -0.02 0.05 

28 17 27 Kielce -0.39 0.08 -0.23 

Table 9.2.10. General indicator of quality of life in entire samples from 2013 - 2015 by larger towns represented 

by at least 50 respondents 

 rank City Average 

2015 2013  2015 2013 

1 1 Poznań 0.38 0.61 

2 6 Gliwice 0.36 0.38 

3 16 Zielona Góra 0.36 0.13 

4 9 Olsztyn 0.34 0.26 

5 2 Toruń 0.26 0.57 

6 4 Warszawa 0.26 0.50 

7 5 Szczecin 0.26 0.48 

8 7 Kraków 0.19 0.29 

9 3 Jaworzno 0.14 0.51 

10 20 Bielsko-Biała 0.11 0.06 

11 17 Wrocław 0.09 0.11 

12 10 Gdynia 0.07 0.22 

13 13 Zabrze 0.06 0.21 

14 8 Gdańsk 0.03 0.29 

15 21 Łódź -0.04 -0.02 

16 27 Sosnowiec -0.08 -0.17 

17 11 Gorzów Wlk. -0.10 0.22 

18 14 Lublin -0.10 0.16 

19 19 Bydgoszcz -0.12 0.09 

20 12 Rzeszów -0.14 0.22 

21 18 Katowice -0.15 0.10 

22 25 Radom -0.18 -0.13 

23 15 Opole -0.20 0.14 

24 24 Białystok -0.20 -0.08 

25 26 Wałbrzych -0.25 -0.16 

26 28 Częstochowa -0.25 -0.28 

27 23 Ruda Śląska -0.42 -0.07 

28 22 Kielce -0.45 -0.02 
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In the comparison of voivodships, the biggest improvement during the last eight years was observed among 

residents of Małopolskie, Warmińsko-Mazurskie, Kujawsko-Pomorskie and Lubelskie Voivodships, while there 

was a decrease among residents of Opolskie and Łódzkie Voivodships. During the last two years, Wielkopolskie 

and Warmińsko-Mazurskie voivodships increased their position in the panel sample, while Śląskie, Lubuskie and 

Lubelskie scored worse in the rank.  

In the panel sample in the last two years, the biggest imporvement was observed in the following subregions: 

Krakowski (from 14th to 3rd place), Elbląski (from 21st to 9th place), Bialski (from 32nd to 19th place) and Olsztyński 

(from 51st to 23rd place). The level of quality of life decreased in the following subregions: Katowicki, Bytomski, 

Rzeszowski, Białostocki, Ełcki, Gorzowski, Lubelski, Wrocławski, Bydgosko-toruński, Trójmiejski and Gdański.  

Table 9.2.11. General indicator of quality of life between 2007 and 2015 by voivodship in entire samples 

 rank Voivodship Average 

2015 2013 2011 2009 2007  2015 2013 2011 2009 2007 

1 1 3 5 5 Małopolskie 0.20 0.15 0.07 0.04 0.05 

2 2 4 1 1 Pomorskie 0.10 0.15 0.06 0.12 0.20 

3 5 2 3 2 Wielkopolskie 0.08 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.14 

4 4 1 6 6 Mazowieckie 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.04 0.05 

5 14 10 9 10 Warmińsko-mazurskie 0.05 -0.09 -0.07 -0.03 -0.07 

6 6 5 8 4 Śląskie 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.07 

7 12 12 10 14 Kujawsko-pomorskie -0.03 -0.05 -0.08 -0.03 -0.15 

8 10 7 4 7 Dolnośląskie -0.04 -0.03 0.01 0.06 -0.01 

9 3 6 2 3 Opolskie -0.07 0.09 0.02 0.12 0.08 

10 7 8 11 9 Podkarpackie -0.08 -0.01 -0.02 -0.08 -0.06 

11 11 14 13 8 Podlaskie -0.08 -0.04 -0.09 -0.15 -0.02 

12 9 13 14 16 Lubelskie -0.09 -0.02 -0.08 -0.17 -0.27 

13 15 15 16 12 Lubuskie -0.13 -0.10 -0.13 -0.20 -0.09 

14 8 9 7 13 Zachodniopomorskie -0.14 -0.01 -0.06 0.04 -0.11 

15 13 11 12 11 Łódzkie -0.14 -0.08 -0.07 -0.11 -0.07 

16 16 16 15 15 Świętokrzyskie -0.15 -0.21 -0.27 -0.18 -0.22 

 

Table 9.2.12. General indicator of quality of life by voivodship in 2013 and 2015 panel samples 

 rank 
Voivodship 

Average 

2015 2013 2015 2013 

1 1 Małopolskie 0.15 0.18 

2 7 Wielkopolskie 0.04 0.03 

3 2 Pomorskie 0.02 0.13 

4 3 Zachodniopomorskie 0.02 0.12 

5 13 Warmińsko-Mazurskie 0.02 -0.03 

6 5 Opolskie -0.01 0.06 

7 6 Mazowieckie -0.01 0.04 

8 4 Śląskie -0.03 0.08 

9 10 Dolnośląskie -0.06 -0.02 

10 9 Podlaskie -0.08 -0.01 

11 8 Lubuskie -0.10 0.01 

12 11 Kujawsko-Pomorskie -0.14 -0.03 

13 15 Podkarpackie -0.16 -0.07 

14 16 Świętokrzyskie -0.16 -0.17 

15 12 Lubelskie -0.17 -0.03 

16 14 Łódzkie -0.18 -0.06 
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Table 9.2.13. Quality of life in entire samples from 2013 and 2015 by subregion (NUTS3) 

 rank 
Subregion 

Average 

2015 2013 2015 2013 

1 6 Warszawski-zachodni 0.29 0.14 

2 9 Krakowski 0.28 0.12 

3 2 Tyski 0.23 0.28 

4 15 Gliwicki 0.20 0.04 

5 1 Trójmiejski 0.19 0.30 

6 16 Elbląski 0.19 0.03 

7 20 Nowosądecki 0.18 0.03 

8 34 Oświęcimski 0.17 -0.04 

9 3 Słupski 0.16 0.21 

10 27 Stargardzki 0.15 -0.02 

11 10 Rybnicki 0.10 0.10 

12 35 Łódzki 0.10 -0.05 

13 8 Bydgosko-toruński 0.07 0.12 

14 19 Bielski 0.07 0.03 

15 24 Kaliski 0.07 -0.01 

16 21 Poznański 0.06 0.02 

17 41 Koniński 0.04 -0.09 

18 5 Gdański 0.03 0.16 

19 39 Łomżyński 0.02 -0.08 

20 54 Olsztyński 0.02 -0.17 

21 22 Sosnowiecki 0.01 0.01 

22 30 Leszczyński 0.01 -0.03 

23 45 Ostrołęcko-siedlecki 0.01 -0.12 

24 28 Bialski 0.00 -0.02 

25 49 Grudziądzki -0.01 -0.14 

26 11 Lubelski -0.02 0.08 

27 38 Bytomski -0.02 -0.08 

28 50 Starogardzki -0.02 -0.15 

29 4 Opolski -0.04 0.20 

30 12 Rzeszowski -0.04 0.07 

31 13 Jeleniogórski -0.04 0.06 

32 23 Krośnieński -0.04 0.00 

33 7 Tarnowski -0.05 0.13 

34 52 Suwalski -0.05 -0.15 

35 40 Skierniewicki -0.08 -0.09 

36 18 Wrocławski -0.09 0.03 

37 42 Tarnobrzeski -0.09 -0.09 

38 59 Sandomiersko-jędrzejowski -0.09 -0.27 

39 29 Legnicko-głogowski -0.10 -0.03 

40 36 Szczeciński -0.11 -0.06 

41 44 Ciechanowsko-płocki -0.11 -0.11 

42 48 Zielonogórski -0.11 -0.14 

43 26 Katowicki -0.12 -0.02 

44 32 Pilski -0.12 -0.04 

45 37 Nyski -0.12 -0.07 

46 43 Chełmsko-zamojski -0.13 -0.11 

47 46 Włocławski -0.13 -0.13 

48 14 Białostocki -0.16 0.06 

49 33 Gorzowski -0.16 -0.04 

50 58 Wałbrzyski -0.16 -0.26 

51 25 Puławski -0.18 -0.02 

52 53 Kielecki -0.19 -0.17 

53 60 Radomski -0.19 -0.28 

54 31 Przemyski -0.22 -0.03 

55 47 Częstochowski -0.23 -0.14 

56 56 Sieradzki -0.28 -0.18 

57 17 Warszawski-wschodni -0.29 0.03 

58 57 Ełcki -0.34 -0.21 

59 55 Piotrkowski -0.36 -0.17 

60 51 Koszaliński -0.42 -0.15 
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Table 9.2.14. Quality of life in panel samples for 2013 and 2015 by subregion (NUTS3) 

 rank 
Subregion 

Average 

2015 2013 2015 2013 

1 1 Tyski .28 .33 

2 7 Warszawski zachodni .27 .20 

3 14 Krakowski .20 .11 

4 8 Nowosądecki .15 .19 

5 2 Gliwicki .14 .28 

6 10 Słupski .14 .19 

7 9 Opolski .11 .19 

8 17 Bielski .11 .09 

9 21 Elbląski .11 .06 

10 29 Oświęcimski .10 -.03 

11 13 Rybnicki .09 .14 

12 15 Łódzki .09 .10 

13 11 Stargardzki .08 .16 

14 26 Łomżyński .08 .00 

15 35 Poznański .08 -.05 

16 6 Tarnowski .06 .21 

17 22 Kaliski .04 .04 

18 3 Gdański .02 .27 

19 32 Bialski .02 -.04 

20 4 Trójmiejski .01 .23 

21 24 Jeleniogórski .00 .01 

22 30 Leszczyński .00 -.03 

23 51 Olsztyński -.01 -.14 

24 18 Sosnowiecki -.02 .09 

25 39 Krośnieński -.03 -.08 

26 5 Bydgosko-toruński -.04 .21 

27 40 Koniński -.04 -.09 

28 33 Zielonogórski -.05 -.04 

29 34 Skierniewicki -.08 -.04 

30 49 Ostrołęcko-siedlecki -.08 -.14 

31 16 Wrocławski -.10 .09 

32 42 Ciechanowsko-płocki -.10 -.10 

33 31 Szczeciński -.11 -.03 

34 12 Lubelski -.12 .14 

35 37 Suwalski -.12 -.06 

36 46 Legnicko-głogowski -.12 -.14 

37 52 Koszaliński -.13 -.15 

38 56 Starogardzki -.13 -.19 

39 57 Sandomiersko-jędrzejowski -.13 -.19 

40 20 Gorzowski -.16 .06 

41 25 Białostocki -.16 .00 

42 28 Ełcki -.16 -.02 

43 44 Pilski -.16 -.11 

44 19 Rzeszowski -.17 .08 

45 23 Bytomski -.18 .03 

46 43 Nyski -.18 -.11 

47 55 Kielecki -.18 -.17 

48 38 Włocławski -.19 -.08 

49 60 Grudziądzki -.19 -.30 

50 45 Częstochowski -.21 -.13 

51 47 Chełmsko-zamojski -.23 -.14 

52 27 Katowicki -.24 -.01 

53 50 Przemyski -.25 -.14 

54 36 Warszawski wschodni -.26 -.05 

55 58 Wałbrzyski -.26 -.23 

56 59 Radomski -.26 -.25 

57 54 Tarnobrzeski -.29 -.16 

58 41 Puławski -.30 -.10 

59 53 Piotrkowski -.41 -.16 

60 48 Sieradzki -.43 -.14 
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The categories of respondents as defined by some of the criteria may differ only apparently in the sense that 

they are determined by some other criterion of division into groups correlated with a given group. Gender may 

serve as an example here. In all waves men score higher in terms of the value of the indicator of the quality of life. 

This, however, may result from the fact that women live longer and the quality of life deteriorates with age. Indeed, 

in the 2013 sample women's average life expectancy was more than 3 years longer than that of men while in the 

eldest group (65 years and above), where the quality of life is the worst, the proportion of women is nearly twice 

as large as that of men (62% to 38%). Results of the analysis of variance prove that indeed, the difference between 

men and women in respect of the quality of life is primarily determined by age (Figure 9.2.9.). Only in the group 

of the eldest people is men's quality of life considerably better than that of women106;in other age groups, gender 

does not differentiate the quality of life. 

The differentiating role of the age variable in respect of the quality of life may also be inflated due to the fact 

that in Poland there is a strong correlation between age and the level of education107,  with the latter certainly 

important for the quality of life. The question therefore is whether the low quality of life of the elderly is only 

attribuTable to their age, or maybe also to the fact that on average they are much worse educated than younger 

people. It turns out that the indicator for determinative role of age in the regression analysis decreases nearly three 

times (from 13.1% to 4.6% of independently explained variance in the quality of life) when the equation is 

expanded to also include the level of education as well. The analysis of variance reveals a significant effect of 

interaction of age and educational level in respect of the quality of life (Figure 9.2.10.). Higher education clearly 

mitigates the negative impact of age on the quality of life; the difference between those with better and poorer 

education in the eldest group is nearly four times as big as in the youngest group, which is mainly due to the fact 

that the quality of life changes considerably with age among those with poor education and virtually does not 

change among those with better education.  

 
NOTES: main effect of age F(5, 16047)=320,732, p<0,000, η2= 0,091; main effect of gender F (1, 16047)=8,132, p<0,01, η2= 0,001; effect of 
interaction between age and gender F(5, 16047)=18,270, p<0,000, η2= 0,006. 

Figure 9.2.9. General indicator of the quality of life depending on age and gender. 

 
NOTES: main effect of age F(5, 16029)=232,607, p<0,000, η2= 0,068; main effect of education F(1, 16029)=1715,491, p<0,000, η2= 0,097; 

effect of interaction between age and education F(5, 16029)=27,836, p<0,000, η2= 0,009. 

Figure 9.2.10. General indicator of quality of life depending on age and education level with control of gender  

                                                           
106 Average age of women in this group is more than one year more than that of men. 
107 The correlation coefficient of age and educational level as measured by the number of years of schooling (together with those who have not 

completed education yet) amounts to -0.303 in the entire sample and to -0.441 
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Education also influences the differences in the quality of life of groups determined by social and professional 

status (Figure 9.2.11.). Even though those with better education live a better life in all groups, their predominance 

over those with lower education is not always the same. It is relatively small among farmers but enormous among 

employees, entrepreneurs, retirees, pensioners and unemployed persons.  

 

 
NOTES: main effect of status F(7,15057)=127,187, p<0,000, η2= 0,056; main effect of education F(1, 15057)=924,988, p<0,000, η2= 0,058; 

effect of interaction between status and education F(7, 15057)=13,152, p<0,000, η2=0,006. 

Figure 9.2.11. General indicator of quality of life by social and professional status and level of education with 

control for age and gender 

Similarly to education, gender also modifies the differences in the quality of life of groups defined by social 

and professional status (Figure 9.2.12.). In principle, there are no differences between men and women among 

farmers, those receiving welfare benefits and school and university students. In the groups of hired workers and 

retired, men enjoy a better quality of life, but among entrepreneurs and other professionally inactive women's 

quality of life is better than that of men.  

 
NOTES: main effect of status F(8, 16013)=140,147, p<0,000, η2= 0,065; main effect of gender F(1, 16013)=7,797, p<0,01, η2= 0,000; effect 
of interaction between gender and status F(8, 16013)=43,493, p<0,000, η2=0,021. 

Figure 9.2.12. General indicator of quality of life depending on the socio-professional status and gender with 

control of age and education 

Gender and educational level, with age control, also plays a significant role in explaining the difference in the 

quality of life of groups defined by marital status (Figures 9.2.13. and 9.2.14.). Widowers and men living in 
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separation feel definitely better and husbands slightly better than widows, women living in separation and wives 

respectively though divorce and unmarried status more affects men's quality of life.  

 

 
NOTES: main effect of marital status F(4, 16007)=127,171, p<0,000, η2= 0,031; main effect of gender. Effect of interaction between marital 
status and gender F(4, 16007)=12,997, p<0,000, η2=0,003. 

Figure 9.2.13. General indicator of quality of life depending on marital status and gender with control of age 

and education 

On the other hand, education nearly eliminates the differences in the quality of life that arise due to marital 

status (Figure 9.2.14.). Although being widowed and divorced and living in an informal relationship especially 

entails a significant decrease in the quality of life among persons with poorer education, a university diploma or 

even high school graduation relatively ensures that a high quality of life is retained also by those widowed, 

divorced and living in informal relationships.  

