A Service of

ECOMNZTOR pr

Make Your Publications Visible.

Leibniz-Informationszentrum
Wirtschaft

Leibniz Information Centre
for Economics

Bonke, Timm; Schroder, Carsten

Working Paper

Inequality and welfare estimates using two alternative

weighting schemes

LIS Working Paper Series, No. 463

Provided in Cooperation with:
Luxembourg Income Study (LIS)

Suggested Citation: Bonke, Timm; Schrdder, Carsten (2007) : Inequality and welfare estimates using
two alternative weighting schemes, LIS Working Paper Series, No. 463, Luxembourg Income Study

(LIS), Luxembourg

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/95511

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor durfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dirfen die Dokumente nicht fiir 6ffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielféltigen, 6ffentlich ausstellen, 6ffentlich zugénglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfiigung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewahrten Nutzungsrechte.

WWW.ECONSTOR.EU

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

Mitglied der

Leibniz-Gemeinschaft ;


https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/95511
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/

Luxembourg Income Study
Working Paper Series

Working Paper No. 463

Inequality and welfare estimates
using two alternative weighting schemes

Timm Bonke and Carsten Schroder

May 2007

Luxembourg Income Study (LIS), asbl




Inequality and welfare estimates using two alteveatveighting

schemes

Timm Bonke
Free University Berlin, Department of Economics, Bolénnstr. 20
14195 Berlin, Germany

Carsten Schroder
Christian-Albrechts-University of Kiel, Olshausenstr, 40
24098 Kiel, Germany

May 29, 2007

Abstract.

Income and expenditure surveys typically providexdat the household level, and household types
may differ in needs. In order to make the standard messi inequality and welfare applicable to
such a heterogeneous population, researchers trangfdnto ian artificial quasi-homogeneous
population. The transformation requires besides the mmaiationof an ‘appropriate’ income
concept the choice of an ‘appropriate’ weight assigieeeach income receiving unit. Ebert and
Moyes (2003) and Shorrocks (2004) suggest two altemateighting schemes that satisfy different
sets of principles. Using representative household-iegeime data for 20 European countries, we
study the quantitative impacts of the two weightingesesbs on two central measures, the Gini

coefficient and mean equivalent income, respectively.
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1 Introduction

If household types differ in size and needs, the ‘rdistribution of household incomes does not
provide reliable information on the distribution of tex@al comfort in the population. In order to
make household income¥)(comparable, they can be converted into one-membesehold
equivalent income€El): anEl buys the same living standard for the one-member housedsY
buys for each person of the multi-member househild. can be obtained fronf by using
equivalence scalegES. Normalizing the one-member householE&S to 1.0, ES give the
percentage change in household income required totammaitie living standard of a household’s
members as further members are added, and capture housigeoddonomies. If El is assigned to
each household member, and if all persons of the ecoamrgonsidered as living in artificial one-
member households, gives a distribution of one-member holdsdétis OOMHEI). In the
DOMHEI, each original income unit is weighted by ttember of household membetfs, (‘h-
weighting’). Alternatively, if income unit@are weighted byES (‘ESweighting’), this gives a
distribution of equivalent-adultEIs (DEAEI).

There is no silver bullet to transform a heterogeneoms an artificial-homogeneous
population (see Shorrocks (2004)). On the contranhasic incompatibility betweemquity
preferenceand thecompensation principlexists.Equity preferenceequires that a distribution has
a lower welfare and/or higher inequality than aeofthiit is obtained from the latter by a regressive
income transfer (see Shorrocks (2004), p. 201). Acegrth thecompensation principlehe level
of social welfare should depend only on the utilgydl of the population’s members and not on
other individual non-income characteristics (see ok (2004), p. 202). Both concepts are
incompatible with each other except for very spedaficumstances. If one is willing to adopt the
compensation principléand discardequity preferenge the appropriate candidate BOMHEI,
whereas it IDEAEI onceequity preferences adopteddompensation principldiscarded) (see also
Ebert and Moyes (2003)). In both cases, admis&Bemust be constant, independent of the level
of household income.

For 20 European countries, we provide inequality @elfare estimates based DOMHEI
andDEAELI Inequality is measured by means of the Gini coefficiand social welfare by average
El. Our results can be summarized as follows: (a) withottlg two exceptions being Poland and
Russia, Gini coefficients fODEAEI are always higher; (b) averag# per artificial one-member
household POMHEI) and averagé&l per equivalent adultDEAEI) do not differ systematically
across countries; (c) country rankings by means of elégiwvelfare estimates that are based on
DOMHEI vs. DEAEI are different. A decomposition analysis by househojskdyreveals some

mechanics underlying our findings.



Here is a roadmap to our paper. Section 2 briefljirms the theoretical pros and cons
concerning the use @OMHEI vs. DEAEI. In Section 3, we explain the LIS database, and ibawv
processed in this paper. The empirical results are prdvild Section 4. Section 5 concludes the

paper by summarizing its main findings.

2 Properties obOMHEI andDEAEI

For populations that are homogeneous several toolsdifane and income-inequality analysis are
established, and generalized Lorenz dominance andniodeminance are considered as the
adequate concepts for an ,‘unambiguous’ welfare itegquality) ordering” (Shorrocks (2004), p.
200). For the homogeneous case and for income distntaxiandz with identical mean incomes
u(X) = u(2), inequality and welfare are also inversely relagedtistributionx generalized Lorenz
dominates a distributioz if and only if x Lorenz dominatez. Hence welfare considerations
accompany inequality considerations. Shorrocks (200dyvstihis typically not to be true for
heterogeneous populations. Instead, he finds a basimpatibility betweerequity preferencand
the compensation principlé

Equity preferences an extension of the Pigou-Dalton condition te theterogeneous
framework. Let(y; 8) describe a heterogeneous distribution of per capitaé¢hold incomey, and
non-income characteristics), reflecting differences in needs acropsrsons Then equity
preferencerequires that a mean-preserving regressive transfancofme to a persomx with a

higher standard of Iiving)(yK;HK) is followed by a distribution with lower welfare (aod higher

inequality). Sincesquity preferencean only rank distributions with identical aggregpéz capita
household income and the same patténmon-income characteristics, a decision rule is requior
determining when a change @fleaves overall welfare (inequality) unaltered: adow to the
compensation principlea heterogeneous distributigyr #) has the same level of welfare (and/or

inequality) as (y’; &) whenever the standard of living stays the same for palisons,
u(y,(;a,():u(y;;e;_). As an example, theompensation principleequires that aggregate welfare
(inequality) is unchanged by a split of a multi-persoousehold into several one-member
households if it is ensured that the living standaraligfersons involved is maintain@d.

Both principles, as plausible and innocuous as they seemout to be incompatible with

each other. Loosely speaking, this incompatibility arfsem the fact that equity preference ignores

! For the basic intuition behind the incompatibiliy equity preference and the compensation priaciigle Shorrocks
(2004), p. 203f.

%2 The analysis is based on persons as micro-unipandapita household incomes for reasons expldm&torrocks
(2004, p. 195). As demonstrated in Shorrocks (2p0214f.) the results also hold if the analysfeneto the household
level.



efficiency considerations. Yet, persons that differtheir non-income characteristics, may also
differ in their ability to convert income into usibf living standard, and hence into units of social
welfare. In order to maximize social welfare, for exénjpt thus may be preferable to transfer
income units from ‘inefficient’ to ‘efficient’ incomestwelfare converting (household) units even if
the living standard of the latter relative to thenfer is higher. Shorrocks (2004, p. 194f.), therefore,
views equity preferenceas the more important principle in the context oéguality, the
compensation principlan case of social-welfare evaluations.

When transforming a heterogeneous into an artifoquasi-homogeneous population, it has
been an open question so far which income concephamskhold weighting scheme to use. Is the
‘correct’ income concept, for exampleusehold incom@er capita household incomthe ratio of
household income and the number of family membergI|®rAnd should the different household
units be weighted equally, by their ‘sizes,’ or byitHeS? Shorrocks (2004) proves that once the
compensation principles adopted (andquity preferencés discarded)DOMHEI is the appropriate
concept. Onceequity preferences adopted (and theompensation principlés discarded), it is
DEAEI (see also Ebert and Moyes (2003 both casesESs must beihdependent of basélB)
(Lewbel (1989)), inelastic with respect to the housdsidiving standards. Otherwise, results will
typically depend on the choice of the household skates as the benchmark of comparison, called

the reference householddoreover, incomes are assumed not to be negative.

3 Data and concepts
3.1 Data
The data underlying our analysis is taken from the mba@urg Income Study (LIS), which
provides representative micro-level information on gevhouseholds’ incomes and demographic
characteristics (i.e., number, age and gender of fsanlly member) for 30 European and non-
European countries. The datasets involved in this staiywcern European countries which
participated in the most recent wave (v) in the y@é&39 and 2000, leaving us with 20 countries
that can be taken from the first column of Table Athe Appendix.

The basic household-level income concept underlyiegetpirical analysis in Section 4 is

the LIS variable “household disposable incom®P(). DPI captures households’ abilities to

% For further examples see Shorrocks (2004, p. 202).

“ Albeit its appealing property, the economic cohiginthe DEAEI is unclear. As O’'Higgins, Schmaus and Smeeding
(1990, p. 26) stress and Podder and Chatterjee2(30011) later re-echo: “Equivalent adults do egist, unlike
families or individuals, although a family or amimidual may have an equivalent income.”

®> Under specific assumptions, Ebert and Moyes (26i68)thatreference-household independenselso maintained
whenESs satisfygeneralized equivalence scale exact(€&SESH. GAESEpostulates that theS of a household type

k relative to household typeis a constant plus a second term that may prapadily vary with income (see Donaldson
and Pendakur (2006)).
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consume, is harmonized across countries, and covers dalooings, property income, and all
government transfers in cash minus income and payrafisfaAs DPIs are denoted in local
currencies and prices, theye transformed into PPP adjusted Euros, normalizetietacdse of
Germany.DPIs from year 1999 are also growth-adjusted and deflayethter-temporal price
indices to the year 2000. All deflators and conversamtors are summarized in Table A1l. To meet
the restrictions imposed on the income range by EbertMoyes (2003) and Shorrocks (2004),
only households with positiePIs are considered. In order to facilitate the empiaeellysis only
eight different household types are taken into actawiamely 1- and 2-adult households with zero
to three childrerf. Table 1 provides the resulting household-type speni@anDPIs per month
(weighted), the number of observations (not weighttednd the fractions of country-specific
household populations (weighted) that are coverethbge 8 household types. The coverage is
satisfactorily well, especially in the Western Europeauntries where it exceeds 80% of the total

population.

