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					Abstract

					Based on the Bank of Spain’s Survey of Household Finances, and using the Gini and Generalised Entropy indexes, this article analyses the evolution of the distribution of net wealth across age groups over the period 2002-2020. The results show growing polarization, and a decline in the relative position of young households. Inequality is primarily explained by intra-cohort dynamics and young households are now the most heterogeneous group, but differences between groups have increased significantly. The analysis points to changes in property ownership as one of the factors explaining rising inequality, as housing is the main asset in wealth.
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					Resumen

					A través de la Encuesta Financiera de las Familias elaborada por el Banco de España, y mediante índices de Gini y de Entropía Generalizada, el artículo analiza la evolución de la distribución de la riqueza neta entre grupos de edad durante el periodo 2002-2020. Los resultados muestran una creciente polarización y un deterioro en la posición relativa de los hogares jóvenes. La desigualdad se explica, sobre todo, por las dinámicas dentro de cada cohorte. Los hogares jóvenes son hoy el grupo más heterogéneo, pero las diferencias entre grupos han aumentado notablemente. El análisis apunta a los cambios en la propiedad inmobiliaria como uno de los factores que explican la creciente desigualdad, ya que la vivienda es el principal activo de riqueza.
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				Introduction

				Economic inequality has been recog-nized as of great import in recent decades (Stiglitz, 2013; Deaton, 2013; Atkinson, 2015; Piketty, 2015; Milanovic, 2016). Its importance, in both academic spheres and public debate, has increased, and gained the attention of governments and institu-tions. There are various reasons for this. As Stiglitz has pointed out (2013), the cost to society of high levels of inequality can be great, as it creates inefficiencies in eco-nomic functioning and social fragmenta-tion, which in turn generate conflicts: polit-ical polarization, the erosion of democratic institutions, increase in violence, increase in substance abuse and rising suicide rates, among others problems (Acemoglu et al., 2013) (Case and Deaton, 2020).

				Academic studies on inequality com-monly look at income distribution. The stud-ies by Piketty (2015) and his collaborators (Piketty and Goldhammer, 2020) for exam-ple, analyse the evolution of income from employment versus income from capital as the key measure of inequality. However, it is necessary to understand the dynamics of the distribution of wealth. First, because in contrast to income, this is a stock variable of assests accumulated over time. Secondly, wealth is not as well distributed as income (Azpitarte, 2008). Wealth encompasses all types of assets, both financial and real, but it is the latter assets that better explain the dynamics of its distribution. Most household wealth is held in real assets, which account for four-fifths of total net wealth (Lindner, 2015). In considering the latter assets, the home is the most important variable in the distribution of wealth (Pfeffer and Waitkus, 2021). In general, wealth in real assets (such a property) is more equally distributed than wealth from the accumulation of financial as-sets; in fact, the primary residence together with other properties promotes wealth equal-ity (Azpitarte, 2008). However, this depends 

				on the specific conditions of the real estate market. For example, in contexts in which there is a high percentage of home owner-ship and very limited social housing, the ac-cumulated wealth gap between homeowners and tenants is quite high (Wind and Dewilde, 2019). It should also be noted that in recent years and resulting from the 2008 real estate crisis we find a consistent increase in hous-ing prices and tighter credit (Lennartz et al., 2015), a trend that has more negatively af-fected specific population groups.

				This study analyses the distribution of wealth in Spain among different age groups for the period from 2002 to 2020. Using data from the Bank of Spain’s Survey of Household Finances [Encuesta Financiera de las Familias (EFF)], and the Gini and Generalised Entropy indexes, the article provides an image of the evolution of wealth distribution among age groups, with par-ticular attention given to young households. The study specifically focuses on determin-ing if there has been a deterioration in the relative position of younger households, and to what extent this is due to dynamics within each age group or to the dynamics between them. To answer this question, the Generalised entropy index breaks down in-equality within and between groups, reveal-ing the impact of these dynamics. The focus is on the real estate market, as this is the main determinant of wealth distribution. In the specific case of Spain, the possession of real assets, which account for approx-imately 80 % of household wealth, is un-dergoing a process of polarisation as some households are unable to access home ownership (in their majority young people, women and foreigners), while other parts of the population have seen their property assets increase (Boertien and López-Gay, 2023).

				This study makes three contributions to the debate on inequality in Spain. First, there has been very limited analysis of the distribution of wealth across different gen-
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				erations. The majority of such studies have focused on the mobility of intergenerational income (Martín and García-Perez, 2023; Palencia-Esteban and Salas-Rojo, 2023) or inequality in opportunities (Rodríguez, 2008; Palomino, Marrero and Rodríguez 2019), but wealth inequality specifically between generations has not been well studied. Sec-ondly, this study takes data from the EFF, the most complete database on wealth. There are very few prior studies that have used this database. Bover (2010, 2011) used data from the 2002 EFF to compare wealth distribution in Spain with Italy, the United States and the United Kingdom, and concluded that Spanish households had the most egalitarian distribution of these four countries. Given the time that has passed and the crises of the past two decades, it is necessary to revisit this issue and even more so from a generational perspective. Third, the Generalised Entropy index per-mits us to breakdown intra and between group inequality, shedding light on the im-portance of each of these factors on the evolution of the distribution of wealth.

				This article is organised in the follow-ing manner: after this introduction, we look at prior studies on wealth inequality from a generational perspective. After, we de-fine the institutional and social contexts that have shaped Spain in recent decades, lead-ing to the hypotheses that guide our study. We then look at the origin of the data we employ and explain our methodology, fol-lowed by our main results. Lastly, we pres-ent a series of conclusions.

