LYONREV September1995

IncomeDistributioninEuropeandtheUnitedStates 1

ABAtkinson,NuffieldCollege,Oxford

Introduction

Thispaperassembles, and presents in a straightforward way, empirical evidence about the

personal distribution of income in Europe and makes a comparison with the United States. It

seeks to answer the following questions. Is income inequality in the countries of Europe much

less than in the United States (US)? Does this imply that low income families in the US are

actuallyworseoffthantheircounterpartsinEurope,despite the higher average income in the US?

I s t his a n ew s ituation in that inequality has been increasing faster in the US than in Europe? Or

have t here b een s imilar trends on both sides of the Atlantic? How far would the situation change

if we were to consider the European Union (EU) as a whole? Would the degree of inequality in

the European Union, encompassing countries as different as Germany and Portugal, be

comparable in magnitude to that in American Union, encompassing states as different as

ConnecticutandMississippi?

The comparison of income distributions across countries, or across time, raises many

problems. We need to decide what we want to measure and how far we can measure it on a

comparable basis. A brief account of these issues is given below; they are discussed in more

detailinAtkinson,RainwaterandSmeeding(1995).

InequalityofWhatAmongWhom?

1 Invited lecture at the Annual Conference of the European Association of Labour

Economists, Lyon, September 1995. The paper is based on research under the European

CommunityHumanCapitalandMobilityProgrammeanddrawsonaprojectcarriedoutaspartof

the L uxembourg Income Study in conjunction with Lee Rainwater and Tim Smeeding (Atkinson,

RainwaterandSmeeding,1995).

In this paper, attention is concentrated on the distribution of disposable money income ,

thatisincomeafterdirecttaxesandincludingtransferpayments.Severalpointsshouldbenoted:

a) incomeratherthanconsumptionistakenastheindicatorofresources;

b) the definition of income falls considerably short of a Haig-Simons comprehensive

definition, typically excluding much of capital gains, imputed rents, home

production,andincomeinkind;

c) no account is taken of indirect taxes nor of benefits from public spending such as

health care or education or subsidies, although cash transfers, and "near-cash"

transferssuchasfoodstampsandhousingbenefit,areincluded;

d) the period of assessment is in general annual (although the United Kingdom (UK)

evidencerelatestoweeklyormonthlyincome).

These points mean that the variable measured may depart from that regarded as ideal. They also

mean t hat t he r esults m ay n ot b e c omparable across countries: for example, one country may help

low income families through housing benefits (included in cash income), whereas another

providessubsidisedhousing(nottakenintoaccount).

To the question "among whom", the answer here is the simplest: the distribution is that

among individuals .Theunitofassessmentishowevertakenas the household, in that the incomes

of all household members are aggregated and then divided by an equivalence scale to arrive at

individual equivalent income . T he e quivalence scale is taken, for simplicity, to be the square root

of the household size, so that the income of a household of 4 persons is divided by 2.0. The

choice of the household, rather than a narrower unit such as the spending unit or the family, is

open to debate. It assumes a degree of income-sharing within the household which may not take

place. Moreover, the choice of unit may affect comparisons across countries on account of

differing household structures and/or differences in the form in which data are collected. The

sameappliestothechoiceofequivalencescale,andalternativesareconsidered.

DataSources

Table 1 l ists t he c ountries c overed a nd the origin of the data used. The great majority are

drawn from household income surveys, or their equivalent, and take advantage of the availability

of micro-data in the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS). LIS assembles in one place a database

containing survey data from many countries and places them as far as possible on a consistent

basis. Access to the micro-data means that it is possible to produce results on the same basis

starting from individual household records: for example, it is in principle possible to make any

desired adjustment for household size. (The estimates for Portugal and Spain were calculated

separately and may be less fully comparable. The results for these countries are therefore shown

inbrackets.)

