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Illustrations Based on 
LIS and LWS 
Microdata



Income Poverty







Child Poverty, US and UK
disposable household income, 5 time points, 3 thresholds

Source: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database
Gornick, IFS Deaton Review, 2023



Single-Mother Households 
disposable household income, 

absolute poverty (US line) versus relative poverty (at 50%)
Source: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database

Gornick and Jäntti 2010



Income Inequality



 

 



 

 

Inequality – 90/10 Ratios and Gini Coefficients
disposable household income

Source: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database
(Figure, thanks to Smeeding)



Size of “Middle Class”, 1985 and 2016
disposable household income, between half and twice the median, non-elderly 

Source: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database
Gornick and Johnson, SSRC Items, 2020



Data source: 
LIS Database

Income Levels, 10th and 90th Percentiles
30 countries, approx. 2016, disposable household income, PPP-adjusted dollars, non-elderly households

Source: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database
(Gornick and Johnson, unpublished, 2020)



Fiscal Redistribution
53 countries, most recent year, total population

Source:  Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database
(Figure, thanks to LIS staff)



Wealth Inequality





Gross Household Income, Total Assets, and Net Worth:  
Lorenz curves and Gini coefficients

Source:  Luxembourg Wealth Study (LIS) Database
(Figures, thanks to Cowell et al, LWS Working Paper #24)



Average Net Worth 
by Age of Household Head

Source:  Luxembourg Wealth Study (LIS) Database
(Figures, thanks to Cowell et al, LWS Working Paper #24)



Microdata combined with 
external data
Three main approaches

A. macro-macro
B. macro-micro
C. micro-micro



Microdata combined with external data

A. “macro-macro” 

mainly, pooled time-series-cross-sectional (PTSCS) 
models

LIS microdata aggregated, 
for either dependent or independent variables



Example: work by Brady and Leicht (Research in Social Stratification and Mobility, 2015)

“We utilize an unbalanced panel research design of 16 affluent Western democracies from 1969 to 
2000 where the unit of analysis is a country-year.” (N=81)

(They examine the impact of cumulative right power on three measures of inequality.)



Example: work by Huber, Petrova, and Stephens (LIS WP 750, 2018)

“Depending on data availability, we use 18 (top 1% data) to 21 (Gini data) countries over 51 years, with 
different time periods for different variables.” (N varies across models, 211-498)

(They assess the impact of the size of the financial sector on various measures of inequality.)



Microdata combined with external data

B. “macro-micro”
multi-level models 

LIS data (households or persons) nested in countries 
to assess “effect” of country-level variables on 

micro-level outcomes and/or micro-level slopes



Example: work by Brady, Blome, and Kmec (Socio-Economic Review, 2020) 

“We estimate multi-level models of individuals nested in a cross-section of 21 rich democracies…” 
(They analyze the relationship between two work-family policies and seven labor market outcomes.) 



Example: work by Boeckmann, Misra, and Budig (LIS WP 594, 2013) 

“… we use multi-level models to model individual-level and country-level characteristics simultaneously.” 
(They analyze the effect of childcare policies and cultural attitudes on the motherhood gap in 

employment probabilities.)



Microdata combined with external data

C. “micro-micro”

statistical matching models

LIS/LWS microdata can be matched/merged 

with other micro-data 

(note:  LIS/LWS data may be the “donor” or the “host”)



Example: work by Paradowski and Flynn (LWS WP 19, 2015)

“This paper employs individual-level data from the American National Election Studies (ANES), the 
Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES), and the Luxembourg Wealth Study Database (LWS).” 

(They assess the influence of wealth, as a proxy for class, on voting behavior.)



Example: work by Ragnarsdottir, Kostecki, Gornick (European Sociological Review, 2023)

“The authors use data from the Harmonized European (HETUS) and American Time Use Surveys 
(ATUS), combined with income data from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database.”  

(They assess various distributional outcomes using an extended income definition.)
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