Kedves kollégák!
Amikor eredetileg vállalkoztam az intézeti szemináriumon előadás tartására, akkor az alábbiakban olvasható szöveg – amely egy Kapitány Zsuzsával közösen írt hosszabb tanulmány rövidített változata – alapján szándékoztam az előadást megtartani. Azóta sajnálatos módon tovább dolgoztunk a témán, aminek hatására – legalábbis reményeink szerint – továbbfejlődött az anyag, több szempontból is pontosabbak lettek a modellek. Sajnos most már nincs időnk arra, hogy az átalakított változatot is rendesen megírjuk az előadás időpontjáig, ahhoz viszont nekem nincs kedvem, hogy a korábbi változatot adjam elő. 

Végülis azt az öszvér megoldást választottam, hogy a korábbi dolgozat végére Annex B fedőnév alatt (merthogy már volt benne egy Annex A) odaillesztettem az új táblázatokat, amelyekről az előadáson beszélni fogok. Azért a szöveg sem fölösleges, mert alapvetően ugyanarról lesz szó. 
Ha már egy ilyen mentegetődző előszó írására kényszerültem, megragadom az alkalmat, hogy megnyugtassam az ökonometriai modellekben kevésbé jártas kollégákat, nem technicista módon szeretnék a témáról beszélni, ne riadjanak meg a táblázatoktól.

Molnár György
Institute of Economics

Hungarian Academy of Sciences

György Molnár and Zsuzsa Kapitány

Mobility, Subjective Mobility and Subjective Well-being in Hungary

(Draft)

August 2005

COMPPRESS, HPSE-CT-2002-00149

Competitive Pressure and its Social Consequences in the European Union Member States and in Associated Countries
WORKPACKAGE 4: “THE EFFECT OF COMPETITIVE PRESSURE ON INCOME DISTRIBUTION AND SOCIAL POLICY, PUBLIC PERCEPTION, ATTITUDES AND NORMS”

Absolute, relative and subjective mobility in Hungary
The change in inequalities and the social effect of that change are closely related to the trends of changes in relative income positions. The question is whether the rise of income inequality also meant rising inequality between the same groups of households. From our previous analyses we can conclude that in the case of some groups the answer is yes.
 

The share of people with relative positions remaining within the 10%-range of their original positions is presented in the first row of Table 1. The second row of the table shows those, who remained within this 10%-range all along in the 3-years long panel period.

Table 1: 10%-range relative immobility of household equalized income

	1993-1994
	1994-1995
	1996-1997
	1997-1998
	1999-2000
	2000-2001

	46
	51
	50
	50
	55
	54

	27
	29
	34


Source: Own computation based on household panels extracted from the HBS.

As we can see, the relative immobility was increasing between 1993 and 2001. This means that the significant reduction in income and rising inequalities were coupled with higher mobility at the beginning of transition. However, after the stabilisation and in the period of growth the mobility gets lower, and the relative positions are getting more and more frozen. Otherwise, between 2000 and 2002 the mobility was slightly increasing.

Cross-sectional micro data of subjective well-being often show a positive correlation with individual or household incomes, but extra money does not necessarily make people better off either, because people tend to compare their living standards with others’. Clark and Oswald, 1996, have found empirical evidence that a person’s perception of well-being does not only depend on absolute but also relative variables. Furthermore, people tend to compare themselves to similar others for protecting themselves from unfavourable comparisons and dissatisfying situations. Reference standard groups and their perceived positions on the income and wealth ladder have very strong impact on subjective well-being. Subjective well-being is depending more on relative satisfaction, than on absolute levels of income. Taking upward and downward relative mobility as a possible measure of relative satisfaction, the results suggests that the natural relationship is much stronger between subjective well-being and upward relative mobility and its perceived value, rather than between subjective well-being and income itself. 

It was shown that volatility in income flows may have negative effects on subjective well-being, even among upwardly mobile individuals: respondents with upward mobility sometimes give negative assessments of their past economic progress (Graham and Pettinato, 2001, 2002a,b). These “frustrated achievers” tend to be less satisfied with life, and changes in their subjective well-being over time are also affected by both their real and perceived mobility in the past. The large and consistent gap between objective trends and the subjective assessment of mobility of the upwardly mobile households may frustrate and also motivate these households. 
Objective determinants of life and material satisfaction in Hungary, 2002
We can hypothesise with high certainty that both income and labour market status will have significant impact on satisfaction. Similarly, health, housing conditions, family structure, family events, social life, and neighbourhood characteristics are also expected to be strongly correlated with life and material satisfaction, but we would like to focus on mainly the impact of competitive pressure. The analysis will therefore provide a systematic test of the basic measures of well-being with respect to satisfaction in competitive pressure situation. The analysis always uses ordered logit models for estimating the main relationships.

