
	  
	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

Increasing income inequality and 
attitudes to inequality: a cohort 

perspective 
	  

	  

Márton Medgyesi 
 	  
  GINI Discussion Paper 94 

August 2013 



	  

 

  

August 2013  
© Márton Medgyesi, Tárki Social Research Institute. 

 

General contact: gini@uva.nl 
 
 
 
Bibliograhic	  Information	  
 
Márton Medgyesi (2013). Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective. AIAS, 
GINI Discussion Paper 94. 
 
Information may be quoted provided the source is stated accurately and clearly. 
Reproduction for own/internal use is permitted. 
 

This paper can be downloaded from our website www.gini-research.org. 

 



	  

 
 

Increasing income inequality and 
attitudes to inequality: a cohort 

perspective 
	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

Márton Medgyesi	  
	  

	  

	  

	  

	  
 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  
August 2013 

DP 94 



 

Márton Medgyesi  

	  

 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	   	  

	  



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

 

 

Table of contents 
	  

1.	   INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................................................................... 1	  

2.	   THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS ............................................................................................................... 3	  

3.	   EARLIER EMPIRICAL STUDIES ....................................................................................................................................................... 6	  

4.	   DATA, MEASUREMENT AND METHODS ......................................................................................................................................... 11	  

5.	   RESULTS ............................................................................................................................................................................. 15	  
5.1.	   Estimates of the effect of income inequality on attitudes 15	  
5.2.	   Results on attitudinal change in post-socialist countries and market economies 17	  

6.	   CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................................................................................ 22	  

REFERENCES .............................................................................................................................................................................. 24	  

ANNEXES  ................................................................................................................................................................................ 27	  

FIGURES AND TABLES ................................................................................................................................................................... 28	  
Figure 1. 28	  
Figure 2. Evolution of attitudes to inequality by country groups 28	  
Figure 3 Patterns of convergence between country-groups 29	  
Figure 4 Evolution of inequality attitudes by cohort 29	  
Figure 5 Evolution of inequality attitude by income group 30	  
Table 2. Models with country fixed-effects 32	  
Table 3. Multilevel regression of inequality attitude, total sample and by	    income groups 33	  
Table 4: Multilevel regression of inequality attitude, total sample and by cohort 34	  

APPENDIX  ................................................................................................................................................................................ 35	  
Table A1. Means of agreement with “Inequalties are too large” statement (10-point scale) 35	  
Table A2. Effect of socio-demographic controls 37	  
Table A3. Multilevel model, LIS inequality data 38	  
Table A4: Fixed effect models (LIS inequality data) 38	  
Table A5: Gini indices and country averages of inequality attitudes 39	  
Table A6: Convergence of attitudes by country-group 40	  

	  



 

Márton Medgyesi  

	  

 

	    



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

Page � 1 

 

1. Introduction 
	  

Widening income disparities are said to have a range of detrimental social effects. In addition to increased 

risk of poverty and increased inequalities in later generations, increasing inequality tends to be associated 

with polarisation and fragmentation between communities, ethnic groups, regions and social classes, which 

reduces both social cohesion and the level of trust and cooperation within the society. As such, it can hinder 

social and political stability and economic growth, both through reducing productivity and deterring 

investment. 

 

According to political economy models the most important effect of increasing inequalities in the political 

sphere is stronger demand for redistribution. In democracies increasing demand for redistribution might be 

expressed trough voting for parties which promise more extensive redistributive programs. Also, if levels 

of inequalities exceed levels of tolerance to a large extent, people may contemplate giving up loyalty for 

voice (voting, protests, industrial affirmative actions, etc) or for exits (moving into black economy, 

emigrating and the like) – to use the terms by Hirschman (1970). But to have such political consequences, 

changes in inequalities first have to be perceived by the public and individuals must be capable of forming 

judgments about the actual and acceptable level of inequalities. In this study we investigate whether 

increasing income disparities lead to rising discontent with the prevailing level of income inequality in the 

society.  

 

The question is whether opinions (or valuation) of income inequality respond to differences and changes in 

inequality. We investigate this issue using data from the World Values Survey, which is a large-scale cross-

country survey of values spanning the past two decades. During this period, among the developed 

countries, the largest increase in income inequality has been observed in the former socialist states, which 

have seen rapidly widening income disparities during the first years of the process of transition to the 

market economy. In the second part of the paper we study the difference in the opinions regarding 

inequality between post-socialist countries and market economies. We analyze whether there is 

convergence of attitudes between ex-socialist and market economies and the mechanisms of this 

convergence.  

 

The economic crisis of recent years has brought the fairness issue into the forefront of national polities. 

Throughout the countries that are most hardly hit by the recession, there is an increased attention paid to 

wage inequalities, to manager bonuses and government strategies to reduce inequality. This brings the issue 
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of inequality perceptions out from a purely scientific interest and makes it a central issue of the political 

processes in member states of the European Union as well.  

 

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews theoretical accounts of attitudes towards inequalities 

and presents hypotheses of the study. Section 3 reviews earlier empirical evidence on these issues. Data, 

measurement of attitudes and empirical methodology is presented in section 4. Section 5 presents results on 

the effect of inequality change on attitudes towards inequality (5.1), and the difference between post-

socialist countries and market economies. Section 6 concludes.	  
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2. Theoretical considerations and research 

hypothesis 

 

Research on societal opinions about distributional outcomes has a long tradition in sociology but it has 

drawn considerable attention more recently among economists and political scientists as well. Individuals 

might prefer a given level of inequality for reasons of self-interest and they might also endorse values 

regarding the acceptable level of inequality (for a review see Alesina and Giuliano, 2011). Most studies on 

attitudes towards inequalities acknowledge the role of self interest: high income (high status) people tend to 

accept higher inequalities, since they might loose with the redistribution of income, while low income 

people tend to accept lower degrees of inequality as legitimate because they hope to benefit from 

redistribution1. Opinions about the income distribution are not only influenced by self-interest, people 

might endorse values about the acceptable level of inequality (Alesina and Giuliano, 2011). For example 

those sharing egalitarian views will prefer distributions with lower inequality2. 

Where do these views about social justice come from? The political sociology literature asserts that social 

justice norms affect the evaluation of inequality. Norms about the acceptable inequality might be different 

between countries with different welfare regimes, cultural or religious traditions or historical experiences 

(Lübker 2004, 2007). Andress and Heien (2001) state that attitudes can be the product of socialisation in a 

specific type of welfare regime. According to this theory, by everyday experience of the regime’s 

institutions and its dominant ideology people internalise at least part of this ideology and this results in 

typical patterns of inequality tolerance between welfare-state types. Another important source of values 

about inequality could be religion. Protestantism places more emphasis on individual responsibility than 

Catholicism does, which might lead to Protestants being more willing to accept higher inequalities (Hadler 

2005). Historical experience can also be a factor. Eg. a great number of studies examine the hypothesis of 

the effect of socialist experience on attitudes towards inequalities in countries of the former Eastern bloc. 

According to this hypothesis inhabitants of former socialist countries are more in favour of low inequality 

because of the effect of the socialist regime on their preferences (Gijsberts 2002).  

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  

1	  Economists also acknowledge that people might be aware of social impacts of inequalities, which indirectly affect 
2	   People might also hold views about the process, which leads to certain distributional outcomes. For example 

„libertarians” find all inequalities acceptable which arise from free exchanges departing from a just distribution of 
property rights (Konow 2003).	  
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If opinions about an acceptable level of inequality are influenced by self-interest and norms what can be the 

effects of increasing inequalities on these opinions? Value-based theories of inequality acceptance would 

predict that increasing inequality is likely to increase discontent with inequalities. Individuals form their 

opinions about inequalities by comparing actual inequalities (as they perceive it) to their preferred level of 

inequality. If the level of preferred inequality is stable, rising inequality will increase the likelihood that the 

individual describes the level of inequality as “too large”. According to self-interest theories, increasing 

inequality might lead to rising discontent if opinions about inequality are influenced by considerations of 

relative deprivation. This means that people dislike rising inequality if it brings about a deterioration of 

their relative position compared to their reference group. Other theorists however emphasize that people 

might have a reason to accept rising inequality, if this informs them about a likely improvement of their 

own situation in the near future (Hirschman, 1973). Thus the empirical prediction of self-interest based 

theories is ambiguous: increasing inequality might be acceptable or unacceptable depending on whether the 

information effect or the status effect is dominant (Senik 2009).  

 

The first part of this study will examine the relationship between income inequality and individual attitudes 

with data over two decades from the World Values Study. We study judgments or valuations made about 

the level inequality, whether people think that income inequality in their country is too large, or find its 

level acceptable.  

 

H1: Higher inequality will lead more people to complain about inequality (accept statements like 

„inequalities are to large”, or „incomes should be more equal”). 

 

The second issue we investigate concerns differences in attitudes between inhabitants of post-socialist 

countries and market economies. Before the transition, socialist countries were characterized by relatively 

low levels of inequality. The transition process brought about an increase in income inequality in most of 

these countries and some twenty years after transition we see this group having similar levels of inequality 

as middle-inequality or high-inequality European Union member states. Comparing income inequality in 

EU countries in 2008 Tóth and Medgyesi (2011) assert that there are, in general, no significant differences 

between old and new Member States in terms of the variance of overall income inequalities and relative 

poverty rates within the two country groups. New member states (NMS) appear across the whole country 

ranking of income inequality. Slovenia, Slovakia and also the Czech Republic belong to the group of less 

unequal countries of the EU, the three Baltic states belong to the most unequal group and the others 

countries have middle-level inequality compared to EU15 countries. Not only levels of inequality have 

become more similar but the processes through, which inequality is generated also. During the painful 
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years of transition post-socialist countries have adopted political and economic institutions which are 

broadly similar to those operating in EU15 countries and these countries joined the EU.  

 

The issue investigated here is whether convergence in social structure and inequality levels will lead to 

convergence in opinions about inequality. According to modernization theories as countries get richer they 

develop similar economic, political and social structures and this leads to similar values and beliefs (Edlund 

2009). On the contrary, the “socialist legacy” hypothesis asserts that inhabitants of former Eastern bloc 

countries would be more in favour of low inequality and state redistribution because of the effect of the 

socialist regime on their preferences. The hypothesis departs from the assumption that political preferences 

are result of socialization during adolescence or early adulthood (Pop-Eleches and Tucker 2011). Thus 

socialization in low inequality, massively redistributive states, which also transmitted the egalitarian 

ideology of communism, will make people more adverse to inequalities even after the fall of socialism 

(Alesina and Fuchs-Schündeln 2007). The socialist period was not homogeneous however. The effect of 

socialization during different periods (Stalinist, post-Stalinist or reformist) is expected to be different. Or if 

socialization is conceived as a cumulative process, it is the length of time spent under socialism which 

should matter. Thus the effect of socialism on attitudes is expected to vary by cohort.  

 

H2: Difference in opinions about inequality between inhabitants of post-socialist countries and market 

economies tend to decrease as time since transition goes by. 

 

H3: If the “socialist legacy” hypothesis is true convergence in attitude to inequality between Central 

European post-socialist countries and market economies should be slow and mostly driven by generational 

replacement. The theory predicts that we should see greater differences between inhabitants of post-

socialist countries and market economies among older cohorts, and smaller differences among the younger 

cohorts and we should see attitudes within cohorts broadly unchanged (or only slowly changing) during the 

post-socialist period. 
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3. Earlier empirical studies 
	  

Among earlier studies we find relatively few that deal explicitly with the effect of actual inequalities on 

attitudes. Some studies use a cross-section of countries to investigate the relationship but results seem to be 

dependent on data and measurement. Suhrcke (2001) uses the ISSP 1999 data (only 23 countries) and 

controls for the Gini index of income inequality in ordinal logit model of agreement with the statement 

“inequalities are too large”. He finds a significant effect, with a higher Gini being associated with a higher 

probability of saying inequalities are too large. Murthi and Tiongson (2009) use the WVS wave 3 with 

wider country coverage and control also for the Gini index of income inequality. They also report a 

significant effect and the direction of the inequality effect is similar: higher inequality is associated with 

stronger frustration with inequalities. However, these articles do not discuss the need to account for the 

clustering of observations in countries (or multilevel analysis), and thus presumably underestimate the 

standard error of the coefficient of the Gini index of income inequality.  