 
NOTES: main effect of marital status F(4, 15989)=179,171, p<0,000, η2= 0,043; main effect of education F(1, 15989)=686,361, p<0,000, η2= 

0,041; effect of interaction between marital status and education F(4, 15989)=15,797, p<0,000, η2=0,004 

Figure 9.2.14. General indicator of the quality of life by marital status and level of education with control for 

age and gender 

When all previous factors and additionally the class of place of residence and bringing up children are taken 

into account in one multiple regression equation, we will be able to control the mutual relationships between those 

factors and thus better estimate the role of each of them as predictor (and perhaps even as determinant) of the 

quality of life and its individual dimensions. We carried out such analyses both for the general indicator of the 

quality of life and for eight component indicators. The results are presented in Tables 9.2.15. – 9.2.23.. 

The level of education is the best predictor of the general quality of life, which is independent of other 

factors108 with age the second-best (negative effect), unemployment (negative effect), living on social security 

(negative effect), marriage (positive effect) divorce and informal relationship (negative effect), and bringing up 

children (negative effect), work in the private sector (negative effect) and being an entrepreneur and work in the 

public sector (positive effect). What also matters is divorce (negative effect), being an entrepreneur (positive 

effect), employment in the public sector (positive effect) (Table 9.2.15.), being widowed (negative effect), being 

a pensioner (positive effect) and gender (the quality of life is somewhat worse for women). 

                                                           
108 It must be borne in mind, however, that the level of education was one of the variables taken into account in the civilization level, a 

component of the quality of life. 
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Table 9.2.15. Multiple regression analysis for general quality of life 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicator 
t Significance 

B Standard 

error 

Beta 

(Constant) -.819 .057  -14.300 .000 

Level of Education .108 .002 .362 44.093 .000 

Age -.014 .001 -.257 -19.983 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.048 .014 -.024 -3.490 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 rural 

areas) 

.026 .004 .045 6.141 .000 

Pensioners -.398 .034 -.101 -11.558 .000 

Farmers -.042 .036 -.009 -1.163 .245 

Private sector workers .055 .028 .018 1.945 .052 

Public sector workers -.035 .023 -.016 -1.539 .124 

Retirees .171 .032 .070 5.421 .000 

Entrepreneurs .253 .038 .052 6.693 .000 

Children supported .009 .007 .011 1.412 .158 

Unemployed -.492 .033 -.114 -14.841 .000 

Married couples .215 .020 .106 10.890 .000 

Widowed .002 .033 .001 .063 .949 

Divorced -.328 .035 -.071 -9.368 .000 

Unmarried couples -.119 .055 -.015 -2.175 .030 

R2 = 0,29 

 

Bringing up children is the most significant predictor of stress in life (increases stress) (9.2.16.), followed by 

employment in the private sector (increases stress) and employment in the public sector (reduces stress). More 

stress is also experienced by entrepreneurs, unemployed persons, married as well as divorced people and living in 

an informal relationship, the elderly. Less stress is experienced by residents of rural areas, retirees and widowed 

persons. 

Table 9.2.16. Multiple regression analysis for life stress 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardize

d indicator 
t Significance 

B Standard 

error 

Beta 

(Constant) -.528 .052  -10.188 .000 

Level of Education -.002 .002 -.006 -.828 .408 

Age .003 .001 .055 4.570 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) .011 .013 .006 .881 .378 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 

rural areas) 

-.054 .004 -.096 -14.143 .000 

Pensioners .013 .032 .003 .391 .696 

Farmers .509 .033 .113 15.554 .000 

Private sector workers .449 .026 .151 17.304 .000 

Public sector workers .495 .021 .225 23.796 .000 

Retirees -.349 .029 -.142 -11.926 .000 

Entrepreneurs .589 .034 .125 17.287 .000 

Children supported .086 .006 .102 14.227 .000 

Unemployed .432 .031 .098 14.008 .000 

Married couples .522 .019 .258 28.221 .000 

Widowed .126 .031 .038 4.077 .000 

Divorced .371 .034 .076 10.943 .000 

Unmarried couples .348 .052 .042 6.635 .000 

R2 = 0,20 

 

Age is the best predictor of psychological well-being (negative effect), followed by education (positive effect), 

marriage (positive effect), unemployment (negative effect) and divorce (negative effect) (Table 9.2.17.). Also 

living on social security (negative effect), being an entrepreneur (positive effect), a pensioner or a hired employee 

(positive effect) is significant. Bringing up children and being a woman is a moderately negative predictor of 

psychological well-being. These predictors explain over one fifth of all variation in psychological well-being in 

the sample. 



Social Diagnosis 2015  446   

© Social Monitoring Council 

 

Table 9.2.17. Multiple regression analysis for psychological well-being 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicator 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) .188 .052  3.618 .000 

Level of Education .046 .002 .155 20.373 .000 

Age -.020 .001 -.370 -30.586 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.056 .013 -.028 -4.340 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 rural 

areas) 

.012 .004 .022 3.246 .001 

Pensioners -.204 .032 -.051 -6.366 .000 

Farmers .035 .033 .008 1.074 .283 

Private sector workers .065 .026 .022 2.510 .012 

Public sector workers .092 .021 .042 4.454 .000 

Retirees .191 .029 .078 6.537 .000 

Entrepreneurs .186 .034 .040 5.471 .000 

Children supported .025 .006 .030 4.129 .000 

Unemployed -.458 .031 -.104 -14.860 .000 

Married couples .292 .019 .144 15.680 .000 

Widowed -.084 .031 -.025 -2.698 .007 

Divorced -.402 .033 -.084 -12.015 .000 

Unmarried couples .085 .052 .010 1.631 .103 

R2 = 0,25 

 

Independently of all other factors, physical well-being is worse among the elderly, pensioners, women, retirees 

and those with poorer education (Table 9.2.18.). On the other hand, positive predictors are: being a farmer, living 

in a rural area or small town, being an employee (irrespective of the sector), an entrepreneur. These predictors 

explain nearly 30% of differences in physical well-being. 

Table 9.2.18. Multiple regression analysis for physical well-being 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicator 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) .648 .049  13.329 .000 

Level of Education .020 .002 .065 9.137 .000 

Age -.020 .001 -.359 -31.505 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.077 .012 -.038 -6.367 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 rural 

areas) 

.027 .004 .047 7.395 .000 

Pensioners -1.046 .030 -.258 -34.573 .000 

Farmers .146 .031 .033 4.776 .000 

Private sector workers .169 .024 .057 6.955 .000 

Public sector workers .153 .019 .069 7.869 .000 

Retirees -.066 .027 -.027 -2.416 .016 

Entrepreneurs .159 .032 .033 4.932 .000 

Children supported .014 .006 .016 2.450 .014 

Unemployed .000 .029 .000 .009 .993 

Married couples .013 .017 .006 .728 .466 

Widowed .113 .029 .034 3.882 .000 

Divorced -.139 .032 -.029 -4.374 .000 

Unmarried couples -.029 .050 -.004 -.594 .552 

R2 = 0,30 

 

The level of social capital is determined first and foremost by the level of education (Table 9.2.19.). The 

paradox however is that despite the fast growth in the number of people with higher education, social capital in 

Poland is not growing (see section 6.3.). Slightly less significant but still fairly important are such factors as age 

(positive effect), gender (men score higher), class of place of residence (the smaller the town, the lower the level 

of social capital), being a farmer (positive effect), employment in the private sector (negative effect), employment 

in the public sector (positive effect), being an entrepreneur (positive effect), bringing up children (positive effect), 

unemployment (negative effect) and divorce (weak negative effect). Summed up, all these predictors explain only 

12% of variation in the value of the standardized indicator of social capital. 
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Table 9.2.19. Multiple regression analysis for social capital 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicator 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) -1.378 .054  -25.295 .000 

Level of Education .094 .002 .314 39.450 .000 

Age .005 .001 .087 6.775 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.094 .014 -.047 -6.972 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 

rural areas) 

.006 .004 .011 1.588 .112 

Pensioners -.084 .034 -.021 -2.475 .013 

Farmers .168 .034 .037 4.901 .000 

Private sector workers .197 .027 .066 7.206 .000 

Public sector workers -.110 .022 -.050 -5.039 .000 

Retirees .017 .031 .007 .565 .572 

Entrepreneurs .119 .036 .025 3.302 .001 

Children supported .021 .006 .025 3.265 .001 

Unemployed -.152 .032 -.035 -4.722 .000 

Married couples .134 .019 .067 6.908 .000 

Widowed .029 .033 .009 .904 .366 

Divorced .039 .036 .008 1.094 .274 

Unmarried couples -.130 .055 -.016 -2.347 .019 

R2 = 0,12 

 

The incidence of pathology diminishes with age and education, but gender is its strongest predictor: the 

pathology indicator is much higher among men than among women (Table 9.2.20.). The larger the place of 

residence, the more pathologies there are. Unemployment, divorce and bringing up children, life in an informal 

relationship increase pathology while marriage, employment in the private and public sector diminish it. Only 6% 

of variation in that indicator of the quality of life is explained by all the predictors. 

Table 9.2.20. Multiple regression analysis for pathology 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardize

d indicator 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) 1.039 .056  18.652 .000 

Level of Education -.013 .002 -.042 -5.145 .000 

Age -.003 .001 -.059 -4.496 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.289 .014 -.144 -20.880 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 

rural areas) 

-.049 .004 -.086 -11.768 .000 

   Pensioners .055 .035 .014 1.593 .111 

Farmers -.022 .035 -.005 -.613 .540 

Private sector workers .009 .028 .003 .313 .754 

Public sector workers .083 .022 .037 3.705 .000 

Retirees -.130 .031 -.053 -4.134 .000 

Entrepreneurs .136 .037 .029 3.694 .000 

Children supported -.035 .006 -.042 -5.440 .000 

Unemployed .287 .033 .065 8.692 .000 

Married couples -.115 .020 -.057 -5.782 .000 

Widowed -.115 .033 -.034 -3.454 .001 

Divorced .209 .036 .043 5.738 .000 

Unmarried couples .178 .056 .021 3.149 .002 

R2 = 0,06 

 

The greatest proportion of variation in material well-being is explained by educational level (Table 9.2.21.). 

Education remains the most reliable guarantor of affluence (see section 5.5.3.). People in rural areas continue to 

be worse-off that residents of towns, while inhabitants of small towns are worse-off than those who live in the 

large towns. Also marriage, as a community which accumulates material goods, is a strong predictor. It is not 

surprising that entrepreneurs are significantly better-off than others though also employees, both in the public and 

in the private sector, turn out to be better-off especially when compared to unemployed persons. Bringing up 

children is costly and thus diminishes the family’s material well-being. Also divorce negatively affects well-being 

and so does being pensioner. On the other hand, widowers and widows are better-off; also men fare better, as 
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already discussed in the chapter on discrimination (8.3.). Even though living in a rural area entails a lower average 

material standard, this does not concern farmers; these do not depart from the national average in terms of material 

well-being. This does not mean that they do not obtain lower incomes, yet they may own more goods, which to 

some extent compensates for lower income. The predictors included in the regression equation explain a total of 

nearly 26% of variation in material well-being. 

Table 9.2.21. Multiple regression analysis for material well-being 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicators 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) -.952 .052  -18.349 .000 

Level of Education .095 .002 .317 41.873 .000 

Age -.004 .001 -.078 -6.389 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.040 .013 -.020 -3.073 .002 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 rural 

areas) 

-.036 .004 -.063 -9.355 .000 

Pensioners -.118 .032 -.030 -3.705 .000 

Farmers .022 .033 .005 .668 .504 

Private sector workers .150 .026 .050 5.753 .000 

Public sector workers .092 .021 .041 4.401 .000 

Retirees .049 .029 .020 1.680 .093 

Entrepreneurs .717 .035 .146 20.424 .000 

Children supported -.021 .006 -.025 -3.515 .000 

Unemployed -.478 .031 -.110 -15.654 .000 

Married couples .300 .019 .149 16.132 .000 

Widowed -.059 .031 -.018 -1.928 .054 

Divorced -.223 .033 -.047 -6.695 .000 

Unmarried couples .068 .052 .008 1.315 .188 

R2 = 0,25 

 

Marriage and young age ensure the greatest social support (Table 9.2.22.). Divorce negatively affects social 

well-being and so does bringing up children and unemployment. Retirees and men enjoy greater social support 

than others. Also educational level is favourable for social well-being. In general, however only 3% of variation 

in the value of that indicator of the quality of life is explained, which is the lowest of all proportions. 

Table 9.2.22. Multiple regression analysis for social well-being 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicators 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) -.180 .057  -3.183 .001 

Level of Education .024 .002 .079 9.547 .000 

Age -.005 .001 -.083 -6.214 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.083 .014 -.042 -5.895 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 rural 

areas) 

.017 .004 .031 4.144 .000 

Pensioners .013 .035 .003 .376 .707 

Farmers -.019 .036 -.004 -.526 .599 

Private sector workers -.024 .028 -.008 -.863 .388 

Public sector workers -.002 .023 -.001 -.076 .940 

Retirees .168 .032 .068 5.248 .000 

Entrepreneurs .136 .037 .029 3.650 .000 

Children supported .026 .007 .031 3.906 .000 

Unemployed -.191 .034 -.044 -5.680 .000 

Married couples .214 .020 .106 10.543 .000 

Widowed -.138 .034 -.041 -4.065 .000 

Divorced -.328 .037 -.068 -8.861 .000 

Unmarried couples -.042 .057 -.005 -.734 .463 

R2 = 0,05 

 

In the regression analysis of civilisation level (Table 9.2.23.), education was removed from the list of 

predictors as it was already one of the components of that indicator. This gives the role of the strongest predictor 

to age, which strongly negatively correlates with the level of education. Class of place of residence, and also 

employment, especially in the public sector, is also very important. Positive influence is exerted by being an 
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entrepreneur or pensioner (obviously, after excluding the age effect), being married and bringing up children; a 

negative effect is characteristic of unemployment, living on social security and being a widow(er). Civilisation 

level is very strongly differentiated by the size of place of residence: the smaller it is, the lower the civilisation 

level. Overall, the predictors included in the regression equation explain nearly half of the variance of the 

civilisation level indicator. 

Table 9.2.23. Multiple regression analysis for the civilisation level 

Predictor 

Non-standardized 

indicators 

Standardized 

indicators 
t Significance 

B 
Standard 

error 
Beta 

(Constant) 1.788 .030  60.421 .000 

Age -.034 .000 -.611 -68.107 .000 

Gender (1 M, 2 F) -.063 .010 -.031 -6.332 .000 

Class of place of residence (1 largest towns, 6 rural 

areas) 

-.123 .003 -.217 -43.257 .000 

Pensioners -.088 .025 -.022 -3.525 .000 

Farmers .052 .025 .012 2.080 .038 

Private sector workers .670 .019 .227 35.068 .000 

Public sector workers .316 .016 .144 19.614 .000 

Retirees .144 .022 .059 6.419 .000 

Entrepreneurs .714 .026 .153 27.514 .000 

Children supported -.017 .005 -.019 -3.560 .000 

Unemployed -.046 .024 -.011 -1.931 .053 

Married couples .355 .014 .175 24.927 .000 

Widowed .010 .024 .003 .434 .664 

Divorced .187 .026 .039 7.217 .000 

Unmarried couples .114 .040 .014 2.833 .005 

R2 = 0,52 

The criteria of the quality of life adopted here are not fully objective but also a good life is also simply a happy 

life not just what meets some objective standards (of affluence, health, respect, etc.) and it remains an open question 

what could measure the truth in this respect. Researchers from diverse fields of science have debated on that topic 

for years (see Czapiński, 2002b, 2004b; Lewicka, 2005), which in the last decade gave rise to the development of 

a new branch of study called positive psychology. 

9.3. Is Polish society becoming increasingly stratified? 

In the opinion of many economists, economic growth of a relatively poor country should entail its greater 

socio-economic stratification. Indeed, throughout the period when Social Diagnosis has been carried out, the 

proportion of income of the richest 20% of households to that of the poorest 20% increased until 2009 (Table 

9.3.1.). It is worth noting that the growing stratification resulted first and foremost from the higher growth rate of 

the highest incomes (Figure 9.3.1.). The value of the 9th decile of household income per equivalent unit in terms 

of constant prices increased by 45.6% between 2000 and 2009, which is much more than the average for entire 

samples (38.9%), while the value of the 1st decile increased by 27.6% over that period. However, over the 

following two years the increase in 1st decile real income was greater than the growth of the 9th decile for the first 

time since the beginning of the survey (8% and 4% respectively) and thus the proportion of the 9th to the 1st decile 

diminished (Table 9.3.1.). Between 2011 and 2013 there was a fall in real income both in the first and the ninth 

decile of a similar size. It can therefore be accepted that despite the economic crisis, income stratification remains 

at a lower level than before the crisis. In the last two years, there has been a further decrease of income differences. 

In 2015 there were the lowest than ever during the entire period of studies.  