[Table 1 about here]

3.2 Equivalence Scales

Let us assume that tliSof a reference household typea one-member household, is 1.0, then the
ES of multi-member households give the percentage chandgmusehold income required to
maintain the living standard of a household’s membersrsefunembers are added. Controversial
assumptions underlying the estimation B8 from demand data have shed doubts on their
reliability.” As in a number of previous empirical studies (e.g. Bulmmeinal. (1988); Forster
(1990); Jenkins (1991); Coulter et al. (1992); Jemland Cowell (1994); Burkhauser et al. (1996);
Aaberge and Melby (1998)), we therefore providefaveland inequality estimates for different sets
of ESs: the original OECIES the OECD modifiedS and the square roBQR)ES All threeESs
areIB. The original OECLCES (OECD, 1982) is 1.0 for the one-member household,asstyns
person weights of 0.7 for each additional adult arftdfOr each child. The OECD modifidéS
proposed by Haagenars et al. (1994), and later adidptehe Statistical Office of the European

® For the exactDPI definition see http://www.lisproject.org/techdagfsmary.pdf, and for its cross-country
comparability Burkhauser et al. (1996) and refeesrtberein.

" We use the LIS variables “d4” and “d27” to distiigh adults from children. “d27” is the LIS ‘chikh variable’ and
gives the number of household members of age b&&whereas “d4” gives the number of household negmbf age
18 and above.

8 We provide the unweighted number of observatiangive the reader a clear picture of the actual bem of
observations provided by LIS. Of course, all caltiohs are conducted to the base of weighted loligions.

® The most influential assumptions is tESs arelB or ‘exact,’ i.e.the same for all levels of household well-beinge Th
expression ‘equivalence scale exactness’ was intextl by Blackorby and Donaldson (1991, 1993). Resardies
(e.g. Donaldson and Pendakur (2004, 2006), andd<atibnos et al. (2005, 2006)) have challengedBheessumption.



Union in the late 1990s, assigns lower personal weightfact 0.5 for each additional adult and 0.3
for each childThe SQRES is the number of household members to the power ofAll.3hree

types ofESs imply ‘within household-size economies of scaM/HSH, ash > ES. Table A2 in
the Appendix summarizes the levels/dHSE expressed by, / ES, according to the three types of
ESs.

3.3 Gini coefficient and its decomposition by popuatsubgroups
In order to explore the impacts of the two weightehemes on the Gini coefficient in more detail,
we decompose the Gini index by population subgrouptnetk by the eight household types

introduced in Section 3.1. Following Pyatt (197&)e Gini can be decomposed into three

Components,
@ G:ZGi piﬂi—l_ZZ(ﬂj_ﬂi}i p; +0,
= il o i
w B

whereG is the Gini index over all population subgrou, is the Gini index of group, and g,
IS i’s meanEl. The ‘economic weight’ of is given by, , theEl share of household typein total
El, whereap, is the fraction of the population of type Finally, O is the “overlap” term. The
population subgroups are ranked by their avekddevels such that; > 4 .

The first term of equation (1),
2 W= ZGi P
i=1

measures the extent of inequalitithin each of the population subgroups. It is the weidistum of

the subgroup specific Gini coefficients. The sectarth of equation (1),

@ B- ZZ(M} p =3 - ulp, =2 %}rr Py

i=L j>i H - Hia jsi i=1 j=1
is a weighted sum of the differences in the subgspecific mearkl s. For each two subgrougs,

and j, its value depends on the difference in the twagsoups’ meartls, and on the weight p; .

The largest inter- subgroup terms, ceteris paribws,those that involve comparisons of “rich”
subgroups with high averadd and “poor” subgroups with low averagg#. The third term, the

overlap measures the overlap of tBé ranges of different population subgroups. The mmean



Els of different subgroups differ, the smaller is twerlap term (see Lambert and Aranson (1993),
p. 1226)%°

Through which channels does a switch fr&& to h-weighting of income units affect the
Gini coefficient? Obviously, meaBl of a subgroup,y , the subgroups’ Gini coefficientss, s,
and the overlapping ranges of th# distributions are the same undé& and h-weighting.

However, what is sensitive are the economic wejghts and the population shares,. For h-
weighting, we obtain

@ g ="M angg = ANM

n b}

2hm ;uihm

wherem is the number of households of typefor ESweighting we obtain

(5) piES _ nESnl and ﬂ_iES _ nlui ESm _

2 ESm > 4ESm

i=1 i=1

Whether the ratio of population shares,
E
6 pih _ ; S m h <
( ) pES - n X ESS 1
- 2hm L
— >

<1

depends (a) on the size of tB& relative to theh-weighted populationzi":l ESm /Zi”:lhim ; and

(b) on the level o WWHSE h /ES. The size of the (a)-effect is determined by thenber of

households of specific types in the overall popotafthe population structure) and by the level of
WHSE
A similar reasoning holds for the change in theneooic weights. Whether the ratio of

economic weights,

3 E
(7) ﬂ_ih _ IZ:]; S mM y h él
7[.ES n ES >
' thM —
=1 B

<1
depends on the ratio &Sweighted relative to overatlweighted totaEl, and again on the level of
WHSEassigned to the respective household types, Jreffdrt. The effect of switching froBS

to h-weighting on the overall weight assigned to hootetypei can be captured by

% For a more detailed discussion on the decompdisabilthe Gini and the properties of its differamtmponents see,
for example, Lambert and Decoster (2005) and rate® cited therein.



h

p' 7
(8) w=—gx—zl

b~ 7
If w >1 (w <1), households of typehave a higher (lower) weight underrelative toES
weighting. The impact of the two weighting schernasthe overall Gini is ambiguous. Switching

from ES to h-weighting leads to: (a) a smallf if w >1 for household types whog&ds are rather
equally distributed within the subgroup; (b) a @éese inB if (7rih p;‘)/(niESijs)> 1 for typesi and
j whose meatrls are close; (c) a decline@if w >1 and ifi’s El distribution does not overlap

much with theEl distributions of the other subgroups.

4 Empirical findings

4.1 Inequality estimates at the country level

For each country and eaé§ Table 2 reports four numbers. The upper left gales the Gini
coefficient for DEAEI, G, whereas the cell underneath contains the GinDMHEI, G". The
upper right cell is the absolute differenaes = G" — G*°, whereas, underneath and in brackets, the
difference is given in percent. Figure 1 providesoaerview of the Gini estimates by means of a

box plot delivering the smallest non-outlier, lovegrartile, median, upper quartile, and largest non-

outlier value of the country specifi@" / G*>-ratios.

[Table 2 about here]

With the only two exceptions being Poland and Russfss are always smaller compared to
the correspondings=°s, but differences are quantitatively small. Taking the United dGngin
case of the SQES as an example, the difference betwegh and G is -0.0042. Apart from

Poland and Russia, the differences betw&s and G*s are smallest in case of the original
OECDES as it is implied by the lowest level WHSE(see Table A2 in the Appendix). Then,
household-type specific weighting factors are relatively miédfgcted by theveighting scheme, so

that w s are close to 1.9.

[Figure 1 about here]

1 The difference between ttteS and theh-weighted Gini coefficient in case of the origif@ECD ESis the highest.
This result is consistent with the theoretical amdpirical findings in Coulter et al. (1992). Thettaars show the



Although Gini coefficients foDOMHEI and DEAEI differ only slightly, differences are
sufficiently large to affect a ranking of the countries by mexrike Gini, theinequality parade®?
as given in Table 3. Indicatirgl as a country’s rank, ‘1’ (‘2") is assigned to the country with the
(second) smallest Gini coefficient, and so Bar example, in case of the OECD modifie§ the
DOMHEI of Switzerland is ranked better thanEAEI (RI(GF)=11> RI(G")=10).

[Table 3 about here]

Out of all countries, thBOMHEI and theDEAEI of Russia turn out to be the most unequal.
Once the OECD modifie#S or the SQRES s applied, the parade is headed by The Netherlands,
and by Finland in case of the original OEES ‘Low-inequality’ countries are the Scandinavian
countries (Finland, Norway, and Sweden), several Benelux countries Nétleerlands and
Luxembourg), and some Central European countries (Austria, Franceaieamd Switzerland)
plus Poland and Slovenia; ‘high-inequality’ countries are the SouthSamth-East European
countries (Greece, Hungary, Italy and Spain), Estonia, Belgietantt and The United KingdoHh.
This finding holds for bothDOMHEI and DEAEI. Yet, several countries interchange ranks
depending on whethédOMHEI or DEAEI is analyzed: Ireland and Spain change ranks in case of
the original OECLES Ireland and Spain, Slovenia and Norway, as well as Switzertah&aland
in case of the OECD modifieES Belgium and ltaly, Greece and United Kingdom, Ireland and
Spain, Norway and Italy, Slovenia and Sweden, and Switzerland and bkmgk ranks when the
SQRESis applied**

4.2 Welfare estimates on the country level
Table 4 provides average country-specHits. For eachES separately, the first (second) row,

denotedES(h), shows the meall per equivalent adult (per one-member household), denotéd

(1"). Next to these two numbers the differensg = 1" — 1*° is given and, underneath in

parentheses, the difference in percent. Due to the smallesofewéSEimplied by the original

OECDES theEls obtained by deploying thisSare always lowest.

existence of a U-shaped relationship between iritg@ad the steepness BSs. TheESs underlying our investigation
fall into the range where the relationship is pesit

12 A ranking that is solely based on the size of@iei coefficient ignores the possibility of intecsimg Lorenz curves.
Differences in the equivalent-income levels acmmtries are also ignored.

3\We define “high-inequality” countries as those vehthe Gini coefficient exceeds a level of 0.30.04her countries
are referred to as “low-inequality” countries.

It might be worth mentioning that the paradesraueh more sensitive with respect to the choservatgrice scales,
then with respect t&S vs. h-weighting. This is in line with the results proel for example by Coulter et al. (1992, p.
1081) who conclude that “the changes induced bygihg scale relativities are not ‘small’ whicheveeasure is used.”



[Table 4 about here]

Although PPP adjustments typically reduce the income gap betwelenamd poor
countries:> averageEls differ substantially across countries® and x" for Luxembourg, the
richest country, are about nine times higher then the corresponding f@llRsssia, the poorest

country. For each country,® and " differ only slightly. Taking the United Kingdom in case of
the OECD modifiedES as an example, the two estimates af€= €1,809.4 compared tg"=

€1,806.3. Figure 2 gives a summary of mEamatios, 1" / 15, by means of box plots. Averagé

per equivalent adult is typically lower compared to aveEdgeer one-member household when the
original OECDES s applied (the median across the 20 countries is less than 1.Gjspasable
incomes of ‘large’ households are typically higher compared to disjgogacomes of ‘small’

households, the opposite is true for the two ot which both imply higheWHSElevels.