				Literature review

				Wealth inequality across generations is the result of a series of interrelated factors. On the one hand, the capital-labour ratio af-fects the distribution of primary income. The labour market became more flexible over recent decades, leading to segmenta-

				tion, which has increased wage differences, which, in turn, have had particular impact on young people (De Stefano, 2014). Ac-cording to Christophers (2018), the increas-ing precariousness of employment among young people has the following cause: cap-ital, by its very nature, exploits labour; cur-rently, capital exploits labour more intensely than 30 or 40 years ago; the form of labour exploitation is more unjust today than in the past.

				Other relevant factors to understand dif-ferences in wealth distribution between gen-erations are social and demographic dy-namics. The conditions that a specific generational cohort faces are different from those faced by prior generations1 (Freedman, 2023). Some social changes, such as the in-crease in years of schooling, means that young people today access higher salaries and more stable jobs at later ages, so that their current positions may not be a good in-dicator of their long-term financial perspec-tives. The delay in emancipation and new models of family also affect the relative posi-tion of young workers. In Spain, later eman-cipation has altered expectations, discourses and the social acceptance of certain forms of habitation (Fuster, Palomares-Linares and Susino, 2023). Changes in family models, such as the increase in the number of sin-gle-parent households, have also had an impact, as the latter have lower levels of wealth (Bugard et al., 2012). In addition, de-mographic dynamics, such as the increase in life expectancy and migratory movements, have repercussions on intergenerational in-equalities by impacting the population pyra-mid.

				To the extent that it constitutes the main asset, the home is another funda-mental factor in explaining wealth inequality 

				
					1 Analysing what constitutes a generation from a soci-ological perspective is beyond the scope of this study, see Kertzer (1983) and Roberts and France (2021) for a discussion.
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				across generations. According to Case et al. (2005), the nominal value of a home has in-creased more than inflation and more than the majority of other assets, which means that its relative importance to wealth has in-creased. Older generations have benefited, while younger generations have not been able to profit from this appreciation in value given that they have not had as favourable conditions to access property ownership. Levels of home ownership have fallen in re-cent years (Sanderson, 2017). In fact, the fi-nancial crisis of 2008 has led to an increase in the proportion of young people who are obliged to rent and unable to acquire their own homes (Gentile, 2014). These changes faced by certain age groups have had im-portant implications for the accumulation of wealth in the long-term (Arundel and Lennartz, 2017).

				Something similar has happened with regard to wages, as the cost of housing has increased more than wages (Bengtsson and Lyons, 2015). As a result, home owner-ship has become increasingly inaccessible, even despite the low interest rates of re-cent years. In addition, Montgomerie (2013) found that the real borrowing capacity for young people, who must borrow higher amounts in real terms, has fallen. While previous generations faced higher interest rates, but persistent inflation rates that im-proved their debt position, young people in the last decade have had low interest rates under rigid borrowing conditions, along with deflationary periods, a context that favours lenders.

				This situation has resulted in greater po-larisation in housing tenure. In some cases, intra-generational inequalities are sharper than between-generational ones. As found by Anderssen (2015) and Jackson (2015), the example of Canada is illustrative. While the home ownership rate for young peo-ple has fallen overall, young people with high incomes have seen their rate of home ownership double. Ong ViforJ and Phelps 

				(2023) show this for the case of Australia as well: between 1997 and 2017, the differ-ence in inequality in wealth from property between generations has gone from 161 % to 234 %, but the difference between young people with low incomes and older persons with high incomes has gone from 532 % to 1230 %.

				Although these social, demographic, la-bour market and housing market changes have occurred in all the advanced capitalist societies, their impact on intergenerational inequality has not been the same. As a re-sult, some studies have focused on the wel-fare regime. Chauvel (2010) indicates that more conservative countries show greater generational inequalities. He suggests this is the impact of their dual labour markets: young people incorporate into the labour market as outsiders, forced to accept low wages that persistently limit their employ-ment opportunities over their life cycles. This perspective is consistent with tenden-cies recently examined by Freedman (2023), who shows that, in the majority of countries, cohorts after 1980 experienced lower initial wages in comparison to cohorts from 1960-1980.

				Focusing on welfare regimes leads us to consider two factors in which countries dif-fer. One is the role of the family in transfer-ring resources to children. These resources can be of very different types, from genes to cultural capital, social networks and eco-nomic assets. Given the nature of our study, it is important to look at the effect of eco-nomic assets in greater depth. In a seminal study, Kotlikoff and Summers (1981) esti-mated that inheritance accounted for 80 % of the wealth of the average home. Gale and Scholz (1994) came up with the figure of 60 %, and more recently Salas-Rojo and Rodríguez (2022) found that inheritance is capable of explaining 60 % of total wealth inequality and up to 80 % of inequality in fi-nancial wealth. For their part, Fessler and Schürz (2018) concluded that, on average, 
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				a European household that had an inher-itance increased their wealth distribution by 14 points.

				The transfer of assets is particularly im-portant in the acquisition of housing. Ma and Kang (2015) found in their study that households led by young people with par-ents with higher levels of wealth transition more quickly to home ownership and that a great part of the existing gap in wealth in property can be attributed to differences in parental wealth. Often, the transfer of wealth is in the form of property, and this can be a means for reducing inequalities. A recent study (Lux and Sunega, 2023) found that in “super home-ownership” societies, even parents with low incomes transfer property wealth to their children and this re-duces inequality.