The source of the data is the three years long (2000-2002) Rotation Household Panel extracted from the yearly Household Budget Surveys (HBS) of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office. In addition, adult members of households taking part in HBS between 2000 and 2002 were asked in a supplementary survey containing subjective questions. These questions and the raw distributions of the answers are presented in Appendix A. 

In the first models the measures of objective conditions of material and life satisfaction used here including income, labour market participation, age, education, change in relative income position between 2000 and 2002, and finally, a group of certain assets as proxy for measuring living conditions and wealth of households (see the first columns of Table 2 and 3).

Higher income is positively correlated with both material and general satisfaction, income definitely contributes to satisfaction. In our analysis three alternative income measures were tried: (1) the log of household income adjusted to household size, (2) income quintiles/deciles, (3) not equidistant income groups, where the size of group depends on the income level. 

With respect to competitive pressure the most important block of variables is connected to the labour market participation, the group of activity variables. After controlling for income the unemployed and quasi-unemployed are significantly less satisfied than workers, labour market status is the major element of dissatisfaction. People ‘living on the outskirts of activity’ and on the border of activity and inactivity – unemployed, disability pensioners, casual workers, people living on subsidies; called together as marginal activity groups in the Tables – report much lower satisfaction. Their proportion is about 13 per cent in the whole population. Furthermore, not only these people, but even their family members are more dissatisfied.
We could not find significant relationship between entrepreneurship and satisfaction. Previous Hungarian researches (Lelkes, 2002, 2004; Sági, 2002) have showed that entrepreneurship has become more positively associated with life satisfaction over time, even controlling for income, education, and so on. According to their results, entrepreneurs are the only labour market group whose position has improved in the 1990s, and they were called the absolute winners of the transition.

The increase in number of students in the population aged over 18 is largely due to the intensive expansion of higher education. In case of life satisfaction we find a new variable in the model, the group of students, whose coefficient has positive sign. Education for those aged over 18 seems to be a source of pleasure, this group is quite satisfied, but in case of material satisfaction their effect is not significant.

Age has the very well-known U-shaped quality, where there is first a decrease in satisfaction and than an increase at the end. The middle-aged are more dissatisfied than the average. In this age category people are still active and taking part in competition, but got socialised in another political and economic situation. Several research results show that this middle-aged group gives a greater weight to present income than do either young or the old. They are more concerned about unemployment, and after living in a long shortage period they are more likely to have immediate consumption and expenditure needs motivated by the availability of imported consumer goods, what can also be a source of discontent. 

Education, independent of income, has a positive effect on satisfaction. In our model the group of highly educated people has positive and significant effect on satisfaction. Those with higher education have the highest level of satisfaction, even after controlling for labour market status and household income. This suggests that this relative satisfaction of the well educated can improve their earnings potentials. 

As a proxy for measuring level of wealth we use passenger car (which is owned by the 38% of the population in the sample) and one real estate variable (holiday house, 8%). Passenger car increases satisfaction, but surprisingly, variable of holiday house property has negative coefficient in modelling material satisfaction. 

Table 2: Material satisfaction, ordered logit estimates (N=2979)

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	2nd quintile of equalised income
	0.70 (0.19)**
	
	

	3rd quintile
	1.17 (0.21)**
	
	

	7th decile
	0.89 (0.25)**
	
	

	8th decile
	1.26 (0.28)**
	
	

	9th decile
	1.48 (0.29)**
	
	

	Lower 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	2.25 (0.30)**
	
	

	Upper 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	2.50 (0.40)**
	
	

	Ln(equalised income)
	
	1.44 (0.24)**
	0.94 (0.19)**

	Casual workers
	-1.11 (0.27)**
	-0.78 (0.26)**
	

	Unemployed
	-0.92 (0.23)**
	-0.57 (0.21)**
	

	Disability pensioners
	-0.59 (0.18)**
	-0.46 (0.17)**
	

	Living on subsidies 
	-1.46 (0.46)**
	-1.33 (0.47)**
	

	Marginal activity groups together
	
	
	-0.37 (0.14)**

	Adult hh-members of marginal activity grps 
	-0.53 (0.18)**
	
	

	Young (18-39 ages)
	0.52 (0.13)**
	0.35 (0.13)**
	

	Middle-aged (40-54 ages)
	
	
	-0.46 (0.11)**

	Elderly (55-X ages)
	0.65 (0.13)**
	0.65 (0.13)**
	

	Highest qualif. ( elementary school (8 classes)
	
	-0.23 (0.11) *
	

	Graduated 
	0.37 (0.18) *
	
	

	Passenger car
	0.51 (0.12)**
	
	

	Holiday house
	-0.46 (0.23) *
	
	-0.50 (0.19)**

	Change in rel. inc. pos. 2000-2002 (cont.)
	-0.64 (0.28) *
	-0.61 (0.28) *
	

	Change in relative inc. pos. > 20% (dummy)
	
	
	-0.64 (0.16)**

	Subjective mob: no change in mat. situation
	
	0.82 (0.13)**
	0.54 (0.13)**

	Subjective mob: slightly improved mat. sit.
	