Table 9.3.1. Household net income variation in entire samples between 2003-2015 

Year of the study 
Ratio of the 4th to the 1st quintile of 

household income 

Ratio of the 9th to the 1st decile of 

household income 

2003 2.33 3.94 

2005 2.36 3.98 

2007 2.41 4.15 

2009 2.48 4.10 

2011 2.46 3.96 

2013 2.43 4.09 

2015 2.28 3.79 

Difference between:   

2015 and 2003 -0.05 -0.19 

2015 and 2013 -0.15 -0.30 
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Today the cumulated percentage difference of the equivalent income of 10 poorest households is almost the 

same as in case of the income of 10% of the richest households (Figure 9.3.1.). 

 

Figure 9.3.1. Cumulative percentage change for middle, 1st and 9th decile of household income per equivalent 

unit in the previous month in terms of prices from 2000 between 2000-2015 

Thus, Poles have not been getting richer at the same pace. This, however, does not mean that the poor have 

had fewer opportunities for economic advancement than the rich. Quite on the contrary, while the income scale 

increased since 2013, poor households were catching up on the richer ones. The income of the poorest 10% of 

households grew at a much faster pace over the past years than the income of the richest 10% of households (Figure 

9.3.2.)109.  

 

Figures 9.3.2. Percentage change in household income per equivalent unit in terms of prices for 2011 in 2011-

2015 and 2013-2015 for household group panel samples by income deciles 

 

What can be a proof of economic stratification is also a decrease of the Gini coefficient from 0.356 in 2005 to 

0.285 in 2015. Poland was then one of a few EU countries in which there was such a dynamic change of economic 

stratification (Figure 9.3.3.). It resulted in Poland moving down in the rank of several countries in the context of 

income differences (Figure 9.3.4.). Currently, the economic stratification in Poland is just a little bit greater than 

in Scandinavian countries.  

 

                                                           
109). The objection that this is an instance of the base effect (an increase in nominal income by X yields a greater percentage growth when the 

initial level is low than when it is high) may be countered by stating that irrespective of the base effect this means that income differences 
between the rich and the poor have been diminishing rather than growing. Moreover, base effect does not explain why in the last four and two 

years the smallest percentage increase in income did not occur in the richest group (eight decile) and the highest did not occur in the poorest 

ones (second decile). 
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Source: Eurostat and Social Diagnosis 

Figure 9.3.3. Gini coefficient * 100 between 2005-2015 in Poland and 27 countries of the European union. 

 

Figure 9.3.4. Gini coefficient * 100 in chosen countries in a year which is the closest to 2015 (usually 2011-

2012) according to the World Bank and Social Diagnosis from 2011 and 2015. 
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When it comes to the net income, we can observe a systematic decrease of the Gini coefficient since 2009 

(Figure 9.3.5.).  

 

 

Figure 9.3.5. The Gini coefficient for personal revenues in years 2009-2015  

 

The statement that Polish society is increasingly stratified in economic terms is proved false by the symmetric, 

two-directional mobility of households on the income axis. Only 52.5% of households from the group of the 20% 

who were the poorest in 2013 remained in that group after two years and nearly exactly the same proportion 

(53.5%) from the group of the richest 20% remained in that group in 2015. Thus, 47.5% of the poorest moved to 

higher income groups (a majority of 15.8% only moved over the second quintile) and 46.5% of the richest moved 

to lower income groups (a majority of 11.6% moved below the fourth quintile).  

The economic distance between the poorest and the richest households that remained in their income groups 

basically did not change over four and two years, while in the case of households that did change position in terms 

of income, the distance diminished almost 5-fold over two years and over 8-fold over the past four years (Figures 

9.3.6. and 9.3.7.). In a longer period of time, the revenues of about 1/3 of households become more equal and they 

change the group between the 20% of the richest and 20% of the poorest households. 

 

 
NOTES: main effect of changing group F(1, 3175)=174,757, p<0,000, η2= 0,052; effect of date of measurement F(1, 3175)=67,998, p<0,000, 

η2= 0,021; interaction effect of changing group, the initial group and date of measurement F(1, 3175)=578,894, p<0,000, η2= 0,154. 

Figure 9.3.6. Household income per equivalent unit in 2013 and 2015 in terms of prices from 2011 in the 

poorest and richest 20% households by equivalent per capita income quintiles in 2013, which remained or 

did not remain in the same quintile groups in the 2015 panel sample 
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NOTE: main effect of changing group F(1, 2438)=109,581, p<0,000, η2= 0,043; effect of date of measurement F(1, 2438) <2, ni.; effect of 

changing group, the initial group and date of measurement interaction F F(1, 2438)=477,024, p<0,000, η2= 0,164. 

Figure 9.3.7. Income per equivalent unit in 2011 and 2015 in terms of prices from 2011 in the poorest and 

richest 20% households by equivalent per capita income quintiles in 2011, which remained or did not 

remain in the same quintile groups in the 2015 panel sample 

 

One may add that the difference between the groups on the extremes in terms of the standardized indicator of 

the quality of life was nearly the same in 2015 as two and four years before (1.46 towards 1.42 and 1.42 of standard 

deviation) and between 2007 and 2015 the difference only rose by 0.14 of standard deviation (Table 9.2.5.). This 

suggests that the distance between the social groups with the highest and the lowest quality of life is not increasing. 

The Poles are improving their quality of life together rather than at each other’s expense.  
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Household questionnaire

Subsequent number of the questionnaire in the Voivodship ����
Fixed household number (for previously studied households) �����

SOCIAL DIAGNOSIS 2015
An independent survey of the conditions and quality of life in Poland

COUNCIL FOR SOCIAL MONITORING
01-030 Warsaw, ul. Pawia 55

tel. (22) 536-54-16, 602290367
PART I

A. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

0. Household status in the survey �
Voivodship  poviat gmina

1. Territorial symbol �� �� ���
2. Address (street, house no., flat no., postcode and town/city) 

.....................................................................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................................

area code landline mobile (if there is no landline phone)

2b. telephone no. �� ������� ���������
3. Symbol of the place of residence category �
4. Household identification number ������ 
5. Number of families in the household �
6. Symbol of the source of income for the household �
7. Number of all persons in the household ��
8. Number of all persons in the household aged at least 15 as of 1 March ��
B. INFORMATION ON THE INTERVIEW CONDUCTED
1. 1. Course of the visits to the household’s dwelling

Visit
number

Date of the visit
day/month Time of the visit Duration of the 

visit in minutes Notes

1

2

3
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2. The interview in the household was:
1. � conducted
2. � not conducted

If the interview was not conducted (answer no. 2),go on to provide reasons (point 3). If the interview was 
conducted, fill in the collective information on the individual interviews) (point 4).

3. Reasons for not conducting the interview

Choose one of the options given below and write its number in the boxes ��
Although the household was contacted, the interview was not conducted because
1. the household is unable to take part in the survey (old age, illness, alcohol intoxication)
2. the household members are foreigners (beyond the scope of the survey)
3. the household initially refused to take part in the survey (it is possible it will be willing to take part in the 
survey in the coming years)
4. the household definitely refused to take part in the survey now or in the future It was not possible to contact 
the household (although it was localised) because:
5. all household members were temporarily absent due to their stay abroad
6. all household members were temporarily absent due to a holiday trip
7. all household members were temporarily absent due to other or unknown reasons
8. no one was present at home.
The household could not be localised because:
9. the address provided on the list could not be localised (e.g. the address does not exist, the dwelling was 
unoccupied, the dwelling had been liquidated)
10. the household changed the place of residence and the new address could not be established
11. the interview was not conducted due to other reasons (e.g. all persons from the household moved to a multi-
occupancy accommodation facility).

4. Collective information on the individual interviews (all household members aged at least 16 as of 1 
March 2015 are to complete an individual interview)
4.1. Number of persons in the household to complete an individual interview 
4.2. Number of conducted individual interviews
4.3. Number of individual questionnaires recognised as not filled in accordance with the instructions

5. Does the household consent to take part in the survey in the subsequent years?
(Choose one of the options given below and mark the appropriate box)

1 � YES 2 � NO 3 � DOES NOT KNOW YET

I confirm that the information presented in the questionnaire was collected in accordance with the procedure 
under the survey.
day    month  year Name of the interviewer

1 5

Signature of the interviewer Name of the person checking the form
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C. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
1. THE PERSON’S
REFERENCE NUMBER1 2. FIXED NUMBER2 3 NAME OF THE HOUSEHOLD MEMBER

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 (additional sheet C)

10 (additional sheet C)

11 (additional sheet C)

12 (additional sheet C)

1 The person’s reference number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

4 Relationship to the household head

5 Family number

6 Relationship to the family head

7

8

9

Date of birth day

month

year (two last digits)

10 Gender 1 - man, 2 - woman

11 Marital status if unmarried —* line 16

12

13

Date of current marriage month
year

(two last digits)
14

15

Date of the breakdown of last 
marriage (divorce, death of the 
spouse)_

month
year

(two last digits)

16 Educational attainment
(if 99 —* line 19)

17 Years of education completed

18 Field of study

1 For previously surveyed households the same as in the address list (column L), subsequent numbers for persons not listed
2 Only for previously tested households; the number from column K in the address list; an empty field for those not listed
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1 Personal reference number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

19 Educational status (5,8 —> line 22)

20

21

Type of education service

22 Driving licence 1 YES, 2 NO; 8 - not applicable

23

24

25

26

27

28

Command of
foreign languages
1. active
2. passive
3. none

English

German

French

Russian

Spanish

other

29
Does he/she have a mobile phone? 
(1 YES with keys, 2 YES with touchscreen, 3 more than one and 
at least one with a touchscreen,4 NO mobile phone)

30 Disability 1, 2, 3 —> 31; other —>32

31 Disability certificate?

32

33
Source of income

main

additional

34 Reasons for temporary absence (for persons temporarily 
absent from the household)

35 Being a household member or not

36

37

38

39

40

41

Movement of 
persons in the
household
(only for 
households 
interviewed 
previously)

date of
arrival

month

year
(two last digits)

date of
leaving

month
year

(two last digits)

reason for arrival

reason for leaving

42 Result of the individual interview

43. Reference number of the persons answering the questions on behalf of the household ��
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D. ECONOMIC ACTIVITY OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS AGED 15 AND ABOVE (economic activity 
as defined in the Labour Force Survey (BAEL); the person’s reference number is the same as in part C)

1
Reference number of the person (the same as in part C)

2
During the last 7 days, has this person performed any paid work or 
helped without pay in the family business?
1 YES→4, 2 NO→3

3

During the last 7 days, has this person been an employee, a self-
employed person or helped without pay in the family business but 
has temporarily not performed his/her work?
1 YES → 5; 2 NO → 8

4
How many hours has this person worked during the last 7 days?

5
What is the type of work this person performs at his/her main job?

6 Is this a full-time job?
1 YES → 8; 2 NO → 7

7 Why does this person work part-time?

8 Is this person registered as an unemployed person in the Labour 
Office? 1 YES → 9, 2 NO → 10

9
Does this person receive unemployment benefits? 1 YES, 2 NO

10

During the last 4 weeks, has this person been seeking a job or a
different job? 1 YES (currently unemployed) → 12;
2 YES (currently employed) or 5 NO (currently employed) →15;
3 NO (already found a job) → 13; 4 NO (currently unemployed)
→11

11 Why is this person not seeking a job?

12 Is this person ready to start a job this or next week? 1 YES, 2 NO

13

14

For how long has this person been unemployed? 
(applicable also to retirees and pensioners; in the 
case of persons who have never worked, enter 97 in 
the line “years ” and go to line 22)

years

months

15 Ownership structure of the institution being the main workplace of 
the person (in the case of currently employed persons')

16 Ownership structure of the institution being the additional workplace 
of the person (in the case of currently employed person )

17 Is the main workplace located in the city/town of residence? (in the 
case of currently employed persons) 1 YES, 2 NO

18 Current occupation

19 Occupation at the last place of work (in the case of currently 
unemployed persons who worked in the past)

20 During the last 2 years, how many times has this person been 
registered in the Labour Office as an unemployed person?

21 During the last 2 years, how long in total has this person been 
unemployed? (in months)
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1
Reference number of the person (the same as in part C)

22
During the last 2 years, has this person participated in any activity 
related with gaining new professional qualifications or other skills? 
1 YES, 2 NO - go to line 26

23

24

25

Specify the type (up to three types) of educational activity

26 Did this person work abroad in the period 2013-2015?
1 YES, 2 NO

27
Did this person study abroad in the period 2013-2015?
1 YES, 2 NO (if the answer “NO” is given to questions 26 and 27 —
go to part E)

28 How many times did this person go abroad to work or study there in 
the period 2013-2015?

29

30

In which countries did this person work or study? (if in more than 
two, write those two in which the person spent most time)

31

32

Provide the total time of working or studying abroad 
in the period 2013-2015 (in months).

Time of 
work
Time of 
studying

33
If this person has returned after staying abroad longer than 6 
months in the period 2013-2015, then why? (if this condition is 
not met, do not enter anything)
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E. NUTRITION

I would like to ask about meeting the nutritional needs in your household.

1. Can your household afford to buy a sufficient amount of the following food items?
Provide the answers for each of the following items separately, by crossing the appropriate box.

1.1. vegetables and vegetable preserves 1� YES 2� NO

1.2. fruit and fruit preserves 1� YES 2� NO
1.3. meat (including poultry) 1� YES 2� NO
1.4. meat and poultry products 1� YES 2� NO
1.5. fish and fish products 1� YES 2� NO
1.6. butter and other edible fats 1� YES 2� NO
1.7. milk 1� YES 2� NO
1.8. dairy products 1� YES 2� NO
1.9. sugar 1� YES 2� NO
1.10. confectionary (sweets, chocolate, etc.) 1� YES 2� NO
1.11. stimulants (coffee, tea, alcohol, tobacco) 1� YES 2� NO

2. In comparison with the situation two years ago, has the ability to meet the nutritional needs in your 
household:

Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box 
1. �declined
2. �improved
3. �remained unchanged

3. What average part of your monthly income did you spent on food during the last 3 months? ��%

If the interviewed person is not able to give an exact number, please indicate one of the ranges below

1. � less than 20%
2. � between 20% and 30%
3. � between 30% and 40%
4. � between 40% and 50%
5. � between 50% and 70%
6. � above 70%

F. HOUSEHOLD MATERIAL WEALTH

NOW, I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU WHETHER YOU POSSESS CERTAIN GOODS AND/OR SAVINGS AND WHETHER 

YOU HAVE TAKEN OUT ANY BANKING SERVICES, CREDITS OR LOANS.

1. Does your household use services of any bank? 1�. YES 2�.NO
If ”yes” please go to question 4.
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2. Why does the household not use the services of a bank? Please show CARD no. 1 and request the choice of 
two answer variants and crossing the appropriate square

2.1. � lack of trust in banks
2.2. �too far to go to nearest bank or cash machine
2.3. �lack of regular income/savings
2.4. �bank services are too expensive
2.5. �loan application rejected
2.6. �bank services are too complicated
2.7. �no need for bank services
2.8. �services of other financial institutions (SKOK, Provident etc) are sufficient
2.9. �lack of remote access to products/services (by internet, telephone)
2.10. �other reasons

3. Does your household intend to start using bank services this year? 1.� YES 2.� NO
4. Has anyone in your household given up cooperation with a bank (not a branch, but any bank) in the last 
year? 1. □ YES 2. □ NO

If no resignations, please go to question 6.

5. What was the bank? (you can indicate more than one answer))
1.  � Alior Bank 10. � Eurobank
2.  � Bank Gospodarki Żywnościowej 11. � Getin Bank
3.  � Bank Millennium 12. � ING Bank Śląski
4.  � Bank Pekao SA 13. � Kredyt Bank 
5.  � Bank Pocztowy 14. � mBank (Multibank)
6.  � Bank Spółdzielczy 15. � PKO Bank Polski 
7.  � Bank Zachodni WBK 16. � Polbank
8.  � Citi Handlowy 17. � SKOK
9.  � Credit Agricole 18. � other

6. Does your household have any savings in any of the forms below? 1. �YES 2. �NO
Provide the answers for each of the following forms separately, by crossing the appropriate.

6.1. bank deposits in PLN 1� YES 2� NO
6.2.  bank deposits in foreign currencies 1� YES 2� NO
6.3. bonds 1� YES 2� NO
6.4. investment funds 1� YES 2� NO
6.5. Individual Pension Fund/ Pension Security 1� YES 2� NO
6.6. Employee Pension Fund 1� YES 2� NO
6.7. securities listed on the stock exchange 1� YES 2� NO
6.8. shares and stocks in companies not listed on the stock exchange 1� YES 2� NO
6.9. investments in property 1� YES 2� NO
6.10. investments in material goods other than real property 1� YES 2� NO
6.11. cash 1� YES 2� NO
6.12.insurance policy 1� YES 2� NO
6.13.long-term savings programmes 1� YES 2� NO
6.14 savings account 1� YES 2� NO
6.15.personal current account 1� YES 2� NO
6.16. other forms 1� YES 2� NO

If all answers are NO, go to question 9, if even one of them is YES, go to question. 7. 
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7. What is the approximate total amount of your household savings?
Show CARD 2, ask to choose one of the options and cross the appropriate box.