				Apart from intrafamily transfers, a sec-ond factor in the differences between coun-tries is welfare policies. In fact, the role that the family and the state play vary in func-tion of the welfare regime. In societies with strong welfare states, compensation comes from the state, which provides both income transfers and services (low-cost child-care and universal free education, among other things) (Erola and Kilpi-Jakonen, 2017). Welfare policies, however, cannot reduce intergenerational inequalities if they are not aimed at the most poorly situated cohorts. Thus, Conde Ruiz and Conde Gasca (2023) argue that the unequal distribution of in-come and wealth that can be observed be-tween different generations is the result of what they refer to as “political demogra-phy”. In Spain, young people face clear de-mographic disadvantages, and their lower likelihood of voting in elections, as well as their broad spectrum of concerns converts them into a very heterogeneous elector-ate. As a consequence, politicians do not allocate sufficient resources to public poli-cies targeted to younger households. In this sense, we find studies that find that wel-fare systems (social security, pensions, etc.) 

				have a certain bias favouring older persons (Inman, 2014).

				In short, we can understand inequali-ties in intergenerational wealth as the re-sult of a series of social, demographic, la-bour market and housing dynamics, as well as the role that families and the welfare state play. However, it is interesting to con-sider whether intergenerational inequalities should be addressed. On the one hand, re-sponses can cause “generational wars”. On the other, although younger households have much worse indicators than the aver-age for the overall population, they are not the only subgroup with these difficulties. Beyond subjective debates over the moral-ity of existing inequalities, numerous stud-ies show that inequalities by class, race and gender within generations do not disappear as the population ages. Through intrafamily transmission, they last. Therefore, to the extent that assets are driven by intergener-ational transmissions, existing inequalities will be reproduced (Barrett et al., 2015).

				Institutional context and hypotheses

				Institutional characteristics play an impor-tant role in intergenerational inequalities. Two institutional factors are of particular importance in Spain, as they are the main drivers of the accumulation of income and wealth: the labour market and the housing market.

				To understand Spain’s labour market model, we have to begin with the 1984 la-bour market reform (Jefatura del Estado, 1984). Under this law, all contract types were liberalised and the requirement that all activity associated with temporary em-ployment contracts had to be of a tem-porary nature was eliminated. As a result, the proportion of workers between 15 and 24 years of age with temporary contracts 

			

		

	
		
			[image: ]
		

		
			
				Reis. Rev.Esp.Investig.Sociol. ISSN-L: 0210-5233. N.º 189, January - March 2025, pp. 149-166

			

		

		
			
				154Wealth Inequality from a Generational Perspective: Evidence from the Survey of Household Finances (2002-2020)

			

		

		
			
				went from 40 % to almost 80 % in less than five years. Between 1985 and 1994, approximately 95 % of all new hires were employed with temporary contracts, while only 10 % of these jobs would become in-definite contracts (Güell and Petrongolo, 2003). Sub-contracting also came to play an important role, driving down wages and worsening working conditions. This gener-ated an important duality in the Spanish la-bour market, a segment of protected work-ers enjoying stability, and another segment that is exposed to the conditions dictated by the market. This gradual precarisation of employment conditions has accelerated in recent decades. In fact, the under-25s entering the labour market for the first time in 2015 were paid up to 33 % less in nominal terms than young people that en-tered the labour market in 2008 (Fernández Kranz, 2017). 

				According to Rodríguez-Modroño (2019), we find three tendencies: an increase in the percentage of NEETs (Not in Education, Em-ployment or Training), a dramatic increase in long-term unemployment and atypical jobs today being the most common way in which young people enter the labour market. Long-term unemployment among young people has several consequences: it does not per-mit the accumulation of work experience; it has negative effects on income during the life cycle and it impacts personal and family life. In addition, Bell and Blanchflower (2015) show that young people tend to be overqual-ified for the jobs they carry out. This, along with the lower probability that their initial temporary contracts will become indefinite contracts2, suggests that temporary con-tracts are not a stepping stone toward per-manent employment. It is important to note the different approach to employment pol-

				icy in northern European countries. While in Spain and other Southern European coun-tries they chose flexibility through tempo-rary contracts, countries in the north opted for the use of part-time contracts. This con-tract type makes it possible to combine work with study, improving future employability and even fostering investment in the con-crete skills demanded by employers, given the expectation of longer-term continuity (Arulamplalam, Booth and Bryan, 2004; Ruiz, Gómez and Narváez, 2004).

				Regarding the housing market, the pe-riod from 2002 to 2020 can be divided into two almost opposite stages. Until 2008, it was characterised by unprecedented urban development supported by various laws and plans: an Urban Rental Law, a Land Law, a Horizontal Property Law, as well as a Housing Plan 2002-2005. All these ef-forts had the aim of increasing the hous-ing stock in a context of significant popu-lation growth, exacerbated by a period of easy credit and financing. After the real es-tate crisis of 2008, a stage began in which the weight of housing construction de-creased significantly and in which borrow-ing conditions tightened, limiting access to housing. The lack of housing policies to re-spond in this period should be emphasised. This, along with the rigid supply and the re-covery of demand again pushed property prices upward at the end of the decade of the 2010s, especially in the rental market. Younger households were particularly sen-sitive to these rising prices. These char-acteristics of the housing market in Spain place the country within the familist model of Southern Europe, characterised by late emancipation from the family home and the greater likelihood of living with family mem-bers. On the opposite side, in countries of northern Europe, where it is more common to receive assistance from the state, eman-cipation tends to happen earlier (Buchmann and Kriese, 2011; Moreno Mínguez, 2018).