	1.18 (0.19)**
	0.71 (0.19)**

	Opinion: inequalities considerably increased
	
	-0.31 (0.10)**
	

	Restrict inc. of rich: more disagree than agree
	
	0.54 (0.15)**
	0.80 (0.16)**

	Restrict inc. of rich: more agree than disagree
	
	
	0.31 (0.11)**

	Restrict inc. of rich: essentially agree
	
	-0.33 (0.12)**
	

	Subjective position in 2000: level 1 (from 9)
	
	
	-4.64 (0.52)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 2 (from 9)
	
	
	-3.80 (0.44)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 3 (from 9)
	
	
	-2.77 (0.37)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 4 (from 9)
	
	
	-2.06 (0.35)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 5 (from 9)
	
	
	-1.32 (0.33)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 6 (from 9)
	
	
	-0.82 (0.36) *

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) ( -2
	
	
	-3.55 (0.40)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) = -1
	
	
	-2.51 (0.29)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) = 0
	
	
	-1.57 (0.24)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) = 1
	
	
	-0.88 (0.27)**

	Pseudo R2
	0.085
	0.1056
	0.173

	Nagelkerke R2
	0.227
	0.275
	0.410


Notes: Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering on households in parentheses.
 * significant at 5% level, ** significant at 1% level. Dependent variable: satisfaction with the material situation of the household on a five-level scale (very dissatisfied, fairly dissatisfied, neither satisfied or dissatisfied, fairly satisfied, very satisfied).

Table 3: Life satisfaction, ordered logit estimates (N=2979)

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	2nd quintile of equalised income
	0.40 (0.18) *
	
	

	3rd quintile
	0.70 (0.20)**
	
	

	7th decile
	0.60 (0.22)**
	
	

	8th decile
	0.92 (0.26)**
	
	

	9th decile
	0.95 (0.26)**
	
	

	Lower 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	1.77 (0.31)**
	
	

	Upper 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	1.92 (0.36)**
	
	

	Ln(equalised income)
	
	1.21 (0.20)**
	0.61 (0.17)**

	Casual workers
	-1.59 (0.30)**
	-1.37 (0.29)**
	

	Unemployed
	-0.97 (0.24)**
	-0.66 (0.21)**
	

	Disability pensioners
	
	
	

	Living on subsidies 
	-1.06 (0.41)**
	
	

	Marginal activity groups together
	
	
	-0.37 (0.14)**

	Family contains permanently sick person
	-0.28 (0.13) *
	-0.32 (0.14) *
	

	Adult hh-members of marginal activity grps 
	-0.47 (0.14)**
	
	

	Students
	0.93 (0.24)**
	0.86 (0.24)**
	0.67 (0.23)**

	Young (18-39 ages)
	0.64 (0.13)**
	0.48 (0.13)**
	

	Middle-aged (40-54 ages)
	
	
	-0.44 (0.11)**

	Elderly (55-X ages)
	0.58 (0.12)**
	0.56 (0.13)**
	

	Highest qualif. ( elementary school (8 classes)
	
	-0.31 (0.12)**
	

	Graduated 
	0.64 (0.16) *
	
	

	Passenger car
	0.44 (0.12)**
	
	

	Holiday house
	
	
	

	Change in rel. inc. pos. 2000-2002 (cont.)
	-0.69 (0.31) *
	-0.73 (0.30) *
	

	Change in relative inc. pos.  > 20% (dummy)
	
	
	-0.34 (0.17) *

	Subjective mob: no change in fin. situation
	
	0.64 (0.12)**
	0.38 (0.12)**

	Subjective mob: slightly improved 
	
	0.94 (0.20)**
	0.58 (0.19)**

	Opinion: inequalities considerably increased
	
	-0.32 (0.10)**
	

	Restrict inc. of rich: more disagree than agree
	
	0.54 (0.15)**
	0.79 (0.16)**

	Restrict inc. of rich: more agree than disagree
	
	
	0.23 (0.11) *

	Restrict inc. of rich: essentially agree
	
	-0.34 (0.11)**
	

	Subjective position in 2000: level 1 (from 9)
	