1� up to the equivalent of the household’s monthly income
2�above monthly income - up to the equivalent of the household’s 3-months’ income
3�above 3-months’ income - up to the equivalent of the household’s 6-months’ income
4�above 6-months’ income - up to the equivalent of the household’s yearly income
5�above the equivalent of the household’s yearly to 3-year income
6� over 3-year household income
7�it is hard to say [NOT TO BE READ]

8. What is the purpose of your household savings?
Provide the answers for each of the following purposes separately, by crossing the appropriate box.

8.1. reserves for everyday consumer needs (e.g. food, clothes) 1�YES 2�NO
8.2. regular fees (e.g. home payments) 1�YES 2�NO
8.3. purchase of consumer durables 1�YES 2�NO
8.4. purchase of a house or an apartment, payments to the housing cooperative 1�YES 2�NO
8.5. renovation of the house or apartment 1�YES 2�NO
8.6. medical treatment 1�YES 2�NO
8.7. medical rehabilitation 1�YES 2�NO
8.8. leisure 1�YES 2�NO
8.9. reserves for unexpected events 1�YES 2�NO
8.10. securing the children’s future 1�YES 2�NO
8.11. security for the old age 1�YES 2�NO
8.12. to develop one's own business 1�YES 2�NO
8.13. other purposes 1�YES 2�NO
8.14. no special purpose 1�YES 2�NO

9. Does your household have any loans or credits to repay? 1� YES 2 � NO
If the household has loans or credits to repay, go to question 10, if not - go to question 18

10. Where did your household take out the loans or credits?
Provide the answers for each of the following sources of loans or credits separately, by crossing the 

appropriate box.

10.1. in banks 1� YES 2� NO
10.2. SKOK 1� YES 2� NO
10.3. from credit agencies (Żagiel) offering instalment plans at shops, 1� YES 2� NO
10.4. other companies providing loans (Provident, SMS loans, etc.) 1� YES 2� NO
10.5. from private persons or in a shop 1� YES 2� NO

11. Does your household has to pay a mortgage loan for purchase of a real estate? 1� YES 2� NO

If the household has to pay a loan, go to question 12, if it doesn’t – go to question 14.

12. In which currency did you take out the mortgage loan? (please indicate all the currencies in which 
you have loans)

1. � in zlotys
2. � in euro
3. � in Swiss francs
4. � in another currency
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13. What part of the price of the real estate was own contribution (%)? �� %
14. What is the total amount of your household’s debt (value of all loans, debts and borrowings) 
outstanding?
Show CARD no. 2, ask to choose one of the options and cross the appropriate box?

1�up to the amount of the household’s monthly income
2�above monthly income - up to the equivalent of the household’s 3-months’ income
3�above 3-months’ income - up to the equivalent of the household’s 6-months’ income
4� above 6-months’ income - up to the equivalent of the household’s yearly income
5� above the equivalent of the household’s yearly - up to 3-year income
6� over 3-years household income
7� it is hard to say [DO NOT READ}

15. How much of your average monthly income have you devoted to servicing your borrowings in the last 3 
months?

1.�less than 10%
2.�between 10% and 20%
3.�between 20% and 30%
4.�between 30% and 40%
5.�between 40% and 50%
6.� over 50%

16. How long do you have left before you repay your current borrowings?
1. �less than one year

2. �at least one year (please fill In the number of years) ��
17. What was the purpose of the loans or credits taken out by your household?

Provide the answers for each of the following purposes separately, by crossing the appropriate box. 

17.1. everyday consumer needs (e.g. food, clothes, footwear) 1� YES 2� NO
17.2. regular payments (e.g. home payments) 1� YES 2� NO
17.3. purchase of consumer durables 1� YES 2� NO
17.4. purchase of a house or an apartment, payments to the housing cooperative 1� YES 2� NO
17.5. renovation of the house or apartment 1� YES 2� NO
17.6. medical treatment 1� YES 2� NO
17.7. purchase or lease of the tools necessary for work (machines, lease of a facility, etc.) 1� YES 2� NO
17.8. leisure 1� YES 2� NO
17.9. purchase of securities 1� YES 2� NO
17.10. repayment of earlier debts 1� YES 2� NO
17.11. developing own business 1� YES 2� NO
17.12. own education 1� YES 2� NO
17.13. children’s education 1� YES 2� NO
17.14. children’s future 1� YES 2� NO
17.15. other purposes 1� YES 2� NO

18. Has your household's material situation, in the last two years,

1 � worsened
2 � improved
3 � remained unchanged
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19. Does your household or any of its members possess the following goods? It does not matter whether such goods are 
owned, leased or made available in any other manner (provide the answers in the column "Does the household possess?”). 
If the household does not possess a specific item, please specify (provide the answer in the column “If not, is it due to 
financial reasons ?”) whether this is due to financial reasons (answer “YES”) or any other reasons, for example such item 
is redundant (answer “NO”). In the case of three lines (desktop computer, portable computer, car), enter the number in 
the column “How many items”. Responses should be provided for each of the items listed below.

Does the 
household
possess...?

If not, is it due to 
financial reasons?

How
many
items?

19.1. automatic washing machine 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.2. dishwasher 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.3. microwave oven 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.4. LCD/plasma TV set 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.5. paid satellite or cable TV 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.6. DVD player 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.7. home cinema set 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.8. summer house 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.9. desktop computer 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.10. portable computer (laptop, notebook 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.11 iPad or another tablet 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.12.  passenger car (also semi-truck) 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.13. e-book reader 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.14. Internet access from the home desktop 
computer, laptop or mobile phone

1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.15. landline phone 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.16. motorboat, sailboat 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.17. garden plot 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.18. own flat 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.19. own house 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

19.20. other property 1� YES 2� NO 1� YES 2� NO

G. HOUSING CONDITIONS
Now I would like to ask you about your housing conditions.

1. Does your household use the dwelling independently?1� YES 2� NO

2. What is the total useable floor area of the dwelling your household lives in, in full square metres ���m2

3. Do you have an insurance for the dwelling? 1� YES 2� NO
4. I would also like to ask you about the equipment at your dwelling. Is your dwelling equipped with:
Provide the answers for each of the following installations and devices separately, by crossing the appropriate 
box.
4.1. water supply 1� YES 2� NO
4.2. toilet flushed with running water 1� YES 2� NO
4.3. bathroom with a bathtub or a shower 1� YES 2� NO
4.4. hot running water 1� YES 2� NO
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4.5. gas supply 1� YES 2� NO
4.6. gas from a cylinder 1� YES 2� NO

5. How is your dwelling heated?
Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box.
1 � collective central heating
2 � individual central heating (using gas, coal, coke, electricity, other fuel)
3 � fuel-fired furnaces (using coal, wood, sawdust, etc.)
4 � other

6. Does your household currently have any overdue:
Provide the answers for each of the following payments/bills, by crossing the appropriate box.

Options: 1 - yes, for 1 month;
2 - yes, for 2 months;
3 - yes, for 3 months;
4 - yes, for 4-6 months;
5 - yes, for 7-12 months;
6 - yes, for more than 12 months;
7 - no;
8 - not applicable.

6.1. payments for the dwelling (rent) 1�   2�   3�   4�   5�   6�   7�   8�
6.2. gas or electricity bills 1�   2�   3�   4�   5�   6�   7�   8�
6.3. repayment of the home loan 1�   2�   3�   4�   5�   6�   7�   8�
6.4. repayment of other loan 1�   2�   3�   4�   5�   6�   7�   8�

7. In comparison with the situation two years ago, have the housing conditions of your household:
Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box..

1 � improved
2 � deteriorated
3 � remained unchanged

H. EDUCATION

Now I would like to ask you about the education of your children.

NOTE: QUESTIONS 1-5 CONCERN ONLY THE HOUSEHOLDS WITH OFFSPRING AGED UP TO 26

1. Child’s number* 1.1…. 2.1.. 3.1... 4.1…. 5.1. 
2. Level of education 1.2 � 2.2 � 3.2 � 4.2 � 5.2 �
3. Internet use 1.3 � 2.3 � 3.3 � 4.3 � 5.3 �

* The child’s number is the same as the reference number assigned to this person in part C, line 1

2. What level of education would you like your children to attain?
(For each child choose one of the levels of education given below, by entering the appropriate number in the box 
in the line “level of education)”

level of education:
1. � basic vocational school
2. � profiled secondary school
3. � technical or vocational secondary school
4. � higher education (Bachelor’s degree)
5. � higher education (Master’s degree)
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3. Does your child use the computer and Internet at home?
(For each child choose one of the levels of education given below, by entering the appropriate number in the box 
in the line “internet use") .
1 Yes, but only under supervision of other household members
2 Yes, he/she uses them on his/her own
3 No, he/she doesn’t

ONLY FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH A CHILD USING INTERNET

4. Do you maintain any rules for the use of the Internet by child? e.g. restrictions of :

4.1. time spent on-line 1� YES 2� NO
4.2. allowed web pages 1� YES 2� NO
4.3. sharing private data 1� YES 2� NO
4.4. seeing people met on-line 1� YES 2� NO

5 Do you use any parental control tools (special software or filters available in the browser)?
1� YES 2� NO

NOTE: QUESTIONS 6 and 7 CONCERN ONLY THE HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN AT SCHOOL AGE 
(above the reception class)

6. During the current school year, have you - due to financial reasons - had to:
Provide the answers for each of the following decisions separately, by crossing the appropriate box.

6.1.. decide not to enrol the child on extra-curricular classes? 1� YES 2� NO
6.2. limit or suspend the payment of school fees? 1� YES 2� NO
6.3. stop paying for the child’s meals at school? 1� YES 2� NO
6.4. withdraw the child from any private lessons? 1� YES 2� NO
6.5. change the school for one with lower or no fees? 1� YES 2� NO
6.6. introduce other restrictions? 1� YES 2� NO

7.  In comparison with the situation two years ago, has your household’s ability to meet the needs connected with 
the education of your children:
Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box.

1 � declined
2 � improved
3 � remained unchanged

I. SOCIAL ASSISTANCE
Now I would like to ask you about any assistance your household receives.

1. Does your household receive any external assistance: 1.� YES 2.� NO

If the household receives assistance, go to question 2, if not - go to Section J “Culture and Leisure

2. What is the form of assistance your household receives?
Provide the answers for each of the following forms of assistance separately, by crossing the appropriate box
2.1. financial 1� YES 2� NO
2.2. in the form of goods 1� YES 2� NO
2.3. in the form of services 1� YES 2� NO  if NO, please go to part J
3. Is it support for caring for an adult? 1� YES 2� NO
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J. CULTURE AND LEISURE

Now I would like to ask you about the matters connected with culture and leisure.

1. In the last year, has any of the members of your household been unable to afford: 
(The answer NOT APPLICABLE means lack of the given need)

1.1. cinema 1.� YES 2.� NO 3.� NOT APPLICABLE 
1.2. theatre, opera, operetta, philharmonic concert, other concert

1.� YES 2.� NO 3.� NOT APPLICABLE 
1.3. museum or exhibition 1.� YES 2.� NO 3.� NOT APPLICABLE 
1.4. purchase of a book 1.� YES 2.� NO 3.� NOT APPLICABLE 
1.5. purchase of press (daily newspapers, weeklies, monthlies) 1.� YES 2.� NO 3.� NOT APPLICABLE 

2  How many books (approximately) are there at your home (excluding school books and manuals; also
in the electronic version)?

1 � none
2 � up to 25 volumes
3 � 26 - 50 volumes
4 � 51 - 100 volumes
5 � 101 - 500 volumes
6 � more than 500 volumes

3. If, in question 2, the answer was different than 1: Have you purchased any books in the last year other than school 
text-books or instruction (paper or electronic version)
1 � YES, how many ............
2 � NO

4. In comparison with the situation two years ago, has your household’s ability to meet the needs connected with 
culture:
(Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box.)

1 � declined
2 � improved
3 � remained unchanged

5. In the last year, have you (any adult or child) been unable to afford: (The answer NOT APPLICABLE means lack of 
the given need)

5.1. summer camp or other group trips for (minor) children
1� YES 2� NO, the children have participated 3� NOT APPLICABLE 

5.2. holiday leave, trips for adults
1� YES 2� NO, the adults have participated 3� NOT APPLICABLE 

5.3. the adults have participated (adults and minor children)
1� YES 2� NO, the family have participated 3� NOT APPLICABLE 

6. In comparison with the situation two years ago, has your household’s ability to meet the needs connected with 
leisure:
(Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box.)

1 � declined
2 � improved 
3 � remained unchanged
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K. HEALTHCARE
Now I would like to ask you about the matters connected with health.

1. In the last year, has any member of your household used the services of:

1.1. healthcare units providing services financed by the NFZ (National Health Fund)
1. � YES 2. � NO

1.2. healthcare units providing services paid for by the patient 1. � YES 2. � NO
1.3. healthcare units providing services paid for by the employer (under a medical services plan or health 
insurance) 1. � YES 2. � NO

2. In the last year, has any member of your household been hospitalised (for reasons other than pregnancy): 

1. � YES, reference number of the person(s) from part C ������
2. � NO

If the answers to both question 1 and 2 are NO, go to question 4

3. During the last 3 months, how much in total (in PLN) has the household spent on:
3.1. medical treatment or various medical tests in the clinics where the services were officially paid for (including 

also non-standard services provided by dentists and orthodontists, orthopaedic equipment) ���� PLN

3.2. informal payments, meant to secure a better or quicker care ����� PLN

3.3. gifts being tokens of real gratitude for the received care ����� PLN
3.4. fees in a public hospital (e.g. gifts, fees for the night care, anaesthesia, purchase of medicines in the pharmacy 

for an in-patient, etc.) ����� PLN
4. Please state the total amount of expenditures incurred in the last 3 months on medicines and other 

pharmaceutical items connected with any illness in your household: ����� PLN

5. In the last year, has your household experienced any of the following situations:
Provide the answers for each of the following situations separately, by crossing the appropriate box.
5.1. there was not enough money to buy a prescribed or recommended medicine 

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.2. you were not able to afford to treat your teeth

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.3. you were not able to afford dental prostheses

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.4.  you were not able to afford to visit a doctor

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.5 you were not able to afford medical tests (such as laboratory tests, X-ray examination, ECG)

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.6. you were not able to afford to undergo a rehabilitation treatment 

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.7. you were not able to afford a stay at a sanatorium 

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
5.8. you were not able to afford hospital treatment

1� YES 2� NO 3� NO SUCH NEED OCCURRED
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6. If an additional health insurance policy guaranteed an improved access to medical services and their higher 
quality, would your household be willing to buy such an insurance policy?

1 � NO
2 � YES, up to PLN 100 monthly

3 � YES, up to PLN 300 monthly
4 � YES, above PLN 300 monthly

7. In comparison with the situation two years ago, has the ability of your household to meet the health needs:
Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box..
1 � declined
2 � improved
3 � remained unchanged

L. INCOME SITUATION AND INCOME MANAGEMENT

Now I would like to ask you about your household’s financial situation and income. Please take into account 
the income earned by all persons from your household (from any source), which to any extent is added to 
the common budget.

1. What was the net income (in PLN) of your household last month? 

����� in the case of refusal to answer, please specify the range �� (show CARD 3)

2. What was the average monthly net income (in PLN) of your household in 2014 ����� in the case of 

refusal to answer, please specify the range �� (show CARD 3)

3. Is your household able to make ends meet with the current net income (cash in hand)?
Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box.

1 � with great difficulty
2 � with difficulty 
3 � with some difficulty 
4 � rather easily 
5 � easily 

4. Jaki What is the lowest monthly net income (in PLN) needed to make ends meet for your household?

����� zł

5. Which of the following statements characterises best the income management in your household? 
Show CARD 4, ask to choose one of the options and cross the appropriate box. 

1 �we can afford everything and make savings for the future 
2 �we can afford everything without any particular problems but we do not make savings for the future 
3 �we live thriftily and thus can afford everything 
4 �we live very thriftily in order to save money for important purchases 
5 �we can afford only the cheapest food, clothes and rent, and (if the household is in debt) – for the loan 
repayment 
6 �we can afford the cheapest food, clothes and rent but we have no money to repay the loan 
7 �we can afford the cheapest food and clothes but we have no money to pay the rent 
8 �we can afford the cheapest food but we have no money to buy clothes 
9 � we cannot afford even the cheapest food 
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6. In comparison with the situation two years ago, has the income situation of your household: 
Choose one of the options given below by crossing the appropriate box.
1 � worsened
2 � improved
3 � remained unchanged

7. Does the regular income of your household allow you to meet the everyday needs? 1.� YES 2.� NO

If the regular income of the household doesn’t allow to meet the everyday needs, go to question 8, if it does – go to 
part M. 