[Figure 2 about here]

In Table 5, two “welfare parades” are provided. Countries @mked by £ and 4" in
decreasing order. Hence, the richest country heads the parade ssigriedithe rankR=1'° ARW
gives the rank difference in the two welfare rankim@F)-R(U"). The group of the seven ‘richest’
countries comprises Luxembourg, Switzerland, Norway, The United KingBefgium, Austria
and The Netherlands. It is chased by a group of countries withr sathiéar averagéels, differing
not more than 15%. This group consists of France, followed by Ireland, Sw@&demany, and
Finland. The group of ‘poor’ countries comprises Spain and Italy, Gr&doeenia, Poland,
Hungary, Estonia, and Russia. This classification holds for both rackitegia, u=> and p". Yet,
several countries’ interchange positions when comparing the tworevgiaades: Finland and
Germany, and Italy and Spain in case of the OECD mod#i®dSpain and Italy in case of the
original OECDES Finland and Germany, Ireland and France, as well as Spain gnih ltalse of

the SQRES

[Table 5 about here]

15 Kravis et al. (1982) show that PPP adjustmentsicedhe gap between rich and poor countries, siso®y price
levels accompany GDP per capita growth.
'8 Thus, welfare parades focus solely on efficiermysiderations.
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4.3 Decomposition analysis by household types

4.3.1 Gini decomposition

Within-group component

As outlined in Section 3.2.2, the weighting scheme affects the oweirallcoefficient through

different channels. A key determinant for strength and direction ®fffect are they s. If w >1
(w <1), then subgroup is assigned a higher (lower) weight relative to the remaioihgr seven
subgroups when switching froES to h-weighting. The size ofv, again depends on the size and

the direction of the changes of and ofp, provided in Tables 6a-6c¢.

[Tables 6a-6¢ about here]

In comparison toESweighting, h-weighting gives higher economic weights,, and
population shares,, for all household types with at least one child (A1C1-A1C3 and A2C1-

A2C3). These household types are ‘undervalued’ in ca&Safeighting since theiESvalues are

substantially lower than their numbers of household members. Thectigeraf the changes in,
and p,, as expressed by , can be taken from the box plots provided by Figure 34-Bhe w s of

household types with at least one child exceed the threshold levahdl.thcrease in the presence

of more children. On the other hand,,., and w,,., are less than 1.0, witlw,., being the

lowest.

[Figures 3a-3c about here]

If w >1landG, <J/82?:1q = G, than the within-group component of the Gini coefficient,

W, is lower forh- compared t&eSweighting, hence is lowerinG ceteris paribus. Thus, the final
necessary piece for assessing the impact of the weightieghecon the within-group component is

the size of theG s relative toG .

[Figure 4 about here]

" For each country, household type, and equivaleoede, the original numbers are presented in TABlén the
Appendix.

11



For each household type and country, Figure 4 conta@®s @ -ratio box plot'® Relative to

the incomes of other household types, incomes o$éloold types A1CO and A2CO are distributed
rather unequally in most countri€sOn the other hand, inequality is rather small agnsimgle-
parents, and this tendency intensifies as the nuwibehildren increases. Since, at the same time,
Wyco @and w,,., are smaller than 1.0 wherewsg,., is higher,W is higher in case dSweighting

(see Figure 5 and Table A4). The only two excetiare Poland and Russia, whé&g.,, Guc;

- — w"
and G,,., are rather similar compared @, such that—~1.
W

[Figure 5 about here]

Between-group component

Changes of the population shares in interactiom wibse of the economic weights are also the
crucial element for the size of the “between” gragpponent of the Gini. pr{‘;zi“ )/(piEsﬂiEs)>l

(<1) and mearkl of i is rather different compared to meahover the household types, thhn
relative toESweighting increases (decreases) the between-grooyponent. Table 7 summarizes
household-type specific medtis. Typically, averag&ls of 1- relative to 2-adult households are

rather low compared to the country average, anthartowest for single parents.
[Table 7 about here]

In Figures 6a-6c, we provide cross-country box tloof the ratio

18 All numbers are calculated from the household-typecific Gini coefficients that can be taken froable A5 in the
Appendix.

9 A plausible explanation is that out of all houdehiypes, those of typA1COandA2COreceive the smallest social
security benefits, and at the same time they nbightather heterogeneous with respect to theirgiaation rates in the
labor market. For exampl@2COcontains double-income households as well as holdethat live on social-welfare.

12



The ratio quantifies, in relative terms, the chanfidiousehold typé’'s impact on the between-

Hi— K
H,

group component when switching fram to ESweighting?® Since is the same for both

weighting schemespg, > 1<1) if (pi“zi“)/(piEsniEs)>1 (<1). In accordance with the results of
Tables 6a-c,f, s of childless single-adults and childless coumes always smaller than 1.0,

whereas all othep, s are above the 1.0-threshold for most of the cmmt

[Figure 6a-6¢ about here]

As it is shown in Figure 7, the sum of tfes,

is close to the 1.0-threshold in most countriegjcating that the between-group component is
about the same fdES andh-weighting. Yet,B" /B tends to decrease #$HSEgo up, as the
weight attached t&l differences of ‘poor’ and ‘rich’ household typesderESweighting becomes
relative smaller compared to the weight of thesterdinces undehn-weighting, loweringB" / B

(the two exceptions are Poland and Russia, whtsef one- and two-adult households are rather

similar).

[Figure 7 about here]

Overlap component

The spreads of household-type specHiks, per se, is insensitive to the underlying weitinti
scheme. What is affected are the weights attaahebet overlap of any two household types. In
Table 8 we provide the differences in the overtams, AO = AO" — AO®°, whereas Figure 8 gives
the O" /O -box plots. In all20x 3 cases,AO is quantitatively small and is never the decisive
factor for the direction in which the overall Girtianges as a reaction to a change of the weighting

scheme. Instead, it is the within-group compon#ms is most affected by a switch frdg%s to h-

2 |n Table A6 we report the difference in the betwgeoup component for each household type,

[ u - .
Ab ZE{Z u}nihp?_z

| M =

u}/ﬁs pfs} , Which gives the change of household ti)peontribution to the

13



weighting. As it is typically smaller undérweighting, the Gini coefficient for thBOMHEI is
smaller than foDEAEI The only two exceptions are Russia and Polanérevthe change of the

within-group component is atypically small.
[Table 8 and Figure 8 about here]

4.3.2 Welfare decomposition

S

Two interacting components determine the sizeubfelative tox®°, namely the household-type

specific El levels and the household-type specific populasbareg”versus p©>. Figures 9a-c
show the box plots of average household-type dpegifrelative to the unweighted averageEdf
over all household typegy / 1 whereﬁsj/SZilyi . It turns out that two-parent households are

typically better of relative to single parents, dik@wise childless 2-adult households relative to
childless single adult€ls in households with children are typically smattempared to childless
households, and this effect becomes more pronounciet presence of more children and also if
WHSElevels for children are assumed to be low (seeaalty two-adult households with children
once the SQMESIs applied).

[Figures 9a-9c about here]

Tables 6a-6¢c summarizes the ratios of househple-$pecific population shareg,' / p>.
This ratio is increasing in the number of childdenng in household type . Hence, ifEls of

h

households with children are higher (lower) themrageEl in the country,«" is also higher

(lower) thanu®®. Yet, only averagéls of two-parent households with one and two childree
typically higher than the average country-widke AverageEl of childless couples is also higher
than average country-widgl, but p"/ p® < 1applies for childless couples. Contradictory effec
also arise for household types that are typicatlgrp(A1C0O, A1C1-A1C3, and A2C3): whereas
p"/ p <1 for A1CO, p"/ pF° > 1for A1C1-A1C3 and A2C3.

5 Conclusion

Transforming a heterogeneous population into a iu@sogeneous requires the choice of an

‘appropriate’ adjustment of incomes and income ik@aeg units. It is shown in Shorrocks (2004)

between-group component when switching fiento ESweighting.
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that once thecompensation principleés adopted, equivalent income is the appropriatmme
concept and income units should be weighted byntihreber of their membershfweighting’). If
equity preferencés adopted, equivalent income is the appropriaterne concept and income units
must be weighted by the units’ equivalence scalES\eighting’) (see also Ebert and Moyes
(2003)).

We provide Gini coefficients and equivalent inconi@sboth weighting schemes for a set
of 20 European countries. The Gini coefficient e ttypical Western society is lower under
weighting, since the population weight of ‘larg@usehold types, whose incomes are rather equally
distributed, is higher unddr- compared t&ESweighting. As a measure of social welfare, we also
provide country-specific mean equivalent incomes @guivalent adult and per artificial one-
member household, and find a systematic patteenflaitter theES the higher the mean equivalent
income per one-member household compared to meanaéent income per equivalent adult.
Rankings of the two countries by means of their Gaefficient (mean equivalent income) turn out
to be sensitive to whether income receiving units la or ESweighted. As our findings are
restricted to two measures and three diffefeé8 only, it might be informative to extend the

analysis to further inequality measures and tooader range dESs in future work
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Table 1. Sample description and coverage

Country Overall Household type
sample A1CO Al1C1 Al1C2 A1C3 A2CO0 A2C1 A2C2 A2C3

Av. Income 2440 1579 1685 2015 1810 2908 3198 3301 3431

AU N 1782 584 48 22 2 679 164 223 60
Coverage 82.82 31.34 2.70 0.97 0.08 27.80 8.89 9.25 1.81
Av. Income 2528 1403 1610 2101 1928 3072 3482 3746 4112

BE N 2088 708 41 33 10 707 198 290 101
Coverage 89.21 34.71 1.99 1.24 0.40 29.32 6.79 11.30 3.46
Av. Income 711 381 552 549 525 769 1053 1165 1142

EE N 4387 1102 180 82 24 1636 641 569 153
Coverage 82.22 28.03 3.74 1.15 0.31 27.20 11.81 8.24 1.74
Av. Income 2066 1178 1625 1863 2185 2501 2987 3355 3572

FI N 8628 2047 157 89 26 3524 1032 1221 532
Coverage 90.75 37.87 2.34 1.15 0.37 30.98 7.10 7.70 3.23
Av. Income 2320 1451 1620 1739 1989 2581 2975 3243 3480

FR N 8679 2640 219 125 35 3278 879 1086 417
Coverage 85.80 28.83 2.13 1.25 0.32 30.69 9.00 9.83 3.75
Av. Income 2016 1312 1309 1254 1562 2520 2865 3106 3088

GE N 9346 3014 220 104 21 3572 1029 1082 304
Coverage 89.24 40.53 2.06 0.79 0.13 29.73 7.43 6.84 1.74
Av. Income 1621 957 1338 1298 3525 1458 2390 2586 2026

GR N 2551 676 13 14 1 1074 280 425 68
Coverage 67.29 19.18 0.44 0.41 0.03 26.98 6.76 11.88 1.60
Av. Income 738 432 461 780 451 788 1107 1098 1050

HU N 1411 416 20 7 2 578 160 187 41
Coverage 72.53 25.38 0.99 0.25 0.10 27.07 8.05 8.84 1.84
Av. Income 2377 1409 1185 1337 1206 2455 3519 3475 3990

IE N 1652 482 34 25 7 574 147 227 156
Coverage 75.21 24.74 3.00 1.54 0.72 22.35 7.27 10.16 5.44
Av. Income 2060 1291 1805 1682 1584 2265 2610 2555 2515

IT N 5256 1454 53 19 6 2157 667 759 141
Coverage 70.08 20.75 0.77 0.24 0.12 27.43 9.56 9.41 1.78
Av. Income 3666 2553 2550 2636 1474 4028 4288 4803 4858