	
	-3.64 (0.49)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 2 (from 9)
	
	
	-3.66 (0.36)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 3 (from 9)
	
	
	-2.79 (0.33)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 4 (from 9)
	
	
	-2.23 (0.31)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 5 (from 9)
	
	
	-1.50 (0.29)**

	Subjective position in 2000: level 6 (from 9)
	
	
	-1.00 (0.30)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) ( -2
	
	
	-3.41 (0.42)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) = -1
	
	
	-2.19 (0.36)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) = 0
	
	
	-1.29 (0.33)**

	SubjPos(2002) – SubjPos(2000) = 1
	
	
	-0.70 (0.35) *

	Pseudo R2
	0.079
	0.094
	0.142

	Nagelkerke R2
	0.210
	0.246
	0.348


Dependent variable: satisfaction with the life in general on a five-level scale. Further notes see at previous Table.

The last variable in our model here is the difference of relative income positions of households in 2002 and in 2000. This coefficient has also negative sign, similarly to our last wealth variable coefficient. It suggests that the short term increase in relative income position expressly decreases both life and material satisfaction – in case of people being on the same income level for a longer time. Summarising these findings we can conclude that income effect and short term relative income position effect are opposite. Increasing income improves satisfaction, and changes in relative income position also have significant effects on satisfaction, although they do not run in the expected direction. Relative income positions matter, and the changes in relative positions have also strong and significant effect on satisfaction, but short term change in relative income position can be associated with increased frustration rather than with increasing in satisfaction. 

Subjective determinants of life and material satisfaction 
Our first subjective variable contains the 5 possible answers to the question: How has the financial situation of your family changed during the last three years? We call it subjective mobility. Although subjective mobility is much closer to relative than to absolute mobility, still there is a quite considerable difference between our subjective and objective relative mobility variables (see Table 4 and Table 5). According to our data, the majority of respondents underestimate the real size of changes in their financial situation. We hypothesised that perceived value of changes in income position - formulised here as subjective mobility – have much more effect both on material and on life satisfaction than current value of changes in financial situation. We assumed what people feel and think about changes in their incomes and wealth status has strong impact on satisfaction. Of course, the objective trends in mobility are also very important, but how people perceive their past mobility and their prospect of upward mobility in the future is what really determines subjective well-being. In perception of past mobility the reference groups, what people aspire to be in, are also playing a very important role. The influence of these reference groups, that is, how people compare themselves to others may lead to the underestimation of the real size of changes in financial positions.

Table 4: Distribution of subjective and absolute mobility on household level in 2002

number of households = 100%
	
	Absolute mobility

	Subjective mobility
	< 0.8
	0.8< <0.9
	0.9 < < 1.1
	1.1< <1 .2
	1.2 <
	Total

	Considerably declined
	1
	1
	4
	2
	5
	14

	Slightly declined
	2
	2
	8
	5
	11
	28

	Did not change
	2
	2
	14
	9
	17
	43

	Slightly improved
	0
	1
	4
	2
	8
	15

	Considerably improved
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	5
	6
	29
	18
	42
	100


Note: < 0.8 means that the real income of year 2002 is less than the 80% of the income in 2000; 0.8< <0.9 means that is between the 80 and 90% of the income in 2000, etc.

Table 5: Distribution of subjective and relative mobility on household level in 2002
  number of households = 100%

	
	Relative mobility

	Subjective mobility
	< -20%
	-20< <-10
	-10< <10
	10< <20
	20% <
	Total

	Considerably declined
	3
	2
	6
	1
	2
	14

	Slightly declined
	5
	4
	12
	3
	3
	28

	Did not change
	7
	7
	20
	4
	6
	43

	Slightly improved
	1
	2
	8
	2
	3
	15

	Considerably improved
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Total
	16
	14
	46
	10
	14
	100


Note: < -20% means that the difference between the relative income position of 2002 and 2000 is less than -20, on a 100 degree scale, etc.

We could just partly verify our above mentioned hypothesis. Using certain subjective mobility categories improves significantly our estimation, but the subjective mobility variables do not displace the variable of objective relative mobility which continues to have negative coefficient (see the second columns in Table 2 and Table 3). Considering group of respondents who felt that their financial situation – slightly or considerably – declined as a reference category, both the unchanged and the slightly improving financial situation category entered the model with positive coefficient. According to our assumption, the coefficient of improving financial situation category is bigger than that of the category of unchanged financial situation. The number of respondents who reported considerably improving financial situation is so small that we could not use this category in our model, we drop them.
Subjective mobility itself contains numerous categories what were described by objective variables in our first model. Using subjective mobility variable in this model pushes out some variables used earlier and makes them insignificant. These formerly used variables belong to the group of variables what describe current income positions in details that is why we apply log equivalent income here.

