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INTRODUCTION

The central theme of the doctoral thesis is the study of the various dimensions and
processes of digitalisation, with a special focus on changes in Internet usage patterns and their
social dimensions. The aim of the research is to explore the phenomenon of digital inequalities,
especially among young Hungarians in Transylvania, using cohort-specific and regional data,
using a complex methodology. The theoretical basis of the thesis is provided by classical models
such as Hargittai and Hinnand's (2008) or Van Dijk's (2020) three-wave model of digital
inequality. The research focuses not only on differences between users and non-users, but also on
differences between users. The notion of digital capital, which refers not only to the ownership of
technological assets but also to their socio-economic exploitation, is given a prominent role. The
paper starts from the assumption that there is a close link between offline and online spaces of
social exclusion: those who are disadvantaged in the offline world remain disadvantaged in the
online space. The research is organised along three main strands: (1) mapping macro-level trends
based on digitalisation changes over the last twenty years, (2) developing user types and
typologies, and (3) analysing discourses on digital inequalities. The paper uses seven databases
that provide insights into the evolution of internet usage patterns and digital access at different
levels (macro, regional, ethnic and cohort). The structure of the dissertation is logical: the
theoretical framework introduces the reader through the concepts of knowledge society, digital
divide and information capital; the methodological section presents the research questions,
hypotheses and methods used; the empirical chapters explore the interrelationships between digital
competences, capital distribution, digital attitudes and social background factors. The final section
of the paper also examines the impact of Al and suggests directions for future research. Overall,
the thesis provides a comprehensive picture of the role of digitalisation in reproducing social

inequalities, especially in the context of young Hungarians in Transylvania.



THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Digitalisation is not just a technological phenomenon, but a profound social transformation
that creates and reinforces new structures of inequality. Different social theory and information
paradigms are used as a starting point for understanding digital inequalities, linking differences in
access to technology and the ways in which it is used to socio-economic and cultural factors. Five
main approaches have been used throughout the thesis to help us understand the sociological and
social explanations of digital inequalities. Firstly, we considered the main paradigms of the
information and knowledge society, the relationship between social stratification and digital
capital, the three temporal and spatial waves of digital inequalities, the intertwining of the network

and risk societies, and, embedded in all these, a multidimensional approach to digital inequalities.

1. The paradigm of the information and knowledge society

Theories of the information society follow two main lines of interpretation. One argues that
digitalisation is radically transforming social structures (e.g. Beck, 2003; Bell, 1980), while the
other sees this change as an evolutionary process, a historical continuum (Roszak, 1990). Daniel
Bell's post-industrial model of society emphasises the role of information and knowledge as
strategic resources for social development, while Manuel Castells' (1996) concept of a 'network
society' emphasises the structural effects of information flows. The concept of the knowledge
society (Drucker, 1969; Dessewffy, 2004) sees knowledge as the new determinant of economic
and social resources, which is represented as a stratifying element in the form of intangible capital.
The possession of information capital is thus closely related to the social position of individuals,

their opportunities and chances of prospering in the labour market (Rusu, 2021).



2. Merging the network and risk society

In addition to Castells' (1996) model of network society, Beck's (2003) theory of the "risk society"
provides an important framework for understanding digital inequalities. While Castells emphasises
the transformative power of global networks, Beck points out that new technologies bring not only
opportunities but also new types of risks - especially for disadvantaged groups. These risks are
unevenly distributed and often remain invisible, further widening the digital and social divide

(Allen & Sprigings, 2001; Duft, 2022).
3. The relationship between social stratification and digital capital

Classical theories of stratification such as Durkheim's functionalism, Marx's class theory or
Weber's multidimensional approach continue to guide the interpretation of digital inequalities
(Farkas, 2018; Veres, 2023).The Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero (EGP) scheme, which considers
the triad of employment, education and income as determinants of social position, also plays an
important role (Ganzeboom et al, These variables also generate relevant differences in access to
and use of digital capital. Digital capital, following Van Dijk (2020) and Ragnedda & Ruiu (2020),
is a complex resource that, in addition to access to ICT tools, also includes their use at the skill

level, in a secure and value-oriented way.
4. Waves of digital inequalities

In the study of digital inequalities, we distinguish three main waves, which are also discussed in
the empirical part of the study for young Hungarians in Transylvania, according to the time period
of the study. According to the models, we distinguish the following waves, which can be defined

in space and time when studying digital inequalities:

e Primary digital inequality: differences in device use and internet access (Hargittai &
Hinnant, 2008),

o Secondary digital inequality: by quality of use, skills and goals (DiMaggio et al., 2004),

o Tertiary digital inequality: the use of digital tools in social life, the conversion of

opportunities (Helsper, 2012).



Our research suggests that these waves are not only the consequences but also the causes of social
exclusion, so the digital space can also be interpreted as a medium for the reproduction of offline

inequalities (Székely & Rusu, 2023).

5. Multidimensional approach: structural and subjective resources

The novelty of the paper lies in the application of a multidimensional model of digital
inequalities. personal (e.g. mental health, motivation), social (family background, network of
relationships), cultural-economic (education, income), and political dimensions (participation,
ideological embeddedness) all contribute to whether someone is digitally disadvantaged or
advantaged (Helsper, 2012; Van Deursen et al., 2021). In this way, digital capital distribution maps
patterns of social capital distribution and, according to the logic of the digital space itself, can even
deepen them. Digital access may seem universal, but at the level of use, new stratifications and
mechanisms of exclusion emerge (Zillien & Hargittai, 2009). Digital inequality is not a mere
technical issue, but a deeply structured social problem, inseparable from the dimensions of
education, economy, culture and power. The aim of this research is not only to map these

phenomena, but also to gain a deeper understanding of their social reproduction mechanisms.

METHODOLOGY

The methodological framework of the research is based on an interdisciplinary, quantitative
approach, which aims at a complex, multidimensional investigation of digital inequalities. The
thesis can be understood primarily as a descriptive and explanatory type of research, which uses
deductive logic, theoretical models and empirical data to confirm or reject the hypotheses

formulated.

The research focuses on the different age groups of young Hungarians in Transylvania.
Using seven different databases, we tried to capture the main trends in digital inequalities from
2001 to 2024 and the main media discourses that can be associated with them.Through a
descriptive analysis over time of the DESI index (Digital Economy and Society Index) and the
OECD countries' economic and digital indicators, we wanted to build a comprehensive picture of
the digital infrastructure in Romania and within it the Hungarian youth in Transylvania, how these
structures evolved between 2014-2023 and what indicators are drawn in terms of residence type,

gender and age group. The situation of young people in Romania and the evolution and extent of



their digital competences were also analysed using the PISA 2022 database, paying particular
attention to how certain groups of competences are influenced by different socio-demographic
variables. Using the MOZAIK 2001, and the Hungarian Youth 2016 and 2020 databases, we
explored the different dimensions and their effects on the media consumption habits, digital
segmentation and digital palette of young Hungarians aged 15-29 in Transylvania. In addition, the
Transylvanian Hungarian Secondary School Students Survey 2020 database was used, with a
special focus on mobile phone usage and competencies among the 14-19 year old generation. We
also examined digital inequalities in the Hungarian Youth 2016 and Transylvanian Hungarian
Secondary School Students 2020 databases using a complex multistage and multivariate model,
highlighting the impact of each of the background variables on digitalisation. In the empirical part
of the thesis, we also conducted a qualitative data analysis of mainstream discourses on digital
inequalities, in particular the digital situation of those at risk, which shape public opinion on this
issue, analysing 420 online media articles on digitalisation between 2020 and 2024 using semantic

discourse analysis.

