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The Measurement and Decomposition of Consumption
Inequality of Urban Household in Guangdong Province

Zou Hong and Yu Kaizhi

( Southwestern University of Finance and Economics)

Abstract: Using the data from 2000 — 2009 Urban Household Survey in Guangdong Province this paper measures different kinds of
consumption inequality. Based on methods of birth cohort decomposition and regression decomposition we compare the mechanism of
consumption inequality with that of income inequality and entertainment consumption inequality respectively. The study finds that from
2000 to 2009 the Gini coefficient of income increases from 0. 326 to 0. 366 and the Gini coefficient of consumption increases from
0.320 to 0. 384. The consumption inequality of entertainment car and house is significantly greater than the total consumption inequality
and income inequality. Younger birth cohorts( 1970s and 1980s) have greater income inequality and greater consumption inequality than
older birth cohorts. The disposable income of urban household has more than 40% contribution to total consumption inequality and
entertainment consumption inequality. Reducing income inequality improving human capital developing the services industry and
improving stimulus policies on consumption play important roles on reducing household consumption inequality and expand domestic
demand.
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