				
					2 7 % of the contracts of the 25 to 39 years of age seg-ment become indefinite contracts, in contrast to an av-erage of 17 % for the EU overall (Rodríguez-Modroño, 2019).
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				In short, we can characterise certain distinctive aspects of the Spanish context: poor working and employment conditions for young people, difficulty in making the transition from school to work, lack of pub-lic resources aimed at the particular condi-tions young people face and high housing prices that negatively impact emancipation. Based on the arguments in the literature, and taking these conditions into account, we formulate the following hypotheses: 

				H1: A weakening in the relative position of the youngest households occurred in the first two decades of this century, in terms of both gross income and net wealth.

				H2: The relative importance of inequalities between age groups increased in the first two decades of this century.

				H3: The rate of property ownership among the youngest households has declined, home ownership being the best vehi-cle for accruing savings for the average Spanish household.

				Data and methodology

				The Survey of Household Finances (EFF) is a survey carried out since 2002 by the Bank of Spain every three years, which pro-vides detailed information on income, as-sets, debt and spending of Spanish homes. The wave corresponding to 2020 (EFF2020) is the seventh edition of the survey and of-fers a representative and up-to-date im-age of the composition and distribution of household income and wealth based on De-cember of that year.

				To analyse the evolution of inequality in Spain, we use the variables gross income and net wealth. Gross income is com-monly used in studies on inequality and is included in the main relevant databases (e.g. World Income Inequality Database, 

				Income Study). It consists of the primary total income that a household receives for participation in the productive process plus income from property minus costs on property (interest, dividends, etc.). In con-trast with net income, it excludes taxes and transfers, so that it permits us to pic-ture inequality in primary distribution of in-come (excluding the redistributive effect of taxes and transfers). Net wealth is de-fined as the total value of (real and finan-cial) assets minus debts. For its computa-tion, the EFF provides the value of means of transport, jewellery, works of art, an-tiques and businesses owned by any mem-ber of the household, as well as investment funds, bonds, pension plans, life insurance and other financial assets (such as loans to third parties). The EFF also contains infor-mation on debts unrelated to the purchase of property, including the type, motive and quantity owed.

				The unit of analysis is the household, ordered by age range based on the head of the family. The Bank of Spain (BdE) sur-veys gather information by households, and this is the most common form of analysis in the literature on the distribution of wealth3. According to the BdE, in 2002 and 2020 the households with family heads under 35 years of age represented 14 % and 6.7 % respectively, of all households, those of 35 to 44 years of age represented 22.1 % and 19.5 %, those of 45 to 54 years of age rep-resented 19.7 % and 24.3 %, those of 55 to 64 years of age represented 16.5 % and 20.3 %, those of 65 to 74 years of age rep-resented 17.1 % and 15.7 % and those above 74 years of age, 10.5 % and 13.6 %. In terms of the sample, the BdE uses fac-tors such as elevation and imputation with the aim of achieving maximum representa-tion of the population. In addition, there is 

				
					3 We implicitly assume that households have perfect returns to scale in the use of their wealth, as has been done in previous articles (Brandolini et al., 2006). 
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				an over-representation of households with a high level of wealth This oversampling is es-sential to guarantee a sufficient number of households that permit us to study the be-haviour of the upper segment of wealth dis-tribution, as well as to measure aggregate wealth accurately. This is a crucial aspect in a survey of this type, given that wealth distribution is very asymmetrical and only a small fraction of the population (households with high levels of wealth) invests in certain types of assets.

				Regarding methodology, we use dif-ferent indexes to measure inequality of in-come and wealth. First, we use the Gini index and Lorenz curves to provide a graphic representation. We also include the standard deviation and coefficient of variation to measure the dispersion of var-iables, and the Theil index. The latter be-longs to the family of measures of general entropy that are based on the quotients between income and average. The Theil in-dex is equal to zero in the case of perfect equality and increases as the distribution becomes more unequal, but in contrast to the Gini coefficient, it does not have a limit of one. Its greatest limitation is that in the analysis within and between groups, it ex-cludes negative values and this character-istic leads us to focus on the following in-dex.

				We use the Generalised Entropy In-dex (GE) to breakdown inequality by age groups and to determine the relative im-portance of intra and between-group dy-namics. The GE has the propery of addi-tive decomposition, that is, it can provide breakdowns by population subgroups and be expressed as the sum of the intra-group component and between-groups compo-nent. GE indexes are equal to zero in the case of complete equality, while a higher value on the index indicates greater ine-quality. Generalised Entropy is computed for all the population. , can be ex-pressed as:
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				where  is the value of GE computed for households belonging to sub-group :
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				and  is the between-groups component, given that: 
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				The intra-groups component is calculated as the weighted sum of the value of the indi-cators in each one of the K subgroups. The between-groups component is calculated as the value of the indicator for a distribution with K elements, each one of which has net wealth the average of the net wealth in the corresponding group and the weight of the participation of the population of the respec-tive group.

				Results

				Before entering into the analysis of inequal-ity between age groups, we show the evo-lution of income and wealth distribution in all households. Table 1 presents the differ-ent dispersion measures (standard deviation and coefficient of variation) and measures of inequality (Gini index and Theil index). The former reveal how the level of disper-sion has increased in regard to the varia-
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				bles of gross income and net wealth, which indicates that both variables had a range of values in 2020 more distant from the aver-age. If we look at the Gini and Theil indexes, there are clear increases, both in gross in-come and net wealth in the eighteen years covered. In fact, we see a notable asym-metry in regard to the intensity of the in-crease experienced. While the Gini index for inequality of gross income increased 2 points and the Theil index increased 0.11, inequality in net wealth grew 12 points and 0.83 points respectively. These results are consistent with those found in earlier stud-ies, which show that inequalities increased after the 2008 crisis and intensified in re-

				cent years due to the COVID-19 pandemic (Ayala, 2016; Valenzuela-García, 2021).