 

Lübker (2004) and Lübker (2007) use country-level regression to study the relationship between actual 

inequality and attitudes using the ISSP 1999 data (29 countries). He finds a significant effect of actual 

income inequality (as measured by the Gini index using LIS data) when controlling for country-groups 

(transition countries, market economies, Anglo-Saxon countries, US) in both studies. The result is again 

similar: a higher Gini is associated with a higher % of those agreeing that inequalities are too large. 

However, country-level analysis on cross-sectional data might suffer from the reverse causality problem: a 

stronger societal concern for inequality might also have an effect on the distribution of disposable incomes 

by increasing social support for redistribution policies. Country-level analyses also fail to control for 

compositional differences between countries.  

 

The methodological problems of these studies were (at least partially) overcome by Hadler (2005) and also 

Andersen and Yaish (2012), who perform multilevel analysis of determinants of individual opinions about 

inequality on ISSP 1999 data. Hadler (2005) performs multilevel analysis on a sample of 30 countries, 

where the dependent variable is the agreement with the statement „inequality too large” and the model 

contains a wide range of individual-level and macro-level explanatory variables (Gin index of income 

inequality, GDP per capita, dominant religion, dominant ideology). The author finds no significant effect of 

the Gini index of income inequality on opinions about inequality. Andersen and Yaish (2012) focus on 

people’s opinion regarding the desired level of inequality and measure attitudes to inequality by the Gini 
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index of “ought to earn” earnings3. The result is obtained in a multilevel model on a more restricted sample 

(20 countries, 27 country-years). The authors control for the usual socio-demographic variables and 

parental background (father’s social class), while contextual effects other than inequality are GDP per 

capita, inequality of opportunity and a dummy for Post-Soviet countries. They find significant positive 

effect of the Gini index of actual income inequality on desired inequality4, meaning that higher actual 

inequality is associated with higher level of preferred inequality. These results are based only on cross-

country variation of inequality and attitudes.   

 

There are only few studies which study the relationship between inequality and attitudes based on 

intertemporal variation. These studies compare country-level trends in inequality and attitudes. Lübker 

(2004) tries to establish a link between changes in inequality and changes of attitudes to inequality based 

on first three waves of the ISSP module on inequality. Rising inequality was most often associated with an 

increasing agreement with the statement that inequalities are too large. Kenworthy and McCall (2008) also 

use three waves of ISSP data to study the relationship between income inequality and perceptions of 

inequality for eight countries (US, UK, Australia, Canada, Italy, Germany, Sweden and Norway). They 

study both the relationship between actual and perceived earnings inequality and actual and perceived 

income inequality5. The analysis shows that changes in perceptions of pay inequality are more or less in 

line with changes of actual inequality. In four of the six countries with data on perceived earnings 

inequality, perceptions have the same trend than changes in actual inequality. In the case of market income 

inequalities the picture is different, only in one case out of eight (the USA) do they see perceived inequality 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  

3	   The International Social Survey Program (ISSP) employs a question where respondents are asked about actual 

earnings of a series of occupations, and the amount they „ought to be earning”. Based on these question researchers 

have defined measures for individuals preferred level of inequality, eg. Gini index of “ought to earn” earnings, or 

ratios of “ought to earn” earnings (eg. ratio of the pay a company chairman should earn and an unskilled worker 

should earn).	  

4	   Income inequality is measured by the Gini coefficient of the distribution of net (after tax and transfer) household 

incomes, taken from the Standardized World Income Inequality Database (SWIID).	  

5	  Perceived earnings inequality is measured by the ratio of perceived pay of company chairman and skilled/unskilled 

worker. Perceived income inequality is measured by agreement with the „inequality is far too large” statement. 

Earnings inequality is measured by pay differences (p90/p10) among full time employees (OECD data), while income 

inequality is measured by inequality of pre-tax/transfer household income (from LIS data).	  
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following the same trend as actual inequality6. These studies compare trends without statistical modeling of 

the relationship due to a low number of countries covered. 

 

The only study which presents a multivariate statistical analysis of the relationship between the change in 

inequality and attitudes is Kerr (2011). This study uses three waves of the ISSP (1987, 1992, 1999) and 

WVS (waves 1900, 1995, 2000) data and show using fixed effects models, that societies experiencing a rise 

in income inequality become more concerned about income differences, and agree more often that 

“inequalities are too large” in the country. On the other hand, the study also demonstrates that increasing 

inequality also increases individual’s preferred earnings ratio, as measured by the ratio of preferred 

earnings of a doctor and an unskilled worker. The author concludes, that individuals accept a substantial 

proportion but not all, of the rise in earnings differentials. 

 

Another line of research uses inequality as a right-hand side variable in regressions on life satisfaction and 

makes inferences about individuals’ preferences towards inequality by examining how inequality decreases 

or increases individual overall satisfaction with life. Studies in this tradition are eg. Alesina et al. (2004) 

who analyze the difference in the effect of inequality on life satisfaction between European countries and 

US states. They conclude that inequality has a negative effect on life satisfaction among both European and 

American citizens, but the European poor are more negatively affected by inequality than the American 

poor. Verme (2011) studies the link between income inequality and life satisfaction on a pooled sample of 

countries from the WVS/EVS, and points out that results are highly dependent on modeling assumptions.  

Earlier literature on differences between post-socialist countries and market economies show stronger 

preference for inequality in post-socialist countries in cross-sectional comparisons, which some authors 

interpret as a lasting effect of egalitarian socialist ideology (Delhey 1999, Verwiebe, R. and Wegener, B. 

2000, Suhrcke 2001, Redmond G. et al. 2002, Hadler 2005, Murthi and Tiongson 2009, Keller, Medgyesi 

and Tóth 2009). There are fewer studies analysing change in attitudes towards inequalities. These studies 

show that people in post-socialist countries are willing to accept higher inequalities after transition than 

before the fall of communism (Austen 2002, Gijsberts 2002, Kelley and Zagorski 2004, Medgyesi 1997). 

Gijsberts (2002) concludes that after the transformation a convergence could be observed between state-

socialist and market societies. Kelley and Zagorski (2004) also expect convergence in attitudes in the long 

run, although in the short run they see considerable increase in accepted inequality in transition countries 

and Central-East Europeans accepting substantially more income inequality than most Westerners think 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  

6	  McCall and Kenworthy (2009) also show that concern with inequality was on the rise between the mid 80s and mid 

90s in the United States, when income inequality was increasing.	  
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right. Grosfeld and Senik (2010) introduce income inequality as a predictor in regression models of life 

satisfaction and show decreasing inequality aversion during first years of transition in Poland. They also 

show that increasing inequality decreases satisfaction in later years. Guriev and Zhuravskaya (2009) finds 

negative effect of income inequality on life satisfaction among transition countries and concludes that 

increasing inequality is partly responsible for the life satisfaction gap between transition and nontransition 

countries. 

As we have seen before, the socialist legacy hypothesis postulates that cohorts which have lived longer 

under the socialist system would have attitudes persistently different from those without the experience of 

socialism. There are only few studies which take into account the possible difference between different 

cohorts. Two of these studies focus on the comparison of demand for redistribution between East and West 

Germany. Alesina and Fuchs-Schündeln (2007) study the difference in demand for redistribution between 

those who were born in East and West Germany on GSOEP data (1997 and 2002 waves). They find a 

significant difference in attitudes between these groups almost a decade later than the two parts of the 

country were reunited. They interpret this finding as a lasting effect of Communism on preferences and 

show that the difference is larger among older, and smaller among young cohorts. They estimate that 2/3 of 

aggregate attitude change is attributable to preference change while 1/3 is due to generational replacement 

Svallfors (2010) uses data from the ISSP Role of Government module and finds convergence in support for 

state intervention. In the Eastern part support for redistribution declined between 1990 and 2006, while 

support in West Germany remained stable. The East-West difference declined among older cohorts, but 

significant differences persist in 2006. For the youngest cohort no East-West difference has been detected. 

The authors interpret this finding as a suggesting that generational replacement is important driver in 

attitudinal convergence. Saar (2008) also provides cohort analysis of inequality attitudes in Estonia. These 

studies present but country-specific and it remains to be seen how attitudinal differences evolve in broader 

range of countries. 

Fisher and Heath (2006) is the only study that studies convergence in egalitarianism and also looks at 

differences between cohorts. They use data from three waves of the Inequality Module of International 

Social Survey Program data to study the change in legitimate pay differentials but the country coverage is 

limited to five countries. They find no general decline in support for equality (the US, Austria and West 

Germany have recorded increasing support for equality). They do see convergence in national averages, but 

only because Hungary was moving from the most egalitarian to the one of the least. But within countries 

they see increasing standard deviation of the maximum income ratio in several countries, which implies no 

convergence. The analysis by cohorts shows that in Western countries younger age groups are more 

egalitarian than older groups. In Hungary the middle cohort is more egalitarian than the older and the 

younger and the baby boom cohort is less egalitarian than the preceding and following cohorts. 
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This study fills a gap in the literature in the sense that it explains intertemporal changes in judgments about 

inequality levels, focusing on the effect of actual inequality. The paper also examines the change in 

attitudinal difference between post-socialist countries and market economies with wider country and 

temporal coverage than previous studies, and also considers cohort differences in the evolution of attitudes. 	  

	    



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

Page � 11 

4. Data, measurement and methods 

 

Data 

In this study we use data from the Integrated Values Survey 1981-2008, which incorporates all waves of 

the World Values Survey (WVS 2009) and the European Values Study (EVS 2011), which had been 

carried out so far. The European Value Survey (EVS) and the World Value Survey (WVS) are two large-

scale, cross-national and longitudinal survey research programs. They include a large number of questions, 

which have been replicated since the early eighties. About 102 countries/regions with altogether 423.084 

respondents participated in the six waves conducted up to now: 1981-1984, 1989-1993, 1994-1999, 1999-

2004, 2005-2006, and 2008-2010, but the first wave did not include the question on attitude towards 

inequality so it was not used in the analysis.  

 

Measurement 

The WVS asks about how respondents value actual inequalities, whether they agree with the statement: 

„nowadays in (our country) income differences between people are far too large”. Responses are coded on 

a ten-point scale, where 1 means „incomes should be made more equal”, while 10 stands for „income 

differences should be larger to provide incentives for individual effort”. This question does not separate 

perception and valuation of inequalities. They refer to the normative judgment of the individual about the 

level of inequality as individuals perceive those inequalities. Different analyses are conducted on 

subsections of this data as availability of necessary variables permit. Estimation samples will be described 

below. 