Besides subjective mobility, several other subjective variables have impacts on satisfaction. We can see that people who believe that inequality of income and wealth considerable increased in the investigated period are more dissatisfied than the rest of the population. Similarly, respondents who essentially agree that the government should restrict the income of the rich are more dissatisfied. But respondents who ‘more disagree than agree’ with this opinion have higher satisfaction than the average population. Group of people who ‘essentially disagree’ with that opinion is very small.

Variables based on questions concerning redistribution of income from the rich toward the poor are insignificant. However, expectations about future prospects for mobility strongly affect both life and material satisfaction. 

In the next step of modelling (the third column of Table 2 and 3) we consider not only the (objective and subjective) values of changes in relative income and wealth position, but also the subjective value of wealth position itself. In our supplementary interview we included an Economic Ladder Question for both 2000 and 2002. The results show that as people rank their position on the economic scale, the majority of the sample placing themselves in the middle categories, even if they are slightly above or below them according to their objective value of wealth. Using this subjective self-ranking variable in our third model, we get better estimation parameters and the explanatory power of our model is considerably increased.

Difference of subjective wealth positions in 2002 and 2000 and our subjective mobility variables can be considered as two different self-valuations of people’s mobility between 2000 and 2002, and these two variables are quite different. The difference between the two subjective self-rankings is caused by the fact that many people among the poor think that their position did not change and they remained on the same rung of the wealth ladder. However, this means that their incomes were considerably under the acceptable subsistence level in the investigated period, and this leads to the declining perceived financial situation.

After reporting these findings it is more understandable why the two categories of subjective mobility are still significant in our model, besides variables of subjective wealth ranking in 2000. There is nobody in the ninth category of wealth ranking and only some people are in the eighth one, we use their sum as a reference category. We can see that the differences of coefficients between rungs of the ladder are quite big. Similarly, the size of the difference between the wealth rankings of the two years causes quite big differences in the coefficients. All of these expressly indicate that satisfaction is determined – to a much grater extent – by the perceived wealth positions, rather than by the current relative one.

The continuous variable of relative income position has also become insignificant here, but dummy variable of at least 20% relative mobility is still significant with negative sign. For explaining this phenomenon we have to analyse economic facts and events in 2000 and 2002. In this period the real income of households in our panel increased by 22 per cent. Furthermore, inequality was slightly decreasing between 2001 and 2002. This dynamic growth can be explained by mainly political and not economic reasons. In 2001, before the parliamentary elections in May 2002, the vacating government created a pre-election budget with considerable extra household income outflow. After this, the new government – keeping its election promises – increased the wages of public servants by 50 per cent and made a considerable supplementary pension paying off. 

The sudden - but being expected for a long time - increase in income position has a negative significant effect on satisfaction. The results show that the unusual and one-time income increase did not generate adequate increase in satisfaction. People who got upwardly mobile with high speed in a short time are much more dissatisfied than those who have already lived on a certain income level for a long time and could stabilise their positions. 

Conclusions
We may interpret the stabilisation package in 1995 as the final act of the first period of transition. Some social groups became the victims of this stabilisation, first of all those, who could not cope, adjust to, and live with the challenge of the competitive pressure situation. In this respect we have to emphasize three, partly overlapping groups: households with unemployment members, households with persons on paid child care, and households with many children. The general growth between 1998 and 2001 did not reach about one third of the population. The social policy of the years of growth corrected and improved circumstances of the lower middle income population, but it missed to reach the poorest. 

Analysing the nature of the link between satisfaction and the competitive pressure components - unemployment, poverty, inequality, uncertainty - we could collect such kind of information that might have policy relevance. 

Labour market status is the major element of dissatisfaction, the unemployed and quasi-unemployed are significantly less satisfied than workers, controlling for income. People living on the border of activity and inactivity – unemployed, disability pensioners, casual workers, and people living on subsidies – report much lower satisfaction. Furthermore, not only these people, but even their family members are more dissatisfied than the average.

The middle-aged people are more dissatisfied than the average. They are more concerned about unemployment, and after living in a long shortage period they are more likely to have immediate consumption and expenditure needs.

Education, independent on income, has a positive effect on satisfaction. Education for those aged over 18 seems to be a source of pleasure, this group is quite satisfied. People with higher education have the highest level of satisfaction, even after controlling for labour market status and household income.

Increasing income improves satisfaction. Relative income differences matter more to satisfaction than absolute ones. Relative income positions also matter, and the changes in relative income positions have also strong and significant effect on satisfaction, but a short term change in relative income position can be associated with increased frustration rather than with increasing in satisfaction. The short term increasing in relative income position expressly decreases both life and material satisfaction, and this surprising respond is mainly given by upward mobile respondents. 