				TablE 1. Measures of dispersion and of income and wealth inequality, 2002-2020

				
					Gross Income

				

				
					New Wealth

				

				
					Standard deviation

				

				
					2002

				

				
					0.38

				

				
					2002

				

				
					0.57

				

				
					2020

				

				
					0.39

				

				
					2020

				

				
					0.69

				

				
					Coefficient of variation (CV)

				

				
					2002

				

				
					1.89

				

				
					2002

				

				
					9.31

				

				
					2020

				

				
					3.11

				

				
					2020

				

				
					10.93

				

				
					Gini index

				

				
					2002

				

				
					0.52

				

				
					2002

				

				
					0.74

				

				
					2020

				

				
					0.54

				

				
					2020

				

				
					0.86

				

				
					Theil index

				

				
					2002

				

				
					0.56

				

				
					2002

				

				
					1.75

				

				
					2020

				

				
					0.77

				

				
					2020

				

				
					2.57

				

				Source: By authors based on the EFF.

			

		

		
			
				Graph 1. Lorenz curve for the distribution of gross income, 2002-2020

				Graph 2. Lorenz curve for the distribution of net wealth, 2002-2020
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				Source: The authors’ from EFF data.

			

		

		
			
				Source: The authors’ from EFF data.
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				To illustrate these trends, Graphs 1 and 2 provide a representation of the Gini in-dex and Lorenz curve. We can see a shift of the distribution curves for gross income and net wealth toward the right. This means that the richest percentiles were able to increase their incomes and accumulate more wealth than the rest of the population. The richest 20 % of the distribution possessed 60 % of total gross income and almost 85 % of total net wealth in 2020.

				Once we look at what happened in terms of population, we must focus on the age group that is the object of this study. Our first hypothesis is that there has been a decline in the relative position of the young-est households. Tables 2 and 3 show in what quintiles of the distribution the differ-ent age intervals are located. The quintiles are selected by the BdE in its reports for each wave of the data. When we look at in-come distribution we find notable changes. The households whose heads are under 35 years of age and below the 20th percen-tile have grown from 13.74 % to 18.42 % of all households in this age group, almost 6 percentage points. The opposite trend is found for the age intervals from 65 to 74 and above 74, which are the segments that have most improved their position in terms of income: the percentage of households in these age groups in this lowest quin-tile declining from 29.10 % and 42.40 % to 11.29 % and 16.27 %, respectively. We find these changes not only at the lower end of the distribution. For percentile 90-100, the youngest households lost almost 5 percent-age points, while households led by per-sons over 74 years of age have increased their relative participation by approximately 16 percentage points.

				Regarding the distribution of net wealth, we draw similar conclusions. Below the 25th percentile we find very important changes: households of those under 35 years of age have increased their weight from 42.89 % in 2002 to 52.26 % in 2020, 

				and households led by someone between 35 and 44 years of age, have increased their weight from 22.52 % to 32.39 %. This relative worsening for younger households is also found in the percentiles for the high-est levels of wealth. Regarding the total for households under 35 years of age in 2002, 8.77 % were situated between percentiles 75 and 90, and 10.19 % between percen-tiles 90 and 100. These proportions de-clined to 5.64 % and 4.14 % in 2020. The households in the 35 to 44 years of age range have also seen their participation in the 75-90 and 90 to 100 percentiles de-cline, going from 15.60 % to 10.08 % and from 15.35 % to 6.23 % respectively. The data also show that those who have done the best in these terms over these almost two decades are those of the highest ages. Households led by someone between 65 and 74 and over 74 years of age have im-proved their relative position among the richest tenth of the population. In 2002 these age groups accounted for 26.20 % and 23.37 % of the population in this de-cile, and in 2020 they represented 44.68 % and 49.18 % respectively.

				The data, therefore, supports the first of our hypotheses. The question that emerges from these results is if this is a broad phe-nomenon that effects all young households or, on the contrary if the results are het-erogeneous. In addition, we should ask if the differences are explained primarily by intra-group or between-group dynamics. In this sense, hypothesis 2 proposes that the relative importance of inequalities be-tween age groups has increased. To find out if this is accurate we use the GE index, which breaks down the intra and between groups distribution without generating over-laps and shows us the level of dispersion for each group: the higher the level of GE, the greater asymmetry we find in its distribu-tion. From this point on, the analysis will be focused on net wealth, essentially, because of its greater level of concentration.
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				Table 2. Households by age intervals for head of household and income percentiles, 2002-2020

				
					Age of head of household

				

				
					Income percentile

				

				
					Total

				

				
					<20

				

				
					20-40

				

				
					40-60

				

				
					60-80

				

				
					80-90

				

				
					90-100

				

				
					Less than 35

				

				
					2002

				

				
					13.74

				

				
					19.67

				

				
					23.70

				

				
					21.09

				

				
					10.66

				

				
					11.14

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					18.42

				

				
					21.05

				

				
					22.56

				

				
					21.80

				

				
					9.40

				

				
					6.77

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 35 - 44

				

				
					2002

				

				
					10.19

				

				
					18.87

				

				
					20.00

				

				
					21.51

				

				
					13.58

				

				
					15.85

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					10.65

				

				
					17.89

				

				
					20.50

				

				
					22.54

				

				
					14.72

				

				
					13.70

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 45 - 54

				

				
					2002

				

				
					8.24

				

				
					13.34

				

				
					17.57

				

				
					22.23

				

				
					12.58

				

				
					26.03

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					11.58

				

				
					15.71

				

				
					18.19

				

				
					22.10

				

				
					12.58

				

				
					19.83

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 55 - 64

				