 

Our crucial explanatory variable is the level of income inequality. Several concepts of inequality might be 

employed. One crucial question is whether we use inequality of disposable household income, market 

income (that is income before taxes and transfers) or earnings as our main explanatory variable. The second 

question is what measure of inequality to use. For analysis over five waves of WVS, inequality data come 

from the Standardized World Income Inequality Database (Solt, 2008-09), where Gini indices are 

published. Also Ginis for pre- and post-redistribution income calculated by Wang and Caminada (2011) 

from Luxembourg Income Study are used as a robustness check. GDP data (GDP per capita, PPP (constant 

2005 international $)) come from World Bank. 
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Regression models 

In order to be able control for macro-level variables such as the degree of income inequality multilevel 

analysis is performed. Multilevel models are used in the social sciences when the structure of the data is 

hierarchical, that is, when individuals in the population are grouped in clusters (households, school classes, 

countries) and we have information on individuals (level-1 units) belonging to several groups or clusters 

(level-2 units). We might expect that two randomly selected individuals from the same group will tend to 

be more similar than two individuals selected from different groups. A multilevel model differs from the 

ordinary regression model in that it contains one (or more) error terms for each level (Snijders and Bosker 

1999). Residuals at all levels are assumed to follow a normal distribution with zero mean, which allows 

partitioning total variance in two components, a within-group component and a between-group component. 

Random intercept models allow the intercept of the regression lines within groups to vary randomly across 

groups. Random slope models also allow the regression coefficient of a given explanatory variable to vary 

randomly across groups. Multilevel models also allow for the introduction of group-level explanatory 

variables, the estimation of correct standard errors for these variables and the study of cross-level 

interaction effects.  

 

Another issue when estimating the effect of income inequality on attitudes is that of possible omitted 

variable bias. For example if there is a strong egalitarian norm prevailing in a country, we might observe 

low inequality of post-redistribution income and also people showing preference for low levels of 

inequality. If in our data we do not have a measure for such norms, the correlation we may find between 

inequality and attitudes cannot be interpreted as a causal effect of inequality since it is partly the 

consequence of both variables being correlated with a third one. A possible solution for this omitted 

variable problem would be to use individual panel data, which allows to control for all time-invariant 

individual traits that we are not measuring in the data. In our case we don’t have real panel data, but we 

have a time-series of cross-section of countries, which allows to estimate the effect of inequality from 

intertemporal variation rather than from cross-country differences. To achieve this two empirical 

techniques will be employed, multilevel analysis and regression analysis with country fixed effects. 

 

I fit three-level random intercept multilevel regression models to take into account the clustering of 

observations in country-years nested in countries. Estimating multilevel models on the pooled sample 

would amount to assume that cross-country differences in inequality have the same effect as intertemporal 

differences in inequality. This is not necessary the case however, and as argued before, we are mostly 

interested in estimating the effect of changes in inequality on attitudes. Several authors such as Snijders and 

Bosker (1999) or Fairbrother and Martin (2013) proposes group-mean centering of the given variable to 

separate the effect of cross-country variation from the effect of intertemporal variation. This approach thus 

estimates the effect of cross-country variation and cross-year variation simultaneously. 
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Attitudei,c,t =α+β1avGinic+β2(Ginic,t-avGinic)+ γMc+ zNc,t +δXi,c,t+µc+νc,t +εi,c,t 

	  

Where subscript i,c,t stands for individual i in country c at time t. avGini stands for country average of the 

Gini index over the years, while Ginic,t-avGinic shows the difference between the Gini index in the given 

country in the given year and the average Gini for that country over the years. Thus β1 coefficient will 

measure the effect of cross-country inequality differences on attitudes, while β2 coefficient will measure the 

effect of changes in inequality.  M stands for other country-level variables, N are control variables at the 

country-year level and Xs are individual-level controls, α, the βs,γ, z, δ are parameters to estimate, νc,t is 

the residual at the country-year level, µc the country level residual and εi,c,t is the individual error term. For 

the sake of simplicity I assume that the attitudes measure is continuous. 

 

I also estimate fixed effects models with country dummies, and clustered standard errors. In the fixed 

effects model the coefficient β measures only the effect of changes in inequality on attitudes, cross country 

differences in inequality levels are absorbed in the country level intercept. This technique allows 

controlling for all time-constant country-level unobserved variables. This is an important step, as our 

variable of interest (inequality) is also measured at the country level. Thus if conclusions are based on 

intertemporal variation in inequality and attitudes we might get a step closer to uncover the “true” effect of 

inequality. 

 

Attitudei,c, t =αc+βGinic,t+ γMc,t+ δXi,c,t +εi,c,t 

 

Where notation is as before and αc represents country fixed effects. 

 

When analyzing the effect of inequality on attitudes the set of control variables is somewhat restricted in 

order to allow the inclusion of most countries and country-years in the analysis. As Bryan and Jenkins 

(2013) assert, estimating the effect of macro-level variables with multilevel models is problematic when 

only a low number of countries is included in the analysis. The set of control variables is the following. 

Macro controls are log GDP per capita (in PPS terms) and country groups. Individual controls are: gender 

(dummy for female respondents), age in years and age squared, marital status (married/cohabiting vs 

other), education level as measured by the age when the individual left school (below 14, 14-17, 18-20, 

21+), employment status (employee, self-employed, unemployed, inactive), occupation 

(employer/manager, professional, routine nonmanual, manual, never worked), relative income position 
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(position in cumulative frequency distribution), frequency of attendance at religious services (never, less 

than once a month, once a month or more). See the Appendix for more information on the definition of 

control variables. 

 

When studying attitudinal change in post-socialist countries and market economies, our analysis is based 

on similar models as describe before. The only difference is that we add a dummy for post-socialist 

countries and interact this variable with time in order to study changes in the difference between the two 

country groups. 

 

Attitudei,c,t =α+ β1PS+ β2T+ β3PS*T + γMc+ zNc,t +δXi,c,t+µc+νc,t +εi,c,t 

 

Where PS stands for the post-socialist dummy, T stands for time and the rest of the notation is similar as 

before (the Gini index of income inequality is part of the Nc,t variables). In case of the analysis on changes 

in attitudes in post-socialist countries and market economies, a restricted sample of countries is used in 

order to have a balanced sample. Controls included in the analysis were the following: gender, age, age2, 

marital status, education (age left school -14, 14-17, 18-20, 21+), employment status (employee, self-

employed, unemployed, inactive), relative income position (position in cumulative frequency distribution), 

religion (Catholic, Protestant, other) while macro-level control variables were the Gini index of income 

inequality, log GDP per capita and percentage of Catholics in the country around year 2000. 
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5. Results 

 

In this section we describe descriptive evidence regarding our research questions and results of multivariate 

regression analysis. In section 5.1 results on the effect of income inequality on attitudes will be described, 

while in section 5.2 we compare patterns of attitudinal change between post-socialist countries and market 

economies. Table A1 of the Appendix shows the averages of the variable measuring agreement with the 

statement that inequalities are too large on a 10-point scale in each country-year included in the analysis. 

	  

5.1. Estimates of the effect of income inequality on attitudes 
 

To have an idea about the inequality-attitudes relationship in the raw data, Figure 1 shows the relationship 

between changes in income inequality and changes in attitudes in different country groups. On the 

horizontal axis the figure shows the difference between the Gini index in the given year and the average of 

Gini over the years, while the vertical axis shows similar information for attitudes to inequality. The figures 

show that in years with above average inequality the percentage of those who think income differences are 

too large is also above average in three of the four country-groups considered (EU15 countries and Anglo-

Saxon countries; Central Eastern European countries and the Baltic states; CIS countries and Balkans), 

while no relationship can be seen in case of South-American, African and Asian countries. 

 

The effect of changes in inequality was studied using multilevel and fixed-effects models as described 

above. First we use inequality data from the SWIID. Table 1 shows estimates from three-level multilevel 

models, where the dependent variable is the 10-point scale measure of agreement with the statement that 

“inequalities are too large”. First three models differ in the measurement of individual status. In the first 

model we use a continuous measure of the relative position of the individual in the income distribution as a 

measure of social status (see the Appendix). The position in the cumulative distribution of incomes shows 

the percentage of the population that has lower income than the respondent. In the second model we use a 

categorical version of the relative position of the individual: we divide the population into four groups. In 

the third model social status is measured by occupational status. The fourth model re-estimates the same 

specification as Model 1 but restricts the sample to EU or OECD countries. 

 

The coefficient of interest, showing the effect of intertemporal variation in the Gini index (Gini difference 

in Table 1) is positive and significantly different from zero in all models, implying that in increase in 

income inequality as measured by the Gini index results in an increase in the discontent with inequality. 
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The magnitude of the effect is quite small however: a one point increase in the Gini leads to 0.05-0.06 

increase in the dependent variable on the total sample of countries, while 0.08 in case of developed 

countries. This means that almost a 10 point increase in the Gini is needed to achieve an important change 

(around 0.5) in the dependent variable. A ten point increase in the Gini index is a huge change, it 

corresponds roughly to the difference between a relatively less unequal EU country (eg. Sweden) and a 

relatively unequal EU country (eg. Estonia). Thus we can assert that while the effect of inequality is 

statistically significant, it’s magnitude is relatively small, since a huge increase is needed in the Gini index 

to modify societal judgment about the level of inequality to a significant extent. The coefficient of the 

“Mean Gini” variable in our models, which estimates the effect of cross-country differences on attitudes is 

very small and insignificant in all of the models. 

 

The individual’s position in the income distribution on the other hand has a strong effect on the acceptance 

of income inequality: belonging to the high income group decreases the value of the dependent variable by 

0.71. We also see a strong effect of individual social status on attitudes towards inequality when status is 

measured by occupation. Relative to employers and managers, who were taken as the reference category, 

all occupations show a positive and significant coefficient. The largest difference was seen among manual 

workers, where the indicator of the inequality attitudes is 0.45 higher than for employers and managers 

ceteris paribus.  

 

Table 2 shows coefficients of main explanatory variables from OLS and ordered logit models with country 

fixed effects. As discussed above, the coefficient of inequality in fixed-effect models shows the effect of 

intertemporal variation in the Gini coefficient on individual attitudes. Results on the sample including all 

countries again show a significant positive effect of the Gini coefficient implying that increasing inequality 

leads to an increasing discontent with inequalities. In the ordered logit model (Model 3) a coefficient of 

0.0311 implies that on average over the sample a ten point increase in the value of the Gini coefficient 

increases the percentage of those with the strongest agreement that income differences are too large by 

3,3% and those agreeing with the statement to some extent by 7%7. Thus we again see positive and 

significant effect of changes in inequality on the discontent with inequalities, although the magnitude of the 

effect is small. As seen before individual income position is also related to attitudes: with a better rank 

position in the income distribution discontent with the level of income inequality declines. On average, if 

one moves from being the poorest to the richest person in a country, the probability of finding him with the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  

7	  These average marginal effects were calculated by STATA’s margin command.	  
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strongest agreement that inequalities are too large declines by 6% and the probability of some level of 

agreement with this statement declines by 13%. 

 

As a robustness check we estimated the effect of inequality with using data on income inequality from the 

Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) instead of using data from the SWIID database. The LIS database 

contains harmonised microdata on household incomes from high- and middle-income countries around the 

world. The advantage of using this database is that from the LIS one can calculate measures of pre-

redistribution income inequality. As pre-redistribution inequality might be regarded as a result of market 

forces and is not (or less) affected by egalitarian norms in a society, one can argue that estimates using pre-

redistribution income might be less susceptible of omitted variables bias. The disadvantage of using LIS is 

that the country and country-year coverage of the analysis is reduced. Results based on inequality data from 

LIS (see Table A3 and A4 of the Appendix) show significant effects of inequality only in case of pre-

redistribution (market) income. When estimating the effect with multilevel models, one-point increase in 

the Gini index of market income is associated with a 0.05 increase in our measure of discontent with the 

level of inequality. When using regression models with country fixed-effects a smaller, but still statistically 

significant effect (0.03) has been found. 

 

Table A2 of the Appendix summarizes estimates of the effect of other individual control variables. The 

attitude towards income inequality depends on demographic characteristics of the individual. Women tend 

to agree more that inequalities are too large. The discontent with inequalities also increases with age, albeit 

the effect is declining in upper age groups (the effect of age squared is negative). Married or cohabiting 

people tend to agree less with the statement that inequalities are too large. Socio-economic variables such 

as education and labour market status are also affecting attitudes to inequality. More educated people tend 

to agree less that inequalities are too large. Employees and the self-employed agree less than inactive and 

unemployed people that inequalities are too large, but the difference is larger in case of the self-employed. 