8. What does your household do to meet the everyday needs ?
Provide the answers for each of the following solutions, by crossing the appropriate box.

8.1. uses the savings 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.2. sells or pawns its property (material goods) 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.3. limits the everyday needs 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.4 takes out loans and credits 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.5. uses the assistance of relatives 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.6. uses the assistance of the Church/Caritas 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.7. applies for social assistance 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.8. a household member takes up an additional job 1.� YES 2.� NO
8.9. other actions 1.� YES 2.� NO 
8.10. does not take any actions 1.� YES 2.� NO 

M. COMPUTER AND INTERNET 

Now I would like to ask you about the matters connected with the Internet.

Questions 1 and 2 are asked to the households with a computer and Internet access (answer “YES” to question F. 
19.14) 

1. How do the members of your household connect to the Internet at home? (Show CARD 5, more than one answer 
may be checked, by crossing the appropriate boxes.)

1.1. � permanent connection via a landline phone operator 
1.2. � permanent connection through a cable TV provider 
1.3. � other types of permanent connection, such as a local area network, local provider or shared 

connection in the neighbourhood 
1.4. � permanent connection through a mobile network.:e.g. mobile Internet, LTE, Orange Free etc.
1.5. � access through a mobile phone (modem in the mobile phone)
1.6. � other 

2. If there is a permanent connection in the household, what is its speed? (Mb/s read as megabits per second.
If the speed varies depending on the time of day, ask about the maximum speed stated in the contract with the 
provider.)

1 � up to 1Mb/s 5 � 30 Mb/s to 59 Mb/s
2 � 2 to 6 Mb/s 6 � 60Mb/s to 99 Mb/s
3 � 7 to 10 Mb/s 7 � over 99 Mb/s
4 � 11 to 29 Mb/s 8 � it is hard to say
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Question 3 is asked to the households without Internet access (answer “NO” to question F.19.14.) 

3. Why is there no Internet access in your household? Show CARD 6, up to 3 answers may be checked, by crossing 
the appropriate boxes.

1.� no appropriate equipment
2.� no technical possibility of using a permanent Internet connection
3.� sufficient possibility of using the Internet elsewhere
4.� we do not need the Internet
5.� there is nothing interesting on the Internet
6.� privacy and security reasons
7.� the Internet may be harmful, it may deprave children and consume time
8.� the costs of access are too high
9.� no appropriate skills to use the Internet
10.� other reasons
11.� we plan to set up the access this year 

N. ORIGIN

Is there someone in your household who was living or whose parents or grandparents were living in the former 
Polish Eastern Borderlands before World War II?
(former Eastern Borderlands are areas to the East from the current border of Poland, which belonged to the 
Republic of Poland before World War II or were outside of Poland but large groups of Polish people were 
residing at them, and which currently belong to Ukraine, Belarus and Lithuania)

1� YES 2� NO

if YES, please indicate the name of the nearest city in which the person/persons lived

(if the person does not remember, ask her/him for the former name of the Voivodship showing CARD 7 or for the 
name of the country to which the former place of residence belongs to) 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME
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Individual questionnaire

Subsequent number of the questionnaire in the Voivodship ����
fixed personal number (only for previously studied respondents, to be copied from PART 1/C) �����

COUNCIL FOR SOCIAL MONITORING
tel. (22) 536-54-16, 602290367

fax (22) 536-54-12

SOCIAL DIAGNOSIS 2015

An independent survey of the conditions and quality of life in Poland

PART II, individual survey

MALE

Identification number of the household (as in Part I/A) ������
Reference number of the person (to be copied from Part I/C) �� 

Name (to be copied from Part I/C) 

People differ between each other. They live in various conditions, they react to everyday events in a different manner, 
and they have varied ways to deal with what life brings.

This questionnaire concerns your personal perception of your own life. The majority of questions should be interesting 
for you, some of them may seem boring and tiresome but many will be easy to answer – after all it is your life they 
concern; although some of them may prove to be difficult as well. Please answer them the best way you can.

Sometimes you may have the impression that certain topics reappear and the same questions are asked, only in a 
changed manner. And you will be right. We are searching for the best way to ask questions. Do not be surprised if we 
jump from topic to topic – the questions in the sets have been listed randomly.

You may be sure you answers will remain confidential. All answers will be used only for scientific purposes as part of 
collective statistical analyses.

In the case of some questions various possible answers may be given to choose from. Please mark the one which 
describes your situation best. In some cases more than one answer can be checked. If the question has no ready answers to 
choose from, please enter the appropriate information in the indicated space.

We kindly ask you to fill in this questionnaire on your own, without any help from other family members. We would 
like to learn about your individual assessments and feelings and not the opinions discussed with other persons. If you have 
any problems with answering any of the questions, please ask the interviewer for help..

1
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INSTRUCTION 

In the questions where one or more answers may be selected please mark your choice by crossing the appropriate box, in 

the following manner:  �.

In the questions where your assessment should be given, please enter the digit matching your assessment in the box. If the 

scale of assessment for such questions looks as the one below

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely Very
not important important

The intermediate numbers (2, 3, 4, 5, 6) mean that the lower the number, the less important a given issue is (2 is less 

important than 3) and the greater the number, the more important the issue is (6 more important than 5).

In questions which a numerical value should be provided, please put it in the correct squares, making sure that 

the last digit is in the last square, for example: if a number of friends is 12, 

then           ,    and if it is 5, then  1 2 5
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1. Your date of birth �� �� ����
Day Month Year 

2. Co uważa Pan za najważniejszy warunek udanego, szczęśliwego życia (PROSZĘ NAJPIERW PRZECZYTAĆ 
WSZYSTKIE I WYBRAĆ NAJWYŻEJ TRZY WARTOŚCI, przekreślając przy nich kwadraty):

1� MONEY
2� CHILDREN
3� SUCCESSFUL MARRIAGE
4� WORK
5� FRIENDS
6� PROVIDENCE, GOD
7� CHEERFULNESS, OPTIMISM
8� HONESTY
9� KINDNESS AND BEING RESPECTED
10� FREEDOM
11� GOOD HEALTH
12� EDUCATION
13� STRONG PERSONALITY
14� OTHER

3. How do you perceive your entire life? Could you say it was…
(please cross the appropriate box) ?

1 � DELIGHTFUL
2 � PLEASING
3 � MOSTLY SATISFYING
4 � NEITHER GOOD NOR BAD
5 � MOSTLY DISSATISFYING
6 � UNHAPPY
7 � TERRIBLE

In the recent months: (“NOT APPLICABLE” means unmarried)

4. Your wife’s expectations towards you have been so high you have not been able to meet them
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

5. Your wife has spent your shared money in a careless manner
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

6. Your wife’s problems have worried you and made your life harder 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

In the recent months: (“NOT APPLICABLE” means no financially dependent children

7. You have had to listen to some complaints concerning you child/children (e.g. at school, from neighbours or other parents)
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

8. You have incurred some financial costs as a result of your child/children’s behaviour 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

9. Your child/children has/have disregarded you and rejected your help and advice and instructions 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

10. You have felt you are losing control over your child/children
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE
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In the last months: (DOES NOT APPLY means a lack of elderly parents, parents-in-law, or relatives)

11. Did you feel responsible for ensuring the care and well-being of elderly parents and other relatives 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE 

12. The state of health or mental state of an elderly parent or relative concerned you
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

In the recent months:

13. You have felt your source of income is uncertain and unstable
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE (no income)

14. Your financial problems have worried you and made your life harder 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

In the recent months: (“NOT APPLICABLE” means no paid job)

15. You have felt your work is too tiresome, dirty or dangerous 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

16. You have felt overburdened with work duties which you have been unable to cope with 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

17. You have been unfairly treated by others at work
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 4 � NOT APPLICABLE

In the recent months:
18. You have felt that the place you live in is too crowded, for instance, that there are too many persons living in your 

apartment, the neighbouring apartments or in the entire building 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

19. You have feared because of crime, drug addiction and hooliganism in your district, housing estate or neighbourhood
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

20. The problems connected with your neighbours or other persons in the neighbourhood have poisoned your life
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

21. You have been annoyed with the decisions and actions taken by the local authorities 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER

In the recent months:

22. You have suffered from ailments, such as bones aching or shortness of breath, etc., which has made it difficult for you 
to leave home, climb the stairs, etc.
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

23. Your health problems have made it difficult for you to perform everyday activities or to take part in other activities
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 
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In the recent months:
24. You have dealt with some administrative matter

1 � YES 2 � NO (in NO, please go to question 28)
25. You have been unable to deal with an administrative matter in an efficient, quick and easy manner

1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

26. You have had to use connections or other ways to deal with some formal matter 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

27. You have felt entirely helpless and humiliated while dealing with some formal matter 
1 � OFTEN 2 � ONCE OR TWICE 3 � NEVER 

28 Did you vote in the last self-government elections in 2014?
1� YES 2� NO 3� I was under 18 years of age

29. What, in your opinion, is more important in life?
1. � fun, well-being, lack of stress,
2. � sense of purpose, achieving important goals despite difficulties, pain and sacrifice

In the last year, have you...?

30. started a better paid or an additional job 1� YES 2� NO

31. invested any money in production, trade or services 1� YES 2� NO

32. earned money in connection with the stocks, bonds or participation units in some fund 1� YES 2� NO

33. gained new qualifications or skills in order to have a chance of higher salary 1� YES 2� NO

34. Considering all, how would you assess your current life - would you say you are

1 � VERY HAPPY
2 � RATHER HAPPY
3 � RATHER UNHAPPY
4 � UNHAPPY

35. In the last year, have you used the services of healthcare units?

35.1. financed by the NFZ (National Health Fund) 1� YES 2� NO
35.2. paid for from your own pocket 1� YES 2� NO
35.3. paid for by the employer (under a medical services plan or health insurance) 1� YES 2� NO

36. In recent months, how often have you been so depressed you have thought about suicide?
1 � VERY OFTEN
2 � RATHER OFTEN
3 � RARELY
4 � NEVER

37. Do you feel loved and trusted? 1� YES 2� NO

38. On average, how often in a month do you take part in a church service or other religious meetings?

(if less often than once in a month, please enter 0) �� times a month

Social Diagnosis 2015 477



Social Diagnosis 2015 Questionnaires 24

© Social Monitoring Council

39. How many persons do you consider to be your friends? ��
40. At present, how strong is your willingness to live? (please cross the appropriate box on the scale below)

� � � � � � � � � �
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I do not want to live I want to live
at all very much

41. Do you feel lonely, though you would prefer not to? 1� YES  2� NO

42. In your opinion, were the reforms in Poland after 1989 in general successful or unsuccessful?

1 � successful
2 � unsuccessful
3 � it is hard to say

43. Do you smoke? 1� YES 2� NO

44. — if YES, how many cigarettes a day do you smoke on average? �� cigarettes
45. — if NO, have you ever smoked? 1� YES 2� NO 

46. During the last two years, have you been involved in any actions for the benefit of your local community
(county, housing estate, town or neighbourhood)? 1� YES 2� NO 

47. Please specify, how you usually react to problems or difficult situations in your life. (more than one answer may be 
checked, by crossing the appropriate boxes)
47.1. � l seek advice and help from others
47.2. � I pull myself together and start to act 
47.3. � I drink alcohol
47.4. � I console myself that it could have been worse or that other have worse problems
47.5. � I give up, I do not know what to do
47.6. � I take tranquilisers
47.7. � I pray to God for help
47.8. � I do other things that help me forget about my problems and put me in a better mood

48. Are you a member of any organisations, associations, parties, committees, councils, religious groups or clubs?
1 � YES, one
2 � YES, two
3 � YES, three or more
4 � NO 

49. if YES, have you ever fulfilled any roles in such organisations? 1� YES 2� NO

50 – if answer to question 48 is YES, then do you currently take active part in such organisations?
1� YES 2� NO

51 – if answer to question 50 is YES, then what kind of organisation is it? (please indicate all you take active part in)

51.1 � sports club
51.2 � business, professional or agricultural organisation
51.3 � political party
51.4 � charity organisation, acting to protect the weak or to defend human rights, etc. 
51.5 � trade union
51.6 � union or interest club (anglers', stamp-collectors', motorists',etc.)
51.7 � residents' association
51.8 � parents' association
51.9 �. environmental protection, animal rights organisation, etc.
51.10 � social club - youth, elderly, women, common interest
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51.11 � church or religious organisation
51.12 � educational organisation (e.g Third Age University, book club, etc.)
51.13 � elected local authority (e.g local or regional council)
51.14 � other, not mentioned above

52. How tall are you? ��� centimetres

53. How much do you weigh? ��� kilograms

54. In the boxes separated with horizontal lines below (N, O, P, etc.) there are various categories of feelings and 
behaviours. Read the four statements in each point carefully and then choose one that describes best your 
feelings and beliefs during the last month.

Please mark your choice by crossing the appropriate box (next to 0, 1, 2 or 3).

N. � 0. I think that I don‘t look worse than I used to.
� 1. I am worried because I look old or unattractive.
� 2. I feel that I look worse than I used to.
� 3. I am sure that I look terrible.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
O. � 0. I have as much energy as ever to work.

� 1. I find it hard to get to doing anything at all.
� 2. It is extremely hard for me to get to doing anything at all.
� 3. I’m not able to do anything.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
P. � 0. I sleep at least as well as I used to.

� 1. I do not sleep as well as I used to.
� 2. In the morning, I wake up 1-2 hours earlier and find it difficult to fall asleep again.
� 3. I wake up several hours too early and I can‘t get back to sleep.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Q. � 0. I am no more tired or fatigued than usual.

� 1. I get tired or fatigued more easily than usual.
� 2. Almost everything I do makes me tired.
� 3. I am too tired to do anything. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
R. � 0. I have not experienced any change in my appetite.

� 1. My appetite is somewhat less than it used to.
� 2. My appetite is much less than before.
� 3. I have no appetite at all.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
T. � 0. I am not worried about my health any more than I used to be.

� 1. I am worried about such ailments as: stomach pains, upset stomach, or constipation.
� 2. I am very worried about my health; I think about it constantly.
� 3. My health condition is so worrying that I cannot think of anything else.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
U. � 0. I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex.

� 1. I am less interested in sex than I used to be.
� 2. I am much less interested in sex now.
� 3. I have lost interest in sex completely.

55. Have you attended any public meeting in the last year (but not at your workplace)? 1� YES 2� NO 
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56. Does your diet exclude meat and meat products? 1� YES 2� NO

57. Below you will find several statements. Please specify to what extent these statements match your beliefs and 
attitudes. Provide your opinions by entering the selected digit in the appropriate box.

The specific digits mean:
1 - DEFINITELY YES
2 - YES
3 - RATHER YES
4 - NEITHER YES NOR NOT
5 - RATHER NOT
6 - NO
7 - DEFINITELY NOT

57.1.  � I admire people who have expensive houses, cars and clothes

57.2.  � Despite some painful experiences, my life has sense and a great value

57.3.  � The most important thing in life is to have a lot of fun.

57.4.  � The measure of a successful life is the possession of various material goods

57.5.  � I like buying things that have no practical purpose.

57.6.  � Shopping itself gives me a lot of joy.

57.7.  � People try to help others above all 

57.8.  � Homosexuals should be allowed to live according to their beliefs

57.9.  � A true patriot should not speak ill of Poland and the Polish people

57.10.� Foreigners have too much to say in our country.

57.11.� Some people are worth more than others

57.12.� I would like to look good and attractive

57.13.� Some groups of persons are not worthy of respect

57.14.� We should seek to make the income of all persons more or less equal

57.15.� You cannot raise children well without corporal punishment..

57.16.�Every man is the architect of his own fortune.

57.17.� Fathers should take advantage of parental leave more often and take care of their children.

57.18.� Capital punishment should be reinstated  in Poland.

57.19.� I have a lot of energy.

57.20.� Common-law relationship should be legalised in Poland.

58. Generally, do you believe that you can trust most people, or do you think you can never be too careful?

1 � you can trust most people
2 � you can never be too careful
3 � it is difficult to say

59. Have you in the last year done any voluntary work for people outside the family or for a social organisation?
1� YES, OFTEN 2� YES, RARELY 3� NO

60. Considering all, do you think the last year was a good one for you? 1� YES 2� NO
61. On what or on who would depend, in your opinion, the last year being either a success or a failure? (you can 
indicate more than one answer)
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61.1. � authorities
61.2. � myself
61.3. � other people
61.4. � fate (providence)

62. Below you will find a list of some ailments. Please specify whether you suffered from them LAST MONTH. 
If you did not suffer from a particular ailment last month, please cross the box in the column “I did not”. If you suffered 
from a particular ailment for less than half of the month, cross the box in the middle column. If you suffered from a 
particular ailment for at least half of the month, please cross the box in the last column.