The aim is to increase the degree of cross-national comparability, but complete cross-

national c omparability is not attainable. Comparability is a matter of degree, and all that one can

hope for is to reach an acceptable level. Moreover, one has to recognise that the resulting

estimates are not likely to be the most accurate estimates which can be produced for any one

country. A critic may say that the procedure reduces all data sets to the lowest common

denominator.Theresultswhichfollowshouldbereadwiththesequalificationsinmind.

1IncomesinEuropeandtheUSinthelate1980s

This section looks at the shape of the distribution of disposable income in fourteen

European countries and the United States. The European countries cover all EU members, apart

from Austria, Denmark and Greece, plus Norway and Switzerland. In the majority of cases, the results refer to the period 1985-1990, but some relate to the start of the 1980s (Spain and

Switzerland). I begin by considering disposable income per equivalent adult, (using the

equivalence scale of household size to the power of a half), and by looking at percentiles of the

median.

PercentilesoftheDistribution

The first method of presentation (Figures 1 and 2) expresses the percentiles of the

distribution as percentages of the median. It is immediately apparent from Figure 1 that the

position of the bottom decile in the United States is quite different: it is about a third of the

median in the US, compared with figures in excess of 45% in Europe. The lowest income group

fares much worse in the US. (It should be noted that the figures already include income-tested

transfers such as food stamps.) Among the European countries, the lower ratios tend to be found

inSouthernEurope.Thebottomdecileappearstoberelatedtolatitude,ifIrelandisincludedwith

SouthernEurope.Thisemergesevenmoreclearlywhenwelookatthetopdecile(Figure2), with

Scandinaviahaving the smallest values: the top 10% have incomes only about 50% more than the

median, compared with 100% more than the median in the Iberian peninsular. But we also see

thatatthetopdecilethebigdifferencebetweentheUSandSouthernEuropedisappears.

Before looking more closely at these figures, we should consider their sensitivity to the

method of calculation. This could be examined in many different ways; here I test only the

sensitivity to the method used to calculate equivalent income. Figure 3 shows the impact of three

different equivalence scales on the ratio of the top decile to the bottom decile, referred to as the

decileratio.Themiddleoneisthatusedalready(squarerootofhousehold size, denoted SQ RT);

the left hand one indicates what happens if no adjustment is made for household size (NO ADJ);

andtherighthandoneisbasedonper capita income (PER CAP). These three calculations can be

seen as varying the equivalence scale according to the formula, N s , where N is the number of

household members and s is a parameter varying between 0 (no adjustment) and 1 (per capita).

On t his s cale, t he t wo o uter c alculations represent limits, but they are not necessarily limits on the

differences which could arise with many-parameter equivalence scales, such as those which vary

withage.

We can see from Figure 3 that there is a big difference between US and European

countriesforallthreemeasures.Thisconclusionisnotsensitivetothemethod.At the same time,

thepositionofindividualcountries can bemateriallyaffected,asisshowninFigure3bythecases

of the UK, France and Sweden. With no adjustment, there is no difference between France and

Sweden, and the UK has a higher decile ratio. With a per capita calculation, on the other hand,

thereislittledifferencebetweentheUKandFrance,andSwedenhasalowerratio.

LorenzCurves

Amorecommonformofpresentationofincomedistributionstatisticsisintermsofshares

of total income, which are the ingredients for the conventional Lorenz curve. Table 2 shows the

cumulative shares by decile groups, where S

10 denotes the share of the bottom 10 percent, S

20

denotes the share of the bottom 20 percent, etc. The countries are listed in order of the share of

the bottom decile group, S

10

, which in Europe ranges from some 2‰ percent in the UK to 4‰

percentinFinland.

TheshareofthebottomdecilegroupgivestheinitialrankingoftheLorenzcurves,but the

Lorenz curves may subsequently cross. The decile shares are used to test whether or not the

Lorenz curves cross. Treating any difference as significant, there are in fact a high proportion of situations w here a L orenz c omparison can be made. Of the 91 possible pair-wise comparisons of

the14Europeancountries, there are 68 cases where one Lorenz curve dominates the other. If, to

make approximate allowance for the errors surrounding the estimates, cases are excluded where

the differences for all decile shares are less than 1 percentage point, then there are 66 cases of

Lorenz dominance. In more than 70 percent of cases we have an unambiguous ranking. (It

would clearly be possible to calculate the sampling errors associated with the Lorenz curve, and

require that one curve be significantly different from another at a specified level of confidence.