	  

	  

5.2. Results on attitudinal change in post-socialist countries and market 

economies 

	  

In this section we investigate how the difference between attitudes of inhabitants of post-socialist countries 

and market economies evolved in the past two decades that have elapsed since the transition process 

started. The questions we ask is whether people living in post-socialist countries are becoming more similar 
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to people living in market economies in their judgments about the level of inequality? We also study the 

difference of attitudes by narrower country groups. We also study whether convergence of attitudes 

eventually takes place in different strata of the society. First we investigate whether opinions of individuals 

belonging to different income groups have become more similar, then we study evolution of opinions by 

cohort. Are younger cohorts (of ex-socialist and market economies) more similar in their attitudes than 

older cohorts? We investigate these questions on a subsample of countries, for which data are available in 

three periods: around 1990, around 1999, around 2009 in order to have a balanced sample of countries. 

There are 27 such countries, see the list in Table A3.  

 

We take a quick look on the evolution of mean score on the 10-point attitudinal scale on Figure 2. The 

figure shows that in 1990 on average post-socialist countries recorded lower score of agreement with the 

statement that inequalities are too large than market economies. In 2009 post-socialist countries continue to 

have a lower average but the difference has decreased from almost 1 to 0.3. The raw data thus shows 

convergence of typical opinions between the two country groups. The figure also shows that there is 

heterogeneity in typical opinions within these broad country groups. Among post-socialist countries in 

Central European countries there is a much stronger agreement with the statement that inequalities are too 

large, while in the Baltic states and the CIS countries people agree less with this statement. This might be 

surprising since income disparities are larger in the latter groups of countries, and are lower among the 

Central European states. Nevertheless, all three country groups show similar time trends: agreement with 

the statement that inequalities are large increased between 1990 and 1999, while in the second decade it has 

changed only marginally. Among market economies agreement with the statement is highest in Western 

European countries, it fluctuates around average in the case of North European states, while it is lower than 

average in case of Anglo-Saxon countries and in Southern European countries at the end of the period. 

Discontent with the level of inequalities has been rising in Western European, Northern European and 

Anglo-Saxon countries, while in the Southern European states we see broad stagnation of the indicator over 

the two decades covered by the data. Of course there is still more heterogeneity of opinions at the country 

level (for details see Table A5 of the Appendix). 

 

Figures 3-5 show details of this convergence process. Figure 3 shows evolution of attitudes by narrower 

country groups. Subsequent panels show groups of post-socialist countries together with all groups of 

countries among the market economies. The first two panels suggest that the CIS countries and the Baltic 

states become more similar to Southern European states, while differences with other country groups are 

not narrowing. The CEE countries show quite similar attitudes to the Northern European countries 

throughout the period studies. There seems to be some convergence to Western EU countries, while 

distance to Southern European countries and Anglo-Saxon countries does not seem to diminish. 
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Figure 4 shows the evolution of attitudes by income groups. In three of the four income groups we see clear 

pattern of convergence of opinions about income inequality. In the lowest income group, the 3rd income 

group and the highest income group the difference between post-socialist countries and market economies 

declines over time. In the 2nd income group the difference declines between 1990 and 1999, but starts to 

increase in the second half of the period studied. Figure 5 shows evolution of attitudes by cohort. In the 

case of the three middle cohorts the pattern is that of clear convergence. In 1990 individuals in post-

socialist countries agree less that inequalities are too large but the difference practically vanishes by 1999, 

and there is no difference between the two country groups in 2009 either. The case of the oldest cohort is to 

some extent different from the middle cohorts, because in 1999, inhabitants of post-socialist countries seem 

to show more discontent with the level of inequalities than people in the same cohort living in market 

economies. The difference somewhat diminishes by 2009, so there is some convergence in the second half 

of the period studied. For the youngest cohort there is sign of divergence: in 1999 we see no difference 

between the two country groups, but difference increases by 2009. 

 

These results however do not take into account changes important changes in societal composition and 

country-level contextual characteristics that have occurred in the post-socialist societies and also in market 

economies over the two decades covered by the study. Eg. inequality levels have increased in the post-

socialist countries, so we can ask whether the convergence in opinions about inequality can be fully 

explained by converging inequality levels, or there is also convergence in the opinions towards similar 

levels of inequality. In order to control for such compositional and contextual changes we estimated 

regression models as explained in section 4, augmented with a dummy for post-socialist countries and the 

interaction of time with the post-socialist dummy. 

 

Results are shown in Table 3. In this specification the coefficient of the post-socialist dummy shows the 

difference between the two groups in the first wave, that is around 1990. In the total sample (Table 3, 

Model 1) this variable is significant and negative, which means that in 1990, people of post-socialist 

countries were less complaining about inequalities than their Westerners did, even when controlling for 

compositional and contextual differences (such as the GDP level, or level of inequality). This result is 

similar to that by Kelley and Zagorski (2004), who documented that East-Europeans have more inequality-

friendly attitudes at the time of the transition than West-Europeans.  

 

Moreover, the results of Model 1 in Table 3 show, that the difference between post-socialist countries and 

market economies declines during the two decades covered by our data. The difference between inhabitants 

of post-socialist countries and other states in 2000 and 2009 can be found by summing the coefficient of the 

post-socialist dummy with the coefficient of the respective interaction variable. This difference, which was 
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significant around the year of transition (1990), disappears a decade after the transition and does not 

reappear 20 years after systemic change in these countries. Overall, we see that opinion towards inequality 

became quite similar in post-socialist countries than in western societies. As there is considerable variation 

within the post-socialist and the market economies country groups, we also analysed the evolution of the 

difference by considering narrower country groups (same as in Figure 3). The analysis is similar as before, 

but we compare one narrower country group from the post-socialist countries with on country group among 

the market economies (Results are summarised in Table A6 of the Appendix). Our analysis shows that all 

groups of post-socialist countries (Central Europe, Baltic states, CIS countries) became more similar to 

Western European countries. There is also sign of Central European countries and the Baltic states 

converging to Southern European countries. In contrast we don’t find the pattern of converging attitudes 

between post-socialist countries and Northern European or Anglo-Saxon countries. 

 

We also investigated whether this convergence pattern can be found in different subgroups of the countries 

concerned. In Models 2 to 5 in Table 3 we analyse whether this pattern of convergence can also be seen in 

different income groups of the society. The pattern of coefficients is basically the same in all income 

groups. The coefficient of the post-socialist dummy is significant and negative, while those of the 

interaction variables are significant and positive, implying that the difference between post-socialist 

countries and market economies declines over time, and more or less vanishes by 1999. The magnitude of 

the interaction variables is similar, which suggests that the difference between post-socialist countries and 

market economies is reduced (and is close to zero) also in 2009.  

 

In case of Table 4 the analysis is repeated by cohort. The coefficients of the post-socialist dummy are 

significant and negative for all, but the youngest cohort. This means that in the year of transition 

inhabitants of post-socialist countries were feeling less discontent about the level of inequalities, than 

people in market economies in all cohorts only exception being the youngest cohort, which is not 

significantly different from the young people living in other countries around year 2000 (they did not 

participate in the survey before). The coefficients show that the convergence process takes place in all but 

the youngest cohort. Coefficients of the time variables are negative and significant, which show that even 

people in Western countries are more and more complaining about inequalities. But the negative interaction 

variables show that in the case of inhabitants of post-socialist countries this negative sentiment towards 

inequalities grows even faster. In the case of the youngest cohort, the interaction variable is non-significant, 

which means that there is no important difference between the evolution of the attitude among the 

youngsters of the two country-groups. 
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Results obtained by cohort are relevant for our third hypothesis, which relates to whether convergence is 

talking place by uniform shift of values or by generational replacement. Our results suggest, that attitudinal 

change is important, since opinions of all cohorts have became similar to their western contemporaries and 

there is no sign of persistent attitudinal differences, that would only disappear with generational 

replacement. 
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6. Conclusion 

 

This study examines the effect of income inequality on attitudes towards inequalities. More precisely, I 

investigate whether discontent with the level of inequalities is responsive to changes in income inequality. 

Thus the focus is to estimate the effect of inequality from intertemporal variation in the Gini index of 

income inequality rather than from cross-country differences as most previous studies have done. 

Moreover, as during the past two decades, biggest changes in levels of income inequality were seen in 

countries which underwent transition from a socialist to the market economy, we also study whether 

opinions about inequality in these countries became more similar to opinions in countries with no 

experience of socialism. The analysis uses data from the World Values Study to study the relationship 

between inequality attitudes.  

 

On the total sample of countries our results show a statistically significant effect of changes in inequality as 

measured by the Gini index on the discontent with the level of inequality. When inequality is on the rise, 

the agreement with the statement that inequalities are too large increases. This result is robust to changes in 

the measurement of individual social status (income, occupation) and modelling strategy (multilevel, 

regression with country fixed effects). Results on the restricted sample of developed countries show 

significant effect only in the case of multilevel models, coefficients in fixed effect specifications are also 

positive but nonsignificant. The basic finding of the positive effect of inequality change on discontent with 

inequalities is consistent with those of Kerr (2011) who uses models with country fixed-effects on data 

from waves 2 to 4 of the WVS, while partially differ from those of Schimdt (2012), who finds a positive 

effect only from some threshold value of the Gini index in a pseudo-panel analysis on WVS data. 

 

The size of the effect of inequality change on the judgments about the level of inequality is relatively small 

however: a 10-point increase in the Gini is needed to achieve an important increase in the discontent with 

inequalities (increase in the dependent variable by 0.5). A ten-point increase in the Gini index is a huge 

change, it corresponds roughly to the difference between a relatively less unequal EU country (eg. Sweden) 

and a relatively unequal EU country (eg. Estonia). Thus we can assert that while the effect of inequality is 

statistically significant, it’s magnitude is relatively small, since a huge increase is needed in the Gini index 

to modify societal judgment about the level of inequality to a significant extent. 

 

Countries that experienced the largest increase in income inequality in the past two decades were countries 

that underwent transition from the socialist to the market economy. Inequality levels generally increased in 
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these countries and became more similar to inequality levels in countries with market economies. Our 

analysis shows that during the 1990-2010 period attitudes in post-socialist countries did converge to 

attitudes in market economies. This convergence was not only the result of these societies becoming more 

similar to market economies in societal composition and country-level context (GDP level, inequality 

level), since attitudinal convergence can be seen also after controlling for these factors. 

 

The analysis also shows that the convergence in attitudes can be seen in different income groups and also in 

different cohorts with the exception of the youngest cohort, born after 1979. This result suggests, that the 

convergence in attitudes takes place by attitudes changing in all segments of the society. Convergence by 

generational replacement seems less important, since there is no sign of persistent attitudinal differences 

that would only disappear with the disappearance of cohorts carrying the “legacy of socialism”. 

 
	  

 

 

	    



 

Márton Medgyesi  

	  

Page � 24 

References 
	  

Alesina, A.; Di Tella, R: and MacCulloch, R. (2004): Inequality and happiness: are Europeans and 

Americans Different? Journal of Public Economics, vol. 88, 2009-2042. 

Andersen, R. and Yaish, M. (2012): Public Opinion on Income Inequality in 20 Democracies: The 

Enduring Impact of Social Class and Economic Inequality. Gini Discussion Paper No.48. 

Andress, H.J. and Heien, T. ( 2001) ‘Four Worlds of Welfare State Attitudes? A Comparison of Germany, 

Norway and the United States’, European Sociological Review 17 (4): 337-56 

Austen, S. (2002): An international comparison of attitudes to inequality, International Journal of Social 

Economics, vol.29, 218-237. 