				
					2002

				

				
					10.34

				

				
					13.50

				

				
					17.83

				

				
					17.24

				

				
					14.19

				

				
					26.90

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					11.01

				

				
					14.96

				

				
					16.27

				

				
					18.01

				

				
					12.12

				

				
					27.63

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 65 - 74

				

				
					2002

				

				
					29.10

				

				
					18.91

				

				
					18.16

				

				
					15.84

				

				
					6.97

				

				
					11.03

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					11.29

				

				
					15.91

				

				
					16.74

				

				
					19.13

				

				
					10.39

				

				
					26.55

				

				
					100

				

				
					Over 74

				

				
					2002

				

				
					42.40

				

				
					21.71

				

				
					12.13

				

				
					9.32

				

				
					7.02

				

				
					7.41

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					16.27

				

				
					19.27

				

				
					14.27

				

				
					17.00

				

				
					9.91

				

				
					23.27

				

				
					100

				

				
					Total

				

				
					2002

				

				
					19.50

				

				
					17.32

				

				
					17.81

				

				
					17.58

				

				
					10.73

				

				
					17.05

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					12.37

				

				
					16.73

				

				
					17.30

				

				
					19.75

				

				
					11.75

				

				
					22.10

				

				
					100

				

			

		

		
			
				Table 3. Households by age intervals for head of household and wealth percentiles, 2002-2020

				
					Age of head of household

				

				
					Wealth percentile

				

				
					Total

				

				
					<25

				

				
					25-50

				

				
					50-75

				

				
					75-90

				

				
					90-100

				

				
					Less than 35

				

				
					2002

				

				
					42.89

				

				
					21.80

				

				
					16.35

				

				
					8.77

				

				
					10.19

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					52.26

				

				
					25.56

				

				
					12.41

				

				
					5.64

				

				
					4.14

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 35 - 44

				

				
					2002

				

				
					22.52

				

				
					22.52

				

				
					24.03

				

				
					15.60

				

				
					15.35

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					32.39

				

				
					28.43

				

				
					22.88

				

				
					10.08

				

				
					6.23

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 45 - 54

				

				
					2002

				

				
					15.29

				

				
					12.26

				

				
					22.89

				

				
					18.76

				

				
					30.80

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					20.47

				

				
					21.32

				

				
					25.30

				

				
					15.71

				

				
					17.20

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 55 - 64

				

				
					2002

				

				
					11.92

				

				
					13.50

				

				
					18.42

				

				
					18.03

				

				
					38.13

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					12.26

				

				
					15.79

				

				
					23.13

				

				
					17.66

				

				
					31.16

				

				
					100

				

				
					Between 65 - 74

				

				
					2002

				

				
					13.10

				

				
					18.74

				

				
					22.64

				

				
					19.32

				

				
					26.20

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					7.25

				

				
					13.44

				

				
					18.55

				

				
					16.08

				

				
					44.68

				

				
					100

				

				
					Over 74

				

				
					2002

				

				
					19.28

				

				
					22.48

				

				
					20.05

				

				
					14.81

				

				
					23.37

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					6.36

				

				
					14.73

				

				
					14.82

				

				
					14.91

				

				
					49.48

				

				
					100

				

				
					Total

				

				
					2002

				

				
					18.10

				

				
					17.95

				

				
					21.15

				

				
					16.84

				

				
					25.96

				

				
					100

				

				
					2020

				

				
					16.60

				

				
					18.56

				

				
					20.80

				

				
					14.87

				

				
					29.16

				

				
					100

				

			

		

		
			
				Table 4 shows the GE and reveals, first, an increase in inequality in total wealth (GE2002=1.36; GE2020=1.51), consistent with the results we find in Table 1. In four of the six age intervals we find an increase in the GE coefficient (<35, 35 -44, 45-54, 65-74), which reflects greater dispersion in those 

				groups. Concretely, the youngest age group and the age group from 45 to 54 are the ones which had the greatest increases, 25.32 % and 25.39 %, respectively. In fact, the interval below 35 years of age is the most unequal: its GE reached 1.87 in 2020, a result of the greater heterogeneity in wealth 

			

		

		
			
				Source: The authors’ from EFF data.

			

		

		
			
				Source: The authors’ from EFF data.

			

		

	
		
			[image: ]
		

		
			
				Reis. Rev.Esp.Investig.Sociol. ISSN-L: 0210-5233. N.º 189, January - March 2025, pp. 149-166

			

		

		
			
				160Wealth Inequality from a Generational Perspective: Evidence from the Survey of Household Finances (2002-2020)

			

		

		
			
				within the youngest households. In contrast, the oldest group (above 74 years of age) saw its dispersion decrease, as its score on the GE went from 1.28 in 2002 to 1.22 in 2020. These results suggest that house-holds among those under 35 years of age are the most unequal, and along with the 45 to 54 age group, they are the ones where in-tra-group inequality has increased the most.

				The GE index permits us to breakdown intra and between-group inequality, there-fore, we can look at the relative contribution of each one of these inequalities. As can be seen in Table 4, the inequality of net wealth in 2002 can explain approximately 9 % of the differences between age groups, a per-centage that increases to 15 % in 2020. The 91 % remaining in 2002 and the 85 % in 

				2020 can be explained by the differences in net wealth within the respective age groups.

				There are two fundamental conclusions from these results. First, economic inequal-ities are essentially explained by differences within each age group. In this sense, our re-sults show that the youngest households are, today, the age group with the most unequal distribution of wealth, with a GE index of 1.87. Addressing the causes of this goes beyond the aim of this article, but this result points to the importance of differences among house-holds within each age cohort. In the case of young people, this could be due to the role that inheritance plays in reproducing inequali-ties; as Salas-Rojo and Rodríguez (2022) point out, approximately 70 % of total family wealth comes from inheritance.