However, this focuses on sampling error to the exclusion of other, non-sampling, error, which

maybequantitativelymoreimportant.)

The partial ordering resulting from the Lorenz comparisons (taking only those cases

where the difference is 1 percentage point or larger) are summarised in Figure 4 in terms of a

Hassediagram . T he c ountries towards the top of the diagram have the lower levels of inequality,

and where a line can be traced downwards from country A to country B this implies that the

Lorenz curve for country A is superior to that of country B. Finland dominates all countries,

followed by Benelux, Norway, Sweden and Germany. There appears to be a clear grouping of

mainlandNorthernEuropeatthetop.InthemiddleareFrance,Italy,theUK and Portugal, which

cannot b e r anked o ne a gainst t he o ther. T he Lorenz curves for Italy and Portugal are close; those

for F rance, a nd e ven m ore t he U

K, s tart o ff l ower a nd e nd u p h igher.It may be noted that, while

the Lorenz curve for the US starts off lower than all, it crosses 5 of the European Lorenz curves,

andendsupwiththesameshareforthebottom90percentasFrance.

GiniCoefficients

Where the Lorenz curves cross, the use of a summary measure of inequality yields a

complete ranking, although different measures may generate different such rankings. In Figure 4

are shown the Gini coefficients (not including Portugal or Spain). That for the US is 34.1%, the

highest value of all. This may be compared with the average for the 12 EU countries, weighted

by population, which is 28.8%. (This figure includes Portugal with a Gini coefficient of 31

percentandSpainwithacoefficientof32percent;Austria,DenmarkandGreeceareexcluded.)

Reference was made earlier to the geographical pattern of inequality. This should not be

taken too seriously, but it does draw attention to the fact that there may be reasons to expect the

degree of inequality to vary systematically across countries. In the days when people believed in

the Kuznets (1955) curve, with inequality first rising and then falling with the level of

development,thentheUSmightbeexpectedtobeinthevanguardandhencetohavealowerGini

coefficient. The trends over time are taken up in Section 3. Other writers, such as Pryor (1973)

and Wiles (1974), have argued that inequality may be greater in countries which are larger. This

istakenupinSection4.

Conclusion

The o verall d egree o f i ncome inequality in the US, as measured by the Gini coefficient, is

higher than that found in any of the European countries studied here. At the same time, the

difference from the European average - some 5 percentage points - is less than the range found

within the European Union. The difference between Finland and Sweden, on one hand, and

Switzerland and Ireland, on the other, is about twice this amount. The most striking difference

betweentheUSandEuropeisatthebottomofthedistribution.

2InequalityandDifferencesinAverageIncome

Freeman (1994) has recently shown how differences between the United States and

Europe in the distribution of earnings mean that the low paid in the United States fall far behind

many of their European counterparts. According to his estimates, the hourly compensation in

purchasing power of the American man at the bottom decile is half that of the comparable Italian

(1994, p 13). How far is the same true of household disposable incomes? A priori, one may

expectthatthedifferencesintransfersystemswouldintensify the difference. After all, the United

States has no child benefit scheme and only limited unemployment benefits. The direct tax

systemmaywellbelessprogressive.Ontheotherhand,theconcentrationof wealth in the United

StateshashistoricallybeenlessthanintheUK.

The comparison of real income levels across countries is a subject which has long been

debated in the literature. There are a number of objections which can be made to the procedure

adopted h ere, w hich i s t o c onvert m ean i ncome levels to the average in the European Community

(EC) in 1990 based on National Disposable Income per head calculated using purchasing power

parities (OECD, 1992, Table C, and population figures from Table D). (National Disposable

Income is National Income minus net transfers overseas.) There are many differences between

NationalDisposableIncomeperheadandmeanhousehold equivalent income. Countries differ in

the significance of retained corporate earnings, in the role of intervening institutions such as

pension funds, and in the burden of direct taxation. The purchasing power conversion applied to

nationalincomemaynotbeappropriatetohouseholdincome.The choice of base year may affect

the calculation. These reservations need to be borne in mind in considering the estimates

presentedhere.