Bryan, M.L.;Jenkins, S.P. (2013): Regression analysis of country effects using multi-level data: a 

cautionary note. QSS seminar, Institute of Education, 09 January 2013 

Donnelly, M. and Pop-Eleches, G. (2012): The Questionable Validity of Income Measures in the World 

Values Survey  Prepared for the Princeton University Political Methodology Seminar, March 16, 

2012 

Edlund, J. (2009):Attitudes towards state organized welfare in twenty-two societies: a question of 

convergence? In: Max Haller, Roger Jowell, Tom W Smith (eds.): The International Social Survey 

Programme 1984-2009: Charting the Globe. Routledge, 125-146. 

EVS (2011). European Values Study 1981-2008, Longitudinal Data File. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne, 

Germany, ZA4804 Data File Version 1.0.0 (2011-04-30) DOI:10.4232/1.14804. 

Fairbrother, M. and Martin, I.W. (2013): Does Inequality Erode Social Trust? Results from Cross-Sectional 

and Longitudinal Multilevel Models for U.S. States. Social Science Research Volume 42, Issue 2, 

March 2013, Pages 347–360 

 Fisher, S. and Heath, A. (2006): Decreasing desires for income inequality? In: Esther, P. – M. Braun – P. 

Mohler eds.: Globalization, values change and generations: Cross-national and longitudinal 

perspectives. Leiden (The Netherlands): Brill. 

Gijsberts, M. (2002): The Legitimation of Income Inequality in State-socialist and Market Societies. Acta 

Sociologica. Vol. 45. pp. 269–285. 

Grosfeld, I. and Senik, C. (2010): The Emerging Aversion to Inequality: Evidence from subjective data 

Economics of Transition Vol. 18, 1–26 

Guriev, S. and Zhuravskaya, E. (2009): (Un)Happiness in Transition. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 

vol.23 (2), 143-168. 



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

Page � 25 

Hadler, M. (2005): Why Do People Accept Different Income Ratios? Acta Sociologica vol.48(2), 131-154. 

Hirschman, A. O. (1973): Changing Tolerance for Income Inequality in the Course of Economic 

Development.’ Quarterly Journal of Economics, vol.87. pp. 544–66. 

Keller, T., Medgyesi M. and Tóth I.Gy.(2009): Analysing the link between measured and perceived income 

inequality in European countries Research Note 2009/8 Social Situation Observatory, EU DG 

Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion, 

     http://www.socialsituation.eu/research-notes/2009  

Kenworthy, L. and McCall, L. (2008): Inequality, public opinion and redistribution, Socio-Economic 

Review, vol.6, 35-68. 

Kerr, W. R. (2011): Income Inequality and Social Preferences for Redistribution and Compensation 

Differentials. NBER Working Paper No.17701 

Kuhn, A. (2011) In the Eye of the Beholder: Subjective Inequality Measures and the Demand for 

Redistribution, European Journal of Political Economy, 2011, 27(4), 625-641. 

Lübker, M. (2004): Globalization and perceptions of social inequality. International Labour Review, 

vol.143, 91-128. 

Lübker, M. (2007): Inequality and the demand for redistribution: are the assumptions of the new growth 

theory valid? Socio-Economic Review, vol.5, 117-148. 

Lübker, M. (2012): Income Inequality, Redistribution and Poverty: Contrasting Rational Choices and 

Behavioral Perspectives. Luxembourg Income Study Discussion Paper, No.577. 

McCall, L. and Kenworthy, L. (2009): American’s Social Policy Preferences in the Era of Rising 

Inequality, Perspective on Politics, vol.7, 459-484. 

Medgyesi (1997): A kereseti egyenlőtlenségekkel kapcsolatos attitűdök alakulása a rendszer-váltás kapcsán 

Szociológiai Szemle 1997/4 

Meltzer, A.H. and S.F. Richard. (1984): A Rational theory of the Size of Government The Journal of 

Political Economy (89) 5:914-927. 

Murthi M. and E.R. Tiongson (2009): Attitudes to Equality: The Socialist Legacy Revisited. Comparative 

Economic Studies vol. 51(3), pp. 344-366 

OECD (2010): Economic Surveys: Germany 2010 – OECD 2010 

Osberg, L. and  T. Smeeding (2006): “Fair” Inequality? Attitudes toward pay Differentials: The United 

States in Comparative Perspective. American Sociological Review, Vol. 71. pp. 450–473. 



 

Márton Medgyesi  

	  

Page � 26 

Pop-Eleches, G. and Tucker, J. (2011). Communist Legacies, and Political Values and Behavior: A 

Theoretical Framework with an Application to Political Party Trust, Comparative Politics 43(4): 

379-408  

Saar, Ellu (2008). Different Cohorts and Evaluation of Income Differences in Estonia. International 

Sociology, 23(3), 417 - 446. 

Schmidt, A. (2012) The Development of Public Demand for Redistribution. A Pseudo-Panel Model for 

Decomposing Within- and Between-Effects. GK Soclife Working Papers 10, University of Cologne. 

Senik, C. (2009): Income Distribution and Subjective Happiness: A Survey. OECD Social, Employment 

and Migration Working Papers No.96 

Solt, F. 2009. "Standardizing the World Income Inequality Database." Social Science Quarterly 90(2):231-

242. SWIID Version 3.0, July 2010. 

Suhrcke, M. (2001): Preferences for Inequality. East vs. West. UNICEF Innocenti Working Paper 89.  

Svallfors, S. (2010): Policy feedback, generational replacement, and attitudes to state intervention: Eastern 

and Western Germany, 1990-2006 European Political Science Review, 2(1): 119-135 

Tóth, I. Gy. (2006): Tolerance for inequalities in measured and perceived income distribution: tunnel 

effect, reference group shifts and skill biased transition in Hungary, 1987-2005. Paper Prepared for 

the 29th General Conference of The International Association for Research in Income and Wealth 

Joensuu, Finland, August 20-26, 2006 

Tóth I.Gy. and Medgyesi M.: Income distribution in new (and old) EU member states, Corvinus Journal of 

Sociology and Social Policy, vol. 2, (2011) 1, 3-33. 

Verme, P. (2011): Life satisfaction and income inequality. Review of Income and Wealth, vol.57,111-138. 

Verwiebe, R. and Wegener, B. (2000): Social Inequality and the Perceived Justice Gap. Social Justice 

Research vol.13, no.2., 123-149. 

WVS (2009). WVS (2009). World Value Survey 1981-2008 official aggregate v.20090901, 2009.World 

Values Survey Association (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Aggregate File Producer: ASEP/JDS, 

Madrid. 

Wang, C. and Koen Caminada, ‘Disentangling income inequality and the redistributive effect of social 

transfers and taxes in 36 LIS countries’, Leiden Department of Economics Research Memorandum 

#2011.02. 

   

	   	  



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

Page � 27 

Annexes 
	  

Dependent variables 

Occupation: 

Based on variable x036, except for EVS 2008-2010, where it was based on x035_2. 

Education 

Based on variable x023, which records at what age the respondent completed full time education, either at 

school or at an institution of higher education. In cases when this information was missing, but information 

on highest level of education (variable x025) was available, we imputed age of school leaving. 

Relative income:  

The basic variable, x047 (except in EVS 2008-2010) is a ten-point scale of incomes, which sets income 

ranges where respondents have to position themselves (bracket values are recorded for most of the 

countries, but in case of approx 25% of countries-waves bracket values are not recorded). In some cases 

however the ten-point scale refers to income deciles and respondents have to position themselves into 

deciles as they perceive the income distribution. According to Donnelly and Pop-Eleches (2012) there are 

13 country-years with this kind of question. There are another few cases incomes were asked directly and 

then recoded to income ranges. In case of EVS 2008-2010 countries have different income scales (not 

necessarily 10-point).   

 

There are other variables in the database: 

-x047r is 3-category version of x047, but exists only for EVS waves and for WVS 1999-2004 

-x047cs is in principle based on x047 but includes also country-specific information in income brackets. In 

some cases however it is not based on x047. for example in case of the US 2006 data, x047 asks 

households to position themselves in income deciles, while x047cs contains a 15-bracket income ladder 

which is presumably based on another question (precise info is not available in the questionnaire). 

 

In our case we would basically use this income variable to measure respondents relative position in the 

income distribution. In order to do this we base our income variable on the original ten-point variable 

(x047) and x047c_01 in the case of EVS 2008-2010 and use the cumulative frequency distribution of the 

variable.  (Using the already recoded x047r or info on income values from X047cs would result in an 

important loss in sample size). 
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Figures and tables 

Figure 1. 

 
 

Figure 2.  Evolution of attitudes to inequality by country groups 

 
 

	    



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

Page � 29 

Figure 3 Patterns of convergence between country-groups 
 

 
 

Figure 4 Evolution of inequality attitudes by cohort 
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Figure 5 Evolution of inequality attitude by income group 
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Table 1. Results of multilevel regression models 
 

 
Model 1 

 
Model 2 

 
Model3 

 
Model 1 developed 

countries 
Gini difference 0.0575** 0.0578** 0.0554* 0.0827** 
 (2.66) (2.67) (2.44) (2.63) 
Mean Gini -0.00357 -0.00344 -0.00493 -0.00335 
 (-0.25) (-0.24) (-0.34) (-0.14) 
LnGDPpc 0.311* 0.305* 0.313* 0.452 
 (2.13) (2.09) (2.14) (1.53) 
Anglo-Saxon -0.440 -0.436 -0.390 -0.454 
 (-1.28) (-1.27) (-1.13) (-1.31) 
CEE/Baltics 0.0928 0.0833 0.0911 0.0992 
 (0.31) (0.28) (0.30) (0.26) 
Balkan/CIS -0.292 -0.308 -0.332 . 
 (-0.75) (-0.79) (-0.85) . 
Other OECD 0.301 0.297 0.349 0.439 
 (0.63) (0.63) (0.73) (0.80) 
Other countries -0.0150 -0.0296 -0.0484 . 
 (-0.03) (-0.06) (-0.11) . 
Income position -1.010***   -1.132*** 
(continuous) (-40.35)   (-37.31) 
2nd income group  -0.151***   
  (-8.18)   
3rd income group  -0.372***   
  (-19.58)   
High income group  -0.737***   
  (-37.54)   
Professional occ.   0.250***  
   (8.75)  
Routine nonmanual   0.440***  
   (16.02)  
Manual   0.761***  
   (29.60)  
Never worked   0.456***  
   (13.25)  
Constant 3.249* 3.057* 2.135 1.826 
 (2.08) (1.96) (1.36) (0.54) 
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N of individuals 199102 199102 194183 129186 
N of countries 57 57 57 35 
N of country-years 182 182 182 121 
Notes: t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Reference categories: Country groups:  EU13 
countries (EU15 without UK, Ireland which are in the Anglo-Saxon group), income categories: low income group, 
occupation: employer, manager. Results on socio-demographic controls can be seen in Table. 
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Table 2. Models with country fixed-effects 
 

 

Model 1 
(OLS regression) 

 

Model 1 
developed countries 

 

Model 2 
(Ordered logit 

model) 

Model2  
developed countries 

 
Gini 0.0482* 0.0592 0.0311* 0.0430 
 (2.45) (1.71) (2.28) (1.85) 
LnGDPpc 0.633* 1.081** 0.388* 0.667** 
 (2.47) (3.35) (2.30) (3.14) 
Income position -0.995*** -1.106*** -0.597*** -0.702*** 
 (-18.54) (-18.51) (-16.98) (-16.77) 
Constant -0.453 -8.221* 5.512*** 10.03*** 
 (-0.20) (-2.26) (3.77) (4.40) 
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 