The objective trends of mobility are very important with respect to satisfaction, but how people perceive their past mobility and their prospect of upward mobility in the future is what really determines satisfaction. The majority of respondents underestimate the real size of changes in their financial situation. The influence of reference groups, that is, how people compare themselves to others may lead to this underestimation.
Majority of respondents think that inequality of income and wealth considerable increased in Hungary from the middle of the 1990s, and these people are more dissatisfied than the rest of the population. Similarly, respondents who essentially agree that government should restrict the income of the rich are more dissatisfied.
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Annex A

Subjective variables of supplementary interview attached to the Hungarian Household Budget Survey, 2002 (questionning in March 2003)

(N= 3540, age of respondants ( 18 years )

Table  A1. All things considered to what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your life in general? (%)
	Very dissatisfied
	15

	Fairly dissatisfied
	22

	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	39

	Fairly satisfied
	21

	Very satisfied
	2

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	1

	Total
	100


Table  A2. To what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the material situation of your household? 

	Very dissatisfied
	21

	Fairly dissatisfied
	28

	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	31

	Fairly satisfied
	18

	Very satisfied
	1

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	1

	Total
	100


Table  A3. How does your household get along with its monthly disposable income?

	With great difficulty
	12

	With difficulty
	18

	With some difficulty
	30

	Reasonably
	35

	Easily
	4

	Very easily
	0

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	1

	Total
	100


Table  A4. To which step would you place your household at the present time on a 9-step ladder (first step means poorest, ninth step means richest)? 

	1
	4

	2
	7

	3
	19

	4
	27

	5
	26

	6
	10

	7
	4

	8
	0

	9
	0

	Doesn’t know
	3

	Total
	100


Table  A5. On which step was your household in 2000 in the previous poor-rich scale? 

	1
	4

	2
	8

	3
	18

	4
	28

	5
	26

	6
	10

	7
	3

	8
	1

	9
	0

	Doesn’t know
	2

	Total
	100


Table  A6. Do you see any chance for your household to obtain a better financial position?

	No chance
	29

	Work prospects
	43

	Health status prospects
	13

	Children’s future prospects
	8

	Other
	3

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	4

	Total
	100


Table  A7. How will the economic situation of Hungary change in the next 3 years, considering also the effect of Hungary's joining the EU?

	
	
	% of real responses

	Considerably declines
	6
	8

	Slightly declines
	13
	16

	Doesn’t change
	34
	41

	Slightly improves
	26
	32

	Considerably improves
	3
	3

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	18
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A8. How will the financial situation of your household  change in the next 3 years, considering also the effect of Hungary's joining the EU?

	
	
	% of real responses

	Considerably declines
	6
	7

	Slightly declines
	16
	20

	Doesn’t change
	21
	27

	Slightly improves
	32
	40

	Considerably improves
	5
	6

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	20
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A9. To what extent are you concerned about the idea that you, or somebody else in your family lose her/his job?

	
	
	% of real responses

	Very concerned
	32
	40

	Fairly concerned
	22
	28

	A little bit concerned
	18
	22

	Not at all concerned
	9
	11

	Non specific, doesn’t know, no answer
	19
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A10. Imagine the situation that tomorrow you lose your job! How certain are you that you will be able to  find another  job not worse than the present one?

	
	
	% of real responses

	Absolutely uncertain
	24
	42

	Fairly uncertain
	21
	38

	Fairly certain
	8
	15

	Absolutely certain
	3
	5

	Non specific, doesn’t know, no answer
	44
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A11. What kind of effect will have Hungary's  joining the EU on the chances of the Hungarian employees?

	
	
	% of real responses

	Negative effect
	12
	17

	No significant effect
	18
	40

	Positive effect
	31
	43

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	29
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A12. What kind of effect will have the stronger market competition, caused by our joining to the EU, on the interest of the Hungarian consumers?

	
	
	% of real responses

	Negative effect
	19
	28

	No significant effect
	21
	29

	Positive effect
	30
	43

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	30
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A13. How have the income and wealth inequalities changed in Hungary from the middle of the 1990s?

	Considerably increased
	54

	Increased
	30

	Slightly increased
	6

	No significant change
	4

	Slightly decreased
	1

	Decreased
	1

	Considerably decreased
	0

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	4

	Total
	100


Table  A14. Do you agree that the government should restrict the income of the rich?

	Essentially disagree
	6

	More disagree than agree
	13

	More agree than disagree
	27

	Essentially agree
	45

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	9

	Total
	100


Table  A15. Do you agree that the government should allocate more income to the poor?