Thus, several methodological tools were used in the analyses, namely bivariate and
multivariate statistical analyses (such as cross-tabulations, T-test, correlation coefficient
measurement, factor analysis, and multistep linear regression analysis). Hierarchical and K-means
cluster analysis was also used in the analyses, which allowed grouping young people according to
their digital profile. Time-series comparisons, which tracked digital trends over the period 2001-
2023, allowed us to examine different waves of digitalisation in the target population. The
discourse analysis, in turn, took into account the digitalisation narratives in the media and public
discourse. The study also paid special attention to background variables such as educational
attainment, parental status, income, type of residence, values and political orientation, and
satisfaction indicators. In addition to statistical testing of hypotheses, the data analysis also
explored the relationships between variables. A total of ten hypotheses were formulated in the
thesis, several of which related to structural factors of digital inequalities, others to Internet usage

patterns, value orientation and the social reproduction of digital capital.

The research methodology allowed for a multi-level - individual, social and discursive -
analysis of digital inequalities. Through the combined use of data and analytical techniques, the

thesis was able to map the factors that determine who gains and who loses from digitalisation.



EMPIRICAL DATA ANALYSIS
1.Romania's digital development in the European Union: trends and challenges (2000 - 2024)

Since joining the EU, Romania's digital development has followed a dynamic yet uneven path.
The country belongs to the group of so-called "Digital Challengers" (e.g. Hungary, Poland,
Bulgaria), where the level of digitalisation is lower but the growth potential is significant.
According to McKinsey's ranking, Romania lags behind the "Digital Frontrunners" (e.g. Finland,
Estonia) and the "Big 5" (e.g. Germany, France) in terms of technological development. Economic
indicators, in particular GDP and R&D spending, also confirm the digital gap. According to 2023
data, the per capita GDP growth of the Digital Challengers was 1.22%, while Romania's R&D
spending as a percentage of GDP was only 0.47%, compared to the EU average of 2.23%. The
European Commission's DESI index ranks Romania last among EU Member States in 2022. The
country performs best in terms of network infrastructure (e.g. broadband internet coverage 89.4%)),
but 5G network coverage is only 26.75% compared to 81% in the EU. Human capital indicators
are also lagging behind: only 28% of the population has at least basic digital skills (EU average:
54%) and the share of companies involved in ICT training is only 6% compared to 20% in the EU.
Businesses' digital maturity is also low, with only 16.8% using an ERP system, compared to over
50% in the major digital leaders. The use of social media, big data and other advanced digital
technologies is also well below the EU average. Overall, Romania faces significant structural
challenges in its digital transformation. Although some progress has been made in recent years,
the country's level of development remains below the EU average, especially in innovation, human
resources and business digitalisation. Targeted investment in digital infrastructure, education and
the R&D sector is essential for further progress . The macro-data analysis also examined digital
competences by age group, type of municipality and gender, using Eurostat and DESI databases,
according to five core competences (information and data use, communication and online
collaboration, digital content creation, problem solving and digital security). Although the data do
not allow for significant statistical relationships between digital competences and social
stratification, the rates show differences by gender, age, education and place of residence. Young,
highly educated, urban residents have the highest digital capital, while older, less educated, rural

residents are the most disadvantaged.



2.Secondary digital inequalities

The aim of this sub-chapter is to present the different dimensions of primary and secondary
digital inequalities. While in primary digital inequality, we consider the access divide, which
becomes apparent in the number of users and, for some devices, in the use of the device (Molnar,
2015), in the early digital divide, we consider the divide in the quality of use, which is intended to
reveal differences between users (Van Deursen and Van Dijk, 2018). In each chapter of this
subsection, we take a five-dimensional model of digital inequalities as a starting point and look
descriptively at how these change over time and at the differences in usage patterns across social
groups. The five dimensions we consider are, on the one hand, technical equipment, autonomy of
use, digital IQ or DQ, or the presence of skills and abilities, and different purposes of use
(DiMaggio - Hargittai, 2004). The social embeddedness and social support for digitalisation, in the
analysis of macro data, have been discussed in a previous chapter. For the description of some
dimensions, this chapter uses the Mozaik 2001 (early digital divide phase) and the Hungarian
Youth Survey 2016 and 2020 (secondary digital divide phase) data sets. Taking into account the
data on indoctrination and internet use, we can say, on the one hand, that socio-demographic factors
are related to internet use and its frequency in surveys over the last two decades, as those with low
levels of education or living in rural areas use the internet significantly less, probably due to
workplace factors, while young people living in urban areas and those with higher levels of
education have higher internet use rates. Although no significant gender differences in internet use
were found, there is a difference in the use of different platforms between boys and girls, especially
for Generation Z. However, the purposes and methods of use will be discussed in more detail in a
later chapter. It is also important to underline that being constantly present in the digital world, on

social media, does not necessarily contribute to an individuals well-being indicators.

Social media oriented information consumption is high on the list of information channels
and consumer preferences Although it has lost some of its popularity compared to 2016, probably
due to the changes and fake news caused by the Covid-19 epidemic, it is still very popular among
young people. The shift in information consumption is also reflected in the fact that the younger
generation prefers to be informed by opinion leaders, followers and influencers, while the older

and more educated the consumer, the more they prefer other sources of information. Although



information consumption has moved to fully interactive platforms, content production itself is less

popular among young people.
3.Development of digital skills and competences

Competences and digital skills are an important dimension of secondary and tertiary digital
inequalities. However, this was not a specific focus of the Mozaik and Hungarian Youth research,
so we can use the Transylvanian Secondary School Students 2020 survey and Eurostat research,
PISA surveys, and the DESI research in the previous chapters to identify the digital competences
of Hungarian youth in Transylvania. Overall, compared to other countries in the European Union,
young people in Romania are significantly behind in basic and above basic digital skills and
competences, while the extent and type of their skills are determined by socio-demographic
variables such as gender, parents' educational attainment or family financial background. The
research results show that there are also differences between boys' and girls' digital skills, with
boys scoring higher in STEM and technical skills, while girls scored higher in basic digital
communication. In addition, the level of education of parents is also found to be a determining
factor, as the higher the education level of the mother or father, the better digital skills young
people have. This is particularly true in the case of content production and security awareness
skills, as children of parents with higher education have stronger and higher levels of skills. At the
same time, the subjective financial situation of the family also shows a significant correlation with
digital skills, which also means that young people in a better financial situation are more likely to
develop digital competences. The results of the 2020 Transylvanian Secondary School Students
Survey both confirm and nuance this picture. Although basic smartphone skills are available to
almost all young people (such as taking screenshots, installing apps, changing social media
settings), there are already significant differences in digital security and financial awareness. For
example, while almost all students are able to block someone or customise their Facebook privacy
settings, only 80.1% know where to find information about smartphone safety and only 22% have

an app installed on their phone that restricts phone use.