N of individuals 199102 129186 199102 129186 
N of countries 57 35 57 35 
N of country-years 182 121 182 121 
Notes: t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Reference category: Income categories: low income group, Occupation: employer, manager  
Results on socio-demographic controls can be seen in Table 
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Table 3. Multilevel regression of inequality attitude, total sample and by  

income groups 
 

 
Total sample 

 
Low income 

group 
2nd income 

group 
3rd income 

group 
Highest income 

group 
Wave 1999 0.106 0.297 0.559* 0.577* 0.660** 
 (0.46) (1.39) (2.50) (2.55) (3.10) 
Wave 2008 0.303 0.537* 0.886*** 0.877*** 1.061*** 
 (1.20) (2.37) (3.65) (3.56) (4.69) 
Post-socialist -1.218*** -1.619*** -1.249*** -1.621*** -1.206*** 
 (-8.25) (-8.04) (-4.72) (-7.80) (-5.62) 
Int: Post-socialist 1.598*** 1.596*** 1.342*** 1.565*** 1.027*** 
*Wave 1999 (9.08) (5.70) (4.58) (5.56) (3.57) 
Int: Post-socialist 1.277*** 1.414*** 1.084*** 1.253*** 1.149*** 
*Wave 2008 (8.41) (5.91) (3.68) (4.43) (4.46) 
2nd income group -0.180***     
 (-6.86)     
3rd income group -0.358***     
 (-12.86)     
High income group -0.725***     
 (-25.47)     
Gini difference 0.0700* -0.0377 -0.0400 -0.0355 -0.0221 
 (2.15) (-1.25) (-1.25) (-1.08) (-0.74) 
Mean Gini -0.0700** -0.0962*** -0.0761** -0.0845** -0.0528* 
 (-2.66) (-3.72) (-2.69) (-3.13) (-2.15) 
Log GDPpc 0.199 -0.148 0.0912 -0.186 -0.0482 
 (0.93) (-0.66) (0.37) (-0.79) (-0.22) 
Employment rate 0.0396** 0.0160 0.0213 0.0301* 0.0206 
 (2.62) (1.13) (1.38) (2.00) (1.48) 
Proportion 0.930* 0.751 0.717 0.961* 0.798* 
Catholic (2.36) (1.94) (1.69) (2.34) (2.17) 
Constant 4.062* 7.358*** 5.197** 5.870*** 5.182** 
 (2.43) (4.53) (2.99) (3.43) (3.27) 
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 86328 23636 21585 20051 21056 
N of countries 27 27 27 27 27 
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Table 4: Multilevel regression of inequality attitude, total sample and by 

cohort 
 

 
Cohort born 
before 1940 

Cohort 
1941-1954 

Cohort 
1955-1964 

Cohort 
1965-1979 

Cohort 
1980- 

Wave 1999 0.441* 0.458* 0.512* 0.415 -0.134 
 (2.08) (2.03) (2.33) (1.81) (-0.61) 
Wave 2008 0.702** 0.814** 0.565* 0.773** . 
 (3.03) (3.24) (2.25) (3.02) . 
Post-socialist -1.366*** -1.507*** -1.542*** -1.492*** -0.441 
 (-7.27) (-6.98) (-6.99) (-5.40) (-1.30) 
Int: Post-socialist 1.637*** 1.374*** 1.070*** 1.280*** 0.0500 
*Wave 1999 (6.31) (4.89) (3.75) (4.12) (0.18) 
Int: Post-socialist 1.373*** 1.233*** 1.455*** 1.308*** . 
*Wave 2008 (5.15) (4.73) (5.49) (4.40) . 
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Macro controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 22760 21668 19565 17387 4948 
N of countries 27 27 27 27 27 
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Appendix 
 

Table A1. Means of agreement with “Inequalties are too large” statement 

(10-point scale) 
 

 

Wave 2 
(around 
1990) 

Wave 3 
(around 
1995) 

Wave 4 
(around 
2000) 

Wave 5 
(around 
2005) 

Wave 6 
(around 
2008) 

Anglo-Saxon countries 
Australia  5,4  5,3  
Canada 4,2  5,5 5,2  
Ireland 4,6  4,8  5,6 
Great Britain 4,4  5,4 5,7 5,6 
United States 4,1 5,5 5,2 4,9  
Northern Ireland 3,8  5,3  6,0 

European countries (North, South, West) 
Austria 5,5  6,3  7,5 
Belgium 5,2  5,4  5,4 
Cyprus    5,8 6,0 
Denmark 4,5    4,1 
Finland 4,4 6,8 6,5 6,0 6,4 
France 5,9  6,1 5,9 5,8 
Germany West      
Germany East      
Italy 5,2  5,0 5,0 5,0 
Luxembourg   4,3  4,6 
Netherlands 4,8  4,9 5,4 5,2 
Norway 4,9 5,7  5,9 5,4 
Portugal 6,4    5,8 
Spain 6,0 5,4 5,9 5,3 5,9 
Sweden  5,1  4,9 6,1 

Central and Eastern Europe, Baltics 
Bulgaria 4,2 5,7 4,9 5,3 3,4 
Croatia   6,9  6,8 
Czech Republic 4,2 4,8 5,5  6,4 
Estonia  5,5 4,1  5,1 
Hungary 5,2    6,3 
Latvia 3,8 4,6   4,4 
Lithuania  5,7 6,1  5,6 
Poland 3,5  4,9 4,2 5,7 
Romania 4,6 4,7 7,3 6,4 7,3 
Slovakia 4,7 5,4   5,8 
Slovenia 5,4  6,9 6,3 7,3 
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Table A1. (continued) 
 

 

Wave 2 
(around 
1990) 

Wave 3 
(around 
1995) 

Wave 4 
(around 
2000) 

Wave 5 
(around 
2005) 

Wave 6 
(around 
2008) 

Balkans and CIS 
Albania  6,0 5,0   
Bosnia  5,5 4,9   
Belarus 3,8 4,3 5,7  5,4 
Moldova  4,0 4,3 5,1 6,0 
Russian Federation 4,2 4,5 3,8 4,4 4,4 
Ukraine  4,4 3,7 4,0 3,3 
Macedonia  6,2 5,7  3,1 

Other OECD countries 
Chile 5,2 5,9 7,0 6,3  
Japan 5,4 5,4 5,2 4,8  
South Korea  4,3 4,5 4,6  
Mexico 5,4 5,0 5,9 4,9  
Turkey 6,4 5,9 7,0   

Other non-OECD countries 
Argentina 4,4 5,0 6,0   
Bangladesh  3,9 3,3   
Brazil 5,2 5,0  5,2  
China 3,2  4,7   
Taiwan  5,0  4,3  
Colombia  4,8  5,4  
India 5,2 7,0 6,5 6,1  
Indonesia   3,7 3,6  
Nigeria 3,0 4,3 4,7   
Peru  4,2 3,5 3,5  
Vietnam   4,4 5,0  
South Africa  6,0 5,6 5,4  
Uruguay  5,9  5,9  
Venezuela  5,4 5,5   
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Table A2. Effect of socio-demographic controls 
 

 
Model 1 

 
Model 2 

 
Model 3 

 
Model 1 developed 

countries 
Female 0.152*** 0.155*** 0.219*** 0.201*** 
 (11.71) (11.90) (16.25) (12.97) 
Age (years) 0.00855*** 0.00858*** 0.0116*** 0.0100*** 
 (3.64) (3.65) (4.81) (3.63) 
Age squared -0.0000771** -0.0000736** -0.0000846*** -0.000106*** 
 (-3.07) (-2.94) (-3.31) (-3.66) 
Married/cohabiting -0.0443** -0.0649*** -0.125*** -0.0272 
 (-3.03) (-4.43) (-8.60) (-1.55) 
School until 14-17y -0.240*** -0.250*** -0.290*** -0.194*** 
 (-9.88) (-10.31) (-11.56) (-6.34) 
School until 18-20y -0.464*** -0.480*** -0.502*** -0.462*** 
 (-18.27) (-18.91) (-19.02) (-14.31) 
School until 21+y -0.669*** -0.680*** -0.667*** -0.657*** 
 (-25.78) (-26.27) (-23.97) (-19.77) 
Employee -0.0577*** -0.0656*** -0.124*** -0.0285 
 (-3.47) (-3.94) (-6.46) (-1.42) 
Self-employed -0.318*** -0.318*** -0.318*** -0.403*** 
 (-12.04) (-12.03) (-11.26) (-12.01) 
Unemployed 0.0537* 0.0698** 0.143*** 0.129*** 
 (2.00) (2.59) (4.87) (3.60) 
Religious service less 
often -0.0714*** -0.0731*** -0.0685*** -0.124*** 
 (-4.29) (-4.40) (-4.12) (-6.54) 
Religious service:  -0.0260 -0.0270 -0.0103 -0.0664** 
at least once  month (-1.42) (-1.48) (-0.56) (-3.17) 
Notes: t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Reference categories: Schooling until age 13, Labour market status: inactive, Religion: never attends 
religious services 
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 Table A3. Multilevel model, LIS inequality data 
 

 

Model 1  
 
 

Model 1 
developed 
countries 

Model 2 
 
 

Model2 
developed 
countries 

Gini difference 0.0348 0.0314   
disposable income (1.68) (1.51)   
Mean Gini 0.0238 0.0397   
disposable income (0.90) (1.20)   
Gini difference:    0.0471* 0.0502* 
market income   (2.03) (1.99) 
Mean Gini:   -0.00393 -0.00507 
market income   (-0.17) (-0.16) 
LnGDPpc 0.620 0.974* 0.745 0.628 
 (1.60) (2.13) (1.94) (1.33) 
Anglo-Saxon -0.617 -0.724 -0.438 -0.430 
 (-1.53) (-1.77) (-1.27) (-1.20) 
CEE/Baltics -0.110 0.186 0.0366 -0.0673 
 (-0.23) (0.36) (0.08) (-0.13) 
Balkan/CIS -1.180  -0.481  
 (-1.07)  (-0.58)  
Other OECD -0.216 -0.0720 0.299 0.161 
 (-0.27) (-0.08) (0.46) (0.22) 
Other countries 0.00575  0.431  

 (0.01)  (0.60)  
Constant -0.605 -4.627 -1.116 0.224 
 (-0.15) (-0.96) (-0.28) (0.04) 
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 82328 71128 81383 68584 
N of countries 35 27 35 27 
N of country-years 74 63 74 63 
Notes: t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 
 

Table A4: Fixed effect models (LIS inequality data) 

 

Model 3 
 
 

Model 3 
developed 
countries 

Model 4 
 
 

Model4 
developed 
countries 

Gini 0.0168 0.0177   
disposable income (1.93) (1.90)   
Gini   0.0309** 0.0313* 
market income   (2.63) (2.34) 
LnGDPpc 1.117* 1.212* 0.645* 0.742 

 (2.34) (2.44) (2.15) (1.96) 
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 82328 71128 81383 68584 
N of countries 35 27 35 27 
N of country-years 74 63 74 63 
Notes: t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Table A5: Gini indices and country averages of inequality attitudes 
	  