The National Disposable Income per head adjusted using purchasing power parities was

39percenthigherintheUSin 1990 than in the European Community (the then twelve members).

From Table 2 we can see that the share of the bottom 20% in the US was 5.7 percent. This

means that, even allowing for a difference in real mean income of 39 percent, the bottom 20% in

the U S w ould b e w orse o ff t han a n " average E uropean" living in a country where the share of the

bottom 20% was greater than 8%. If we take the concrete case of Germany, where the share of

the bottom 20% is 9.8%, and real income only 18% lower than in the US, then this group as a

whole is 40% better off than their counterparts in the US. The difference is so large that it is

unlikelytobeaffectedbythechoiceofadifferentbasisforconversion.

The full distribution for four countries (US, Sweden, France and Ireland) is shown in

Figure 5 in terms of the income level corresponding to different percentiles. The diagram is like

Pen’s parade of incomes, except that it starts at the bottom decile and stops at the top decile, thus

omitting the dramatics of the extremes. Each income is expressed relative to the EC average at

thetime.Theparadestartswiththebottomdecile.AtthispointincomesintheUSarelower than

those in Sweden and France, although above those in Ireland. The height in the US rises more

steeply, but does not cross that for France until around the twentieth percentile and that for

Sweden around the thirtieth. This implies that about a fifth of the French population, and more

thanaquarteroftheSwedishpopulation,arebetteroffthantheircounterpartsintheUS.

The conclusions regarding absolute levels of income may be stated in terms of the

Generalised Lorenz curve (the Lorenz curve adjusted for differences in mean income). The

higher mean income in the US implies that it cannot be dominated in a generalised Lorenz sense

(since the generalised Lorenz curve terminates at mean income), but conversely the US only

dominates a relatively small number of countries. If we construct the generalised Lorenz curve from the shares of decile groups in Table 2, then the US dominates Spain, Portugal, Ireland and

the UK. Put another way, a Rawlsian concerned only with the average income of the lowest

decilewouldranktheUSafter10ofthe14Europeancountries.

Conclusion

Thebroadconclusionsuggestedby these estimates is that differences in the distribution of

income can be sufficient to outweigh differences in average incomes. The precise magnitudes

may be changed by alternative methods of conversion, but it remains likely that in the late 1980s

thepoorestfamiliesintheUSfaredlesswellthanthoseinanumberofEuropeancountries.

3DivergingTrendsinIncomeDistribution?

The greater inequality of incomes in the United States than in Europe may now be

regardedaswell-known.However,thishasnotalwaysbeenso.Inthe1950s,Lydalland Lansing

in t heir c omparative study of the US and Great Britain noted the "relative similarity of the Lorenz

curves o f i ncome" (1959, p 60). (Although, interestingly, they did find more low income families

inthe U

S.) W hen S awyer c arried o ut h is s tudy f or t he O

ECD h e d id n ot f ind t hat t he U S w as a n

outlier in the early 1970s: for example, he shows the Gini coefficient as being less than that in

France, Italy and West Germany (1976, Tables 4 and 6). Is the current position of the US, then,

theresultofdivergenttrendsoverthepastquartercentury?

In order to examine this question, I have assembled the results of a selection of national

studies of income inequality (and now extend the coverage to include Denmark (DK)). It should

be stressed that these national studies are not designed for purposes of international comparison, andthey are not all based on the same types of sources, the same concepts of income, or the same

methods of calculation. For several countries, I have linked a number of series, from different

sources, a nd t here i s n o r eason to suppose that the differences between the series have necessarily

remainedunchangedovertime.