I did I suffered I suffered 
IN THE PAST MONTH: not suffer for less  at least 

than for half
15 days a month

62.1. strong headaches 1� 2� 3�

62.2. stomach pains or flatulence 1� 2� 3�

62.3. pain or tension in the neck or arm muscles 1� 2� 3�

62.4. chest or heart pains 1� 2� 3�

62.5. dry mouth or throat 1� 2� 3�

62.6. attacks of excessive sweating 1� 2� 3�

62.7. shortness of breath 1� 2� 3�

62.8. pains throughout the whole body 1� 2� 3�

62.9. accelerated heartbeat (palpitation) 1� 2� 3�

62.10. shivers or convulsions 1� 2� 3�

62.11. pressure on the bladder and more frequent urinating 1� 2� 3�

62.12. a feeling tiredness not associated with work 1� 2� 3�

62.13. constipation 1� 2� 3�

62.14. nosebleeds 1� 2� 3�

62.15. sudden changes of blood pressure 1� 2� 3�
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63. Please assess the specific areas of your life and state to what extent you are satisfied with them. Please give your 
answers by crossing the box next to the appropriate digit for the given area of life. The specific digits mean:

1 - VERY SATISFIED
2 - SATISFIED
3 - RATHER SATISFIED
4 - RATHER NOT SATISFIED
5 - NOT SATISFIED
6 –VERY NOT SATISFIED
7 – not applicable

To what extent are you satisfied with:

63.1. your relations with your close family members 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.2. the financial situation of your family 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.3. your relations with friends (a group of friends) 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.4. your health condition 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.5. your life achievements 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.6. the situation in the country 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.7. your housing conditions 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.8. the town/city you live in 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.9. your future prospects 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.10. your sex life 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.11. your education 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.12. the manner in which you spend your free time 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.13. your work 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.14. children 1�    2� 3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.15. marriage 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.16. safety in your town/city of residence 1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.17. health care              1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.18. local public transport                     1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.19. your last holiday travels              1�    2�    3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

63.20. recreational areas in the place of your residence 1�    2�  3�    4�    5�    6�   7�

64. Which of the following statements on democracy do you agree the most with?

1 � democracy is a superior form of governance
2 � sometimes non-democratic rule is better than democracy
3 � for people like me it does not really matter whether the government is democratic or not
4 � democracy is a bad form of government
5 � it is hard to say
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65. During the last three months, your own (personal) monthly net income (less taxes) has on average amounted to: 

����� PLN

66. What monthly net income (less taxes) do you expect to receive in two years? ����� PLN

67. Below you will find a list of various behaviours. Some of them may concern you directly, others may concern 
only other people. Please specify your attitude towards the behaviours listed below.
Mark the answers by entering the appropriate number (1-5) into the boxes next to each example. The specific digits mean:

1 - I DO NOT CARE AT ALL
2 - I CARE LITTLE ABOUT IT
3 - I CARE ABOUT IT TO SOME EXTENT
4 - I CARE ABOUT IT VERY MUCH
5 - IT IS HARD TO SAY

How much do you care if:
67.1. � someone pays lower taxes than he/she should

67.2. � someone avoids paying the fares for the public transport (e.g. buses, trains)

67.3. � someone unjustly draws unemployment benefit

67.4. � someone unjustly receives disability benefits (on the grounds of being unable to work)

67.5. � someone files an insurance claim under false pretences

68. We would like to know how many persons you contact with regularly for social and personal reasons (at least 
several times a year). Please give the approximate number of such persons:

68.1. among close family members��
68.2. among friends ��
68.3. among acquaintances (work/school colleagues, neighbours and others) ��

69. Among the acquaintances and friends you contact for social reasons, are there any people who: 

69.1. are significantly older or younger than you are? 1. � YES 2. � NO
69.2. have other political views than yours? 1. � YES 2. � NO
69.3. are significantly poorer or richer than you are? 1. � YES 2. � NO
69.4. prefer different music, literature, pastimes than you do? 1. � YES 2. � NO
69.5. prefer different cuisine than you do? 1. � YES 2. � NO

70. In the last week, how much time on average have you spent daily watching TV?
1 � I do not watch TV
2 � less than an hour
3 � one to two hours
4 � two to three hours
5 � three to four hours
6 � more than four hours
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71. In the last month, how many times have you gone to:

70.1. cinema, theatre, concert ��
70.2. restaurant, cafe, pub ��
70.3. meeting with friends ��

IN THE LAST YEAR, have you:
72. visited a psychologist (psychiatrist) 1� YES 2� NO 

73. drunk too much alcohol 1� YES 2� NO 

74. tried drugs/designer drugs 1� YES 2� NO 

75. . lost a close person 1� YES 2� NO 

76. been unable to find a job after graduation 1� YES 2� NO 3� NOT APPLICABLE
77. been moved to a lower position at work 1� YES 2� NO 3� NOT APPLICABLE

78. been omitted for  promotions at work 1� YES 2� NO 3� NOT APPLICABLE

79. been promoted at work 1� YES 2� NO 3� NOT APPLICABLE

80. had serious problems with your superior 1� YES 2� NO 3� NOT APPLICABLE 

81. started your own business 1� YES 2� NO

82. lost a lot of money doing business 1� YES 2� NO 3�.NOT APPLICABLE

83. been robbed 1� YES 2� NO

84. been mugged and beaten 1� YES 2� NO

85.had your home or car broken into 1� YES 2� NO

86. been charged with a criminal offence punishable with imprisonment or fine
1� YES 2� NO

87. been detained by the police 1� YES 2� NO

88. been accused in a civil court case 1� YES 2� NO

89 caused a traffic collision or accident 1� YES 2� NO

90. had a close acquaintance of yours arrested or braking the law 1� YES 2� NO

91. been discriminated (humiliated) against on the basis of your nationality, appearance, beliefs or other reasons 
1� YES 2� NO

92. had your apartment (house) seriously damaged 1� YES 2� NO

93. had your apartment (house) renovated 1� YES 2� NO

94. had problems with the owner or administrator of the building you live in (lived in)
1� YES 2� NO 3� NOT APPLICABLE

95. been seriously ill 1� YES 2� NO
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96. Do you plan to go abroad within the next two years, in order to work?

1 � YES, to a European Union country - state which one .....................................................

2 � YES, to a country outside the European Union - state which one.............................................. 

3 � NO 

97. – if the answer to question 96 is YES, then what is the main reason for your wish to travel? 
(please read all reasons carefully and indicate no more than tree of the most important in your opinion) 

97.1.  � I've lost all hope in finding any kind of work in this country
97.2.  � I've lost hope in finding the right work for my qualifications in this country
97.3.  � I'm counting on much higher earnings than at home
97.4.  � I've got no opportunity for professional development at home
97.5.  � I'm fed up with the general atmosphere at home
97.6.  � In Poland, everything depends on who you know and not on what you can do
97.7.  � I'm expecting better social benefits in another country (for child, unemployed etc.)
97.8.  � It'll be easier to become independent abroad
97.9.  � I'd like to join my family/partner living abroad
97.10. � People abroad are much more friendly and helpful
97.11. � It's easier to set up and expand business abroad
97.12. � My employer is sending me abroad
97.13. � I want to challenge myself
97.14. � I want to earn some money to set up my own business at home
97.15. � I want to earn some money for my needs at home (support the family/pay off a loan/build a house/flat/buy 

land/equipment, etc.)
97.16. � other reason.

98. When should Poland join the eurozone (euro area) in your opinion?

1 � as soon as possible
2 � as soon as  the situation in the eurozone improves
3 � never
4 � it is hard to say

99. Do you use a computer? 1� YES 2� NO

100. Do you use the Internet? 1� YES 2� NO

101. Which political party is the closest to your views? (leader's name in brackets)

1 � Platforma Obywatelska (Ewa Kopacz)

2 � Prawo i Sprawiedliwość (Jarosław Kaczyński) 

3 � Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe (Janusz Piechociński)

4 � Sojusz Lewicy Demokratycznej (Leszek Miller)

5 � Twój Ruch (Janusz Palikot)

6 � Other 

7 � None

8 � It is hard to say
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102. Do you use services of a bank? 1� YES 2� NO

103. - if YES, which services?

1. � account
2. � debit card
3. � savings account
4. � credit card
5. � overdraft
6. � electronic/online banking
7. � ban loan/cash loan
8. � mortgage
9. � deposit

104. - if you use bank services, which bank is your main bank (used for transfer of salary, pension, used most often, 
account, etc.)?

1.  � Alior Bank 10. � Eurobank
2.  � Bank Gospodarki Żywnościowej 11. � Getin Bank
3.  � Bank Millennium 12. � ING Bank Śląski
4.  � Bank Pekao SA 13. � Kredyt Bank 
5.  � Bank Pocztowy 14. � mBank (Multibank)
6.  � Bank Spółdzielczy 15. � PKO Bank Polski 
7.  � Bank Zachodni WBK 16. � Polbank
8.  � Citi Handlowy 17. � SKOK
9 . � Credit Agricole 18. � other

105. Do you trust?:

105.1. commercial banks? 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately  3� NO 4� no opinion

105.2. National Bank of Poland 1� YES, a lot  2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.3. Sejm 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately  3� NO    4� no opinion

105.4. President 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately  3� NO    4� no opinion

105.5. European Parliament 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.6. the police 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.7. the government 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.8. ZUS (Social Insurance Institution) 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.9. stock exchange 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.10. courts 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.11. life insurance companies 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.12.property  insurance companies 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.13. neighbours 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.14. doctors 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion

105.15. media (journalists) 1� YES, a lot 2� YES, moderately 3� NO    4� no opinion
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106. Do you practise any sport or physical activity?
106.1.  � no, I do not practise any sport or physical activity
106.2.  � aerobics
106.3.  � running/jogging/nordic walking
106.4.  � gym
106.5.  � cycling
106.6.  � skiing or other winter sports
106.7.  � swimming
106.8.  � football or other team sports
106.9.  � yoga
106.10. � martial arts
106.11. � another sport or type of physical activity

107. Do you have any kind of insurance? 1� YES 2� NO
108 -- if yes, which insurance types do you use?

1. � group insurance policy in the workplace
2. � private life insurance
3. � third person liability insurance in private life
4. � motor insurance
5. � health insurance related to traveling abroad

109. Which of the causes of the Polish airplane’s catastrophe in Smoleńsk on 10 April 2010 is in your opinion most 
probable? (please mark no more than two of the following causes)

1 � he pilots’ or flight controllers’ error
2 � attack or conspiracy against the Polish president
3 � the pilots being under pressure to land despite the bad weather conditions
4 � general chaos in the institutions responsible for the flight
5 � other causes
6 � it is hard to say

110. How many hours a week do you spend on reading the press? (newspapers, journals, magazines)? ��hours

111. How many books did you read (listen to) during the last 12 months? 

111.1. printed ��
111.2. audiobooks ��
111.3. e-books ��

112. In the last year, did you take any loans in a company which was not a bank 
(e.g. Provident, so-called shadow banking systems, by text etc.)? 1� YES 2� NO

113. – if YES, what was the reason for borrowing money from a company different than a bank? (more than one 
reason can be indicated)

1. � quick way of obtaining the money
2. � the amount was small
3. � I was unable to get a loan in a bank
4. � there is no difference between banks and non-banks. 
5. � easy way of contacting the person lending the money
6. � favourable interest rates
7. � favourable payment conditions
8. � other reasons
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The next pages include the sets of questions addressed only to certain persons. Please check which conditions you 
meet and go to the appropriate parts of the questionnaire:

the persons currently working professionally – question 114-121
the persons who changed their job in the period 2013-2015 – questions 122-123
the persons who did not work professionally in the period 2013-2015 – questions 124-126
the persons who have a bank account – questions 127-130
the persons who use a computer – questions 131-132
the persons who use the Internet – questions 133-135
the persons who take care of a disabled adult for free – questions 136-138
persons who have taken part in Social Diagnosis for the first time – questions 139-141

********************************************************************************
FOR THE PERSONS WHO WORK PROFESSIONALLY AT THE MOMENT

114. How many hours a week do you work on average? �� hours

115. How much time do you usually spend commuting to and from work? ��� minutes

116. Which solutions would in your opinion facilitate combining professional and family duties, including parental 
duties? (Please indicate at least three answers you consider the most important.)

116.1. � part-time work
116.2. � possibility to share parental leave with the child's father
116.3. � flexible work hours
116.4. � possibility of working partly at home
116.5. � more days off in a week
116.6. � longer paid child care leave
116.7. � higher social benefits (e.g. child care benefit, benefits for children, etc.)
116.8. � better possibilities of child care outside home for children under 7 (more nurseries and kindergartens, the time 

of childcare outside home adjusted to the parents’ work hours)
116.9. � better possibilities of child care outside home for children aged 7-12 (more additional classes at schools, local 

care centres, etc.)

117. What is in your opinion the most important in professional work? (please read through all the answers and then 
choose no more than 3, by crossing the appropriate boxes)
117.1. � lack of tensions and stress
117.2. � high degree of independence
117.3. � personal development opportunities
117.4. � work matching one’s skills
117.5. � quick promotion opportunities
117.6. � stability of employment
117.7. � convenient work hours
117.8. � possibility of working at home
117.9. � long leave
117.10. � having a profession which is respected by others
117.11. � appropriate pay
117.12. � other factors

118. Which of the conditions chosen by you in the previous question are fulfilled in your current job? 
118.1. the first crossed condition 1. � YES 2. � NO
118.2. the second crossed condition 1. � YES 2. � NO
118.3. the third crossed condition 1. � YES 2. � NO
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119. Do you currently work in a managerial capacity? 1� YES 2� NO

120. -- if YES, how many staff do you have reporting to you? ����
121. In your main place of work, is it possible to? 

121.1change the time of starting or finishing work, 1. � YES 2. � NO
121.2. perform some work-related duties at home 1. � YES 2. � NO

********************************************************************************
FOR PERSONS WHO CHANGED THEIR JOB IN THE PERIOD 2013-2015, IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER 
THEY WORK AT PRESENT OR NOT

122. Why did you change your job in the period 2013-2015? (you may choose more than one reason)
122.1. � own decision in order to start a better/better paid job
122.2. � my employment contract for a definite period of time expired
122.3. � or reasons outside my control (health condition, dismissal, leave, company’s restructuring, company’s 

insolvency, retirement)
122.4. � other reasons

123. Did the change of job also entail a change of occupation? 1� YES   2� NO

********************************************************************************
THE PERSONS WHO DID NOT WORK PROFESSIONALLY IN 2013-2015

124. Did you work before the year 2013? 1� YES 2� NO

125. Why did you not work in the period 2013-2015? (please choose up to 3 reasons, by crossing the appropriate 
boxes)

125.1.  � education, gaining new qualifications
125.2.  � taking care of the home
125.3.  � child-rearing
125.4.  � taking care of the disabled and older household members
125.5.  � health condition, disability
125.6.  � unsuitable age
125.7.  � lack of qualifications required by the employers
125.8.  � retirement
125.9.  � difficulties with finding a job
125.10. � receiving social benefits
125.11. � I did not want to work

126. Which conditions would make you take up a job in Poland? (please choose and indicate up to 2 answers)
126.1. � possibility of working part-time
126.2. � possibility of working at least partly at home
126.3. � possibility of having flexible work hours
126.4. � possibility of receiving more support from other household members in terms of family duties
126.5. � possibility of using proper care services for the children or the ill
126.6. � possibility of retaining the right to receive current social benefits
126.7. � convenient conditions of working and commuting for disabled persons
126.8. � other
126.9. � I do not want to work at all
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********************************************************************************
FOR THE PERSONS WHO HAVE A BANK ACCOUNT

127. Do you consider the amount of contact on the part of the bank to be:
1 � Too much
2 � Correct
3 � Too little

128. What is your preferred form of contact on the part of the bank?:
1 � by telephone
2 � e-mail
3 � letter on paper
4 � SMS
5 � visit to branch

129. How frequent contact on the part of the bank would you consider acceptable?
(please cross each column. If you have no email account, please leave the column empty)

How often? 129.1. telephone 129.2. e-mail 129.3. letter on paper
Once a week 1� 1� 1�
Once a month 2� 2� 2�
Once a quarter 3� 3� 3�
Once every half a year 4� 4� 4�
Less than once a year 5� 5� 5�

130. Would you be likely to purchase more bank products if it did not require visiting a branch? 
1� YES 2� NO 3. � It is hard to say

********************************************************************************
FOR THE PERSONS WHO USE A COMPUTER

131. How many hours have you spent using a computer in the last week? �� hours

132. Did you perform the following activities when using a computer?
Please cross the appropriate boxes.

YES NO
132.1. copying, cutting and pasting in order to replicate or move the selected fragments of 
a file 1. � 2. �

132.2. using the basic mathematical functions in a spread sheet 1. � 2. �
132.3. creating an electronic presentation 1. � 2. �
132.4. writing a computer programme in a programming language 1. � 2. �

********************************************************************************
FOR THE PERSONS WHO USE THE INTERNET

133. How many hours have you spent using the internet in the last week? ��
134. Please state whether you have performed the following activities when using the Internet?
(please read through the list of possible Internet activities below and mark which of them you have ever performed 
and which of them you have performed in the last week, by crossing the appropriate boxes)

Activity Ever Last week

134.1. reading and sending e-mails 1.� 2.�
134.2. using instant messengers 1.� 2.�
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134.3. using discussion groups or forums 1.� 2.�
134.4. calling via the Internet ( Skype), 1.� 2.�
134.5. creating or modifying websites 1.� 2.�
134.6. collecting materials necessary for education or work 1.� 2.�
134.7. participating in online courses or trainings 1.� 2.�
134.8. job seeking, sending offers concerning employment 1.� 2.�
134.9. buying products and services online in Poland 1.� 2.�
134.10. . buying products and services online from abroad 1.� 2.�
134.11. participating in online auctions 1.� 2.�
134.12. playing network games online 1.� 2.�
134.13. downloading free software 1.� 2.�
134.14. using Facebook 1.� 2.�
134.15. using other social network portals 1.� 2.�
134.16. using internet banking services 1.� 2.�
134.17. downloading free music, films 1.� 2.�
134.18. reating and publishing own texts (e.g. blog), images, music or other 

type of online creation
1.� 2.�

134.19. obtaining information from the websites of public institutions 1.� 2.�
134.20. downloading or filling in official forms 1.� 2.�
134.21. listening to music or  radio online 1.� 2.�
134.22. watching TV online 1.� 2.�
134.23. ticket reservation (airplane, cinema, theatre) 1.� 2.�
134.24. reading newspapers or books online 1.� 2.�
134.25. paying for online content 1.� 2.�
134.26. using Internet and electronic mail at home for professional reasons 1.� 2.�

135. Do you use browser or other internet applications through your mobile phone or Tablet ?
1.� YES, only if Wi-Fi is available,  
2.� YES, at any place through mobile network, 
3.� NO

********************************************************************************

FOR THE PERSONS WHO TAKE CARE OF A DISABLED ADULT FOR FREE

136. Does the person you take care of live with you? 1. � YES 2. � NO

137. How old is he/she? �� years old

138. How much time on average do you spend taking care of the person weekly? �� hours
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********************************************************************************
FOR THE PERSONS WHO ARE TAKING PART IN SOCIAL DIAGNOSIS FOR THE FIRST TIME

If you have children who currently do not live with you, please answer question 139. If this does not apply to you, please 
leave question 139 out.