			

		

		
			
				TablE 4. Generalised Entropy Breakdown, intra and inter-group, 2002-2020

				
					Age of head of household

				

				
					Generalised entropy index (2002)

				

				
					Relative contribution (2002)

				

				
					Generalised entropy index (2020)

				

				
					Relative contribution (2020)

				

				
					∆∇%(2002-2020)

				

				
					Less than 35

				

				
					1.492838

				

				
					0.086916

				

				
					1.870759

				

				
					0.047340

				

				
					25.32 %

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.147802

				

				
					0.012259

				

				
					0.205793

				

				
					0.005965

				

				
					 

				

				
					Between 35 - 44

				

				
					1.186732

				

				
					0.133006

				

				
					1.287565

				

				
					0.110721

				

				
					8.50 %

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.088058

				

				
					0.015985

				

				
					0.126713

				

				
					0.011280

				

				
					 

				

				
					Between 45 - 54

				

				
					1.102377

				

				
					0.144250

				

				
					1.382216

				

				
					0.197792

				

				
					25.39 %

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.097211

				

				
					0.017897

				

				
					0.075244

				

				
					0.011140

				

				
					 

				

				
					Between 55 - 64

				

				
					1.506273

				

				
					0.219026

				

				
					1.343531

				

				
					0.206547

				

				
					-10.80 %

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.317795

				

				
					0.027513

				

				
					0.056725

				

				
					0.009233

				

				
					 

				

				
					Between 65 - 74 years

				

				
					1.053687

				

				
					0.183890

				

				
					1.229871

				

				
					0.161945

				

				
					16.72 %

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.098767

				

				
					0.022906

				

				
					0.048920

				

				
					0.007166

				

				
					 

				

				
					Over 74

				

				
					1.280481

				

				
					0.145936

				

				
					1.224849

				

				
					0.148392

				

				
					-4.34 %

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.087532

				

				
					0.016919

				

				
					0.049262

				

				
					0.006867

				

				
					 

				

				
					Intra

				

				
					 

				

				
					0.913024

				

				
					 

				

				
					0.872737

				

				
					 

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.039109

				

				
					0.143020

				

				
					Between

				

				
					 

				

				
					0.089834

				

				
					 

				

				
					0.149666

				

				
					 

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.039109

				

				
					0.014302

				

				
					Population

				

				
					1.360447

				

				
					1.000000

				

				
					1.512956

				

				
					1.000000

				

				
					 

				

				
					(SD)

				

				
					0.127751

				

				
					0.000000

				

				
					0.028751

				

				
					0.000000

				

				
					 

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: The authors’ from EFF data.
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				Secondly, the differences between age groups have increased, explaining 9 % of in-equality in net wealth in 2002 and 15 % in 2020. This confirms the second hypothesis: the importance of differences between age groups has increased significantly. The fact that older households have greater net wealth is consistent with so-called life cycle the-ory (Modigliani and Blumberg, 1954), which argues that in a first stage no income is re-ceived, in maturity income from work is re-ceived, while negative savings occur during aging. However, there is no apparent cause that explains why differences between groups have almost doubled. In addition, our results show that this has most strongly affected the youngest households, which is the age group with the most unequal distribution of wealth.

				As discussed earlier, property is the most important asset in the distribution of wealth (Pfeffer and Waitkus, 2021). In other studies (Kaas, Kocharkov and Preugschat, 2019), it has been found that where home ownership is higher, inequality in wealth is lower, a result shared by other authors (Mathä, Porpiglia and Ziegelmeyer, 2017). Spain is characterized by a high home own-ership ratio, which perhaps helps explain the lower levels of wealth inequality in com-parison to other European countries. How-ever, it is necessary to examine the dy-namics of the real estate market to see if changes in home ownership are occurring. In this sense, hypothesis 3 formulates that 

				the decline in the rate of home ownership in younger households is a determining factor in inequality between generations.

				To examine this more deeply, Table 5 presents the home ownership ratio by age. In 2002, 84.48 % of households owned their own homes; this figure fell to 80.34 % in 2020. Therefore, at the aggregate level there has been a decline in the ratio of home own-ership. The data show that this decline has occurred within all age groups, except for those over 74 years of age. The age cohort where we find the sharpest fall is among those under 35 years of age, their rate of home ownership having fallen by more than 28 percentage points in only 18 years, fol-lowed by the age group from 35 to 44 years of age, who experienced a decline in home ownership of 11 percentage points. These data support the third hypothesis and are consistent with recent research, which has found an increase in inequality between homeowners and non-homeowners in a context in which the ownership of second homes doubled during the period from 2002 to 2017 (Boertien and López-Gay, 2023).

				Conclusions

				We are in a period of significant growth in economic inequality that is leading to grow-ing polarisation, not only between individu-als, but also between generations. Despite 

			

		

		
			
				TablE 5. Percentage of home ownership by age group of the head of household, 2002-2020 

				
					Age of head of household

				

				
					Home ownership

				

				
					∆∇pp (2002-2020)

				

				
					2002

				

				
					2020

				

				
					Less than 35

				

				
					65.6 %

				

				
					37.2 %

				

				
					-28.4pp

				

				
					Between 35 - 44

				

				
					78.7 %

				

				
					67.2 %

				

				
					-11.5pp

				

				
					Between 45 - 54

				

				
					85.4 %

				

				
					77.8 %

				

				
					-7.6pp

				

				
					Between 55 - 64

				

				
					89.3 %

				

				
					86.0 %

				

				
					-3.3pp

				

				
					Between 65 - 74

				

				
					89.6 %

				

				
					88.9 %

				

				
					-0.7pp

				

				
					Over 74 years

				

				
					85.3 %

				

				
					87.7 %

				

				
					+2.4pp

				

				
					Total

				

				
					84.5 %

				

				
					80.3 %

				

				
					-4.2pp

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: The authors’ from EFF data.
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				the importance of this issue, there have been few studies that have addressed economic inequality between generations in Spain. This study attempts to illuminate this issue, stud-ying the dynamics of the concentration of in-come and wealth among age groups over the first two decades of this century.

