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introduces the concept of the Shapley value approach to decomposition, discussing the way I apply 

this method. Section 4 presents the empirical results of the analysis for inequality in net wealth stocks 

of households and Section 5 compares those with previous outcomes based on HFCS 2010 data as 

published in Leitner (2016). Section 6 concludes. 

 

Data 
 

The data for the analysis presented in this paper are drawn from the Household Finance and Consumption 

Survey wave 2 (HFCS 2014 – UDB 2.0). Furthermore the results were compared to those published in Leitner 

(2016) were analysis was performed using data from the first wave of the survey (HFCS 2010 - UDB 1.1 

published in February 2015). While in the first wave the survey was conducted in 15 euro area countries1, 

in the second wave not only all euro area countries except for Lithuania participated, but also Hungary and 

Poland. Due to data issues however not all of these countries could be considered in the analysis presented 

in this paper. A detailed description of the methodology of the survey is presented by the European Central 

Bank (2016). The HFCS provides data on gross and net wealth holdings of households and their components 

and socioeconomic characteristics for the households and their individual members. Moreover, it covers 

data on inheritance and gifts received and gross income. Interpreting results in cross-country comparisons 

of wealth inequality should be done cautiously. As discussed by, for example, Fessler/Schürz (2013) and 

Tiefensee/Grabka (2014) and more recently Fessler/Lindner/Schürz (2016), although a lot of ex-ante 

harmonisation was conducted, there are several aspects of potential methodological constraints regarding 

cross‐country comparability due to non-harmonisation of sampling frames, sample sizes, survey modes, 

oversampling of top wealth households, reference periods, weighting or imputation methods applied and 

variations in initial response rates by countries. Nevertheless, as emphasised by Tiefensee/Grabka 

(2014:26), ‘the HFCS is still the best dataset for cross-country comparisons of wealth levels and inequality 

in the Euro area and it is definitely a first (big) step into the right direction’. The HFCS data offer five different 

multiple imputations in order to correct for item non-response. I take these imputations into account in my 

estimation analysis by using Rubin’s Rule. Moreover, unit non-response is accounted for in the HFCS data 

by providing 1000replicate weights, which are all used in my estimations. 

Similar to the analysis performed in Leitner (2016) in this paper I also decompose two different variables 

depicting wealth holdings of households: gross wealth (total household assets excluding public and 

occupational pension wealth) and net wealth (gross wealth minus total outstanding household liabilities). 

As explanatory variables I first apply total household gross income and five different types of inheritances 

and gifts (household main residence, further dwellings, land, business and the sum of other assets) received 

by all household members. Obviously, the net income of households would be a better measure of 

assessing the potential of households to save out of their income; moreover, present income may not be 

the best predictor of income flows accrued by individuals in their previous (working) life; however, this 

information is so far not available in the HFCS. In the HFCS 2014, the reference person is asked to provide 

information on whether the main household residence, if owned, was inherited or a gift. Furthermore, 

information is collected on up to three inheritances or substantial gifts from someone who is not a part of 

                                                           
1  The HFCS 2010 was conducted in Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, the 

Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia. 