From F igure 6 , i t i s c lear t hat i ncome inequality has increased in the US. As it was put in

the 1994

Economic Report of the President , "starting some time in the late 1970s, income

inequalities w idened a larmingly in America" (1994, p 25). From the mid-1970s to 1992 the Gini

coefficientrosebysome 4 percentage points. What was perhaps more "alarming" than the size of

the increase was the fact that the expectation had been that inequality would fall over time. It is

worthrememberingthattwentyyearsagoJanTinbergenwrotethat

"The trend in income shares of the lowest groups over the last decades has been

upward,thatofthehighestgroupsdownward.

If the linear trend in inequality indicators were to continue, halving inequality

wouldtakesome25yearsoronegeneration"(1975,p27).

FromFigure6,wecanseethatthisexpectation continued to have some basis in the 1970s. While

it would be wrong to describe it as an inexorable trend, there were significant periods when

inequality fell: in the first half of the 1970s in the UK, for the period shown up to 1981 in

Sweden, and up to the mid-1980s in Denmark. Over the 1970s the US and Europe were

diverging. This emerges even more clearly in Figure 7. In all the European countries apart from

West Germany, there was a fall in inequality, taking the period between 1970 and the mid-1980s

asawhole.InFinland,FranceandItalythefallwassome5percentagepointsormore.

The p icture i n t he 1

980s is, of course, rather different. If we take the period from 1985 to

1989 or later, for which Figures 6 and 7 show information for 9 countries, then the findings are

mixed. In the UK there was a marked rise in income inequality: from 1986 to 1991 the Gini coefficient in the UK increased by 5 percentage points. There was a sharp upward movement in

Swedenbetween1988and1991.FortheothercountriesinFigure 6 the increase in the late 1980s

is less marked, as is illustrated by comparing the UK and Netherlands. If we turn to Figure 7,

then is no obvious upward trend in Italy or Finland, and only a rise of 1 percentage point in

FranceandWestGermany.

Conclusion

In the 1970s a gap widened between the US and Europe as there continued to be periods

when inequality fell in most of the latter countries, whereas inequality rose in the US. By the

second half of the 1980s, inequality had ceased to fall in most European countries. In some, but

notall,inequalitybeganrising,mostmarkedlyintheUK.

4DistributionofIncomeinEuropeasaWhole

In his analysis of income distribution in the USSR, Wiles argued that it "is a very big

country, so surely it is bound to show more inequality on that ground alone" (1974, p 53),

attributing this to the existence of "regions with deep historical differences". Is the difference in

inequalitybetweentheUSandthecountriesofEuropeduetothescaleoftheformer?Putanother

way,ifweconsidertheEuropeanUnionasawhole,dowefind a comparable degree of inequality

tothatintheUS?

The c onstruction of a Europe-wide distribution is a project of some interest. It is also one

that poses a number of problems, and the estimates for the European Union presented here are at

best a p roto-type. They are provisional in two senses. First, I simply apply the purchasing power parity conversion procedure used in Section 2 (based on National Disposable Income per head in

1990), and this is open to several objections. Secondly, I have not gone back to the micro-data.

Instead, a s a n i ndication of the kind of results which may be obtained, I have tried the experiment

of estimating the overall distribution from national "meso-tables", which divide the population

into 40 groups of equal size (20 groups in the case of Finland, Netherlands, Portugal and Spain),

ranked according to their equivalent disposable income (defined in the same way as in earlier

sections), where it is assumed that incomes are equal within each group. (This method follows

that of Whalley, 1979.) No data are available for Austria, Denmark or Greece, so that the total

number of synthetic groups is 400, covering 325 million out of the European Union population

(using1990figures)of348million.(ThesefiguresexcludeEastGermany.)

The position in which an individual finds herself or himself in the Europe-wide

distribution depends on both the average income of their country and its relative degree of

inequality. This is illustrated in Figure 8. Sweden has above-average income, and the bottom

decile is a relatively larger proportion of the median. Taken together, these factors propel the

bottom decile Swede above the bottom quintile of the Europe-wide distribution (see the move to

the right in Figure 8). But the top decile Swede, relatively less well-off relative to the median,

ends up below the top decile of the Europe-wide distribution. In the middle, the distributional

differences are less marked, and from Figure 8 we can see that the lower quartile Swede occupies

muchthesamepositionastheupperquartileIrishperson.