LX N 1986 584 30 13 2 736 270 255 96
Coverage 83.51 27.90 1.07 0.59 0.04 30.24 9.94 10.01 3.70
Av. Income 2482 1589 1605 1488 2183 2884 3152 3126 3420

NL N 4140 1263 58 52 10 1502 359 686 210
Coverage 91.43 31.61 1.16 0.97 0.30 32.93 7.06 13.60 3.80
Av. Income 2695 1559 2274 2429 2734 3360 4034 4509 4946

NwW N 10271 2811 299 128 32 3670 1114 1514 703
Coverage 90.12 41.27 3.45 1.51 0.33 25.09 6.42 8.42 3.64
Av. Income 926 525 746 766 744 951 1140 1195 1146
PL N 21168 4324 545 300 114 7277 3459 3769 1380
Coverage 68.88 15.84 1.71 0.87 0.34 23.98 10.53 11.39 4.23

Av. Income 392 187 358 311 163 393 559 574 815

RL N 2240 611 125 29 2 774 428 240 31
Coverage 72.54 20.05 3.84 0.92 0.07 24.11 13.58 8.96 1.02
Av. Income 1226 623 892 991 - 1214 1587 1779 1674

Sl N 2000 366 29 11 0 844 304 389 57
Coverage 62.02 15.98 1.09 0.42 0.00 22.36 8.92 11.70 1.56
Av. Income 2098 1185 1278 1583 2261 2126 2617 2911 3284

ES N 3240 819 22 11 3 1369 462 474 80
Coverage 67.80 16.85 0.45 0.29 0.06 28.95 9.57 9.90 1.72
Av. Income 2003 1210 1646 1948 2123 2640 3027 3516 3555

SwW N 12653 4694 237 150 43 4772 979 1332 446
Coverage 92.87 46.45 2.81 1.78 0.51 24.96 5.80 7.91 2.65
Av. Income 3237 2247 2402 2623 2507 3805 3787 3889 4070

CH N 3169 895 45 40 9 1192 307 509 172
Coverage 87.35 31.33 0.89 0.82 0.15 33.35 7.10 10.43 3.27
Av. Income 2617 1597 1556 1737 1791 3033 3463 4015 3799

UK N 21955 7182 804 659 268 8035 1851 2354 802
Coverage 85.32 28.61 2.67 2.14 0.89 32.91 6.74 8.47 2.89

Note. Disposable household incomes per month (weigheBR, adjusted in €s are unweighted numbers of observations. Covaragelumn

“overall sample” gives the percentage of the taiighted population that is covered by the 8 hoalsktypes. The numbers to the right decomp

the coverage by household types.

16

ose



Table 2. Country specific Gini coefficients

OECD OECD mod. SQR
Country Weighting Gini [AGAi(:‘] . Gini [AGAi?] . Gini [AGAi?] ”
AT ES 0.2727 -0.0010 0.2670 -0.0033 0.2709 -0.0034
h 0.2717 [-0.3667] 0.2637 [-1.2360] 0.2673 [-1.3289
BE ES 0.3290 -0.0054 0.3349 -0.0094 0.3390 -0.009(
h 0.3236 [-1.6413] 0.3255 [-2.8068] 0.3300 [-2.6549
EE ES 0.3597 -0.0009 0.3665 -0.0028 0.3702 -0.0034
h 0.3588 [-0.2502] 0.3637 [-0.7640] 0.3668 [-0.9184]
A ES 0.2515 -0.0027 0.2582 -0.0072 0.2643 -0.0087
h 0.2488 [-1.0736] 0.2510 [-2.7885] 0.2561 [-3.1025
FR ES 0.2849 -0.0024 0.2815 -0.0051 0.2849 -0.0059
h 0.2825 [-0.8424] 0.2764 [-1.8117] 0.2791 [-2.0358
GE ES 0.2740 -0.0017 0.2736 -0.0051 0.2787 -0.0064
h 0.2723 [-0.6204] 0.2685 [-1.8640] 0.2724 [-2.2605
GR ES 0.3518 -0.0041 0.3565 -0.0070 0.3571 -0.0077
h 0.3477 [-1.1654] 0.3495 [-1.9635] 0.3494 [-2.1563
HU ES 0.3071 -0.0005 0.3112 -0.0027 0.3143 -0.0041
h 0.3066 [-0.1628] 0.3085 [-0.8676] 0.3102 [-1.3045
IE ES 0.3592 -0.0080 0.3636 -0.0140 0.3694 -0.0154
h 0.3512 [-2.2272] 0.3496 [-3.8504] 0.3540 [-4.1689
T ES 0.3396 -0.0002 0.3350 -0.0015 0.3359 -0.0014
h 0.3394 [-0.0589] 0.3335 [-0.4478] 0.3343 [-0.4763
LX ES 0.2769 -0.0011 0.2672 -0.0024 0.2684 -0.0024
h 0.2758 [-0.3973] 0.2648 [-0.8982] 0.2656 [-1.0432
NL ES 0.2589 -0.0004 0.2488 -0.0027 0.2522 -0.0034
h 0.2585 [-0.1545] 0.2461 [-1.0852] 0.2488 [-1.3481
NW ES 0.2568 -0.0030 0.2627 -0.0075 0.2691 -0.0087
h 0.2538 [-1.1682] 0.2552 [-2.8550] 0.2609 [-3.0472
PL ES 0.2972 0.0027 0.2916 0.0031 0.2933 0.0026
h 0.2999 [0.9085] 0.2947 [1.0631] 0.2959 [0.8865]
RL ES 0.4675 0.0019 0.4733 0.0015 0.4752 0.0009
h 0.4694 [0.4064] 0.4748 [0.3169] 0.4761 [0.1894]
3| ES 0.2587 -0.0040 0.2631 -0.0081 0.2658 -0.0092
h 0.2547 [-1.5462] 0.2550 [-3.0787] 0.2566 [-3.4612
ES ES 0.3580 -0.0011 0.3592 -0.0027 0.3608 -0.00372
h 0.3569 [-0.3073] 0.3565 [-0.7517] 0.3576 [-0.8869
SwW ES 0.2524 -0.0022 0.2582 -0.0065 0.2655 -0.0071
h 0.2502 [-0.8716] 0.2517 [-2.5174] 0.2584 [-2.6742
CH ES 0.3030 -0.0019 0.2916 -0.0051 0.2933 -0.0054
h 0.3011 [-0.6271] 0.2865 [-1.7490] 0.2878 [-1.8752
UK ES 0.3522 -0.0014 0.3510 -0.0039 0.3562 -0.0042
h 0.3508 [-0.3975] 0.3471 [-1.1111] 0.3520 [-1.1791

Note. AG is the difference between theand theES-weighted Gini coefficient.
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Table 3. Inequality - Parade

Country OECD OECD mod. SQR
RI(ES)| RI(h) | ARI | RI(ES)| RI(h) | ARI | RI(ES)| RI(h) | AIR
AT 6 6 0 6 6 0 7 7 0
BE 13 13 0 13 13 0 14 13 1
EE 19 19 0 19 19 0 19 19 0
FI 1 1 0 2 2 0 2 2 0
FR 9 9 0 9 9 0 9 9 0
GE 7 7 0 8 8 0 8 8 0
GR 15 15 0 16 16 0 16 15 1
HU 12 12 0 12 12 0 12 12 0
IE 18 17 1 18 17 1 18 17 1
IT 14 14 0 14 14 0 13 14 -1
LX 8 8 0 7 7 0 5 6 -1
NL 5 5 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
NW 3 3 0 4 5 -1 6 5 1
PL 10 10 0 10 11 -1 10 11 -1
RL 20 20 0 20 20 0 20 20 0
Sl 4 4 0 5 4 1 4 3 1
ES 17 18 -1 17 18 -1 17 18 -1
SW 2 2 0 3 3 0 3 4 -1
CH 11 11 0 11 10 1 11 10 1
UK 16 16 0 15 15 0 15 16 -1

Note.RI(ES)is the rank of the country when countries are edn&ccording to the Gini
increasing order and households B&weighted.RI(h) is the same number in the caség
weighting.4Rl is the rank differencé\R= R(ES)- R(h)
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Table 4. Mean equivalent income

OECD OECD mod. SQR
Country| Weighting Al Al Al

H [ALin %] H [Alin %] H [ALin %]

AT ES 1495.9 252 1712.7 9 1769.1 23
h 1470.7 [-1.68] 1703.7 [-0.53] 1771.4 [0.13]

BE ES 1528.7 127 1758.2 20 1818.4 36.3
h 1516.0 [-0.83] 1778.2 [1.14] 1854.7 [2.00]

cE ES 4275 0.7 491.9 11.4 507.4 154
h 428.2 [0.16] 503.3 [2.32] 522.8 [3.04]

o ES 13015 38 1480.3 285 15284 42.4
h 1297.7 [-0.29] 1508.8 [1.93] 1570.8 [2.77]

= ES 1364.5 20.7 1578.3 3.3 1635.4 6.7
h 1343.8 [-1.52] 1575.0 [-0.21] 1642.1 [0.41]

oe ES 13185 144 1484.0 77 1530.3 20.7
h 1304.1 [-1.09] 1491.7 [0.52] 1551.0 [1.35]

oR ES 919.0 0.7 1070.3 22.2 1115.3 26.8
h 919.7 [0.08] 1092.5 [2.07] 1142.1 [2.40]

U ES 442.1 2.2 508.3 6.6 527.8 9.8
h 439.9 [-0.50] 514.9 [1.30] 537.6 [1.86]

= ES 1345.0 138 1575.8 135 16289 29.7
h 1331.2 [-1.03] 1589.3 [0.86] 1658.6 [1.82]

0 ES 11885 213 1378.1 133 14342 8.3
h 1167.2 [-1.79] 1364.8 [-0.97] 1425.9 [-0.58]
X ES 21412 50.5 2478.8 40.2 2576.3 30.5
h 2090.7 [-2.36] 2438.6 [-1.62] 2545.8 [-1.18]

L ES 1450.5 334 1680.5 233 1745.4 14
h 1417.1 [-2.30] 1657.2 [-1.39] 1731.0 [-0.80]

W ES 1717.3 2.9 1952.6 46.8 2007.5 67.6
h 1714.4 [-0.17] 1999.4 [2.40] 2075.1 [3.37]

oL ES 4935 77 584.5 35 608.2 13
h 485.8 [-1.56] 581.0 [-0.60] 606.9 [-0.21]

mL ES 2255 12 262.1 6.8 270.8 85
h 226.7 [0.53] 268.9 [2.59] 279.3 [3.14]

S ES 675.3 14 792.7 123 825.1 165
h 673.9 [-0.21] 805.0 [1.55] 841.6 [2.00]

es ES 1177.4 8 1372.7 9.8 1432.3 15.7
h 1169.4 [-0.68] 1382.5 [0.71] 1448.0 [1.10]

oW ES 1323.9 34 1491.1 34.1 1529.8 50
h 1320.5 [-0.26] 1525.2 [2.29] 1579.8 [3.27]
on ES 19415 544 22325 513 23185 424
h 1887.1 [-2.80] 2181.2 [-2.30] 2276.1 [-1.83]