	Essentially disagree
	3

	More disagree than agree
	6

	More agree than disagree
	28

	Essentially agree
	58

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	5

	Total
	100


Table  A16. According to your expectations, how will your child(ren) live in the future compared with you? (N=2288, respondents having child)

	
	
	% of real responses

	Much worse
	1
	1

	Worse
	7
	9

	Essentially in the same way
	26
	29

	Better
	47
	55

	Much better
	6
	6

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	13
	-

	Total
	100
	100


Table  A17. How are your grown-up children living at present time compared with you (only for children living outside of the household? (N=1414, respondents having grown-up children)

	Much worse
	1

	Worse
	10

	Essentially in the same way
	36

	Better
	43

	Much better
	5

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	5

	Total
	100


Table  A18. How has the financial situation of your family changed during the last three years? (asked in the HBS, one answer per household)

	Considerably declined
	13

	Slightly declined
	27

	Did not change
	43

	Slightly improved
	15

	Considerably improved
	1

	Doesn’t know, no answer
	1

	Total
	100


Annex B

New Tables

Table B1: Material and general satisfaction in 2002, Hungary
Ordered logit estimates with objective variables (N=3398)

	
	(1)
	(2)

	
	material satisfaction
	general satisfaction

	2nd + 3rd quintiles of equalised income in 2002
	0.90 (0.18)**
	0.55 (0.16)**

	4th quintile
	0.97 (0.21)**
	0.67 (0.19)**

	9th decile
	1.29 (0.26)**
	0.71 (0.23)**

	Lower 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	1.95 (0.28)**
	1.40 (0.29)**

	Upper 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	2.22 (0.37)**
	1.85 (0.33)**

	Casual workers
	-1.06 (0.31)**
	-1.87 (0.27)**

	Unemployed
	-0.91 (0.22)**
	-0.95 (0.22)**

	Disability pensioners
	-0.58 (0.17)**
	

	Living on subsidies 
	-1.47 (0.42)**
	-1.18 (0.40)**

	Adult household members of marginal activity groups 
	-0.55 (0.17)**
	-0.52 (0.14)**

	Household contains child(ren) under age 4
	-0.67 (0.22)**
	

	Household contains permanently sick person
	
	-0.29 (0.12) *

	Student
	
	0.84 (0.23)**

	Young (18-39 ages)
	0.58 (0.12)**
	0.61 (0.13)**

	Elderly (55-X ages)
	0.45 (0.12)**
	0.49 (0.12)**

	Graduated 
	0.39 (0.15)**
	0.66 (0.15)**

	Passenger car
	0.38 (0.11)**
	0.45 (0.11)**

	Flat's/house's value between median and 90th percentile
	0.25 (0.10) *
	

	Household has debts
	-0.55 (0.21) *
	

	Rel. inc. pos.: up & in the lower 5 deciles in 2000a 
	-0.28 (0.12) *
	-0.32 (0.12)**

	Rel. inc. pos. of 2002 minus rel. inc. pos. of 2001 (cont.)
	-0.87 (0.32)**
	-0.67 (0.34) *

	Log pseudolikelihood at step 0
	-4803.8
	-4764.7

	Log pseudolikelihood at last step
	-4388.7
	-4390.5

	Pseudo R2
	0.086
	0.079


Notes: Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering on households in parentheses. 

* significant at 5% level, ** significant at 1% level. 

Dependent variable of model (1): To what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the material situation of your household?  Dependent variable of model (2): All things considered to what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your life in general? Possible answers: very dissatisfied (1), fairly dissatisfied (2), neither satisfied or dissatisfied (3), fairly satisfied (4), very satisfied (5).

a Relative income position increased from 2000 to 2001 and in 2000 the household was in the lower 5 equalised income deciles (dummy).
Table B2: Average material satisfaction in 2002 distributed by deciles of equalised household income and by the direction of relative income mobility between 2001 and 2002

	
	Average satisfaction
	
	
	Average satisfaction

	Income deciles in 2001
	Downward mobiles
	Upward mobiles
	
	Income deciles in 2002
	Downward mobiles
	Upward mobiles

	1
	1.68
	1.85
	
	1
	1.84
	1.57

	2
	1.90
	2.20
	
	2
	2.00
	1.79

	3
	2.11
	2.43
	
	3
	2.33
	2.19

	4
	2.13
	2.41
	
	4
	2.44
	2.42

	5
	2.37
	2.56
	
	5
	2.65
	2.37

	6
	2.36
	2.52
	
	6
	2.65
	2.56

	7
	2.64
	2.59
	
	7
	2.63
	2.47

	8
	2.69
	2.84
	
	8
	2.70
	2.66

	9
	2.77
	3.09
	
	9
	3.07
	2.65

	10
	3.06
	3.43
	
	10
	3.49
	3.12

	Total
	2.48
	2.54
	
	Total
	2.48
	2.54


Table B3: Material and general satisfaction in 2002, Hungary
Ordered logit estimates with objective and subjective variables (N=3398)