Table3showsthe decile shares in the "Europe-wide" distribution, compared with those in

West Germany (the least unequal of the larger countries) and Italy (among the more unequal).

The s hare o f t he b ottom d ecile g roup i s l ess t han t hat i n e ither c ountry, a lthough still 1 percentage

pointhigherthaninthe United States. The bottom 50 percent in the Europe-wide distribution has ashareof29.5 percent, compared with 28.7 percent in Italy and 26.2 percent in the United States.

The provisional estimates presented in this section can be refined in a number of ways, and the

method of calculation (assuming equal incomes within groups) tends to understate overall

inequality,butforthepresenttheysuggestthatthe "Europe-wide" distribution is less unequal than

thatintheUnitedStates.

ConcludingComments

The evidence described in this paper requires fuller examination. Only a few broad

features of the overall distribution have been described, and it would be interesting to subject the

differences between countries to a thorough statistical analysis. The distribution within sub-

groups of the population is a subject which needs to be investigated, and a decomposition may

cast l ight o n t he d ifferences between countries in changes over time. How far, for example, have

episodes of rising inequality been associated with an increased proportion without income from

work? Decomposition analysis may also illuminate the role of inequality between and within the

countriesofEurope.

Forthepresent,thisreviewsuggeststhefollowingbroadconclusions:

◊ the US appears to have distinctly higher income inequality than Europe, with the

differencelargelyarisingatthebottomofthescale,

◊ within Western Europe, certain groupings may be made: the Scandinavian

countries, Benelux and West Germany have less inequality in disposable equivalent income;

SouthernEuropeandIrelandhavehigherinequality,withFranceand,tosomedegree,theUKand

Italy,occupyinganintermediateposition,

◊ differences in the distribution of income can be sufficient to outweigh differences

in average incomes: the poorest families in the US fare less well than those in a number of

Europeancountries,

◊ in the 1970s a gap widened between the US and Europe as there continued to be

periods of falling income inequality in most of the latter countries; by the second half of the

1980s,however,inequalityhadceasedtofallinmostEuropeancountries,andinsome,butnotall,

inequalitybeganrising,

◊ the largest, most sustained, episode of increasing inequality in the 1980s was in

theUK,

◊ the proto-type estimates suggest that the "Europe-wide" distribution, viewing the

EuropeanUnionasanentity,islessunequalthanthatintheUnitedStates.

Table1Sourcesofdata

Country(abbreviation) Year Source

Belgium(BE) 1988 Householdpanelstudy

Finland(FI) 1987 Householdincomesurvey

France(FR) 1984 Incometaxrecords

Germany(GE) 1984 Socio-economicpanelsurvey

Ireland(IR) 1987 Householdincomesurvey

Italy(IT) 1986 Householdincomesurvey

Luxembourg(LU) 1985 Householdpanelstudy

Netherlands(NL) 1987 Householdsurvey

Norway(NO) 1986 Householdincomeandwealthsurvey

Portugal(PO) 1990 Householdincomeandexpendituresurvey

Spain(SP) 1980/1 Householdincomeandexpendituresurvey

Sweden(SW) 1987 Householdincomesurvey

Switzerland(CH) 1982 Householdincomeandwealthsurvey

UK 1986 Householdincomeandexpendituresurvey

US 1986 Householdincomesurvey

Note: (i)Throughoutthepaper"Germany"referstotheformerWestGermany.

(ii) The data for Portugal and Spain were supplied separately and may be less directly

comparable.

Sources:

Portugal:suppliedbyCRodrigues(seeRodrigues,1993).

Spain:suppliedbyMMercader(seeMercader,1993).

Allother:fromLISstudy,seeAtkinson,RainwaterandSmeeding(1995).