If we compare the trends in the results of the 2001 and 2020 surveys, we can draw the following
conclusions: on the one hand, as far as values are concerned, the most important values in 2001
were family, future plans, work and vocation. In 2020, the most important values for secondary

school students were relationship orientation (such as keeping in touch with friends and



acquaintances), post-material values (such as beauty, peace and love) and community values (such
as family and community cohesion). Volunteering, traditionalism and religiosity were also less
prominent in 2020. In 2001, computer use is less strongly linked to leisure time, work and future
plans, as in the first phase of digitalisation we can talk less about a mediatised society, leisure time
and values, with offline relationships dominating and values less linked to online space. By 2020,
social media and online presence had become ubiquitous, in particular due to the Covid-19
epidemic, which further reinforced the importance of digitally connectedness. The results of the
two studies therefore suggest that, on the one hand, digitalisation and the presence of social media
have had an influence in shaping values over the last two decades, as values have increasingly
shifted from the offline world to the online space, with autonomy, success and relationship
orientation becoming more important for young people, while traditional and spiritual values have

become less dominant in the digital age.
3. Digital segmentation among young Hungarians in Transylvania

In the previous chapters, we have examined the relationship between socio-demographic
variables and factors including well-being, values, satisfaction, leisure activities, cultural
consumption and political ideologies on the one hand, and the frequency of internet use on the
other, using the Marien and Prodnik (2014) model as a starting point. In this chapter, we use the
available datasets to look at the digital segmentation of young people in 2016 and 2020, using the
Ragnedda and Ruiu model (2018), using different dimensions of digital inequality. If we compare
the results for 2016 and 2020, we can say that in 2020, the digital clusters are more mixed, with
the role of connectivity and social media being more prominent in both the traditional and the
highly digital clusters. However, in terms of the importance of information sources, a new group
will be the most dominant for younger, lower educated groups, namely influencers, YouTubers and
self-followers. They will also be preferred by higher educated young people, but will give more

importance to centralised information sources and consume traditional media products.

4. Multivariate linear models of digital inequalities among Hungarian youth in

Transylvania

In this chapter of the thesis, a multivariate linear regression was also used to test which of

the different social, socio-economic background variables and socialisation factors have a



significant effect or play a greater role in the development of digital inequality (Rusu, 2021).The
two regression models investigate digital inequality among young people, based on data from the
2016 Hungarian Youth Survey and the 2020 Transylvanian Hungarian Secondary School Students
Survey. In both cases, the dependent variable is a complex digitalisation index, which includes
access to technological tools, autonomy of use, digital competences and online cultural
consumption. Based on the 2016 data, educational attainment was found to be the strongest
influencing factor: the higher the level of education, the higher the level of digital well-being. In
addition, gender, subjective financial situation and online cultural activity also have a significant
impact. Values and openness to innovation also play an important role: modern, technology-
friendly values are more strongly associated with digital presence. In the 2020 Transylvania survey,
where the vast majority of secondary school youth were already equipped, digital inequality and
social media use were the focus. Here, too, the effects of gender, age, GPA and values were
detected. Being independent and relationship-oriented tends to increase online activity, while
strong interpersonal relationships and post-material values (e.g. freedom, morality) tend to reduce
it. Overall, both studies show that digital inequalities are not only influenced by demographic
factors such as gender, age, educational attainment, but that individual values and worldviews also

play a significant role in how active or present one is in the digital space.
5.Discourses and narratives on digital inequalities

In this chapter of the thesis, the most used media discourses, themes and strategies related
to digital inequalities, digitisation and internet use, and the most prevalent in the press and media
organs are examined in two different press and media communities: the Romanian Romanian-
language press organs in Romania and the Hungarian press in Transylvania. A series of quantitative
analyses revealed that there is a significant synergy and interaction between digital inequalities
and social inequalities, with the presence of smart devices not only helping but also deepening the
catching-up of at-risk groups. Romania has highlighted four key areas of digital development in
its National Action Plan for the Digital Decade 2023, as part of the European Union's Digital
Agenda for the Digital Agenda, such as the development of digital skills, the development of digital
public services, the digital transformation of businesses and the creation of sustainable
infrastructures. Based on more than 420 press articles analysed between 2020 and 2024, the

discourse on digital inequalities is organised around several main themes. Among socio-



demographic and economic factors, the situation of the poor, the rural poor, the low-educated and
women were highlighted, while the specific patterns of internet use of segregated groups and their
catching-up were overshadowed. This approach is in line with the objectives of the Digital Agenda
for Development. In the context of digital literacy and education, it was mainly the independent
press that emphasised Romania's digital skills gap, while the pro-government media tended to
highlight promises of improvement. Education, however, is presented as a response to digital
inequalities, although specifics are often lacking. Discourses on technological development and e-
inclusion typically emphasise structural and economic aspects and are often linked to EU funding.
The issue of social stratification is also raised, but mainly as an opportunity rather than a challenge.
Interpretations at the ideological level differ according to the orientation of the press: while the
independent media approach digital inequality in a problem-centred way, the pro-government
press focuses on national and local development promises. In discourses on media use and gender,
the digital divide is often presented as a problem that can be bridged. Narratives on the role of
women are largely positive, highlighting digitally active, entrepreneurial women, while the
mention of artificial intelligence is not necessarily unilaterally positive. The common context of
the discourses is the coronavirus epidemic and online education, as well as the Digital

Development Strategy 2030, which have shaped the narratives of the period under study.

CONCLUSIONS

Since the 2000s, the rapid development of digitalisation has brought many new
opportunities for young people, but also many new challenges. Although access has changed
significantly over the last two and a half decades, network structures, digital and technological
innovations have enabled individuals to engage in the online world. Nothing shows this better than
the fact that, while in 2001 less than 25% of young people surveyed owned a computer, with the
advent of smartphones, more than 98% of young people aged 16-29 have a smart device that gives
them access to the internet. However, as we have seen in both the theoretical and practical sections
on digital inequalities, device access is not everything. In our paper, we have highlighted the trends
in young people's online activities across different waves of digital inequalities. In the descriptive
part of the research, we tried to illustrate, using time-series macro and regional data, the digital

infrastructure, skills and opportunities in Romania, and how they have evolved over the last



decades, taking into account the digital dimensions such as accessibility, toolbox, autonomy of
use, digital skills. In our analysis, we have shown that young people in Romania start from a
disadvantaged position also at the structural level, as the country lags behind in other factors in a
European comparison, despite the fact that network coverage and internet speed are outstanding.
For young Hungarians in Transylvania, we examined trends in digital inequality along different
digital dimensions. Throughout our thesis we referred to the digital divide as inequality, as this
also showed us, which was later confirmed by empirical data, that digitalisation has not bridged
but has rebuilt and sometimes deepened the social inequalities that segmented young Hungarians
in Transylvania in the offline world. At the same time, our data also led us to conclude that it is
not only traditional stratification factors that affect young people's digital inequalities, but also
their values, attitudes and perceptions of the world and of themselves that influence their openness
to digitalisation. Another important conclusion from the analysis in this thesis was the extent to
which digitalisation and value patterns have changed during the Covid-19 epidemic, with the
compulsory nature of online life (online education, remote, online work) triggering a counter-
cultural attitude among young people and valuing their friends and family connections. Although
internet use increased significantly during this period, offline activities were valued and became
an important part of young people's lives.

The explanatory analyses concluded that education, family income, type of settlement,
gender, age group and traditional stratification variables also affect digital activity, information
acquisition patterns and competences. The majority of young people have basic skills, but the more
complex a task becomes, the less able it is for groups who start from a disadvantaged position in
society. Based on the principal component analysis, we have identified four digital competence
groups in PISA 2022, as basic digital skills and information seeking, content production skills
(audiovisual and written content), security and internet literacy skills, and STEM and technical
skills. These were compared with socio-economic background and there was a positive
relationship between parental education and digital skills (mean=3 over p<0.01), i.e. children of
parents with higher education have more confident digital skills. Subjective perceptions of
financial situation also showed a significant relationship with tasks requiring IT skills (r=0.076,
p<0.05). Boys performed significantly better in STEM and technical skills (mean: 2.71), while
girls scored higher in security and internet awareness (mean: 3.04). In information retrieval and

digital collaboration, 44.1 percent of students feel confident performing the required tasks, while



only 27.3 percent feel confident in computer programming and 14.7 percent are not able to perform
these tasks at all.