	
	(1)
	(2)

	
	material satisfaction
	general satisfaction

	2nd + 3rd quintiles of equalised income in 2002
	0.53 (0.17)**
	

	4th quintile
	0.56 (0.20)**
	

	9th decile
	0.75 (0.25)**
	

	Lower 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	1.28 (0.26)**
	

	Upper 5 percentiles of 10th decile
	1.15 (0.37)**
	

	Ln(equalised house hold income in 2002)
	
	0.55 (0.17)**

	Marginal activity groups together a
	-0.55 (0.17)**
	-0.52 (0.14)**

	Household contains permanently sick person
	
	-0.25 (0.12) *

	Student
	
	0.63 (0.23)**

	Elderly (55-X ages)
	0.54 (0.11)**
	0.37 (0.11)**

	Graduated 
	
	0.32 (0.14) *

	Household has debts
	-0.41 (0.19) *
	

	Relative inc. mobility between 2000 and 2002 (cont) b
	-0.80 (0.32) *
	-0.84 (0.34) *

	Subjective position in 2002: level 1 (from 8)
	-5.01 (0.51)**
	-3.71 (0.47)**

	Subjective position in 2002: level 2 
	-4.16 (0.44)**
	-3.41 (0.37)**

	Subjective position in 2002: level 3 
	-3.18 (0.40)**
	-2.64 (0.33)**

	Subjective position in 2002: level 4 
	-2.49 (0.38)**
	-2.16 (0.32)**

	Subjective position in 2002: level 5 
	-1.72 (0.38)**
	-1.38 (0.32)**

	Subjective position in 2002: level 6 
	-1.38 (0.38)**
	-0.89 (0.34)**

	Subjective mobility: no change in material situation
	0.64 (0.12)**
	0.50 (0.11)**

	Subjective mobility: slightly improved mat. sit.
	0.81 (0.18)**
	0.72 (0.17)**

	Subjective mobility: considerably improved mat. sit.
	2.35 (0.99) *
	

	Essentially agree with restricting income of the rich
	-0.22 (0.10) *
	-0.22 (0.10) *

	Opinion: no chance for the hh to obtain better mat. sit.
	-0.36 (0.11)**
	-0.59 (0.11)**

	Expectations on children’s future: much worse
	-1.30 (0.43)**
	-1.18 (0.31)**

	Absolutely uncertain to find another job c
	-0.45 (0.12)**
	-0.37 (0.11)**

	Effect of EU on the chance of employees: positive
	0.35 (0.10)**
	0.46 (0.11)**

	Log pseudolikelihood at step 0
	-4803.8
	-4764.7

	Log pseudolikelihood at last step
	-3937.5
	-4032.3

	Pseudo R2
	0.180
	0.154


Notes: Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering on households in parentheses. 

* significant at 5% level, ** significant at 1% level. 

Dependent variable of model (1): To what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the material situation of your household?  Dependent variable of model (2): All things considered to what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your life in general? Possible answers: very dissatisfied (1), fairly dissatisfied (2), neither satisfied or dissatisfied (3), fairly satisfied (4), very satisfied (5).

a Marginal activity groups: casual workers, unemployed, disability pensioners, people living on subsidies.

b Relative income position in 2002 minus the average of the relative income positions in 2001 and 2002.
c This dummy variable signs that he answer to the question Imagine the situation that tomorrow you lose your job! How certain are you that you will be able to find another job not worse than the present one? was “absolutely uncertain” (see Table A8 in Annex A).

Table B4: Distribution of subjective and relative income mobility in 2002

number of observations = 100%

	
	Relative mobility

	Subjective mobility
	< -20%
	-20< <-10
	-10< <10
	10< <20
	20% <
	Total

	Considerably declined
	1
	3
	7
	1
	1
	14

	Slightly declined
	3
	4
	14
	3
	3
	27

	Did not change
	6
	5
	21
	6
	5
	42

	Slightly improved
	1
	2
	8
	2
	3
	16

	Considerably improved
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Total
	12
	14
	50
	12
	13
	100


Note: Relative mobility is measured by the difference of relative income position in 2002 and the average of relative income positions in 2000 and 2001. < -20% means that this difference is less than -20, on a 100 degree scale, -20< <-10 means that it is between -20 and -10%, etc.










� More details can be found in Kapitány-Molnár (2002) and Molnár-Kapitány (2005).
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