Table2IncomedistributioninEuropeancountries1980s:

cumulativedecilesharesoftotalincome%

S10 S20 S30 S40 S50 S60 S70 S80 S90

FI4.5 10.8 18.1 26.4 35.6 45.6 56.6 68.6 82.2

LU4.3 10.2 17.1 24.8 33.5 43.1 53.9 66.0 80.4

BE4.2 10.2 17.1 25.0 33.8 43.5 54.3 66.4 80.3

NL4.1 10.1 16.9 24.5 33.0 42.5 53.2 65.3 79.4

GE4.09.8 16.6 24.2 32.9 42.5 53.2 65.3 79.4

NO3.99.8 16.9 24.9 33.9 43.7 54.6 66.7 80.6

(PO)3.48.0 13.9 20.9 28.9 38.1 48.5 60.8 75.8

SW3.39.5 16.9 25.3 34.6 44.8 55.9 68.2 81.9

IT3.18.0 13.9 20.7 28.7 38.0 48.7 61.2 76.2

FR3.08.3 14.6 21.8 29.9 39.1 49.5 61.6 76.3

CH2.88.0 14.1 21.0 29.0 37.8 47.7 58.9 72.5

(SP)2.87.4 13.2 20.1 28.2 37.5 47.9 60.2 75.5

UK2.57.5 13.5 20.5 28.7 38.2 49.1 61.8 77.1

IR2.57.1 12.6 19.3 27.1 36.3 47.0 59.6 75.1

US1.95.7 11.2 18.0 26.2 35.7 46.9 60.2 76.3

Note: the results are for the distribution among persons of household disposable income adjusted

byanequivalencescaleequalto(householdsize) 0.5 .

Sources: seeTable1.

Table3"Europe-wide"distribution:sharesoftotalincome

Shareofdecile

group

WestGermany Italy UnitedStates "Europewide"

104.03.11.92.9

209.88.05.77.9

30 16.6 13.9 11.2 14.1

40 24.2 20.7 18.0 21.3

50 32.9 28.7 26.2 29.5

60 42.5 38.0 35.7 39.0

70 53.2 48.7 46.9 49.8

80 65.3 61.2 60.2 62.3

90 79.4 76.2 76.3 77.2

SourcesforFigures

Figures1-5,and8

SeeTable1.

Figures6and7

Denmark(DK) Hansen(1993),Table3.4

Finland(FI) Uusitalo(1989),Table5.4andUusitalo(1994)

France(FR) 1979-1989 from Bourguignon and Martinez (1995); 1970-1979 from

Sandoval (1989, Table 3.3) linked at 1979; 1962-1970 from United

NationsStatisticalOffice(1981,p108)linkedat1970

WestGermany(GE) 1973-1983 (budget survey data) from Hauser and Becker (1993, Table 7);

1983-1990 (panel data) from Hauser and Becker (1993, Table 7) linked at

1983;1964-1973fromGuger(1989,ChartI)linkedat1973

Ireland(IR) CallanandNolan(1993),Table4

Italy(IT) Brandolini and Sestito (1994), Table 2a, interpolated for the years 1985,

1988and1990

Netherlands(NL) data supplied by Central Bureau of Statistics, see Atkinson, Rainwater and

Smeeding(1995)

Norway(NO) Epland(1992),Tabell4

Sweden(SW) Gustafsson and Palmer (1993), Annex, with 1991 from revised series

linkedat1990

UK GoodmanandWebb(1994),pageA2(BHC)

US Nelson(1994),Table2.1,household income series 1967-1990, with 1961-

1967 family income series linked at 1967, 1991-2 from U.S. Department

ofCommerce(1993),TableB-3,pB-6

References

Atkinson, A. B., Rainwater, L., and Smeeding, T., 1995,

Income Distribution in OECD

Countries:theEvidencefromtheLuxembourgIncomeStudy(LIS) ,OECD,Paris.

Bourguignon, F. and Martinez, M., 1995, "A decomposition analysis of the evolution of the

familyincomedistribution:France1979-89",DELTA,Paris.