At the same time, consumer segmentation is also determined by these criteria, those who
come from an advantaged social position have access to and consume both digital and traditional
resources, those in the middle, although highly digitally integrated, their consumption is not
necessarily determined by products and actors belonging to high culture. In both 2016 and 2020,
a passive group will emerge who, while occasionally consuming and using the opportunities
offered by digitalisation, will remain passive, "silent" internet users. By 2020, social consumption
will have dissipated and three consumer segments will emerge. Highly digital social media users
(28.8 percent) are mostly young 15-19 year olds, living in rural areas and with low education
levels, they are intensive consumers of digital content, but they get most of their information from
influencers and YouTubers, so the cluster is significantly influenced by the time spent on social
media and following online influencers. Traditional digital media consumers are 45.2 percent of
young people, they are more likely to be men aged 20-24, they are mixed users of traditional and
digital media, television, newspapers and online news portals are important sources of information
for them, they have higher education and active working status (p<0.01). Passive or low-active
consumers (26%), who are less active internet users, rarely follow social media and are
predominantly women with a medium level of education living in rural areas. One of the
shortcomings of our quantitative research was that we were unable to measure digitalisation in its
entirety, as the databases we used lacked the dimensions to understand in a more complex way
how these inequalities are reflected in the digital inequality dimensions. Our multivariate analyses
also confirmed the hypothesis that digital inequalities are influenced by traditional social
stratification variables, however these effects are not exhaustive as many other factors influence
digital inequality patterns, for example in the case of this study the Covid-19 epidemic situation
was a major influencing factor. The results of the 2020 linear regression, in line with the 2016
results, show that digital usage inequalities are mainly explained by socio-economic factors. The
2016 model suggests the extent of digital inequality is influenced by socio-demographic, social
and cultural factors. In the first model, significant effects were found for the variables of
educational attainment (§ = 0.289), type of municipality (B = -0.058), gender (B = 0.080), father's
physical job (B =-0.072), age (B =-0.107) and subjective financial status (B = -0.204). The results

show that young people with higher educational attainment and younger age groups are more likely



to be digitally affluent. In the second model, cultural consumption and values, and belonging to
generations Y and Z are included as new variables. Cultural consumption was grouped into two
categories: online and offline consumers. According to subjective values, respondents could be
either traditionalists or modernists. In the new model, significant Beta values were found for
education (B = 0.337), gender (B = 0.119), subjective financial status ( = 0.188), online cultural
consumption (B = 0.190) and value system (B = -0.103). The explanatory power of the model is
25.9% (R =0.533) and shows that education, gender, subjective material situation, mode of cultural
consumption and traditional or modern values influence digital inequality. Education had the
largest effect in both models. The analysis shows that, in addition to education, gender and material
well-being, cultural consumption and values also play an important role in the development of
digital inequalities. In the regression model 2020, community values (B =-0.158, p<0.01) and post-
material values (B =-0.151, p<0.01) also showed a negative relationship with the digital index, i.e.
those who prefer these values are less active in the digital space. The most significant factors
influencing the extent of social media use were willingness to be autonomous (f = 0.227),
relationship orientation (f = 0.098) and, negatively, the number of people living in the household
(B=0.118).

In addition to quantitative analysis, we also conducted a discourse analysis, as we wanted to get a
more complete picture of the attitudes of different actors towards digital inequality issues. The co-
occurrence and clustering of each code was investigated through a semantic code network
indicating the nodes and edges of these thematic relationships. In the analysis, three clusters were
distinguished according to the degree of co-occurrence of codes and topos: one cluster for
discourses on the economic-political approach to digitalisation, another cluster for e-inclusion,
social stratification and socio-demographic factors, which were discussed in positive or minor
ways in the articles. In the third cluster, the co-occurrence of topos can be observed which refer to
artificial intelligence, innovation, European digitalisation models, systemic changes. The tone of
these articles is more sceptical. Based on our results, we conclude that there is very little actual
discussion in these discourses about at-risk groups, digitalisation outliers and concrete possibilities

for catching up.

The research therefore formulated 10 hypotheses along the different dimensions of digital
inequality, which were tested by examining several databases and empirical data.
The aim of the research was to investigate digital inequalities among young people in Transylvania,



with a particular focus on the effects of social background, geographical location, values and media
use. Seven of the hypotheses tested were fully confirmed:

H2: Low educational attainment (both young people and parents) is associated with lower
digital competence.

H3: There are regional differences: urban young people are more active online than their
rural counterparts.

H4: Young people with individualistic, open-minded values are in a better digital position.
HS: Online leisure activities increase digital confidence.

H8: The distribution of digital capital reflects social inequalities.

H9: The social dimensions of digital exclusion are under-represented in public discourse.

H10: Discourses on MI are sceptical; especially disadvantaged young people fear the
impact of MI on the labour market.

Partially confirmed:

H1: Device use is more limited in low-income households with large families, but this is
not clearly evident due to the uptake of mobile technology and school devices.

H6: The role of social media as a source of information varies by age group and time
period, especially for younger, influencer-focused groups.

Not confirmed:

H7: The persistence of a "third wave" of digital inequality has not been demonstrated, as
the necessary longitudinal data are lacking.

Digitalisation is not only technological, it is also a profound social transformation that can recreate

existing social divides. The digital opportunities for young Hungarians in Transylvania are similar

to those for young Hungarians in Romania; the key factor is not ethnicity but social structures .

The novelty of the research lies in the fact that it examines long-term trends in a complex way and

focuses on the problem of digital exclusion in a multidimensional approach, attempting to

understand the mechanisms of tertiary digital inequalities.



REFERENCES

10.

11.

. Marx, K. (1959). Das Kapital: A critique of political economy. H. Regnery.
Addeo, F., D’Auria, V., Delli Paoli, A., Punziano, G., Ragnedda, M., & Ruiu, M. L. (2023).
Measuring digital capital in Italy. Frontiers in Sociology.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fs0¢.2023.1144657

. Addeo, F., D'Auria, V., Delli Paoli, A., Punziano, G., Ragnedda, M., & Ruiu, M. L. (2023).

Measuring digital capital in Italy. Frontiers in Sociology.

https://doi.ore/10.3389/fs0¢.2023.1144657

Afgan, N. H. (2010). The knowledge society: A sustainability paradigm. Cadmus Journal,
1(1).

Aissaoui, N. (2021). The digital divide: A literature review and some directions for future
research in light of COVID-19. Global Knowledge, Memory and Communication.
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-06-2020-0075

Allen, C., & Sprigings, N. (2001). Housing policy, housing management and tenant power in
the risk society: Some critical observations on the welfare politics of radical doubt. .

https://doi.org/10.1177/026101830102100306

Ampuja, M., & Koivisto, J. (2014). From post-industrial to network society and beyond: The
political ~ conjunctures and current crisis of information society theory.
https://doi.org/10.31269/TRIPLEC.V1212.568

Asmar, A., Marién, 1., & Van Audenhove, L. (2022). No one-size-fits-all! Eight profiles of

digital inequalities for customized inclusion strategies. New Media & Society, 24(2).
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211063182
Basmajian, A., Kreniske, P., Moore, E. V., Spindler, E., Nalugoda, F., Nakyanjo, N., Ddaaki,

W., Santelli, J., & Hirsch, J. (2022). Gendered access to digital capital and mobile phone
ownership among young people in Rakai, Uganda. Culture, Health & Sexuality.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2022.2085808

Chernilo, D. (2021). One globalisation or many? Risk society in the age of the Anthropocene.
. https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783321997563

Cooper, T. G., & Bulmer, S. (2012). Refuse and the risk society: The political ecology of risk
in inter-war Britain. . https://doi.org/10.1093/shm/hks112



https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2023.1144657
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2023.1144657
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-06-2020-0075
https://doi.org/10.1177/026101830102100306
https://doi.org/10.31269/TRIPLEC.V12I2.568
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211063182
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2022.2085808
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783321997563
https://doi.org/10.1093/shm/hks112

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Cope, M. K. (2007). The African National Congress and nationalism in South Africa in light
of Manuel Castells’ The information age: Economy, society and culture, Vol. 1, 11 & III.
https://doi.org/None

Deursen, A. V., & Helsper, E. (2015). The third-level digital divide: Who benefits most from
being online? https://doi.org/10.1108/S2050-206020150000010002

Deursen, A. V., & Helsper, E. (2015). The third-level digital divide: Who benefits most from
being online? https://doi.org/10.1108/S2050-206020150000010002

Duff, A. (2022). Castells versus Bell: A comparison of two grand theorists of the information
age. European Journal of Social Theory. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684310221099695

Foucault, M. (1972). The archaeology of knowledge and the discourse on language.
Routledge.