 
Gini index of income inequality 

 
Average discontent with 

inequalities 
 1990 1999 2008 1990 1999 2008 

Market economies 

Austria 25,1 25,9 26,7 5,5 6,4 7,5 
Belgium 23,3 26,8 25,7 5,1 5,5 5,3 
Canada 27,5 31,5 31,5 4,2 5,6 5,2 
Finland 21,0 24,6 26,0 4,4 6,4 6,4 
France 27,1 26,8 28,0 5,7 6,2 5,8 
Ireland 33,0 32,1 30,7 4,6 4,9 5,8 
Italy 30,7 33,7 33,3 5,2 5,0 5,1 
Netherlands 26,2 23,1 27,8 4,9 4,8 5,1 
Norway 23,2 23,5 24,1 5,0 5,7 5,3 
Spain 30,3 33,6 31,3 6,0 5,9 6,0 
Sweden 20,7 21,7 23,0 4,5 5,1 6,2 
Great Britain 32,8 34,7 35,8 4,5 5,4 5,6 
United States 33,5 37,0 36,9 4,2 5,3 4,9 
Germany West 26,6 26,3 30,0 4,8 5,6 7,0 
Market econom. 27,2 28,7 29,3 4,9 5,6 5,8 

Post-socialist countries 
Bulgaria 22,4 25,1 33,6 4,3 4,9 3,5 
Belarus 20,9 25,6 26,8 3,7 5,7 5,4 
Czech Rep. 21,2 25,2 25,3 4,1 5,5 6,3 
Estonia 22,5 35,9 32,0 3,2 4,1 5,1 
Hungary 25,7 28,9 27,7 5,2 7,2 6,4 
Latvia 22,8 30,1 37,8 3,7 4,5 4,4 
Lithuania 22,7 32,7 34,9 3,7 6,2 5,6 
Poland 25,7 28,9 29,7 3,3 4,9 5,7 
Romania 24,6 27,3 33,0 4,5 7,3 7,4 
Russia 24,0 40,9 46,2 4,0 3,8 4,5 
Slovakia 17,6 23,8 23,0 4,7 5,4 5,7 
Slovenia 21,8 24,9 25,4 5,3 6,9 7,3 
Germany East 26,6 26,3 30,0 3,4 6,5 7,2 
Post-socialist c. 23,0 28,9 31,2 4,1 5,6 5,7 
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Table A6: Convergence of attitudes by country-group 
 

 
Country groups of market economies 

 
EU Southern EU Northern EU Western Anglo-Saxon 

Post-socialist: CEE 
Wave 1999 -0.226 0.740 0.554* 1.090** 

 
(-0.79) (1.07) (2.25) (3.61) 

Wave 2008 -0.559 1.398* 0.832 1.145*** 

 
(-1.45) (2.38) (1.72) (4.67) 

Post-socialist -2.930 -0.855 -1.499* -0.423 

 
(-1.89) (-0.65) (-2.77) (-0.39) 

Int: Post-socialist 2.400*** 1.035 1.512*** 0.761 
*Wave 1999 (5.35) (1.01) (5.96) (1.53) 
Int: Post-socialist 3.091** 0.735 1.587** 1.066 
*Wave 2008 (4.18) (0.80) (3.61) (1.99) 

Post-socialist: CIS 
Wave 1999 -0.796** 0.153 0.539 1.130*** 

 
(-12.20) (0.47) (2.29) (5.97) 

Wave 2008 -0.786** 0.497* 0.922 1.190** 

 
(-10.45) (3.11) (1.94) (5.50) 

Post-socialist -5.359** -3.021** -1.402* -2.316* 

 
(-11.22) (-7.54) (-3.26) (-3.62) 

Int: Post-socialist -2.245*** -6.531*** 1.807* -0.542 
*Wave 1999 (-13.74) (-21.48) (3.50) (-0.94) 
Int: Post-socialist -2.783*** -7.329*** 2.010** -0.108 
*Wave 2008 (-14.93) (-12.05) (3.86) (-0.26) 

Post-socialist: Baltics 
Wave 1999 0.0581 0.808 0.597* 1.037** 

 
(0.75) (2.40) (2.70) (4.09) 

Wave 2008 -0.0924 1.549** 1.071 1.134*** 

 
(-0.28) (4.81) (2.10) (5.65) 

Post-socialist -3.430 -0.110 -1.409** -1.422 

 
(-1.29) (-0.14) (-4.04) (-1.55) 

Int: Post-socialist 2.765* -0.382 1.949*** 0.622 
*Wave 1999 (2.87) (-0.39) (5.91) (1.13) 
Int: Post-socialist 3.284* -0.188 1.813** 0.660 
*Wave 2008 (3.27) (-0.22) (5.29) (1.33) 

Note: based on OLS regression models with all individual and country-level controls. 
Notes: t statistics in parentheses * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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accumulation	  

Márton Medgyesi, Zsolt Temesváry 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  83	  The	  expansion	  of	  education	  in	  Europe	  in	  the	  20th	  Century	  

Gabriele Ballarino, Elena Meschi, Francesco Scervini 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  82	  The	  paradox	  of	  redistribution	  revisited:	  and	  that	  it	  may	  rest	  in	  peace?	  

Ive Marx, Lina Salanauskaite, Gerlinde Verbist 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  81	  The	  Measurement	  of	  Tracking,	  Vocational	  Orientation,	  and	  Standardization	  of	  Educational	  

Systems:	  a	  Comparative	  Approach	  

Thijs Bol, Herman G. Van de Werfhorst 

August 2013 
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DP	  80	  On	  changes	  in	  general	  trust	  in	  Europe	  

Javier Olivera  

August 2013 

	  

DP	  79	  A	  Critical	  Evaluation	  of	  the	  EU	  2020	  Poverty	  and	  Social	  Exclusion	  Target:	  An	  Analysis	  of	  EU-‐SILC	  

2009	  

Bertrand Maître, Brian Nolan, Christopher T. Whelan 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  78	  Who	  Feels	  Inferior?	  A	  Test	  of	  the	  Status	  Anxiety	  Hypothesis	  of	  Social	  Inequalities	  in	  Health	  

Richard Layte, Christopher T.Whelan  

August 2013 

	  

DP	  77	  Educational	  stratification	  in	  cultural	  participation:	  Cognitive	  competence	  or	  status	  motivation?	  

Natascha Notten, Bram Lancee, Herman G. van de Werfhorst, Harry B. G. Ganzeboom 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  76	  Successful	  policy	  mixes	  to	  tackle	  child	  poverty:	  an	  EU-‐wide	  comparison	  

András Gábos 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  75	  Income	  Inequality	  and	  the	  Family	  

Emma Calvert and Tony Fahey 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  74	  The	  Impact	  of	  Publicly	  Provided	  Services	  on	  the	  Distribution	  of	  Resources:	  Review	  of	  New	  Results	  

and	  Methods	  

Gerlinde Verbist, Michael Förster, Maria Vaalavou 

August 2013 

	  

DP	  73	  Income	  Inequality	  and	  Support	  for	  Development	  Aid	  

Christina Haas 

August 2013 
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DP	  72	  Accounting	  for	  cross-‐country	  differences	  in	  wealth	  inequality	  

Frank A. Cowell, Eleni Karagiannaki and Abigail McKnight 

August 2013 

	  

	  

DP	  71	  Mapping	  and	  measuring	  the	  distribution	  of	  household	  wealth	  

Frank Cowell, Eleni Karagiannaki and Abigail McKnight 

November 2012 

 

DP	  70	  Inequality	  and	  Poverty	  in	  Boom	  and	  Bust:	  Ireland	  as	  a	  Case	  Study	  

Brian Nolan, Bertrand Maître, Sarah Voitchovsky and Christopher T. Whelan 

November 2012 

 

DP	  69	  Return	  to	  education	  and	  income	  inequality	  in	  Europe	  and	  the	  US	  

Camilla Mastromarco, Vito Peragine and Laura Serlenga 

December 2011 

 

DP	  68	  Material	  Deprivation	  in	  Europe	  

Emma Calvert and Brian Nolan 

October 2012 

 

DP	  67	  Preferences	  for	  redistribution	  in	  Europe	  

Javier Olivera 

November 2012 

 

DP	  66	  Income	  Inequality	  in	  Nations	  and	  Sub-‐national	  Regions,	  Happiness	  and	  Economic	  Attitudes	  

Krzysztof Zagórski and Katarzyna Piotrowska 

October 2012 

 

DP	  65	  Socioeconomic	  gradients	  in	  children’s	  cognitive	  skills:	  are	  cross-‐country	  comparisons	  robust	  to	  

who	  reports	  family	  background?	  

John Jerrim and John Micklewright 

October 2012 
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DP	  64	  Cross-‐temporal	  and	  cross-‐national	  poverty	  and	  mortality	  rates	  among	  developed	  countries	  

Johan Fritzell, Olli Kangas, Jennie Bacchus Hertzman, Jenni Blomgren and Heikki Hiilamo 

October 2012 

 

DP	  63	  Parental	  health	  and	  child	  schooling	  

Massimiliano Bratti and Mariapia Mendola 

September 2012 

DP	  62	  The	  division	  of	  parental	  transfers	  in	  Europe	  

Javier Olivera Angulo 

September 2012 

 

DP	  61	  Expansion	  of	  schooling	  and	  educational	  inequality	  in	  Europe:	  Educational	  Kuznets	  curve	  

revisited	  

Elena Meschi and Francesco Scervini 

August 2012 

 

DP	  60	  Income	  Inequality	  and	  Poverty	  during	  Economic	  Recession	  and	  Growth:	  Sweden	  1991—2007	  

Jan O. Jonsson, Carina Mood and Erik Bihagen 

August 2012 

DP	  58	  The	  effect	  of	  parental	  wealth	  on	  children’s	  outcomes	  in	  early	  adulthood	  

Eleni Karagiannaki 

July 2012 

 

DP	  57	  Alike	  in	  many	  ways:	  Intergenerational	  and	  Sibling	  Correlations	  of	  Brothers’	  Life-‐Cycle	  Earnings	  

Paul Bingley and Lorenzo Cappellari 

August 2012 

 

DP	  56	  Mind	  the	  Gap:	  Net	  Incomes	  of	  Minimum	  Wage	  Workers	  in	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  US	  

Ive Marx and Sarah Marchal 

July 2012 

 

DP	  55	  Struggle	  for	  Life:	  Social	  Assistance	  Benefits,	  1992-‐2009	  

Natascha Van Mechelen and Sarah Marchal 
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July 2012 

 

DP	  54	  Social	  Redistribution,	  Poverty	  and	  the	  Adequacy	  of	  Social	  Protection	  in	  the	  EU	  

Bea Cantillon, Natascha Van Mechelen, Olivier Pintelon, and Aaron Van den Heede 

July 2012 

 

DP	  53	  The	  Redistributive	  Capacity	  of	  Services	  in	  the	  EU	  

Gerlinde Verbist and Manos Matsaganis 

July 2012 

 

 

DP	  52	  Virtuous	  Cycles	  or	  Vicious	  Circles?	  The	  Need	  for	  an	  EU	  Agenda	  on	  Protection,	  Social	  Distribution	  

and	  Investment	  

Bea Cantillon 

July 2012 

 

DP	  51	  In-‐Work	  Poverty	  

Ive Marx, and Brian Nolan 

July 2012 

 

DP	  50	  Child	  Poverty	  as	  a	  Government	  Priority:	  Child	  Benefit	  Packages	  for	  Working	  Families,	  1992-‐2009	  

Natascha Van Mechelen and Jonathan Bradshaw 

July 2012 

 

DP	  49	  From	  Universalism	  to	  Selectivity:	  Old	  Wine	  in	  New	  Bottels	  for	  Child	  Benefits	  in	  Europe	  and	  Other	  

Countries	  

Tommy Ferrarini, Kenneth Nelson and Helena Höög 

July 2012 

 

DP	  48	  Public	  Opinion	  on	  Income	  Inequality	  in	  20	  Democracies:	  The	  Enduring	  Impact	  of	  Social	  Class	  and	  

Economic	  Inequality	  

Robert Andersen and Meir Yaish 

July 2012 

 



Increasing income inequality and attitudes to inequality: a cohort perspective  

Page � 47 

DP	  47	  Support	  for	  Democracy	  in	  Cross-‐national	  Perspective:	  The	  Detrimental	  Effect	  of	  Economic	  

Inequality	  

Robert Andersen 

July 2012 

 

DP	  46	  Analysing	  Intergenerational	  Influences	  on	  Income	  Poverty	  and	  Economic	  Vulnerability	  with	  EU-‐

SILC	  

Brian Nolan 

May 2012 

 

DP	  45	  The	  Power	  of	  Networks.	  Individual	  and	  Contextual	  Determinants	  of	  Mobilising	  Social	  Networks	  

for	  Help	  

Natalia Letki and Inta Mierina 

June 2012 

 

DP	  44	  Immigration	  and	  inequality	  in	  Europe	  

Tommaso Frattini 

January 2012 

DP	  43	  Educational	  selectivity	  and	  preferences	  about	  education	  spending	  

Daniel Horn 

April 2012 

 

DP	  42	  Home-‐ownership,	  housing	  regimes	  and	  income	  inequalities	  in	  Western	  Europe	  

Michelle Norris and Nessa Winston 

May 2012 

 

DP	  41	  Home	  Ownership	  and	  Income	  Inequalities	  in	  Western	  Europe:	  Access,	  Affordability	  and	  Quality	  

Michelle Norris and Nessa Winston 

May 2012 

 

DP	  40	  Multidimensional	  Poverty	  Measurement	  in	  Europe:	  An	  Application	  of	  the	  Adjusted	  Headcount	  

Approach	  

Christopher, T. Whelan, Brian Nolan and Bertrand Maître 

July 2012 
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DP	  39	  Socioeconomic	  gradient	  in	  health:	  how	  important	  is	  material	  deprivation?	  