UK ES 1572.2 233 1809.4 3.1 1868.8 121
h 1548.9 [-1.48] 1806.3 [-0.17] 1880.9 [0.65]

Note. 1 is mean equivalent income. It is mean equivalecbiine per equivalent adult in case Ef

weighting, and it is mean equivalent income peiteap case oh-weighting.Ap is the difference betweg

these two numbers.
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Table5. Welfare parade

Country OECD OECD mod. SQR
RW(ES)RW(h)[ ARW | RW(ESRW(h)[ ARW | RWESRW(h)[ ARW
AT 6 6 0 6 6 0 6 6 0
BE 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 0
EE 19 19 0 19 19 0 19 19 0
FI 12 12 0 12 11 1 12 11 1
FR 8 8 0 9 9 0 8 9 -1
GE 11 11 0 11 12 -1 11 12 -1
GR 15 15 0 15 15 0 15 15 0
HU 18 18 0 18 18 0 18 18 0
IE 9 9 0 8 8 0 9 8 1
IT 13 14 -1 13 14 1 13 14 -1
LX 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
NL 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 7 0
NW 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 0
PL 17 17 0 17 17 0 17 17 0
RL 20 20 0 20 20 0 20 20 0
S| 16 16 0 16 16 0 16 16 0
ES 14 13 1 14 13 1 14 13 1
SwW 10 10 0 10 10 0 10 10 0
CH 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0
UK 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 0

Note. RW(ES)is the rank of the country when countries are ednkccording t
equivalent average incom@®) in decreasing order and when householdsESe
weighted.RW(h)is the same number when countries are orderga’ hyRWis the

rank differenceARW= RW(ES)- RW(h)

D
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Table 6a. Changes in equivalent income and population sHaEE€D]

Country

Household type

Difference]

A1CO AlC1 AlC2 AlC3 A2CO0 A2C1 A2C2 A2C3
AT Ap, -0.046 0.002 0.003 0.000 -0.019 0.014 0.035 0.011
Ar, -0.045 0.002 0.002 0.000 -0.016 0.016 0.032 0.009
BE Ap, -0.048 0.001 0.003 0.002 -0.022 0.009 0.037 0.018
A, -0.043 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.023 0.010 0.035 0.016
EE Ap, -0.042 0.003 0.003 0.002 -0.021 0.016 0.029 0.010
Ar, -0.037 0.002 0.002 0.001 -0.023 0.018 0.029 0.008
= Ap -0.050 0.002 0.003 0.002 -0.017 0.011 0.029 0.019
A, -0.045 0.002 0.003 0.001 -0.018 0.012 0.028 0.017
FR Ap, -0.041 0.001 0.003 0.001 -0.025 0.011 0.031 0.019
A, -0.042 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.022 0.013 0.030 0.017
GE Ap -0.052 0.002 0.003 0.001 -0.011 0.015 0.030 0.012
Ar, -0.049 0.002 0.001 0.000 -0.008 0.016 0.028 0.009
GR Ap, -0.035 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.030 0.009 0.044 0.010
Ar, -0.036 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.028 0.010 0.046 0.007
HU Ap, -0.042 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.022 0.013 0.036 0.012
A, -0.040 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.022 0.016 0.035 0.009
IE Ap, -0.043 0.001 0.004 0.003 -0.027 0.006 0.029 0.027
Ar, -0.043 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.026 0.009 0.030 0.026
T Ap -0.036 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.027 0.014 0.036 0.011
A, -0.036 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.023 0.017 0.032 0.008
LX Ap, -0.041 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.025 0.012 0.032 0.019
A, -0.044 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.019 0.014 0.031 0.016
NL Ap, -0.043 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.026 0.007 0.039 0.018
A, -0.043 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.021 0.010 0.037 0.015
NW Ap, -0.056 0.003 0.004 0.002 -0.015 0.010 0.031 0.021
A, -0.051 0.003 0.003 0.001 -0.017 0.011 0.031 0.019
PL Ap, -0.029 0.000 0.002 0.001 -0.033 0.007 0.031 0.020
A, -0.029 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.032 0.011 0.031 0.016
RL Ap -0.034 0.002 0.003 0.000 -0.025 0.017 0.031 0.006
A, -0.029 0.002 0.002 0.000 -0.027 0.017 0.028 0.006
S| Ap, -0.032 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.030 0.010 0.041 0.009
Ar, -0.029 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.031 0.011 0.041 0.007
ES Ap, -0.030 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.031 0.012 0.036 0.010
Ar, -0.029 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.030 0.014 0.035 0.009
SW Ap, -0.060 0.003 0.006 0.003 -0.011 0.011 0.032 0.017
Ar, -0.054 0.002 0.004 0.002 -0.012 0.011 0.032 0.014
CH Ap, -0.043 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.023 0.010 0.036 0.018
A, -0.044 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.015 0.012 0.031 0.013
UK Ap, -0.041 0.002 0.006 0.004 -0.025 0.009 0.029 0.016
Ar, -0.039 0.001 0.004 0.002 -0.022 0.011 0.030 0.013

Note.Numbers are differences in population and inconagess when switching from weighting Bs to

weighting by the number of household membevs, = g" — p~and Az, =z" -

ES
.
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Table 6b. Changes in equivalent income and population sHaEE€D mod.]

Countr Difference Household type
y A1CO Al1C1 A1C2 A1C3 A2CO0 A2C1 A2C2 A2C3
AT Ap -0.079 0.002 0.004 0.001 -0.023 0.023 0.055 0.017
Ar, -0.072 0.002 0.003 0.000 -0.024 0.025 0.052 0.014
BE Ap, -0.083 0.001 0.005 0.003 -0.027 0.015 0.059 0.029
Ar, -0.068 0.001 0.003 0.002 -0.035 0.015 0.057 0.027
EE Ap -0.073 0.003 0.005 0.002 -0.026 0.028 0.046 0.016
Ar, -0.059 0.001 0.003 0.001 -0.035 0.027 0.047 0.014
= Ap, -0.086 0.002 0.005 0.003 -0.018 0.019 0.046 0.030
Ar, -0.072 0.002 0.004 0.002 -0.028 0.019 0.046 0.028
FR Ap -0.072 0.001 0.004 0.002 -0.033 0.018 0.049 0.030
Ar, -0.066 0.001 0.003 0.001 -0.035 0.019 0.049 0.028
GE Ap -0.089 0.003 0.004 0.001 -0.008 0.024 0.047 0.018
Ar, -0.080 0.002 0.002 0.001 -0.011 0.026 0.046 0.015
GR Ap -0.061 0.000 0.002 0.000 -0.040 0.015 0.070 0.015
Ar, -0.057 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.043 0.015 0.073 0.011
HU Ap -0.073 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.028 0.022 0.057 0.019
Ar, -0.064 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.033 0.024 0.056 0.016
IE Ap -0.075 0.000 0.005 0.005 -0.036 0.011 0.047 0.043
Ar, -0.068 0.000 0.003 0.002 -0.040 0.012 0.048 0.043
T Ap -0.063 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.036 0.022 0.056 0.017
Ar, -0.058 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.035 0.026 0.052 0.013
LX Ap -0.072 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.033 0.020 0.051 0.030
Ar, -0.071 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.030 0.022 0.051 0.026
NL Ap -0.075 0.001 0.003 0.002 -0.034 0.013 0.063 0.028
Ar, -0.069 0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.034 0.015 0.059 0.025
NW Ap -0.096 0.003 0.006 0.002 -0.016 0.017 0.050 0.034
Ar, -0.081 0.002 0.005 0.002 -0.026 0.017 0.050 0.033
PL Ap -0.052 0.000 0.003 0.002 -0.047 0.013 0.050 0.032
Ar, -0.046 0.000 0.002 0.001 -0.049 0.015 0.050 0.027
RL Ap, -0.060 0.002 0.004 0.001 -0.033 0.028 0.050 0.009
Ar, -0.045 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.041 0.026 0.046 0.011
S| Ap -0.057 0.000 0.002 -0.042 0.017 0.066 0.014
Ar, -0.046 0.000 0.001 -0.048 0.015 0.065 0.012
ES Ap -0.053 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.042 0.021 0.057 0.016
Ar, -0.046 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.047 0.020 0.056 0.016
SW Ap -0.102 0.004 0.008 0.004 -0.009 0.018 0.051 0.026
Ar, -0.087 0.002 0.006 0.003 -0.019 0.017 0.053 0.024
CH Ap -0.075 0.001 0.003 0.001 -0.029 0.016 0.056 0.028
Ar, -0.072 0.001 0.003 0.001 -0.023 0.018 0.051 0.023
UK Ap -0.071 0.002 0.008 0.006 -0.031 0.015 0.046 0.025
Ar, -0.063 0.001 0.005 0.003 -0.034 0.016 0.049 0.022

Note.Numbers are differences in population and inconages when switching from weighting Bs to
weighting by the number of household membews, = p" - R~and Az, =z" -z 5°.
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Table 6c. Changes in equivalent income and population sH8@R]

Country

Household type

Difference]

A1CO AlC1 AlC2 AlC3 A2CO0 A2C1 A2C2 A2C3
AT Ap -0.088 | -0.001 0.003 0.000 -0.014 0.024 0.058 0.018
AT, -0.079 | -0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.016 0.025 0.054 0.016
BE Ap -0.093 | -0.001 0.003 0.002 -0.018 0.015 0.061 0.031
AT, -0.074 | -0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.029 0.014 0.058 0.029
EE Ap -0.080 | -0.002 0.003 0.002 -0.017 0.029 0.049 0.017
AT, -0.064 | -0.003 0.001 0.001 -0.028 0.027 0.050 0.015
= Ap -0.096 | -0.001 0.003 0.002 -0.009 0.020 0.048 0.032
AT, -0.078 | -0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.021 0.018 0.047 0.031
FR Ap -0.081 | -0.002 0.003 0.002 -0.024 0.018 0.051 0.033
AT, -0.072 | -0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.028 0.018 0.050 0.031
GE Ap, -0.100 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.025 0.049 0.019
AT, -0.088 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.003 0.025 0.048 0.017
GR Ap -0.069 | -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.033 0.014 0.071 0.016
AT, -0.062 | -0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.038 0.014 0.074 0.012
HU Ap -0.083 | -0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.020 0.022 0.059 0.020
AT, -0.070 | -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.028 0.023 0.057 0.017
IE Ap -0.082 | -0.004 0.002 0.004 -0.029 0.012 0.050 0.047
AT, -0.073 | -0.002 0.001 0.001 -0.036 0.012 0.049 0.048
T Ap, -0.071 | -0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.028 0.022 0.058 0.018
AT, -0.063 | -0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.029 0.025 0.053 0.015
LX Ap -0.081 | -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.026 0.020 0.053 0.033
AT, -0.078 | -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.024 0.021 0.052 0.029
NL Ap -0.084 | -0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.026 0.013 0.065 0.030
AT, -0.075 | -0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.028 0.014 0.060 0.027
NW Ap, -0.106 | -0.001 0.004 0.002 -0.007 0.018 0.053 0.037
AT, -0.088 | -0.002 0.002 0.001 -0.019 0.017 0.052 0.037
PL Ap, -0.058 | -0.003 0.001 0.002 -0.041 0.012 0.052 0.035
AT, -0.050 | -0.002 0.001 0.001 -0.044 0.014 0.051 0.029
RL Ap -0.066 | -0.004 0.002 0.000 -0.025 0.030 0.052 0.010
AT, -0.048 | -0.005 0.001 0.000 -0.035 0.026 0.048 0.012
S| Ap -0.064 | -0.002 0.001 0.000 -0.036 0.016 0.068 0.016
AT, -0.050 | -0.002 0.000 0.000 -0.043 0.014 0.066 0.013
ES Ap -0.060 | -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.036 0.020 0.058 0.017
AT, -0.051 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.042 0.019 0.056 0.017
SW Ap, -0.111 0.000 0.006 0.004 0.001 0.019 0.054 0.028
AT, -0.095 | -0.001 0.004 0.002 -0.011 0.018 0.056 0.027
CH Ap -0.085 | -0.001 0.002 0.001 -0.021 0.016 0.058 0.030
AT, -0.079 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.016 0.017 0.052 0.025
UK Ap, -0.079 | -0.002 0.005 0.005 -0.020 0.016 0.048 0.027
AT, -0.068 | -0.001 0.003 0.002 -0.026 0.016 0.051 0.024