Gomez, D. C. (2020). The third digital divide and Bourdieu: Bidirectional conversion of
economic, cultural, and social capital to (and from) digital capital among young people in

Madrid. New Media & Society. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820933252

Hargittai, E. (2002). Second-level digital divide: Differences in people’s online skills. First
Monday, 7(4).

Hargittai, E. (2003). How wide a web? Inequalities in accessing information online (Doctoral
dissertation, Princeton University).

Hargittai, E., & Hinnant, A. (2008). Digital inequality: Differences in young adults’ use of
the internet. Communication Research, 35(5), 602-621.

Helsper, E. J. (2012). A corresponding fields model for the links between social and digital.
Helsper, E. J., Van Deursen, A. J., & Eynon, R. (2015). Tangible outcomes of internet use:
From digital skills to tangible outcomes project report. Oxford Internet Institute. (Note:
Publisher location is missing.)

Heracleous, L. (2006). Critical approaches: Michel Foucault’s conceptions of discourse. In
Discourse, interpretation, organization (pp. 79-107). Cambridge University Press.

Hidalgo, A., Gabaly, S., Alonso, G., & Uruena, A. (2020). The digital divide in light of
sustainable development: An approach through advanced machine learning techniques.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 150. (Note: Specific page numbers are

missing.)


https://doi.org/None
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2050-206020150000010002
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2050-206020150000010002
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684310221099695
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444820933252

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Hilbert, M. (2016). The bad news is that the digital access divide is here to stay: Domestically
installed bandwidths among 172 countries for 1986-2014. Telecommunications Policy, 40(6),
567-581.

Hwang, W. S., & Shin, J. (2017). ICT-specific technological change and economic growth in
Korea. Telecommunications Policy, 41(4), 282-294.

Ignatow, G., & Robinson, L. (2017). Pierre Bourdieu: Theorizing the digital. /nformation,
Communication & Society, 20(7), 950-966.

Ishida, H. (2015). The effect of ICT development on economic growth and energy
consumption in Japan. Telematics and Informatics, 32(1), 79-88.

Ivan, L. (2022). Interpersonal communication in the information age: Opportunities and

disruptions. American Behavioral Scientist. https://doi.org/10.1177/00027642221092801

Jauhiainen, J. S., Ozoérmez, S., & Tursun, Z. (2021). Internet and social media uses, digital
divides, and digitally mediated transnationalism in forced migration: Syrians in Turkey.

Global Networks. https://doi.org/10.1111/glob.12339

Jones, C., Ramanau, R., Cross, S., & Healing, G. (2010). Net generation or digital natives: Is
there a distinct new generation entering university? Computers & Education, 54(3), 722-732.
Junco, R. (2012). In-class multitasking and academic performance. Computers in Human
Behavior, 28(6), 2236-2243.

Junco, R., Heibert, G., & Loken, E. (2011). The effect of Twitter on college student
engagement and grades: Twitter and student engagement. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 27(2), 119-132.

Kirtiklis, K. (2018). Manuel Castells’ theory of information society as media theory. De
Gruyter Open. https://doi.org/10.1515/linpo-2017-0006

Koch, K. (2022). The territorial and socio-economic characteristics of the digital divide in

Canada. https://doi.org/10.7202/1092248ar

Leonard, L. (2014). Reconsidering the risk society theory in the South: The case of civil
society actions against a proposed industrial risk facility in Durban, South Africa. .

https://doi.org/10.1080/21528586.2014.945947

Merisalo, M., & Makkonen, T. (2022). Bourdieusian e-capital perspective: Enhancing digital
capital discussion in the realm of third-level digital divide. Information Technology & People.

https://doi.org/10.1108/itp-08-2021-0594



https://doi.org/10.1177/00027642221092801
https://doi.org/10.1111/glob.12339
https://doi.org/10.1515/linpo-2017-0006
https://doi.org/10.7202/1092248ar
https://doi.org/10.1080/21528586.2014.945947
https://doi.org/10.1108/itp-08-2021-0594

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Mythen, G. (2018). The critical theory of world risk society: A retrospective analysis. Risk
Analysis. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13159

Pazmino-Sarango, M., Naranjo-Zolotov, M., & Cruz-Jesus, F. (2021). Assessing the drivers
of the regional digital divide and their impact on eGovernment services: Evidence from a
South American country. Information Technology & People. https://doi.org/10.1108/itp-09-
2020-0628

Pitzalis, M., & Porcu, M. (2024). Digital capital and cultural capital in education: Unravelling
intersections and distinctions that shape social differentiation. British Educational Research

Journal. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.4050

Ragnedda, M. (2018). Conceptualizing digital capital. Telematics and Informatics.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2018.10.006

Rebughini, P. (2021). A sociology of anxiety: Western modern legacy and the COVID-19
outbreak. International Sociology. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580921993325

Rughinis, R., Bran, E., Sticulescu, A. R., & Radovici, A. (2024). From cybercrime to digital

balance: How human development shapes digital risk cultures. [Journal Name].
https://doi.org/10.3390/info15010050
Singh, S., Singh, U., & Nermend, M. (2022). Sustainability in a digitized era: Analyzing the

moderation effect of social strata and digital capital dependence on the digital divide.

Sustainability. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142114508

Spence, K. (2005). World risk society and war against terror. [Journal Name].
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-9248.2005.00529.x
Stiglitz, J. E., Sen, A., & Fitoussi, J.-P. (2008). Commission on the Measurement of Economic

Performance  and  Social  Progress:  Issues  paper.  https://www.stiglitz-sen-

fitoussi.fr/documents/Issues paper.pdf

Subramaniam, L., Yap, C. S., Jalaludin, F. W., & Hen, K. W. (2024). Digital divide and

university students' online learning amidst COVID-19 pandemic in Malaysia. Libri.

https://doi.org/10.1515/1ibri-2023-0115

Tokés, Gy. (2021). Digitalis  egyenlotlenségek és  digitalis  tokemegoszlas
Romdanidban. INFORMACIOS ~ TARSADALOM:  TARSADALOMTUDOMANYI
FOLYOIRAT, 21 (3)


https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13159
https://doi.org/10.1108/itp-09-2020-0628
https://doi.org/10.1108/itp-09-2020-0628
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.4050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2018.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580921993325
https://doi.org/10.3390/info15010050
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142114508
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2005.00529.x
https://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/Issues_paper.pdf
https://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/Issues_paper.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1515/libri-2023-0115

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.
57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Wen, J., Hussain, H., Jiang, R., & Waheed, J. (2023). Overcoming the digital divide with ICT
diffusion: Multivariate and spatial analysis at China's provincial level. SAGE Open.
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231159323

Wen, J., Hussain, H., Jiang, R., & Waheed, J. (2023). Overcoming the digital divide with ICT

diffusion: Multivariate and spatial analysis at China's provincial level. SAGE Open.

https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231159323

Woodman, D., Threadgold, S., & Possamai-Inesedy, A. (2015). Prophet of a new modernity:
Ulrich Beck’s legacy for sociology. https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783315621166

Aghion, P., & Williamson, J. O. (2000). Inequality and globalization: Theory, history, and
policy. Cambridge University Press.