Maite Blázquez, Elena Cottini and Ainhoa Herrarte 

March 2012 

 

DP	  38	  Inequality	  and	  Happiness:	  a	  survey	  

Ada Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Xavier Ramos 

March 2012 

 

DP	  37	  Understanding	  Material	  Deprivation	  in	  Europe:	  A	  Multilevel	  Analysis	  

Christopher T. Whelan and Bertrand Maître 

March 2012 

 

DP	  36	  Material	  Deprivation,	  Economic	  Stress	  and	  Reference	  Groups	  in	  Europe:	  An	  Analysis	  of	  EU-‐SILC	  

2009	  

Christopher T. Whelan and Bertrand Maître 

July 2012 

 

 

 

DP	  35	  Unequal	  inequality	  in	  Europe:	  differences	  between	  East	  and	  West	  

Clemens Fuest, Judith Niehues and Andreas Peichl 

November 2011 

 

DP	  34	  Lower	  and	  upper	  bounds	  of	  unfair	  inequality:	  Theory	  and	  evidence	  for	  Germany	  and	  the	  US	  

Judith Niehues and Andreas Peichl 

November 2011 

 

DP	  33	  Income	  inequality	  and	  solidarity	  in	  Europe	  

Marii Paskov and Caroline Dewilde 

March 2012 

 

DP	  32	  Income	  Inequality	  and	  Access	  to	  Housing	  in	  Europe	  
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Caroline Dewilde and Bram Lancee 

March 2012 

 

DP	  31	  Forthcoming:	  Economic	  well-‐being…	  three	  European	  countries	  

Virginia Maestri 

 

DP	  30	  Forthcoming:	  Stylized	  facts	  on	  business	  cycles	  and	  inequality	  

Virginia Maestri 

 

DP	  29	  Forthcoming:	  Imputed	  rent	  and	  income	  re-‐ranking:	  evidence	  from	  EU-‐SILC	  data	  

Virginia Maestri 

 

DP	  28	  The	  impact	  of	  indirect	  taxes	  and	  imputed	  rent	  on	  inequality:	  a	  comparison	  with	  cash	  transfers	  

and	  direct	  taxes	  in	  five	  EU	  countries	  

Francesco Figari and Alari Paulus 

January 2012 

 

DP	  27	  Recent	  Trends	  in	  Minimim	  Income	  Protection	  for	  Europe’s	  Elderly	  

Tim Goedemé 

February 2012 

 

DP	  26	  Endogenous	  Skill	  Biased	  Technical	  Change:	  Testing	  for	  Demand	  Pull	  Effect	  

Francesco Bogliacino and Matteo Lucchese 

December 2011 

DP	  25	  Is	  the	  “neighbour’s”	  lawn	  greener?	  Comparing	  family	  support	  in	  Lithuania	  and	  four	  other	  NMS	  

Lina Salanauskait and Gerlinde Verbist 

March 2012 

 

DP	  24	  On	  gender	  gaps	  and	  self-‐fulfilling	  expectations:	  An	  alternative	  approach	  based	  on	  paid-‐for-‐

training	  

Sara de la Rica, Juan J. Dolado and Cecilia García-Peñalos 

May 2012 

 

DP	  23	  Automatic	  Stabilizers,	  Economic	  Crisis	  and	  Income	  Distribution	  in	  Europe	  

Mathias Dolls, Clemens Fuestz and Andreas Peichl 
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December 2011 

 

DP	  22	  Institutional	  Reforms	  and	  Educational	  Attainment	  in	  Europe:	  A	  Long	  Run	  Perspective	  

Michela Braga, Daniele Checchi and Elena Meschi 

December 2011 

 

DP	  21	  Transfer	  Taxes	  and	  InequalIty	  

Tullio Jappelli, Mario Padula and Giovanni Pica 

December 2011 

 

DP	  20	  Does	  Income	  Inequality	  Negatively	  Effect	  General	  Trust?	  Examining	  Three	  Potential	  Problems	  

with	  the	  Inequality-‐Trust	  Hypothesis	  

Sander Steijn and Bram Lancee 

December 2011 

 

DP	  19	  The	  EU	  2020	  Poverty	  Target	  

Brian Nolan and Christopher T. Whelan 

November 2011 

 

DP	  18	  The	  Interplay	  between	  Economic	  Inequality	  Trends	  and	  Housing	  Regime	  Changes	  in	  Advanced	  

Welfare	  Democracies:	  A	  New	  Research	  Agenda	  

Caroline Dewilde 

November 2011 

 

DP	  17	  Income	  Inequality,	  Value	  Systems,	  and	  Macroeconomic	  Performance	  

Giacomo Corneo 

September 2011 

 

DP	  16	  Income	  Inequality	  and	  Voter	  Turnout	  

Daniel Horn 

October 2011 

 

DP	  15	  Can	  Higher	  Employment	  Levels	  Bring	  Down	  Poverty	  in	  the	  EU?	  

Ive Marx, Pieter Vandenbroucke and Gerlinde Verbist 

October 2011 
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DP	  14	  Inequality	  and	  Anti-‐Globlization	  Backlash	  by	  Political	  Parties	  

Brian Burgoon 

October 2011 

 

DP	  13	  The	  Social	  Stratification	  of	  Social	  Risks.	  Class	  and	  Responsibility	  in	  the	  ‘New’	  Welfare	  State	  

Olivier Pintelon, Bea Cantillon, Karel Van den Bosch and Christopher T. Whelan 

September 2011 

 

DP	  12	  Factor	  Components	  of	  Inequality.	  A	  Cross-‐Country	  Study	  

Cecilia García-Peñalosa and Elsa Orgiazzi 

July 2011 

 

DP	  11	  An	  Analysis	  of	  Generational	  Equity	  over	  Recent	  Decades	  in	  the	  OECD	  and	  UK	  

Jonathan Bradshaw and John Holmes 

July 2011 

 

DP	  10	  Whe	  Reaps	  the	  Benefits?	  The	  Social	  Distribution	  of	  Public	  Childcare	  in	  Sweden	  and	  Flanders	  

Wim van Lancker and Joris Ghysels 

June 2011 

 

DP	  9	  Comparable	  Indicators	  of	  Inequality	  Across	  Countries	  (Position	  Paper)	  

Brian Nolan, Ive Marx and Wiemer Salverda 

March 2011 

 

DP	  8	  The	  Ideological	  and	  Political	  Roots	  of	  American	  Inequality	  

John E. Roemer 

March 2011 

 

DP	  7	  Income	  distributions,	  inequality	  perceptions	  and	  redistributive	  claims	  in	  European	  societies	  

István György Tóth and Tamás Keller 

February 2011 

 

DP	  6	  Income	  Inequality	  and	  Participation:	  A	  Comparison	  of	  24	  European	  Countries	  +	  Appendix	  
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Bram Lancee and Herman van de Werfhorst 

January 2011 

 

DP	  5	  Household	  Joblessness	  and	  Its	  Impact	  on	  Poverty	  and	  Deprivation	  in	  Europe	  

Marloes de Graaf-Zijl 

January 2011 

 

DP	  4	  Inequality	  Decompositions	  -‐	  A	  Reconciliation	  

Frank A. Cowell and Carlo V. Fiorio 

December 2010 

 

DP	  3	  A	  New	  Dataset	  of	  Educational	  Inequality	  

Elena Meschi and Francesco Scervini 

December 2010 

 

DP	  2	  Are	  European	  Social	  Safety	  Nets	  Tight	  Enough?	  Coverage	  and	  Adequacy	  of	  Minimum	  Income	  

Schemes	  in	  14	  EU	  Countries	  

Francesco Figari, Manos Matsaganis and Holly Sutherland 

June 2011 

 

DP	  1	  Distributional	  Consequences	  of	  Labor	  Demand	  Adjustments	  to	  a	  Downturn.	  A	  Model-‐based	  

Approach	  with	  Application	  to	  Germany	  2008-‐09	  

Olivier Bargain, Herwig Immervoll, Andreas Peichl and Sebastian Siegloch 

September 2010 
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Information on the GINI project 

Aims	  

The core objective of GINI is to deliver important new answers to questions of great interest to European societies: 

What are the social, cultural and political impacts that increasing inequalities in income, wealth and education may 

have? For the answers, GINI combines an interdisciplinary analysis that draws on economics, sociology, political 

science and health studies, with improved methodologies, uniform measurement, wide country coverage, a clear 

policy dimension and broad dissemination. 

Methodologically, GINI aims to: 

� exploit differences between and within 29 countries in inequality levels and trends for understanding the impacts 

and teasing out implications for policy and institutions, 

� elaborate on the effects of both individual distributional positions and aggregate inequalities, and 

� allow for feedback from impacts to inequality in a two-way causality approach. 

The project operates in a framework of policy-oriented debate and international comparisons across all EU countries 

(except Cyprus and Malta), the USA, Japan, Canada and Australia. 

Inequality	  Impacts	  and	  Analysis	  

Social impacts of inequality include educational access and achievement, individual employment opportunities and 

labour market behaviour, household joblessness, living standards and deprivation, family and household formation/ 

breakdown, housing and intergenerational social mobility, individual health and life expectancy, and social cohesion 

versus polarisation. Underlying long-term trends, the economic cycle and the current financial and economic crisis 

will be incorporated. Politico-cultural impacts investigated are: Do increasing income/educational inequalities widen 

cultural and political ‘distances’, alienating people from politics, globalisation and European integration? Do they 

affect individuals’ participation and general social trust? Is acceptance of inequality and policies of redistribution 

affected by inequality itself? What effects do political systems (coalitions/winner-takes-all) have? Finally, it focuses 

on costs and benefi ts of policies limiting income inequality and its effi ciency for mitigating other inequalities 

(health, housing, education and opportunity), and addresses the question what contributions policy making itself may 

have made to the growth of inequalities. 

Support	  and	  Activities	  

The project receives EU research support to the amount of Euro 2.7 million. The work will result in four main reports 

and a fi nal report, some 70 discussion papers and 29 country reports. The start of the project is 1 February 2010 for a 

three-year period. Detailed information can be found on the website. 

www.gini-‐research.org	  



	  

	  

	  