				Our results suggest that the relative po-sition of younger households is worse than it was two decades ago. Both in terms of gross income and net wealth, households led by persons below 35 years of age are not only the age group with the highest per-centage of households in the lowest posi-tions, but they are also the age group that saw its position in 2020 worsen the most. This contrasts with older households, which are the ones that have seen their relative position most improve. In addition, young households have become the most asym-metrical age group in terms of differences within the group. Although this dynamic is mostly explained by intra-group polarisa-tion, it is also true that the relative impor-tance of differences in net wealth between the different age groups has practically dou-bled, reflecting growing inter-generational inequality. The role of the housing market has been particularly important in this evo-lution. Rates of home ownership among the youngest households have declined dras-tically, leading to increased rates of renting and living with family members.

				It is useful to frame these results within a series of economic, social and institutional dynamics. The increase in years spent in school and in labour market flexibility has led to young Spanish people reaching higher salaries and more stable employment later and delayed their emancipation. As with other European societies, there have also been changes in lifestyle that make the sit-uation of younger households different from previous generations. In addition, the family is a fundamental institution for young peo-ple in Spain in two ways. On the one hand, it is a support in confronting labour market and 

				housing market conditions. On the other, it is a source for the transfer of resources be-tween generations. The international litera-ture shows that inheritance accounts for a significant percentage of household wealth and is important in the acquisition of hous-ing, which, in general, is a means for reduc-ing intergenerational inequalities. Although we are not aware of studies have looked at this issue in Spain, it is reasonable to con-sider, as in the other familist countries of Southern Europe, the transfer of resources between generations as an explanatory fac-tor for household wealth. Without downplay-ing the importance of these factors, in our opinion, the evolution of the housing mar-ket plays a special role in the Spanish con-text. During the 20 years we have looked at, housing costs have risen more than in neigh-bouring countries, with the exception of an interruption in this trend after the 2008 cri-sis. At the same time, credit conditions have tightened. This, along with greater precari-ousness in the labour market, has led hous-ing ownership rates among young people to fall significantly. This has had a notable ef-fect on levels of wealth among this popula-tion, as the home is the main means of sav-ings in Spain.

				Our analysis, therefore, reveals a grow-ing polarisation and concentration of wealth that has been particularly harmful to young people. However, limitation have not al-lowed us to address certain issues that merit exploration. The categorisation of the sample by age intervals leaves us with a category of young people that is exces-sively broad, which means that there is great diversity in this group. It would be useful, therefore, to complete this analysis with more detailed study on the particular situation of this group. In addition, it would be interesting to evaluate the weight of mortgage debt on the different age groups. However, we understand that the fall in the ratio of home ownership is the main indi-cator for understanding inequalities, as the 
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				home, with or without debt, is the main ve-hicle for accumulating wealth. Lastly, the fact that the data are not longitudinal is an obstacle to analysing the frequency of cer-tain phenomena. For example, we cannot see if the increase in inequality between 2002 and 2008 was due to the persistent ef-fects of the 2008 crisis, or if the decline in equality was a gradual process. 

				Despite these limitations, the image that this study provides is clear: intergenerational inequalities have increased as the relative positions of the youngest households wors-ened over the first two decades of the cen-tury, both in terms of gross income and net wealth. In addition, this generation, based on the 2020 data, is currently the most unequal among all the age groups examined, and more so than we find for 2002. Until now, young people have been a forgotten part of the political agenda and budgetary consider-ations have focused on other population co-horts with a greater capacity for political in-fluence. This tendency must change before young people in Spain feel more alienated, decide to emigrate and stop feeling concern for the future of their country.
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de la encuesta financiera de las familias (2002-2020)

Ivan Soriano Muiioz and Xabier Gainza Barrenkua

Abstract

Based on the Bank of Spain’s Survey of Household Finances, and
using the Gini and Generalised Entropy indexes, this article analyses
the evolution of the distribution of net wealth across age groups over
the period 2002-2020. The results show growing polarization, and
adecline in the relative position of young households. Inequality is
primarily explained by intra-cohort dynamics and young households
are now the most heterogeneous group, but differences between
groups have increased significantly. The analysis points to changes
in property ownership as one of the factors explaining rising
inequality, as housing is the main asset in wealth.

Resumen

A través de la Encuesta Financiera de las Familias elaborada por

el Banco de Espafia, y mediante indices de Gini y de Entropia
Generalizada, el articulo analiza la evolucién de la distribucion de la
riqueza neta entre grupos de edad durante el periodo 2002-2020.
Los resultados muestran una creciente polarizacién y un deterioro
en la posicion relativa de los hogares jévenes. La desigualdad se
explica, sobre todo, por las dinamicas dentro de cada cohorte.

Los hogares jovenes son hoy el grupo mas heterogéneo, pero las
diferencias entre grupos han aumentado notablemente. El analisis
apunta a los cambios en la propiedad inmobiliaria como uno de los
factores que explican la creciente desigualdad, ya que la vivienda es
el principal activo de riqueza.
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