Allen, I. E., & Seaman, J. (2008). Staying the course: Online education in the United States.
The Online Learning Consortium. Retrieved from [URL]

Bergeron, J. C., & Herscovics, N. (1983). Models of understanding. International Reviews
on Mathematical Education.

Botond, D. (2020). Kutatasjelentés: Egyetemistak jovokeép kutatisa. MIK Egyesiilet — YZ
Intézete.

Erdélystat. (2020). A koronavirus Erdélyben. Felmérés.

Komenczi, B. (2008). Elektronikus tanuldsi kornyezetek sajatossagai — elméleti
megkozelitések és modellek. EKK Médiainformatikai Intézet.

Motohashi, K. (1997). ICT diffusion and its economic impact in OECD countries. ST/ Review,
20, 13-45.

Muscanell, N. L., & Guadagno, R. (2012). Make new friends or keep the old: Gender and
personality differences in social networking use. Computers in Human Behavior, 28(1), 107-
112.

0jo, A. O., Arasanmi, C. N., Raman, N., & Tan, C. N. (2019). Ability, motivation, opportunity
and sociodemographic determinants of internet usage in Malaysia. Information Development.
Oliner, S. D., & Sichel, D. E. (2000). The resurgence of growth in the late 1990s: Is
information technology the story? Journal of Economic Perspectives, 14(4), 3-22.

Pakko, M. R. (2005). Changing technology trends, transition dynamics, and growth

accounting. The B.E. Journal of Macroeconomics, 1, 1-42.


https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231159323
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231159323
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783315621166

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.
74.

75.

76.

Papp-Danka, A. (2011). Az online tanulasi kornyezet fogalmanak értelmezési lehetdségei.
Oktatas-informatika, 1-2.

Partridge, S., & Ypsilanti, D. (2017). A bright outlook for communications. The OECD
Observer, 205. [Specific page numbers missing].

Rofte, I. (2002). E-learning: Engagement, enhancement and execution. Quality Assurance in
Education, 10(1), 40-50.

Rusu, S. (2020). Médiahasznalat, digitalis megosztottsdg és médiahasznalat az erdélyi
magyar ifjasag korében. In Erdélyi magyar ifjusag - Szociologiai jellegzetességek és
valtozasok 2001 és 2016 kozott (pp. 207-223). Egyetemi Kiado.

Rusu, S. (2020). Szocioldgia ujratdltve: Recenzid Dessewfy Tibor Digitalis szociologia.
Szociologiai képzelet a digitalis korban cimu konyvérdl. Evdelyi Tarsadalom, 2020(2), 227-
231.

Rusu, S. (2021). Internethasznalati szokasok ¢és digitalis megosztottsag az erdélyi magyar
kozépiskolaskoru fiatalok korében. In 1. Apro (Ed.), Média és Identitas 4 (pp. 11-32).
Székely, L. (Ed.). (2016). Magyar fiatalok a Karpat-medencében: Magyar Ifjusag Kutatads
2016.

Székely, L., & Aczél, P. (2018). Magyar vilag 2.0: Fiatalok és a média. In L. Székely (Ed.),
Magyar fiatalok a Karpat-medencében: Magyar Ifjusag Kutatas 2016 KutatasPont Kft.
Székely, L., & Rusu, S. (2022). Trendek €és mintazatok a Karpat-medencei magyar fiatalok
média- és informacidfogyasztasdban. Kisebbségi Szemle, 2022(2).

Szdéke-Milinte, E. (2020). Informacio — Média(tudatossag) — Miiveltség. A Z generdcio
tanulasa. Pazmény Péter Katolikus Egyetem.

Tapscott, D. (n.d.). Growing up digital: The rise of the net generation. McGraw-Hill.
Twenge, J. M. (2017). Have smartphones destroyed a generation? The Atlantic,
20(September).

Van Deursen, A. J., & Van Dijk, J. A. (2010). Measuring internet skills. International Journal
of Human-Computer Interaction, 26(10), 891-916.

Van Deursen, A. J., & Van Dijk, J. A. (2018). The first-level digital divide shifts from
inequalities in physical access to inequalities in material access. New Media & Society, 21(2),

354-375.



77.

78.

79.

80.
81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.
87.

88.

89.

90.

91.
92.

Van Deursen, A. J., Helsper, E. J., & Eynon, R. (2016). Development and validation of the
InternetSkills scale (ISS). Information, Communication & Society, 19(6), 804-823.

Van Deursen, A. J., Van der Zeeuw, A., Boer, P., Jansen, G., & Van Rompay, T. (2019). Digital
inequalities in the internet of things: Differences in attitudes, material access, skills, and
usage. Information, Communication & Society.

Van Deursen, A. J., Van Dijk, J. A., & Helsper, E. J. (2014). Investigating outcomes of online
engagement. Working Paper No. 28. London.

Van Dijk, J. A. (2005). The deepening divide. [Publisher and location missing].

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher mental processes.
Harvard University Press.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Attaining self-regulation: A social cognitive perspective. In M.
Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich, & M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation.

DiMaggio, P. J., Hargittai, E., Celeste, C., & Shafer, S. J. (2004). From unequal access to
differentiated use: A literature review and agenda for research on digital inequality. In K.
Neckerman (Ed.), Social inequality (pp. 355—400). Russell Sage Foundation.

Parsons, T. (1951). The social system. Free Press.

Davis, K., & Moore, W. E. (1945). Some principles of stratification. American Sociological
Review, 10, 242-249. https://doi.org/10.2307/2085643

Vanfossen, B. (1979). The structure of social inequality. TBS The Book Service Ltd.

Wright, E. O., & Perrone, L. (1975). Class, structure, and income inequality. American
Sociological Review, 42(1), 32-55.

Weber, M. (1967). Class, status and party. In R. Bendix & S. M. Lipset (Eds.), Class, status,
and power: Social stratification in comparative perspective (pp. 21-28). Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

Evans, G., & Mills, C. (1999). Are there classes in post-communist societies? A new approach
to identifying class structure. Sociology, 33(1), 23-46.

Goldthorpe, J. H. (2007). Social class and the differentiation of employment contracts. In J.
H. Goldthorpe (Ed.), On sociology: Illustration and retrospect (Vol. 2, pp. 201-234). Stanford
University Press.

Millett, K. (1972). Sexual politics. Abacus.

Oakley, A. (1972). Sex, gender, and society. Temple Smith.


https://doi.org/10.2307/2085643

93. Walby, S. (1989). Women, theory, and society.: From private to public patriarchy. Blackwell.

94. Mirza, H. (1992). Young, female & black.

95. Erikson, R., Goldthorpe, J. H., & Portocarero, L. (1979). Intergenerational class mobility in
three Western European societies: England, France, and Sweden. British Journal of
Sociology, 30, 415-441.