139. Please state the date of birth of the children who do not live with you at present.
The number of the child 1 2 3 4 5 6

Year of birth (only the last two 
digits) �� �� �� �� �� ��
If you have ever lived together with a partner for more than three months, please answer the following. If not, please finish the 
questionnaire here.

140, 141. Please state the year of starting and finishing your time of living together with a partner for over three 
months
(if there was more than one such relationship, please state the year when you started and stopped living together with 
subsequent partners in the subsequent columns)
The subsequent number of the partner 1 2 3 4 5 6

140. The year in which you started to live 
together with the partner (two last digits) �� �� �� �� �� ��
141. The year in which you finished living 
together with the partner (two last digits); 
if this is your current relationship, please 
leave the space blank �� �� �� �� �� ��
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME
WE WOULD LIKE TO ONCE AGAIN ASSURE YOU THAT ALL PROVIDED INFORMATION WILL BE USED 
ONLY IN COLLECTIVE STATISTICAL SCIENTIFIC STUDIES.
on behalf of the COUNCIL FOR SOCIAL MONITORING
Prof. Tomasz Panek - Szkoła Główna Handlowa (Warsaw School of Economics).
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1.3. Instructions for interviewers            
 

INSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING THE ORGANISATION AND PRINCIPLES OF FILLING IN THE 
QUESTIONNAIRES UNDER “SOCIAL DIAGNOSIS 2015” R8 

 
 

Introductory notes 
 
The survey “Social Diagnosis” is a cyclical study, repeated on the same sample of households. 
In the current eight wave (R8) we are planning to interview all the households which took part in the previous 

rounds and consented to further participation in the survey, as well as the households from a new sample. 
The 2015 study will include only those households (questionnaire for the household) from previous rounds that 

were present on the collective list sent to the Voivodship Statistical Offices by e-mail. If this list includes a household, 
however, any of its present members is absent from such list, such a person is assigned a number following the last 
number from the 2009 list. If the household no longer includes a person from the list, such person retains its number 
and in Part I Section C lines 35, 38, 39 and 41 are filled in. 

The most important information identifying the persons examined in the previous rounds is their fixed number - 
it should be carefully and visibly rewritten from the collective list. 

The information on the household is collected based on the interview with the household head or a person well 
aware of the household matters (Part I of the questionnaire). All household members aged 16 and above (as of 1 March 
2015, i.e. all persons born after 1 March 1999) fill in Part II of the questionnaire on their own in the interviewer’s 
presence. If any respondent is unable to fill in this part on his or her own, the interviewer is obliged to help them. Part 
II of the questionnaire has been prepared in two versions - a male and a female one. Men may not be given the female 
versions and vice versa as the questionnaire has the respondent’s gender coded in it. 

IMPORTANT: Some persons examined in the previous rounds do not complete individually Part II but the ISSP 
questionnaire. These persons are included in the address list in last column R (first digit). 

The definitions, classification and groupings are in majority in accordance with the research based on the samples 
of households conducted by the Central Statistical Office (GUS). The proposed extensions or slightly different 
classifications come from the recommendations of Eurostat for the survey of households. 

In the case of the households that were examined under previous rounds, apart from the full form for the current 
wave, you will receive also a part of the information from Part I from Section A, B and C from previous studies. The 
data should be filled into the questionnaire before the interview or checked during the interview/. 

A. HOUSEHOLD_NO. – identification number of the household (Section A, Part II and ISSP) 
B. Questionnaire_No. - (top right corner, Part II or ISSP) 
C. Fixed number of the household (top right corner of the questionnaire) 
D. VOIVODSHIP (Section A, territorial symbol) 
E. poviat (Section A, territorial symbol) 
F. POVIAT_NAME (do not write it in the questionnaire) 
G. GMINA (Section A, territorial symbol) 
H. address (Section A, address) 
I. phone (verify, please) 
J. CLASS_OF_PLACE_OF_RESIDENCE (Section A, symbol of the class of residence) 
K. Fixed_number (Section C and Part II, right top corner) 
L. PERSON_NO_IN_THE_HOUSEHOLD (Part II and ISSP – the same as the reference number of the person 

from Section C) 
M. NAME (Section C, Part II, ISSP) 
N. Date of birth (please, verify) 
O. SEX 
P. issp (if digit 1 is included in the address list, this person should be given the ISSP questionnaire, instead of 

Part II) 
We ask you to conduct the interview in Section C based on this information from the previous rounds, i.e. taking 

into account all the persons in the household present on the list of persons from previous rounds as well as any new 
persons in the households from R5. 
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Remember to retain the previous rounds numbers for the persons in the household and to assign the fixed 
numbers to them, while the persons who joined the household after the last survey or were not present on the list are 
assigned with the numbers following the last number of the person from the list. If the number of persons is higher 
than 8, all persons with the numbers above 8 are described on a separate sheet for Section C. For the persons 
who permanently left the household after the last round, please fill in only the following lines: 35, 38, 39 and 41. 

Our aim is to conduct individual interviews (Part II of the questionnaire) with all household members aged 16 and 
above, even with those who for various reasons were not interviewed during the previous rounds. 

If there is more than one household living at the same address, the household the interviewer visited first and 
which consented to take part in the survey is examined. 

The cards to be shown to respondents do not feature such answers as “I do not know” or “It is hard to say”, 
however, these answers may be present in the questionnaire and may be marked if a respondent spontaneously answers 
the question this way. In the questions which are not accompanied with the card, such answers are not read to 
respondents, but are marked (if they are present on the scale of answers) when a respondent spontaneously answers 
the question this way. 

Please inform the examined households that, as in the previous years, they will take part in a lottery with 15 
money prizes, with the value of PLN 600 each. 
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Detailed characteristics 
 
PART I 
SECTION A. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 
 
point 0 - please enter the one-digit number to mark the status of the household in the survey symbol 

1 the household took part already in the study wave and still lives at the same address => go to point 1 
2 the household took part in the fifth study wave but has changed the place of residence or all household 
members have moved to a multi-occupancy accommodation facility => an interview is not conducted 
3 a new household (previously did not take part in any study wave), randomly chosen in current round 

 
point 1 - enter the seven-digit number of the territorial unit according to the new territorial division of the country 
(Voivodship, poviat, gmina) 
 
point 3 - enter the one-digit number for the place of residence category of the household’s present place of residence, 
according to the list below: symbol 

1 cities with more than 500k inhabitants 
2 cities with 200k to 500k inhabitants 
3 cities with 100k to 200k inhabitants 
4 cities with 20k to 100k inhabitants 
5 cities below 20k inhabitants 
6 rural areas 

 
point 4 - enter the household identification number. The identification number was hitherto composed of five digits 
and did not change in the subsequent survey rounds. Therefore, the households which already took part in the survey 
will have now the same number in the mailing list; and new households will have a new six-digit number taken from 
the pool of numbers for the given Voivodship to be assigned to such household (110,001 to 115,000). 
 
point 5 - A family is composed of the household members bound by marriage/unmarried couples, blood ties or 
adoption. Thus, the following types of families may be distinguished: regular families - a married or unmarried couple 
with no children, a married or unmarried couple with children; single - parent family - a mother with children, a father 
with children. 
Non-family households are the household where there is no family (as defined above). There are non-family one-
person households and non-family multi-person households (e.g. a grandmother with a grandson, siblings residing 
together, persons residing together but not related by blood). If there is no family in the household, enter 0. 
 
Point 6 - enter the one-digit number for the main source of income in the household, in accordance with the list of 
symbols below (if there are several equally important sources of income, enter 7): symbol 

1 households of employees 
2 households of farmers 
3 households of self-employed persons, except for individual agricultural holding, liberal professions, self-
employment 
4 households of retirees 
5 households of pensioners 
6 households with income received but not earned and other than old age or disability pension 
7 several equally important sources of income in the household 

 
SECTION B. INFORMATION ABOUT CONDUCTING THE INTERVIEW 

Question 5 - ask whether the household consents to participation in the next survey in 2017

Social Diagnosis 2015 495Social Diagnosis 2015 495



Social Diagnosis 2015  496   

© Social Monitoring Council 

PART C. COMPOSITION OF THE HOUSEHOLD 

1 the person’s reference number - for the households interviewed previously, please assign the household 
members with the same numbers as in mailing list. If there is a household member who was omitted on the list sent 
to the Voivodship Statistical Office, assign the first unoccupied number. A new person in the household previously 
interviewed is also assigned with a subsequent number. If there are more than 8 household members, in the case of 
the other persons (number 9, 10, etc.) the data in C section are entered on a separate sheet, which should be folded 
with the questionnaire after the interview. 
2 fixed number - the number assigned to the persons who took part in previous rounds and included on the list of 
the households which qualified for the survey in 2015 in column K. 
 
Line 4 - please enter for the relevant person the one-digit household head’s and the remaining persons symbol for the 
relationship with the household head: 
symbol 

1  household head 
2  husband, wife 
3  partner  
4  son, daughter 
5  son-in-law, daughter-in-law (partner of the child) 
6  grandson, granddaughter 
7  father, mother, father-in-law, mother-in-law 
8  grandfather, grandmother 
9  brother, sister 
0  other person 

The household head is the person who provides the household with all or the majority of the means of living. 
 
Line 5 - enter the one-digit symbol of the family number for each person: 
symbol 

1  for the members of the first family, 
2  for the members of the second family, 
3  for the members of the third family, 
4-8 for the members of the fourth and further family, 
0  for the persons who are not family members in a family household or for the persons in a non-family or 
a special household 

 
Line 6 - enter the one-digit symbol for the relationship with the family head The family head is the man in the case of 
a regular family (a married or unmarried couple with or without children) or a single parent in a single-parent family: 
symbol 

1  family head 
2  wife 
3  partner 
4  son, daughter 
5  other person outside the family 
0  person in a non-family or special household 

 
Note! In each questionnaire both line 4 and 6 should be filled in. 
 
Line 10 - enter the one-digit symbol for gender: symbol 

1  man 
2  woman 

 
Line 11 - enter the one-digit symbol of the marital status for all household members: symbol 

1  unmarried 
2  married 
3  widow(er) 
4  divorced 
5  legally separated (based on a court decision) 
6  practically separated (the spouses do not live together without a court decision) 
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Line 16 - enter the two-digit symbol for the educational attainment: symbol 
10 higher education with at least a PhD degree 
11 higher education with at least an MA degree or an equivalent degree 
12 higher education with an Engineer or Bachelor degree 
20 post-secondary education 
30 secondary vocational 
40  secondary general  
50  basic vocational 
51  lower secondary  
60  primary completed 
70 no education (primary not completed, no school education) 
99  not applicable (person aged 0-12) 

 
Line 17 - enter the total number of years in education, regardless of whether the relevant education was completed 
The years of any postgraduate studies or training courses are not included. A training course is an extra-curricular 
education aimed at gaining or upgrading one’s professional qualifications, any courses aimed at preparing for any 
exams, as well as language courses, computer courses, driving courses, etc. 
 
Line 18 - enter the two-digit symbol for the specialisation of the completed education: 
symbol 

14  pedagogics 
21 art 
22 liberal arts (religion, foreign languages, mother tongue, history, archaeology, philosophy) 
31 social sciences (psychology, sociology, demography, political science, economy) 
32 journalism and information 
34  economy and administration (management, marketing, finance, banking, insurance, accounting and taxes, 
science about management and administration) 
38  law 
42  biological sciences  
44  physical sciences  
46  mathematics and statistics 
48  computer science (IT) 
50 technical science (engineering, industry, construction) 
54  production and processing 
58  architecture and construction  
62  agriculture, forestry, fishing  
64  veterinary medicine 
71 public health 
72 healthcare (medicine, dentistry, nursing, pharmacy) 
76 social welfare (social services) 
81 services for the population and transport services 
85 environmental protection and sanitary and public utility services 
86 protection and safety 
90 armed forces and country protection 
91 other 
92 lack of speciality (primary, lower secondary, secondary general education) 
98 not applicable (persons before the primary education graduation and without the primary education) 
99 no data  

 
Line 19 - enter the one-digit symbol for the educational attainment of the person, defined as using or not using various 
educational services provided under the public education system, by other institutions (public and private e.g., 
participation in a school for the elderly known as "Third Age University") outside the school system (concerns the 
current situation) or self-education 
symbol 

1 nursery or kindergarten 
2 education in a day school 
3 evening, extramural and external education 
4 using various forms of education outside the school system (training courses, etc.) 
5 individual course of education 
8 not using any educational services 

 
For persons with 1, 2, 3 or 4 in line 19, fill in line 20 and possibly 21 (if the person uses more than one educational 
service). If 5 or 8 is entered in line 19, go to line 22. 
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Lines 20-21 - enter the two-digit symbol of the type of educational service (two most important ones): 
symbol 

1 nursery, public kindergarten 
2 nursery, private kindergarten 
21 education in a public primary and lower secondary school 
22 education in a private primary and lower secondary school 
30 education in a basic vocational school, vocational traineeship 
41 education in a public general secondary school 
42 education in a private general secondary school 
51 education in a public vocational secondary school 
52 education in a private vocational secondary school 
61 education in a public post-secondary school 
62 education in a private post-secondary school 
71 public higher education school 
72 private higher education school 
81 postgraduate studies in a public higher education school 
82 postgraduate studies in a private higher education school 
83 PhD studies in a public higher education school 
84 PhD studies in a private higher education school 
90 training courses and trainings financed by the employer 
91 training courses and trainings financed from the Labour Fund 
92 training courses and trainings financed from the European Social Fund 
93 training courses and trainings financed with own resources of the household 
94 other forms of improving skills (such as driving lessons, learning how to play an instrument, learning a 
foreign language) 
98 I do not know 

 
Line 22 - enter the symbol 

1 if the person has a driving licence 
2 if the person has no driving licence  
8  person too young 

 
Lines 23-28 - for each language, enter: 

1 if the person knows this language actively (speaking and writing) 
2 if the person knows this language passively (only writing) 
3 if the person does not know this language 

 
Line 30 - enter the one-digit symbol for the disability category:  
symbol 

1 for the persons who have a valid certificate from the Social Insurance Institution (ZUS) 
2 for the persons who have a valid certificate from the Disability Evaluation Board at the Poviat Centre of 
Family Support (ZOoN at PCPR) 
3 for the persons who have a valid certificate from the Social Insurance Institution and ZOoN at PCPR 
4 for the persons who have stated that due to disability or disease they have completely or partly limited 
ability to perform such activities as learning, working or taking care of own household but they do not have 
a certificate from the medical board 
5 disability of children aged below 16 
0 other cases 
8  not applicable (the person is not a disabled person) 