Brandolini, A. and Sestito, P., 1994, "Mutamenti nella distribuzione del reddito in Italia, 1977-

1991", in Rossi, N., editor,

Secondo Rapporto CNEL sulla Distribuzione e Redistribuzione del

redditoinItalia ,GRETA,Venice.

Callan, T. and Nolan, B., 1993, "Income inequality and poverty in Ireland in the 1970s and

1980s",ESRIWorkingPaper43,ESRI,Dublin.

Economic R eport o f t he P resident, 1

994, U nited S tates G overnment Printing Office, Washington,

DC.

Epland,J.,1992,"Inntektsfordelingeni80-�rene",

�konomiskeanalser ,No.2:17-26.

Freeman,RB,1994, "How labor fares in advanced economies" in Freeman, R B, editor,

Working

UnderDifferentRules ,RussellSageFoundation,NewYork.

Goodman, A. and Webb, S., 1994,

For Richer, For Poorer , Institute for Fiscal Studies,

CommentaryNo.42,London.

Guger, A

., 1

989, "The distribution of household income in Germany", WIFO Working Paper 35,

AustrianInstituteofEconomicResearch,Vienna.

Gustafsson, B. and Palmer, E. E., 1993, "Changes in Swedish inequality: a study of equivalent

income1975-1991",UniversityofGothenburg.

Hansen, F. K., 1993, "Social exclusion in Denmark", Center for Alternativ Samfundsanalyse,

Copenhagen.

Hauser, R. and Becker, I., 1993, "The development of the income distribution in the Federal

RepublicofGermanyduringtheseventiesandeighties",UniversityofFrankfurt.

Kuznets, S., 1955, "Economic growth and income inequality",

American Economic Review , Vol.

45:1-28.

Lydall, H F and Lansing, J B, 1959, "A comparison of the distribution of personal income and

wealthintheUnitedStatesandGreatBritain",

AmericanEconomicReview ,vol49:43-67.

Mercader, M

., 1

993, "

The l ow i ncome p opulation in Spain and a comparison with France and the

UK",WelfareStateProgrammeDiscussionPaper95,STICERD,LondonSchoolofEconomics.

Nelson, C. T., 1994, "Levels and changes in the distribution of U.S. income", in J. H. Bergstrand

et al, editors,

The Changing Distribution of Income in an Open U.S. Economy , Elsevier Science,

Amsterdam.

OECD,1992,

HistoricalStatistics1960-1990 ,OECD,Paris.

Pryor, F L, 1973,

Property and Industrial Organization in Communist and Capitalist Nations ,

IndianaUniversityPress,Bloomington.

Rodrigues, C., 1993, "The measurement and decomposition of inequality in Portugal, 1980/81-

1989/90", Microsimulation Unit Discussion Paper MU9302, Department of Applied Economics,

Cambridge.

Sandoval, V

., 1

989, "

Income d istribution in France", in G Wolleb, ed,

Trends and Distribution of

Income ,EuropeanFederationforEconomicResearch,Luxembourg.

Sawyer, M., 1976, "Income distribution in OECD countries",

OECD Economic Outlook , OECD,

Paris.

Tinbergen,J.,1975,

IncomeDistribution ,North-Holland,Amsterdam.

United Nations Statistical Office, 1981,

A Survey of National Sources of Income Distribution

Statistics ,UnitedNations,NewYork.

U.S. Department of Commerce, 1993,

Money Income of Households, Families, and Persons in

theUnitedStates:1992 ,CurrentPopulationReports,SeriesP-60,No.184,WashingtonDC.

Uusitalo,H.,1989,

IncomeDistributioninFinland ,CentralStatisticalOfficeofFinland,Helsinki.

Uusitalo,H.,1994,"Changesinincomedistributionduringadeeprecession",unpublishedpaper.

Whalley,J.,1979,"Theworldwideincome distribution: some speculative calculations",

Review o f

IncomeandWealth ,vol25:261-276.

Wiles,PJD,1974,

DistributionofIncome:EastandWest ,North-Holland,Amsterdam.