96. Joslyn, C. S. (1927). Sorokin on social mobility. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 42(1),
130-139. https://doi.org/10.2307/1885368

97. Pakulski, J., & Waters, M. (1996). The reshaping and dissolution of social class in advanced
society. Theory and Society, 25(5), 667—691. https://www.jstor.org/stable/658079

98. Szabo, J. (2021). Erdélyi magyar fiatalok a tdrsadalmi strukturaban.
99. Ganzeboom, H. B. G., De Graaf, P. M., & Treiman, D. J. (1992). A standard international
socio-economic index of occupational status. Social Science Research, 21, 1-56.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0049-089X(92)90017-B

100. Drucker, P. (1969). The age of discontinuity: Guidelines to our changing society. Harper
and Row.

101. Bell, D. (1980). Teletext and technology: New networks of knowledge and information in
postindustrial society. In D. Bell, The winding passage: Essays and sociological journeys
1960-1980 (pp. 34—65). Basic Books.

102. Castells, M. (1996). The rise of the network society. Blackwell Publishers Ltd.

103. Castells, M., & Gustavo, C. (2005). The network society: From knowledge to policy. Johns
Hopkins Center for Transatlantic Relations.

104. Dessewfly, T. (2004). Bevezetés a jelenbe: Az informacios kor szociologidja. Nemzeti
Tankonyvkiado.

105. Callinicos, A. (1990). Against postmodernism: A Marxist critique.

106. Llewellyn, D. W. T., & Maria, G. (2014). Distinguishing digitization and digitalization: A
systematic review and conceptual framework. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
42(1), 112-143.

107. van Dijk, J. (2020). The digital divide. Polity.

108. Hiising, T., & Selhofer, H. (2004). The digital divide index — A measure of social
inequalities in the adoption of ICT.


https://doi.org/10.2307/1885368
https://www.jstor.org/stable/658079
https://doi.org/10.1016/0049-089X(92)90017-B

109. Atwell, P. (2001). The first and second digital divides. Sociology of Education, 74(3), 234—
257.

110. DiMaggio, P., Hargittai, E., Celeste, C., & Shafer, S. (2004). Digital inequality: From
unequal access to differentiated use. In K. Neckerman (Ed.), Social Inequality (pp. 355-400).
Russell Sage Foundation.

111. Reisdorf, B. C., & Groselj, D. (2017). Internet (non-) use types and motivational access:
Implications for digital inequalities research. New Media & Society, 19(8), 1157-1176.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444815621539

112. Selwyn, N. (2004). Reconsidering political and popular understandings of the digital
divide. New Media and Society, 6(3), 341-362.

113. Warschauer, M. (2003). Technology and social inclusion: Rethinking the digital divide.
MIT Press.

114. Bol, N., Dienlin, T., Kruikemeier, S., Sax, M., Boerman, S. C., Strycharz, J., Helberger, N.,
de Vreese, C. H. (2018). Understanding the effects of personalization as a privacy calculus:
Analyzing self-disclosure across health, news, and commerce contexts. Journal of Computer-
Mediated Communication, 23(6), 370-388. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmy020

115. Van Deursen, A. J., & van Dijk, J. A. (2014). The digital divide shifts to differences in

usage. New Media and Society.

116. Zillien, N., & Hargittai, E. (2009). Digital distinction: Status-specific types of Internet
usage. Social Science Quarterly, 90(2), 274-291.

117. Levitas, R. A., Pantazis, C., Fahmy, E., Gordon, D., Lloyd, E. H. R. R., & Patsios, D.
(2007). The multi-dimensional analysis of social exclusion (246 plus additional Appendix 7th
ed.). Department for Communities and Local  Government (DCLG).

http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/social_exclusion_task force/publications/multidimensiona

lLaspx
118. Warren, M. (2007). The digital vicious cycle: Links between social disadvantage and

digital exclusion in rural areas. Telecommunications Policy, 31(6-7), 374-388.
119. Witte, J. C., & Mannon, S. E. (2010). The Internet and social inequalities. Routledge.
120. Shaw, D. M., & Sadeghi, L. (2020). Key ethical questions for research during the COVID-
19 pandemic. The Lancet Psychiatry, 7(5), 381-383. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-
0366(20)30150-4



https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmy020
http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/social_exclusion_task_force/publications/multidimensional.aspx
http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/social_exclusion_task_force/publications/multidimensional.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30150-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30150-4

121. Brants, K., & Frissen, V. (2003). Inclusion and exclusion in the information society.
University of Amsterdam & TNO Strategy, Technology and Policy.

122. Gilbert, M. R. (2010). Theorizing digital and urban inequalities. Information,
Communication & Society, 13(7), 1000-1018.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2010.499954

123. Hache, A., & Cullen, J. (2010). ICT and youth at risk: How ICT-driven initiatives can

contribute to their socio-economic inclusion and how to measure it. EUR 24430 EN.
Luxembourg Publications Office of the European Union.

124. Gijsbers, G. J., & Vrooman, J. C. (2007). Explaining social exclusion: A theoretical model
tested in The Netherlands. The Netherlands Institute for Social Research.

125. Livingstone, S., & Helsper, E. (2007). Gradations in digital inclusion: Children, young
people, and the digital divide. New Media & Society, 9(4), 671-696.

126. Witte, J. C., & Mannon, S. E. (2010). The Internet and social inequalities. Routledge.

127. Zillien, N., & Hargittai, E. (2009). Digital distinction: Status-specific types of Internet
usage. Social Science Quarterly, 90(2), 274-291.

128. Wallerstein, 1. (1991). Capitalist markets: Theory and reality. Social Science Information,
30(3), 299-308. https://doi.org/10.1177/053901891030003001

129. Haywood, T. (1995). Info-rich, info-poor: Access and exchange in the global information
society. K.G. Saur.

130. Molnar, G. (2015). Az informacids-kommunikacids technologidk hatdsa a tanulasra és
oktatasra. In Digitdlis Nemzedék Konferencia 2015 tanulmanyok.

131. Srinuan, C. (2012). Understanding the digital divide: Empirical studies of Thailand
[Doctoral dissertation, Chalmers University of Technology]. Chalmers Research.

132. Lentz, R. G., & Oden, M. D. (2001). Digital divide or digital opportunity in the Mississippi
Delta region of the US. Telecommunications Policy, 25(5), 291-313.

133. Lian, R., & Meng, Y. (2001). A review of the research of expert and novice teachers.
Journal of Fujian Institute of Socialism, 4, 66—68.

134. Aissaoui, N. (2021). The digital divide: A literature review and some directions for future
research in light of COVID-19. Global Knowledge, Memory and Communication, 71, 686—
708. https://doi.org/10.1108/gkmc-06-2020-0075



https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2010.499954
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901891030003001
https://doi.org/10.1108/gkmc-06-2020-0075

135. Scheerder, A., van Deursen, A., & van Dijk, J. (2017). Determinants of Internet skills, uses,
and outcomes: A systematic review of the second- and third-level digital divide. 7elematics
and Informatics, 34(8), 1607—-1624.

136. Landers, C. (2018). "Digital Natives" and the digital divide: The role of ICT in educational
development. [International Journal of Education and Development, 7(2), 54-67.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3246784

137. Calderon, C., Canty, C., & Zeufack, A. G. (2020). Trade Integration, Export Patterns, and
Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa.