 
Line 31 - for the persons with 1, 2 or 3 in line 31 
symbol 

1 certificate on a severe disability or complete inability to work and live alone or on the first invalidity class 
2 certificate on a moderate disability or a considerable inability to work or on the second invalidity class 
3 certificate on a slight disability or a considerable inability to work or advisability of changing one’s 
profession or on the third invalidity class 

 
Lines 32-33 - these concern a source of income of specific persons; please enter the two-digit symbols for the main 
and the additional source of income 
symbol 

11 permanent paid employment in the public sector 
12 permanent paid employment in the private sector 
13 temporary paid employment in the public sector 
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14 temporary paid employment in the private sector 
15 use of an agricultural holding 
16 helping in an agricultural holding 
17 employer outside an individual holding in agriculture 
18 permanent work for one’s own account (also self-employment) 
19 temporary work for one’s own account 
20 helping in work for one’s own account 
21 old age pension (apart from the agricultural social insurance system) 
22 old age pensions for individual farmers (under insurance in the Agricultural Social Insurance Fund, 
KRUS) 
23 disability pensions 
24 family pensions 
25 maternity benefits 
26 unemployment benefits 
27 other benefits from the Labour Fund 
28 allowance for persons on child care leaves (former child care benefits) 
29 other social insurance benefits (such as child birth allowance, funeral allowance, sickness allowance) 
30 family benefits and allowance in accordance with the Act on Family Benefits of 2003, as amended, 
housing allowance 
31 social assistance benefits 
32 other social assistance benefits (such as benefits for persons brining up children, special purpose benefits 
and extraordinary benefits) 
33 children maintenance 
34 other income of a social benefit nature (including scholarships) 
35 income from own property (interest, dividends, etc.) 
36 income from the rental of a house, apartment or garage 
37 foreign old age and disability pensions 
38 benefits under a voluntary sickness and accident insurance system 
39 compensation under other insurance schemes 
40 donations, maintenance from private persons 
41 other income 
42 other revenues (sale of property, savings, credits) 
43 being supported by other household members 

 
Line 34 - enter the one-digit symbol concerning the reasons for a temporary absence (absence to date or expected 
absence longer than 1 months) 
symbol 

1 stay at a hospital or nursing home 
2 stay away from the household due to education 
3 military service 
4 other institutions (jail, prison, etc.) 
5 work in the country, outside the place of residence 
6 work abroad 
7 education in the country, outside the place of residence 
8 education abroad 
9 business travel 
0 other 

 
Line 35 - enter the one-digit symbol for the membership of the person in the household symbol 

1 the person was a member of the household subjected to the study under the previous rounds (and is in the 
panel sample of persons) and still is a member of this household 
2 the person permanently left the household 
3 the person died 
4 a new person born after the previous study wave, of a mother who took part in that wave 
5 the person was not a member of the household subjected to the study under the previous rounds (and is 
not in the panel sample of persons) if one of  the following conditions is met: 
 - it is a household subjected to the previous wave and this person became its member after the last study 
(came from the outside) 
 - the household is a new household in the survey (none of the household members was a member of the 
household which took part in the previous rounds) 
6 the person was in the group to be subjected earlier but was mistakenly not included in the survey (the 
person is in the panel sample of persons) 
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7 the person returned to the household: was a member of the household in earlier rounds but not in the last 
study at that household (and is in the panel sample of persons). 

 
NOTE! 
Lines 36-41 are filled in exclusively in the households which took part in the previous rounds. They concern the 
persons who were the household  members in the previous study and left the household or the persons who appeared 
in the household in between the previous and the present study  wave: 
Lines 36-37 - enter the date of arrival in the household - month (Arabic numerals) and year (two last digits) 
Lines 38-39 - enter the date of leaving the household - month (Arabic numerals) and year (two last digits) 
  
Line 40 - enter the one-digit symbol for the reason for arrival in the household the symbol of the reason for ARRIVAL 
at the household 

1 marriage, cohabitation 
2 divorce, separation, breakdown of an informal relationship 
3 birth 
4 other 
8 not applicable 

 
Line 41 - enter the one-digit symbol for the reason for leaving the household the symbol of the reason for LEAVING 
the household 

1 marriage, cohabitation 
2 divorce, separation, breakdown of an informal relationship 
3 death 
4 starting own household in Poland 
5 starting own household abroad 
6 other 
8  not applicable 

 
Line 42  
symbol 

1 interview completed 
The interview was not conducted, although the household was contacted, because 
2 the person was not able to answer the questions (illness, alcohol intoxication) 
3 the person did not return a filled in questionnaire 
4 the person initially refused to be interviewed (it is possible he or she will consent to take part in the study 
in the next rounds) 
5 the person definitely refused to take part in the study now or in the future  
It was not possible to contact the person because: 
6 the person was temporarily away from the household (e.g. a short-term business trip) 
7 the person was not at home, no one in the household gave them the form to be filled in on his or her own 

PART D. ECONOMIC ACTIVITY OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS AGED 15+ 

This section concerns persons who are aged 15 as of 1 March 2013, i.e. born before the end of February 1998 
 
Line 1 - enter the person’s number, the same as the one in Section C, line 1 
 
Lines 2, 3 - symbols and routing principles have been stated in the form 
 
Line 5 - enter the symbol 
symbol 

1. based on an employment contract for a specified period of time (apart from the contracts listed below, 
being non-standard forms of employment (6-11),  and for a period longer than one year) 
2. based on an employment contract for an unspecified period of time 
3. self-employed entrepreneur hiring employers 
4. self-employed 
5. helping in a family business without pay 
6. temporary job (based on fixed-term employment contracts, such as replacement contracts, contracts for 
specific work) 
7. other short-term contracts (such as summer traineeships, employment contracts for a period shorter than 
one year) 
8. trial period employment 
9. paid employment on the basis of a civil law contract (contract of mandate, contract for specific work) 
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10. paid employment without a formal contract or with an oral agreement 
11. other 

Line 6 - symbols and routing principles have been stated in the form; full-time job means employment on a full-time 
basis at least at one workplace. 
 
Line 7 - enter the symbol of the most important reason symbol 

1. cannot find a full-time job 
2. does not want to work full-time 
3. is forced to as he or she has no possibility of ensuring proper care to his or her children 
4. is forced to as he or she has no possibility of ensuring proper care to an ill, old or disabled person 
5. has also another job 
6. other reasons 

 
Line 8 - this question is asked to all respondents; symbols and routing principles have been stated in the form 
 
Line 9 - symbols stated in the form 
 
Line 10 - this question is asked to all respondents; routing principles have been stated in the form symbol 

1 YES and I am currently unemployed 
2 YES and I am currently employed 
3 NO and I am currently unemployed but I have already found a job 
4 NO and I am currently unemployed 
5 NO and I am currently employed 

 
Line 11 - enter the symbol of the main reason: symbol 

1 education, gaining new qualifications 
2 taking care of the home 
3 due to child care 
4 due to taking care of disabled and older household members 
5 due to the health condition 
6 due to an unsuitable age 
7 due to the lack of qualifications 
8 is retired 
9 is convinced he or she will not find a job anyway 
10 does not want to lose the right to receive social benefits 
11 does not want to work at all 
12 other reasons 

 
Line 12 - symbols stated in the form 
 
Lines 13 - 14 enter the number of years and/or months not in employment; for the persons who have never worked 
enter 97 and go to line 23; in the remaining cases go to line 19 
 
Line 15 - enter the one-digit symbol for the ownership structure of the institution being the main workplace symbol 

1 state-owned 
2 owned by the units of the territorial self-government 
3 private 
4 cooperative, owned by a social or religious organisation 
8  not applicable (in the case of the unemployed) 

 
line 16 - enter the one-digit symbol for the ownership structure of the institution being the additional workplace 
symbol 

1 state-owned 
2 owned by the units of the territorial self-government 
3 private 
4 cooperative, owned by a social or religious organisation 
8 not applicable (in the case of the unemployed) 
9 not applicable (in the case of persons who do not have an additional employment) 
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Line 17 - symbols stated in the form ((local borders should be taken into account according to the administrative 
division) 
 
Line 18 - enter the three-digit symbol of the profession, in accordance with the current classification of professions 
used in the research of the Central Statistical Office (GUS). This classification is used also in the Labour Force Survey 
and in the EU SILC. 
 
Line 19 - enter the three-digit symbol of the profession, in accordance with the current classification of professions 
used in the research of the Central Statistical Office (GUS). This classification is used also in the Labour Force Survey 
and in the EU SILC. 
 
Line 20 - enter how many times this person has been registered in the Labour Office as an unemployed person 
 
Line 21 - enter the total number of months not in employment 
 
Line 22 - symbols and routing principles have been stated in the form 
 
Lines 23, 24, 25 - enter the two-digit symbol of the type of educational service 
symbol 

21 education in a public primary and lower secondary school 
22 education in a private primary and lower secondary school 
30  education in a basic vocational school, vocational traineeship 
41 education in a public general secondary school 
42 education in a private general secondary school 
51 education in a public vocational secondary school 
52 education in a private vocational secondary school 
61 education in a public post-secondary school 
62 education in a private post-secondary school 
71  studies in a public higher education school - full-time studies 
72 studies in a public higher education school - evening or extramural studies 
73 studies in a private higher education school 
81 postgraduate studies in a public higher education school 
82 postgraduate studies in a private higher education school 
83 PhD studies in a public higher education school 
84 PhD studies in a private higher education school 
90 training courses and trainings financed by the employer 
91 training courses and trainings financed from the Labour Fund 
92 training courses and trainings financed from the European Social Fund 
93 training courses and trainings financed with own resources of the household 
94 other forms of mastering skills (such as driving lessons, learning how to play an instrument, learning 
           a foreign language) 
95 individual course of education 
96 School for the elderly known as “Third Age University” 
98  I do not know 

 
Line 26 - symbols given in the form 
 
Line 27 - symbols and routing principles have been stated in the form  
 
Line 28 - enter the number of travels 
 
Lines 29, 30 - enter the symbol 
symbol 
 

1  Austria 6  Greece  11 Germany 16 other EU Member States 
(Czech Republic, Slovakia, 
Hungary, Estonia, Lithuania, 
Latvia, Cyprus, Slovenia, 
Malta, Bulgaria, Romania) 

17 USA 
2  Belgium 7  Spain  12 Portugal 18 Canada 
3  Denmark 8  the Netherlands 13 Sweden 19 Australia 
4  Finland 9  Ireland 14 Great Britain 20 Other countries 
5  France 10 Luxembourg 15 Italy 21 Norway 

 
Lines 31 - 32– enter the number of months 
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Line 33 - enter the symbol if the person meets the following condition: he/she was abroad in the period 2013-2015 
for longer than 6 months and returned to Poland last year (after 1 January 2014). 
symbol 

1. as had been planned before going abroad 
2. had been dismissed/finished the employment 
3. had completed education 
4. could not find a job abroad 
5. due to family reasons 
6. due to the decrease in the income level abroad in comparison to the income level in the country 
7. due to health reasons 
8. only temporarily to deal with certain matters in the country 
9. other reason 
99. it is hard to say 

 

Section I. SOCIAL HELP 

Question 1 - concerns various sources of assistance, both from private persons and from institutions, such as 
gmina or town centres of social assistance, Poviat Centres of Family Support, Regional Centres of Social Policy, 
secular charitable organisations (including non-governmental organisations operating in the area of social assistance, 
in this charitable organisations, i.e. charitable associations, foundations, committees, societies, charitable actions, such 
as Polish Red Cross (PCK), Polish Committee for Social Assistance (PKPS), Foundation for Social Actions (FDS)), 
religious organisation (such as Caritas) and parishes, trade unions and workplaces. 

Section L. INCOME SITUATION 

Question 1 and 2 - in the case of a definite refusal to answer, enter 99999. In the case of a non- definite refusal to 
answer or difficulties with stating the exact amount, ask to specify the range and enter the symbol in the single box in 
the right-hand corner. If the given range is higher than any of the following, enter the symbol of the last range (15). If 
the respondent specifies the exact value of income, or if he/she definitely refuses to answer, the box for the income 
range remains blank. 
 
symbol of the income range 

1. up to PLN 300 9. PLN 6,001- 7,000 
2. PLN 301 - 600 10. PLN 7,001 -8,000 
3. PLN 601 - 1,000 11. PLN 8,001 -9,000 
4. PLN 1,001 -2,000 12. PLN 9,001 - 10,000 
5. PLN 2,001 -3,000 13. PLN 10,001 - 15,000 
6. PLN 3,001 -4,000 14. PLN 15,001 -20k 
7. PLN 4,001 -5,000 15. above PLN 20k 
8. PLN 5,001 -6,000  

 
Question 5 - answer 5 is checked also when the household does not have to repay the credit 
 
Part II( individual questionnaire) and ISSP questionnaire 
 

The interviewer fills in only the first page (by rewriting the household number, the person’s number, the fixed 
number for the persons from the panel sample and the name from section A and C), the rest of the questionnaire is 
filled by the respondent in in the presence of the interviewer. 

In exceptional situations the respondent may fill in the questionnaire without the interviewer being present. In 
such a case an envelope should be attached to the questionnaire in order to prevent other household members from 
looking into the filled in questionnaire before it is collected by the interviewer. 

Please explain the rules of filling in the questionnaire (page two) in a clear manner, especially the meaning of the 
scales with numbers and word definitions only next to the extreme values. Please draw the respondents’ attention to 
the fact that the date of birth on page 3 may not be written with Roman numerals (e.g. 15 02 78, and not 15 II 78).
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Life stress (the higher the value, the greater the stress) 

Rank Professional group Average SD N 

1  IT specialists and similar professions -0.07 0.99 185 

2  Hairdressers, beauticians -0.07 0.85 73 

3  Doctors, vets, dentists 0.07 0.87 92 

4  Railwaymen 0.07 1.11 48 

5  Lawyers 0.10 1.07 74 

6  Farmers producing for their own needs 0.10 0.93 112 

7  Other specialists 0.14 1.15 124 

8  Secondary school teachers 0.18 1.11 198 

9  Waiters, bartenders and stewards 0.18 0.83 76 

10  Mechanics 0.18 0.93 218 

11  Academic teachers 0.19 1.07 94 

12  Financial specialists 0.19 1.05 178 

13  Mining equipment operators 0.20 0.98 80 

14  Engineers, architects, designers and similar 0.24 0.99 340 

15  Other middle-level staff 0.24 0.99 130 

16  Primary school teachers 0.25 1.04 327 

17  Cooks 0.25 0.91 89 

18  
Security services employees (firefighters, policemen and 

similar) 

0.25 1.08 185 

19  Technicians 0.26 1.10 181 

20  Fitters 0.26 0.95 125 

21  Other health care specialists 0.27 1.06 195 

22  Creators, artists, writers, journalists 0.27 0.97 82 

23  Truck and bus drivers 0.27 0.96 230 

24  Machine operators 0.28 0.95 297 

25  Professional soldiers 0.29 1.12 55 

26  Construction workers - raw state 0.29 1.02 273 

27  Salespersons 0.30 1.04 919 

28  Middle-level financial specialists 0.31 1.07 288 

29  Moulders, welders 0.31 1.02 138 

30  Accounting and transport specialists 0.33 0.95 232 

31  Plant production farmers 0.33 1.10 289 

32  Plant and animal production farmers 0.33 1.02 882 

33  Marketing specialists 0.34 1.03 187 

34  Painters and similar 0.34 0.81 67 

35  Construction workers - finishing 0.36 1.05 294 

36  Electricians and electronic technicians 0.36 1.13 180 

37  Administration and management specialists 0.37 1.01 215 

38  Office support 0.37 1.10 552 

39  Other personal services personnel 0.37 1.10 65 

40  Blacksmiths and toolmakers 0.38 1.09 210 

41  Workers not classified otherwise 0.38 1.15 122 

42  Managers of various specialities 0.39 1.07 497 

43  Passenger and delivery vehicle drivers 0.40 1.16 189 

44  Public officers 0.41 1.05 185 

45  Food processing industry employees 0.41 1.00 207 

46  Simple works employees 0.41 1.10 387 

47  Personal assistance employees 0.43 1.00 73 

48  Domestic help and cleaners 0.44 1.22 314 

49  Wood processing workers, papermakers, carpenters 0.45 1.01 171 

50  Nurses and midwives 0.47 1.02 148 

51  Steelworkers 0.49 1.23 56 

52  Textile production workers 0.50 1.14 176 

53  Sales and business agents and brokers 0.51 1.06 227 

54  Labourers in mining and construction 0.54 1.07 118 

55  Authorities and directors 0.58 1.05 86 

 

 


