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(1) What do we mean by social relations, social connectic
and social distance, and why are they worth studying?

We use these interlinked terms to refer to the tools for sociological
understanding of social support and social positioning:

/Social relations

I Links between actors, particularly when expressed in terms of
recognised, consequential social positions

A Social relations can be used to exclude and deprive others, but, more
often, they are used with beneficence (e.g. advice and resources)

A Granovetter, M. (1973). The Strength of Weak TAgserican Journal of
Sociology, 78(6), 136IB80.

/Social connections

I Measureable links between actors
A e.g. two people are friends, are married, etc

A e.g. have a friend who is a lawyer / events manager / bouncer
AS®3Id AYRANBOG fAYyla 0S®PIP WONARR



Soclal distancsg

I Generically, social distance = how far away A is from B, on the
basis of {likely} levels of social contact

I A and B are usually social units; we typically see several emp
dimensions that characterise the pattern of social contacts

A Previous research on social distance between occupatic
categories

I e.g.www.camsis.stir.ac.ukgrowth of recent interest (e.g. Chan 2010)

A Can equally review social distance between
I Educational categorigsee educational homogamy literature)
I Gender, age/lifecourse stage, ethnicity, religiga.g. Lauman 1973)
I Political values and orientations
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A Social relations
character of the tie

A Social connections
measurement of the ti

Soclal distance social
structure that iIs reveale
through analysing ties
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Why study social relations, social connections
and social distance?
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(a) Consequentlal individual level (ul=sig. effect net of own characteristic)
outcomes correlate data on alters Inc. | Health | GHQ | Green
U Strong empirical effects of spouses, paremts;

friends, etc Spousehas| 21| 16 | 5 | 14
y " . degree
U Recentincrease in data on alters — -

Cl i KSNDE| 220 3 9

Manag./Admin

(b) Social structure as define:
by social distance is revealing

U Interaction structure not identical
to other structures

U Interaction structure is
theoretically interesting (?the trace
plantimachine op. of social reproduction)

Other S SID score (spouses job) U Other measures of structure may
not be available 5

Professional
Assoc. prof./tech.
Clerical/sec.
Craft

Services

Sales
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Source: Analysis of married males in BHPS. Scores mean standardised plus 2.



(2) Comparisons from the analysis of
social connections

() What characterises the main dimensions of
soclal association patterns according to
categories of occupations, educational levels
ethnicity, religion, age and gender?

(1) Are there any patterns of variation in these?
Temporal trends? National differences?
National differences in temporal trends?



Microdata covering households and/or other
soclal connections

A Some surveys and other data sources ask proxy info on friends

A Complex contemporary surveys with longitudinal and household designs
often allow interlinking of extra data
I Current household sharers; previous household sharers (& their new alters)
I Questions on friends or other alters
i Admin data on shared institions (e.g. Workplaces)

pid year hi d sppid age sex educ4 nransis hlghql
10029133 1991 1002449 10029168 29 2. female 2 52.5 8
10029133 1992 2002019 0. spouse not in hh 30 2. female 2 52.1 11
10029168 1991 1002449 10029133 38 1. male . m 38.1 .m
10040331 1991 1003372 0. spouse not in hh 38 2. female 1 . . m
10040331 1992 2002086 0. spouse not in hh 39 2. female 1 8
10040366 1991 1003372 0. spouse not in hh 20 2. female 2 6
10040366 1992 2002086 0. spouse not in hh 21 2. female 2 8
10040404 1991 1003372 0. spouse not in hh 18 2. female 2 4
10040404 1992 2002086 0. spouse not in hh 18 2. female 2 3
10040439 1992 2002086 0. spouse not in hh 16 1. mle 1 14
10042571 1991 1003569 0. spouse not in hh 59 1. mle 1 . 11
10043691 1991 1003658 0. spouse not in hh 70 2. female 1 25.6 13
10047069 1991 1003933 10047093 30 1. mle 3 . 19
10047069 1992 2002507 10047093 31 1. mle 3 8
10047093 1991 1003933 10047069 29 2. female 2 22
10047093 1992 2002507 10047069 29 2. female 2 . 31
10048189 1991 1004026 10048219 47 1. mle . m 38.9 . m
10048189 1992 2002728 10048219 48 1. male . m 36.3 .m
10048219 1991 1004026 10048189 43 2. female 1 43.5 7
10048219 1992 2002728 10048189 43 2. female 1 43.5 14
10048243 1991 1004026 0. spouse not in hh 21 2. female 3 43.5 7




Big comparative coverage of family connections dz

A IPUMS International - Windows Internet Explorer provided by University of Stirling [= [O]X]

Eile Edit View Favorites Tools Help a
Address | €] https://international.ipums.org/international/samples.shtml v Go
MINMESOTA POPULATION CENTER., UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA M

International
| variables | Create Extract | FAQ | Contact Us | Login

IPUMS Sample Information

Argentina 1970-1980-1991-2001 zhana 2000 1997

Armenia 2001 Gresce 1971-1981-1991-2001 1950-1970-1980-1990-2000
Austria 1971-1981-1991-2001 Guinea 19583-1994 Philippines 1990-1995-2000