138. Pradhan, D., Israel, D., & Jena, A. K. (2018). Materialism and compulsive buying
behaviour: The role of consumer credit card use and impulse buying. Asia Pacific Journal of
Marketing and Logistics, 30(5), 1239-1258

139. Edquist, H., Goodridge, P., Haskel, J., Xuan, L., Lindquist E. (2018). How important are
mobile broadband networks for the global economic development? Information Economics
and Policy. Vol. 45, 16-29

140. Lee, M. K. O., Cheung, C. M. K., & Chen, Z. (2005). Acceptance of Internet-based learning
medium: The role of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Information & Management, 42(8),

1095-1104. https://doi.org/10.1016/.im.2003.10.007

141. Colecchia, A., & Schreyer, P. (2002). The contribution of information and communication
technologies to economic growth in nine OECD countries. OECD Economic Studies,
2002(1), 153—-171. https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_studies-v2002-art5-en

142. Pohjola, M. (2002). The New Economy in Growth and Development. Oxford Review
Economic Policy. 18 (3). 380 - 396

143. Marien, P., Prodnik, J.A. (2014). Digital inclusion and user (dis)empowerment: a critical
perspective. Info 16 (6): 35 —47.

144. Dessewffy, T. (2019). Digitalis szociologia: Szociologiai képzelet a digitalis korban.
Typotex, Budapest.

145. Sassen, S. (2016). Preface. In J. Daniels, K. Gregory, & T. M. Cottom (Eds.), Digital
sociologies

146. (pp. viii—x). Bristol: Policy Press.

147. Bourdieu, P. (1989) "Social space and symbolic power". Sociological Theory 7(1):14-25


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2003.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1787/eco_studies-v2002-art5-en

148. Zillien, N., & Marr, M. (2008). The digital divide in Europe. In Digital media and society:
An introduction (pp. 76-94). Taylor & Francis. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203069769-6
149. Levina, N., Arriaga, M. (2014). Distinction and Status Production on User-Generated
Content Platforms: Using Bourdieu's Theory of Cultural Production to Understand Social
Dynamics in Online Fields. Information Systems Research 25(3).
Martin, B., & Tian, X. (2010). Digitization and Publishing in Australia: A Recent Snapshot.
Logos, 21(1-2), 59-75. https://doi.org/10.1163/095796510X546922

150. Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants. On the Horizon, 9(5), 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10748120110424816

151. Bennett, S., Maton, K. (2010). Beyond the ,,digital natives” debate: Towards a more
nuanced understanding of students technology experiences. Journal of Computer Assissted
Learning. Volume 26/5, pp. 321 —331.

152. Evans, Ch., Robertson, W. (2020). The four phases of the digital natives debate. Human
Behavior and Emerging Technologies. Volume 2/3.

153. Csepeli, Gy., Prazsik, G. (2012). Orok visszatérés? 2.0 Budapest: Apeiron.

154. Szilagyi, K. (1987). Ertékek és munka. A munkahoz kapcsolodo értékek vizsgalatanak
tapasztalatai a felsdoktatasban. Oktataskutato intézet.

155. Csepeli, Gy. 2009. Nemzeti digitalis kozmii. Tudomanyos és miiszaki tajékoztatas. Vol.56.
No.4. pp. 174-177.

156. Csata, Zs. (2005). A vallalkozasok megjelenésének tarsadalmi meghatirozottsdga a
Székelyfold falvaiban. Erdélyi Tarsadalom. 3.évfolyam (2). Kolozsvar.

157. Veres, V. (2023). Tarsadalmi helyzet: A kisebbségi magyar fiatalok tarsadalmi rétegzédése
¢és az anyagi helyzetiik valtozasat befolyasol6 tényezdk 2001-2020 kozott. In: Valtozo ifjisag
a Karpat-medence orszagaiban, pp.122-158.

158. Abonyi, J. & Miszlivetz, F. (2019). Halozatok metszéspontjain: a negyedik ipari
forradalom tarsadalmi kihivasai. Kdszeg: IASK — Felsdbbfoki Tanulmanyok

Intézete. https://iask.hu/hu/abonyi-janos-miszlivetz-ferenc-halozatok-metszespontjain-a-

negyedik-ipari-forradalom-tarsadalmi-kihivasai/

159. Shamim, S., Cang, S., Yu, H. (2016). Management approaches for Industry 4.0: A human

resource management perspective.


https://iask.hu/hu/abonyi-janos-miszlivetz-ferenc-halozatok-metszespontjain-a-negyedik-ipari-forradalom-tarsadalmi-kihivasai/
https://iask.hu/hu/abonyi-janos-miszlivetz-ferenc-halozatok-metszespontjain-a-negyedik-ipari-forradalom-tarsadalmi-kihivasai/

160. Lichtblau, K., Stich, V., Bertenrath, R., Blum, M., Bleider, M., Millack, A., Schmitt, K.,
Schmitz, E. and Schréter, M., IMPULS-industrie 4.0-readiness, Impuls-Stiftung des VDMA,
Aachen-Koéln, 2015.

161. Pato, B., Kovics, K., Abonyi, J. (2022). Challenges of the Fourth Industrial Revolution in
HRM. International Journal of Human Capital and Information Technology Professionals.

162. McKinsey, G.L., Tenen, DG, Santander, NG. (2023). The pontential impact of artificial
intelligence on healthcare spending.

163. Rusu, Sz.., & Lazar, B.. (2022). Digitalis generdaciok: A jo tanulo felel — online oktatdssal
kapcsolatos attitiidok az erdélyi magyar egyetemistak korében. Korunk, 2022(5), 27-38.
https://epa.oszk.hu/00400/00458/00690/pdf/EPA00458 korunk 2022 05 _027-038.pdf

164. Devkota, N., Paudel, R., Parajuli, S., Paudel, U. R., & Bhandari, U. (2022). Artificial

intelligence adoption among Nepalese industries: Industrial readiness, challenges, and way
forward. In Handbook of research on artificial intelligence in government practices and
processes (pp. 210-225). 1GI Global Scientific Publishing.

165. Yang, W. (2022). Artificial Intelligence education for young children: Why, what, and how
in curriculum design and implementation.

166. Cordeiro JV. Digital Technologies and Data Science as Health Enablers: An Outline of
Appealing Promises and Compelling Ethical, Legal, and Social Challenges. Front Med
(Lausanne). 2021 Jul 8;8:647897. doi: 10.3389/fmed.2021.647897. PMID: 34307394;
PMCID: PMC8295525.

167. Carter, R.A., Rice, M., Yang, S., Jackson, H. ( 2020). Self-regulated learning in online
learning environments: strategies for remote learning. In: Information and Learning Sciences
ahead-of-print.

168. Russell, S. J., & Norvig, P. (2020). Artificial Intelligence: A Modern Approach (4th ed.).
Pearson.

169. Meyer, A., Rose, D., & Gordon, D. (2014). Universal design for learning: Theory and
practice.

170. McCarthy, J., Minsky, M. L., Rochester, N., & Shannon, C. E. (2006). A Proposal for the
Dartmouth Summer Research Project on Artificial Intelligence, August 31, 1955. A1
Magazine, 27(4), 12. https://doi.org/10.1609/aimag.v2714.1904


https://epa.oszk.hu/00400/00458/00690/pdf/EPA00458_korunk_2022_05_027-038.pdf

171. Ferro, E., Helbig, N., Gil-Garcia, J.R. (2011). The role of IT literacy in defining digital
divide policy needs. Government Information Quarterly. Vol. 28, pp. 3-10

172. Rusu, Sz., Székely, L. (2023). Karpat-medencei magyar fiatalok média- ¢&s
tartalomfogyasztasi jellemzo6i. In: Viltoz6 ifjisag a Karpat-medence orszagaiban, pp. 226-
260.

173. Stefanita, O., Ivan, L. (2018). Characteristics of the Digital Divide in Romania and
Differences in Internet Use in Comparison with Internet Use in Europe. Journal of Media

Research 11 (2 (31).



	1. The paradigm of the information and knowledge society
	2. Merging the network and risk society
	3. The relationship between social stratification and digital capital
	4. Waves of digital inequalities
	5. Multidimensional approach: structural and subjective resources