Note.Numbers are differences in population and inconages when switching from weighting Bs to

weighting by the number of household membevs, = g" — p~and Az, =z" -

ES
.
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Table 7. Mean equivalent incomes for each household type

Country ES Ha1co Haica Haic2 Ha1c3 Ha2co Ha2C1 Hp2c2 Ha2c3
OECD 1578.6 1123.2 1007.3 724.0 17108 1453.7 122p.1072.1
AT OECD mod. 1578.6 1296.0 1259.1 952.6 1938.9 1776.4571.7 1429.5
SQR 1578.6 1191.3 1163.1 905.Q 20565 1846.4 1650.3534.3
OECD 1402.7 1073.6 1050.3 771.2 18070 1582.9 B38Jr.1285.1
BE OECD mod. 1402.7 1238.8 1312.9 10147 2047.9 1934.1784.0 1713.5
SQR 1402.7 1138.8 1212.8 964.Q 2172{1 2010.6 1873.2839.1
OECD 381.0 368.3 274.3 210.1 452.1 478.5 431(6 8350.
EE OECD mod. 381.0 425.0 342.8 276.4 512.4 5848 554.9475.7
SQR 381.0 390.7 316.7 262.6 543.4 607.8 5826 510.
OECD 1178.3 1083.6 931.7 873.9 14713 1357.7 124P.64116.2
Fl OECD mod. 1178.3 1250.3 1164.4 11499 1667.4 1659.4597.7 1488.3
SQR 1178.3 1149.3 1075.9 1092.4 1768}6 1724.5 5677.1597.4
OECD 1451.1 1079.8 869.6 795.6 15182 1352.3 1201.1087.5
FR OECD mod. 1451.1 1245.9 1087.( 10469 1720.6 165p.8544.3 1450.0
SQR 1451.1 1145.3 1004.1 994.5 1825|0 17171.6 162/1.8556.3
OECD 1312.1 872.5 627.2 624.9 1482.4 1302.0 1150.5965.0
GE OECD mod. 1312.1 1006.7 784.0 822.2 16801 1591.4479.2 1286.6
SQR 1312.1 925.4 724.3 781.1] 17820 1653.8 1558.1381.0
OECD 956.8 892.1 649.3 1704.7 857.7 1086|.6 9577 3.363
GR OECD mod. 956.8 1029.3 811.6 2242 4 972.1 1328.1 31.B2 844.4
SQR 956.8 946.2 749.8 2130.3 10311 1380.2 129P.9 06.39
OECD 431.8 307.6 389.8 180.3 463.6 503.1L 4069 (328.
HU OECD mod. 431.8 355.0 487.3 237.2 525.4 614/9 523.1437.4
SQR 431.8 326.3 450.2 255.3 557.3 639.0 5493 469.
OECD 1408.9 790.1 668.7 482.4 14440 1599.4 1287.@247.0
IE OECD mod. 1408.9 911.6 835.9 634.8 1636}6 1954.8 5476 | 1662.7
SQR 1408.9 838.0 772.2 603.0 17358 2031.5 1737.4784.6
OECD 1290.9 1203.4 841.2 633.8 13322 1186.2 946.2786.0
IT OECD mod. 1290.9 1388.6 1051.5 833.9 1509.9 1449.1216.5 1048.0
SQR 1290.9 1276.4 971.3 792.2 1601/5 1508.6 127[7.4124.8
OECD 2552.9 1700.0 1317.9 589.8 23696 1949.2 9778.1518.1
LX OECD mod. 2552.9 1961.6 1647.4 776. 2685.6 2382.2287.2 2024.1
SQR 2552.9 1803.1 1521.8 737.2 2848|(5 2475.8 2401.8172.5
OECD 1589.0 1070.3 744.0 873.3 16963 1432.7 115f.71068.8
NL OECD mod. 1589.0 1235.0 930.0 11491 1922.5 1751.1488.5 1425.0
SQR 1589.0 1135.2 859.1 1091.7 2039(1 1819.8 15683.0529.5
OECD 1558.6 1515.7 1214.7 1093.6 19767 1833.5 8669 1545.8
NW OECD mod. 1558.6 1748.9 1518.3 14389 224Q.2 2241.2146.9 2061.0
SQR 1558.6 1607.6 1402.4 1367.0 2376}1 2328.9 3254.2212.1
OECD 525.0 497.2 382.8 297.7 559.2 518.1L 442|5 1358.
PL OECD mod. 525.0 573.7 478.5 391.7 633.7 633|3 568.9477.3
SQR 525.0 527.4 442.0 372.1 672.2 658.1 697(4 512.
OECD 186.6 238.4 155.4 65.2 231.Q 253.9 21216 254.
RL OECD mod. 186.6 275.1 194.2 85.8 261.8 310/4 273.3339.6
SQR 186.6 252.9 179.4 81.5 277.6 322.b 287]0 364.
OECD 623.2 594.5 495.6 - 714.4 721.3 658.8 523
Sl OECD mod. 623.2 686.0 619.5 809.6 881.6 847/0 97.%
SQR 623.2 630.6 572.3 - 858.7 916.2 889.4 748,
OECD 1184.9 852.1 791.7 904.2 1250.6 1189.7 1078.1026.3
ES OECD mod. 1184.9 983.2 989.6 1189.8B 14172 1454.1386.1 1368.3
SQR 1184.9 903.8 914.2 1130.8 1503/1 1511.1 1455.8468.7
OECD 1209.9 1097.4 974.4 849.1 15529 1375.8 1302.4110.9
SW OECD mod. 1209.9 1266.3 1218.( 11172 1759.9 168[.9674.3 1481.2
SQR 1209.9 1164.0 1125.2 1061.4 1866}7 1747.4 0758.1589.8
OECD 2247.4 1601.5 1311.5 1002.8 2238(3 1721.6 .B440 1272.0
CH OECD mod. 2247.4 1847.9 1639.4 13195 2536.7 2104.1851.8 1696.0
SQR 2247.4 1698.7 1514.4 1253.5 2690}6 2186.7 4944.1820.3
OECD 1597.5 1037.3 868.5 716.5 17833 1574.1 148y.24187.3
UK OECD mod. 1597.5 1196.9 1085.6 942.7 202117 1928.9912.1 1513.1
SQR 1597.5 1100.2 1002.9 895.6 21443 1999.4 200[7.7699.1
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Table 8. Relative change of residual component

A0=0"-O°
County—5Ecp OECD mod. SOR

AT 20.0023 0.0017 0.0032
BE -0.0003 0.0080 0.0108
EE 0.0024 0.0096 0.0115
Fi 0.0021 0.0103 0.0119
FR 20.0024 0.0022 0.0042
GE 20.0012 0.0055 0.0071
GR 20.0051 -0.0088 -0.0076
HU -0.0015 0.0048 0.0065
IE -0.0079 -0.0054 20.0016
T 20.0029 0.0005 0.0012
LX 20.0011 20.0013 -0.0005
NL 20.0032 -0.0004 0.0008
NW 0.0027 0.0113 0.0131
PL -0.0014 0.0018 0.0031
RL 0.0038 0.0108 0.0108
Si -0.0032 0.0010 0.0028
ES 0.0008 0.0079 0.0096
SW 0.0030 0.0108 0.0120
CH -0.0055 20.0035 -0.0030
UK 20.0017 0.0044 0.0068
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Figure 1. Change in overall Gini
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Figure 2. Change in overall mean equivalent incomg (
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Figure 3a. Household-type specific changewjfOECD]
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Figure 3b. Household-type specific changewn[OECD mod.]
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Figure 3c. Household-type specific changewn[SQR]
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Figure 4. Relative deviation of Gini-within from unweightedean
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Figure5. Relative change in within group compongt
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Figure 6a. Relative change in household-type specific contidlouto between component [OECD]
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Figure 6b. Relative change in household-type specific contidlouto between component [OECD
mod.]
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Figure 6¢. Relative change in household-type specific contrilouto between component [SQR]
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Figure 7. Relative change in between group compotgent
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Figure 8. Relative change in overlap componént
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Figure 9a. Relative deviation of mean equivalent income framveighted mean [OECD]
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Figure 9b. Relative deviation of mean equivalent income franveighted mean [OECD mod.]
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Figure 9c. Relative deviation of mean equivalent income framveighted mean [SQR]
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Appendix

Table Al. Data processing

Local currency/EUR Growth and
Countr Country LIS-File exchange ratei [EMU inflation PPP in US$ PPP
y code o y ladjustment 1999-  2000° normalized
countries onlyf o)
2000
Austrig? AT atooh 13.760 1.000 0.914 0.931
Belgiun?’ BE be00Oh 40.340 1.000 0.921 0.939
Estonia EE ee00h 1.000 7.045 7.180
Finland” FI fioOh 5.946 1.000 0.979 0.998
Francé FR frO0Oh 6.560 1.000 0.915 0.933
German§ GE ge00h 1.956 1.000 0.981 1.000
Greec® GR gro0h 339.170 1.000 0.684 0.698
Hungary HU hu99h -—- 1.053 107.337 109.393
Ireland” IE ie00h 0.788 1.000 0.953 0.972
Italy® IT itO0Oh 1936.330 1.000 0.808 0.823
Luxembour@ LX IxO0h 40.340 1.000 0.988 1.007
Netherland¥® | NL nl9gh 2.203 1.056 0.926 0.943
Norway NW nw0Oh --- 1.000 9.010 9.183
Poland PL pl99h --- 1.026 1.820 1.855
Russia RL rl00h 1.000 7.351 7.491
Slovenia Sl si99%h 1.017 141.385 144.093
Spai?’ ES es00h 166.368 1.000 0.742 0.756
Sweden SW swO0h 1.000 9.190 9.366
Switzerland CH ch00h 1.000 1.897 1.933
UK UK uk99h 1.046 0.632 0.645
Note.a) Countries where the PPP conversion factor isalized with respect to the EUR. For all other rtoies,
the PPP conversion factor refers to the countrgifipecurrencies. b) the file nl99 contains incoetel household
data. For correct calculation of household-levehrabteristics, data are filtered by the LIS-vamablSLOTL1,
Exchange rate EUR/US$ in 2000 is 0.924. c) Exchaatgss com from the European Central Bank. d) Bata 99
has been adjusted for growth in disposable incomagional accounts data) and time adjusted (forildetee
Hoffmeister 2006, Table Al, p 29. e) PPPs are téilaan the OECD (http:/www.oecd.org) and also frdre United
Nations Development Programme (http://www.undp.org)