Belarus 1999 Hunagary 1970-1980-1990-2001 Portuga 19581-1991-2001

Bolivia 1975-1992-2001 India 1953-1987-1993-1999 Fomania  1977-1992-2002

Braz 1950-1970-1980-1991-2000 Irag 1997 Rwanda 1991-2002

Cambodia 1998 [sras 1972-1983-1995 Slovenia 2002

Canada  1971-1981-1991-2001 Italy 2001 3—: 1995-2001-2007

Chile 1950-1970-19582-1992-2002 Jordan 2004 Spain 1951-1991-2001

China 19582-19490 K enya 1959-19949 Jganda 1991-2002

Colombiz 1964-1973-1985-1993-2005 q _2 ) 1999 % 1991-2001

q—f 1963-1973-1984-2000 Malavsia 1970-1980-1991-2000 1950-1970-1980-1990-2000-2005
Fouador 1962-1974-1982-1990-2001 Mexice 19560-1970-1990-1995-2000-2005 Vensezuslz 1971-19581-1990-2001
Eqvpt 1995 Mongola 1989-2000 Vietnam 1959-19949

France 1962-1968-1975-1982-1990-1999 MNetherlands 1960-1971-2001
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A UK Data on friends

I Using proxy data from the UK (questions on friends) (1972; 1974:4091

I Options for other countries to be explored in the future

A Online survey datasets

A Longitudinal household surveys allow linkage to previous household sharers
GB, DE, CH, AU, US)

A Possible proxy data sources forthcoming: Finland (online survey), Netherlan
Germany (random surveys)

A Administrgtive datav iIn Sweden on shared institutAions/vworkplaces/previous
K2dza SK2f R oWldzraA FTNASYRaQKDU
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A IPUMS| data on spouses

I IPUMSI records on self and spouse using, for convenience, harmonised
measures of occupations (ISC@id), education, ethnicity and religion



More on data: egealter pairs
A BHPS analysis

i Dataset (a) is of main respondent interviewee with associated proxy
information on their nominated best friend (average of 15k -edfer
pairs per year).

I Dataset (b) is of main respondent male interviewee with associated
information on a ceresident female spouse (average 5k betbrking
spouses each year).

I Dataset (c) is of main respondent interviewees with associated
information on a ceresident samesex adult (average 2k bothiorking
samesex sharers each year)

I Also make comparisons with c30000 friends from Oxford Mobility Surv
1972, and ¢25000 friends from Social Status in Great Britain 1974

A Comparative analysis with IPUNI8ata

I Datasets of adult males with assoclated information on-aesident
female spouse (average N ~= 250000 per society)

I Could also construct datasets of adults with information on other co
residents, e.g. a samsex adulig work to follow



# categs

More on data: Categorical
measures used

Occupation (1) | 371
Occupation (2) | 10
Education 12
Religion 14
1. Legislators, senior officials and managers B
EthﬂlClty 10 _ 2. Professionals|
3. Technicians and associate professionalg I
Age (band) 4. Clerks| I
Gender 2 5. Service workers and shop and market saleq il
N 6. Skilled agricultural and fishery workers|
Age Gender 16 7. Crafts and related trades workery M
BH PS 199‘2008 8. Plant and machine operators and assemblers Bl
i 9. Elementary occupations| [l
10. Armed forces| |
1. No religion l
2. Buddhist| |
3. Hindu ‘
4. Jewish ‘
5. Muslim |
6. Christian| [
7. Other |

1. Less than primary completed

2. Primary completed

3. Secondary completed

4. University completed

10. White | meeesssssssss
20. Black| mm
21. Black African
22. Black Caribbean
24. Other Black
31. American Indian
41. Chinese
42. Japanese
43. Korean
44. Vietnamese
45. Filipino
46. Indian
47. Pakistani
48. Bangladeshi
49, Other Asian
55. Two or more races
60. Other




(1) What characterises the main dimensions of social associatio
patterns according to categories of occupations, educational
levels, ethnicity, religion, age and gender

A Use a social interaction distance analysis to characterise
the own-alter relationship between categories (here use
correspondence analysis)

i hgSNYff A0ONBYIGK 2F 0KS NBfFOGA2Z2ya
I Dimensional structures that depict the relationship (how many
dimensions account for at least 50% of association pattern)

T Correlations with the dimensional structure

T Start with the UK



For occupations, first dimension is usually stratification; various subsidiary dimensions
typically reflect sectoral cleavages, feminised occupations, microclasses, rurality

®
o
Dim 2 or CS
Occupation ® Friend's occupation _
Own dim1-CAMSIS Friend dim1-CAMSIS I__Iere and _elseWhere'
light shading = less

advantaged; dark
shading = more adv.



For educational qualifications, first dimension is usually stratification; subsidiary
dimensions are not so clear, but might reflect age cohort differences in prevalence
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Own ethnicityc CNA SY RQ&a S Ky A O

For ethnicity, so far, all of the main dimensions reflect separation of just one or two
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White - [
| Lauman 1973:
Asian - - 1stdim. =
- assimilation, further
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— catholicism
Black Caribbean | . :
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sikh

hindu

jewish

presbyt/c of scot
other

other christian
methodist
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no religion
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A similar conclusion as ethnicity. Main,
empirical patterns with groups linked to
Immigration. Dim 2 might perhaps be
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Own age*sex / Friend's age*sex
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Dimension 1 (26.9%)

® agesex fr_agesex

coordinates in symmetric normalization