Table A2. Within-household-size economia&/ISH

Household type
Number of Numberof | N/ES*® | h/ESEL ™| [ /ESR

h adults children

1 1 0 1.00 1.00 1.00

2 1 1 1.33 1.54 1.41

3 1 2 1.50 1.87 1.73

4 1 3 1.60 2.11 2.00

2 2 0 1.18 1.33 1.41

3 2 1 1.36 1.67 1.73

4 2 2 1.48 1.90 2.00

5 2 3 1.56 2.08 2.24
Note. iis the household typé;is the number of household membédzS;is the
equivalence scale of
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Table A3. Changes in household-type specific weights

Country ES AWaico | AWaica | AWaico| AWaics| AWazco [AWaocl AWazco| AWazcs
OECD -0.344 | 0.166 | 0.476| 0.686 | -0.093 | 0.219| 0.439 | 0.600

AT OECD mod.| -0.506 | 0.170 | 0.738| 1.193| -0.121 | 0.373| 0.793 | 1.145
SQR -0.540 | -0.079 | 0.382| 0.843| -0.080 | 0.381| 0.841| 1.301

OECD -0.362 | 0.134 | 0.436| 0.633| -0.117 | 0.186| 0.400| 0.557

BE OECD mod.| -0.527 | 0.119 | 0.663| 1.097| -0.160 | 0.313| 0.715| 1.052
SQR -0.562 | -0.124 | 0.315| 0.754 | -0.124 | 0.315| 0.753 | 1.191

OECD -0.367 | 0.126 | 0.426| 0.620| -0.123 | 0.178| 0.390 | 0.546

EE OECD mod.| -0.532 | 0.108 | 0.646| 1.077| -0.167 | 0.301| 0.699 | 1.033
SQR -0.563 | -0.126 | 0.311 | 0.749| -0.126 | 0.311| 0.748 | 1.185

OECD -0.341 | 0.172 | 0.482| 0.689| -0.088 | 0.225| 0.446 | 0.608

Fl OECD mod.| -0.502 | 0.176 | 0.740| 1.184| -0.114 | 0.383| 0.809 | 1.159
SQR -0.536 | -0.073 | 0.390| 0.857| -0.073 | 0.390| 0.854 | 1.318

OECD -0.366 | 0.127 | 0.426 | 0.622 | -0.123 | 0.179| 0.391 | 0.548

FR OECD mod.| -0.532 | 0.107 | 0.644| 1.073| -0.169 | 0.299| 0.697 | 1.030
SQR -0.567 | -0.134 | 0.299| 0.728 | -0.134 | 0.299| 0.731 | 1.164

OECD -0.311 | 0.224 | 0.549 | 0.770| -0.047 | 0.280| 0.511 | 0.681

GE OECD mod.| -0.465 | 0.266 | 0.879| 1.378| -0.049 | 0.486| 0.940 | 1.322
SQR -0.501 | -0.002 | 0.494| 0.994 | -0.002 | 0.497| 0.995| 1.494

OECD -0.384 | 0.096 | 0.385| 0.602| -0.148 | 0.145| 0.352 | 0.504

GR OECD mod.| -0.555 | 0.054 | 0.566 | 0.992| -0.209 | 0.237| 0.615| 0.933
SQR -0.591 | -0.183 | 0.226| 0.639| -0.183 | 0.226| 0.635| 1.043

OECD -0.357 | 0.143 | 0.446 | 0.649| -0.110 | 0.196| 0.412| 0.570

HU OECD mod.| -0.522 | 0.131 | 0.678| 1.110| -0.150 | 0.328| 0.734 | 1.075
SQR -0.559 | -0.118 | 0.321 | 0.762 | -0.118 | 0.323| 0.764 | 1.205

OECD -0.400 | 0.066 | 0.350| 0.536| -0.170 | 0.115| 0.316| 0.464

IE OECD mod.| -0.571 | 0.015 | 0.508 | 0.902| -0.238 | 0.191| 0.555| 0.861
SQR -0.603 | -0.205 | 0.193| 0.590| -0.205 | 0.192| 0.589 | 0.987

OECD -0.363 | 0.132 | 0.436| 0.633| -0.119 | 0.184| 0.398 | 0.555

IT OECD mod.| -0.530 | 0.111 | 0.650| 1.090| -0.165 | 0.305| 0.704 | 1.038
SQR -0.568 | -0.135| 0.299| 0.731| -0.136 | 0.296| 0.728 | 1.160

OECD -0.360 | 0.138 | 0.440| 0.629| -0.114 | 0.190| 0.405| 0.562

LX OECD mod.| -0.526 | 0.122 | 0.668| 1.056| -0.157 | 0.317| 0.720| 1.057
SQR -0.563 | -0.126 | 0.310| 0.759| -0.126 | 0.310| 0.747 | 1.184

OECD -0.364 | 0.131 | 0.429| 0.627 | -0.120 | 0.182| 0.395 | 0.552

NL OECD mod.| -0.531 | 0.111 | 0.651| 1.080| -0.166 | 0.303| 0.702 | 1.037
SQR -0.567 | -0.134 | 0.298| 0.728 | -0.135 | 0.298| 0.730| 1.163

OECD -0.348 | 0.159 | 0.467| 0.666 | -0.098 | 0.212| 0.431| 0.592

NW OECD mod.| -0.508 | 0.164 | 0.729| 1.177| -0.126 | 0.366| 0.784 | 1.134
SQR -0.539 | -0.078 | 0.383| 0.842| -0.078 | 0.382| 0.843 | 1.304

OECD -0.410 | 0.049 | 0.328| 0.514| -0.183 | 0.098| 0.296 | 0.441

PL OECD mod.| -0.583 | -0.015 | 0.481| 0.823| -0.259 | 0.158| 0.513 | 0.808
SQR -0.617 | -0.233 | 0.150| 0.535| -0.233 | 0.150| 0.534 | 0.917

OECD -0.387 | 0.090 | 0.379| 0.588 | -0.151 | 0.140| 0.346 | 0.496

RL OECD mod.| -0.555 | 0.052 | 0.564 | 0.975| -0.210 | 0.235| 0.613 | 0.930
SQR -0.586 | -0.171 | 0.243 | 0.657 | -0.171 | 0.243| 0.657 | 1.072

OECD -0.399 | 0.070 | 0.353 --- -0.168 | 0.118| 0.319| 0.468

Si OECD mod.| -0.571 | 0.015 | 0.509 --- -0.238 | 0.191| 0.555| 0.861
SQR -0.606 | -0.212 | 0.182 --- -0.212 | 0.182| 0.576 | 0.970

OECD -0.378 | 0.104 | 0.403| 0.585| -0.140 | 0.156| 0.364 | 0.518

ES OECD mod.| -0.549 | 0.067 | 0.588 | 0.987 | -0.198 | 0.253| 0.636 | 0.958
SQR -0.587 | -0.174 | 0.241| 0.654 | -0.175 | 0.238| 0.651 | 1.064

OECD -0.328 | 0.195 | 0.512| 0.720| -0.070 | 0.249| 0.475| 0.640

SW OECD mod.| -0.483 | 0.223 | 0.816| 1.288| -0.082 | 0.435| 0.875| 1.242
SQR -0.514 | -0.028 | 0.458 | 0.942| -0.028 | 0.458| 0.944 | 1.430

OECD -0.343 | 0.167 | 0.479 | 0.676 | -0.091 | 0.221| 0.442 | 0.603

CH OECD mod.| -0.506 | 0.168 | 0.738| 1.189| -0.121 | 0.373| 0.793 | 1.145
SQR -0.544 | -0.089 | 0.369| 0.814| -0.088 | 0.368| 0.824 | 1.280

OECD -0.356 | 0.145 | 0.449 | 0.649 | -0.109 | 0.198| 0.414 | 0.572

UK OECD mod.| -0.520 | 0.136 | 0.687 | 1.128 | -0.147 | 0.333| 0.741| 1.083
SQR -0.554 | -0.108 | 0.339| 0.785| -0.107 | 0.339| 0.785| 1.231

Note.Definition: Aw, = p"z"— p*7z =
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Table A4. Changes of the within-group component

AW =W-WFS
Country
OECD OECD mod. SOQR

AT -0.0048 -0.0071 -0.0060
BE -0.0070 -0.0101 -0.0084
EE -0.0046 -0.0065 -0.0050
Fl -0.0060 -0.0090 -0.0081
FR -0.0053 -0.0078 -0.0069
GE -0.0070 -0.0107 -0.0102
GR -0.0021 -0.0028 -0.0018
HU -0.0037 -0.0054 -0.0046
IE -0.0058 -0.0089 -0.0080
IT -0.0045 -0.0064 -0.0052
LX -0.0044 -0.0066 -0.0059
NL -0.0040 -0.0060 -0.0053
NW -0.0064 -0.0098 -0.0093
PL -0.0008 -0.0008 0.0001
RL -0.0007 -0.0002 0.0018
SI -0.0017 -0.0022 -0.0013
ES -0.0042 -0.0060 -0.0047
SW -0.0071 -0.0111 -0.0108
CH -0.0065 -0.0099 -0.0090
UK -0.0075 -0.0109 -0.0089

Table A5. Household-type specific Gini coefficients

Country | Gaico | Gaici | Gaice | Gaica | Gazco | Gazer | Gazcz | Gaocs
AT 0.2665| 0.1807 0.2387Y 0.1109 0.2845 0.2231 0.2302509
BE 0.2722| 0.2058 0.2382 0.1184 0.4362 0.28368 0.2422324
EE 0.3584| 0.3260 0.2689 0.2920 0.3412 0.2656 0.34D8382
FI 0.2649| 0.2047 0.158f 0.14%7 0.2556 0.2095 0.2002404
FR 0.3091| 0.266% 0.2403 0.2383 0.2854 0.2453 0.249@476
GE 0.2933| 0.2300 0.2861 0.1277 0.2628 0.2878 0.221.2304
GR 0.4043| 0.3313 0.3811 0.000 0.3597 0.3129 0.310.2690
HU 0.3220| 0.3235 0.181 0.3643 0.2904 0.3387 0.2822625
IE 0.4516| 0.1973 0.193F 0.1337 0.3618 0.3502 0.239B191
IT 0.3427| 0.2635 0.2784 0.2870 0.34B4 0.2970 0.3083986
LX 0.2794| 0.2168 0.2590 0.1123 0.271l7 0.2321 0.2502410
NL 0.2526| 0.1666 0.2346 0.1534 0.2441 0.2557 0.2002164
NW 0.2746| 0.2194 0.1728 0.1198 0.2623 0.1915 0.2084£550
PL 0.2797| 0.2921 0.2497 0.2400 0.2677 0.2966 0.292B275
RL 0.4192| 0.5035 0.4634 0.000 0.4471 0.4995 0.436%864
Sl 0.2933| 0.2464 0.307p --- 0.2845 0.2337 0.21332153H
ES 0.3900| 0.3040 0.4075 0.3447 0.3599 0.3062 0.34%13456
SW 0.2663| 0.2100 0.1687 0.1408 0.2400 0.2071 0.228Q2125
CH 0.3166| 0.1874 0.2674 0.1804 0.2877 0.2644 0.2222563
UK 0.3699| 0.2344 0.2210 0.1745 0.34P8 0.3033 0.320B212

Note G, denotes the Gini coefficient within subgraup
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Table A6. Changes in the between-group Gini component

Country ES Abpyco | Abaici | Abaico | Abaics | Abazco | Abazc:r | Abazcz | Abaxcs Yidb

OECD -0.0012 | 0.0001 | 0.0004 | 0.0001 | 0.0018 | 0.0013 | 0.0024 | 0.0012 | 0.0061
AT OECD mod. -0.0039| 0.0002 | 0.0005 | 0.0001 | -0.0005| 0.0013 | 0.0030 | 0.0014 | 0.0021
SQR -0.0055 | -0.0002| 0.0004 | 0.0001 | -0.0014| 0.0011 | 0.0032 | 0.0015 | -0.0007

OECD -0.0029 | 0.0001 | 0.0005 | 0.0004 | -0.0004| 0.0007 | 0.0021 | 0.0014 | 0.0019
BE |OECD mod,| -0.0078| 0.0003 | 0.0007 | 0.0006 | -0.0043| 0.0002 | 0.0017 | 0.0014 | -0.0072
SQR -0.0097 | -0.0001| 0.0006 | 0.0006 | -0.0055| -0.0002| 0.0015 | 0.0013 | -0.0114

OECD -0.0022 | 0.0003 | 0.0006 | 0.0004 | -0.0008| 0.0008 | 0.0012 | 0.0010 | 0.0012
EE | OECD mod, -0.0068 | 0.0004 | 0.0009 | 0.0005 | -0.0031| -0.0002| 0.0013 | 0.0010 | -0.0059
SQR -0.0083 | 0.0002 | 0.0007 | 0.0005 | -0.0042| -0.0008 | 0.0010 | 0.0010 | -0.0099

OECD -0.0027 | 0.0002 | 0.0005 | 0.0003 | -0.0005| 0.0006 | 0.0014 | 0.0014 | 0.0012
Fl OECD mod. -0.0072| 0.0003 | 0.0007 | 0.0004 | -0.0049 | -0.0001| 0.0009 | 0.0013 | -0.0086
SQR -0.0089| 0.0002 | 0.0007 | 0.0004 | -0.0061| -0.0004| 0.0008 | 0.0013 | -0.0120

OECD -0.0009 | 0.0000 | 0.0005 | 0.0003 | 0.0014 | 0.0009 | 0.0015 | 0.0015 | 0.0052
FR | OECD mod, -0.0034| 0.0001 | 0.0007 | 0.0004 | -0.0011| 0.0007 | 0.0016 | 0.0015 | 0.0006
SQR -0.0050 | -0.0002| 0.0005 | 0.0003 | -0.0021| 0.0003 | 0.0016 | 0.0015 | -0.0031

OECD -0.0012 | 0.0003 | 0.0007 | 0.0002 | 0.0016 | 0.0013 | 0.0022 | 0.0015 | 0.0065
GE |OECD mod, -0.0048| 0.0005 | 0.0009 | 0.0002 | -0.0016 | 0.0010 | 0.0023 | 0.0016 | 0.0001
SQR -0.0066 | 0.0001 | 0.0008 | 0.0002 | -0.0026| 0.0008 | 0.0024 | 0.0017 | -0.0032

OECD -0.0012 | 0.0000 | 0.0002 | 0.0001 | -0.0003| 0.0008 | 0.0020 | 0.0015 | 0.0031
GR |OECD mod, -0.0022 | 0.0000 | 0.0003 | 0.0001 | 0.0015 | 0.0001 | 0.0027 | 0.0020 | 0.0046
SOR -0.0038 | 0.0000 | 0.0002 | 0.0000 | 0.0009 | -0.0002| 0.0024 | 0.0020 | 0.0016

OECD -0.0011| 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.0002 | 0.0006 | 0.0014 | 0.0020 | 0.0015 | 0.0047
HU | OECD mod, -0.0047 | 0.0002 | 0.0001 | 0.0002 | -0.0023| 0.0011 | 0.0016 | 0.0017 | -0.0021
SQR -0.0065 | -0.0001| 0.0001 | 0.0002 | -0.0033| 0.0006 | 0.0014 | 0.0017 | -0.0061

OECD -0.0012 | 0.0001 | 0.0009 | 0.0010 | 0.0003 | 0.0014 | 0.0017 | 0.0016 | 0.0057
IE OECD mod. -0.0047| 0.0002 | 0.0013 | 0.0014 | -0.0020| 0.0007 | 0.0017 | 0.0017 | 0.0002
SQR -0.0067 | -0.0008 | 0.0008 | 0.0012 | -0.0033| 0.0000 | 0.0013 | 0.0017 | -0.0058

OECD -0.0008 | 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.0020 | 0.0015 | 0.0026 | 0.0015 | 0.0072
IT OECD mod. -0.0029| 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.0002 | 0.0002 | 0.0017 | 0.0032 | 0.0019 | 0.0044
SQR -0.0041 | -0.0001| 0.0001 | 0.0002 | -0.0005| 0.0014 | 0.0035 | 0.0019 | 0.0024

OECD -0.0017 | 0.0000 | 0.0002 | 0.0001 | 0.0016 | 0.0005 | 0.0016 | 0.0020 | 0.0044
LX OECD mod. -0.0014| 0.0000 | 0.0003 | 0.0001 | 0.0016 | 0.0008 | 0.0018 | 0.0022 | 0.0054
SQR -0.0024 | -0.0002| 0.0002 | 0.0001 | 0.0009 | 0.0008 | 0.0020 | 0.0022 | 0.0036

OECD -0.0013| 0.0000 | 0.0005 | 0.0002 | 0.0024 | 0.0010 | 0.0024 | 0.0017 | 0.0068
NL OECD mod. -0.0037| 0.0000 | 0.0007 | 0.0003 | 0.0002 | 0.0012 | 0.0032 | 0.0019 | 0.0037
SQR -0.0051 | -0.0002| 0.0004 | 0.0003 | -0.0006| 0.0010 | 0.0035 | 0.0019 | 0.0011

OECD -0.0028 | 0.0002 | 0.0006 | 0.0003 | -0.0009| 0.0006 | 0.0014 | 0.0013 | 0.0006
NW | OECD mod, -0.0075| 0.0004 | 0.0010 | 0.0004 | -0.0050| -0.0002 | 0.0009 | 0.0012 | -0.0090
SQR -0.0090| 0.0003 | 0.0009 | 0.0004 | -0.0062| -0.0006 | 0.0008 | 0.0012 | -0.0120

OECD -0.0010| 0.0001 | 0.0002 | 0.0003 | 0.0004 | 0.0014 | 0.0016 | 0.0021 | 0.0049
PL OECD mod. -0.0031| 0.0000 | 0.0002 | 0.0003 | -0.0011| 0.0011 | 0.0020 | 0.0027 | 0.0022
SQR -0.0049 | -0.0002| 0.0002 | 0.0004 | -0.0020| 0.0004 | 0.0018 | 0.0039 | -0.0004

OECD -0.0027 | 0.0000 | 0.0004 | 0.0001 | -0.0012| 0.0003 | 0.0015 | 0.0003 | -0.0012
RL OECD mod. -0.0075| -0.0003| 0.0006 | 0.0002 | -0.0032 | -0.0009| 0.0011 | 0.0008 | -0.0091
SQR -0.0090 | -0.0004 | 0.0005 | 0.0002 | -0.0038| -0.0013| 0.0011 | 0.0011 | -0.0117

OECD -0.0014 | 0.0000 | 0.0002 --- -0.0006 | 0.0005 | 0.0012 | 0.0010 | 0.0009
Sl OECD mod. -0.0054| 0.0000 | 0.0002 --- -0.0027 | -0.0006 | 0.0003 | 0.0012 | -0.0070
SQR -0.0070| -0.0001| 0.0002 - -0.0036 | -0.0011| -0.0002| 0.0011 | -0.0107

OECD -0.0006 | 0.0000 | 0.0001 | 0.0000 | 0.0004 | 0.0007 | 0.0011 | 0.0005 | 0.0024
ES | OECD mod| -0.0033| 0.0000 | 0.0002 | 0.0000 | -0.0021 | -0.0001| 0.0003 | 0.0002 | -0.0046
SQR -0.0048 | -0.0001| 0.0001 | 0.0001 | -0.0030| -0.0005| 0.0001 | 0.0001 | -0.0080

OECD -0.0028 | 0.0002 | 0.0007 | 0.0005 | -0.0005| 0.0006 | 0.0017 | 0.0014 | 0.0019
SW | OECD mod| -0.0071| 0.0005 | 0.0011 | 0.0006 | -0.0047 | 0.0000 | 0.0016 | 0.0017 | -0.0063
SQR -0.0085| 0.0004 | 0.0011 | 0.0007 | -0.0056| -0.0001| 0.0017 | 0.0018 | -0.0084

OECD -0.0005| 0.0000 | 0.0002 | 0.0002 | 0.0042 | 0.0009 | 0.0029 | 0.0022 | 0.0101
CH |OECD mod, -0.0025| 0.0000 | 0.0003 | 0.0002 | 0.0029 | 0.0013 | 0.0035 | 0.0026 | 0.0082
SQR -0.0039 | -0.0001| 0.0002 | 0.0002 | 0.0023 | 0.0014 | 0.0038 | 0.0027 | 0.0066

OECD -0.0014 | 0.0002 | 0.0012 | 0.0011 | 0.0015 | 0.0010 | 0.0022 | 0.0019 | 0.0078
UK | OECD mod, -0.0048 | 0.0003 | 0.0016 | 0.0015 | -0.0013| 0.0008 | 0.0024 | 0.0028 | 0.0033
SQR -0.0067| -0.0003| 0.0012 | 0.0013 | -0.0029| 0.0005 | 0.0022 | 0.0025 | -0.0021

j=1 i i

Note.Definition: Ab :%{z
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