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Abstract

Life-cycle model offers current consumption should be proportional to lifetime income. It 
provides new insights into the examinations of economic inequalities. This study examines 
income/consumption inequality over lifecycle.  The life cycle of inequalities are measured 
by using the Turkish HBAs. Findings confirm inequalities are dependent on ages. So, ta-
king into consideration transforms the shape of age profile of inequalities. A hump-shaped 
figure over the life cycle appears in per capita terms. It is observed a significant increase 
in all type of inequalities at all age groups. Also, consumption inequalities take in place of 
income inequality by higher rises.
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Türkiye’de Gelir ve Tüketim Eşitsizliğinin Yaşam 
Döngüsü Modeli ile Analizi

Öz

Yaşam döngüsü modeli, mevcut tüketimin yaşam boyu gelirle orantılı olması gerektiğini 
öne sürmektedir. Ekonomik eşitsizliklerin incelenmesine yeni bakış açıları sağlamaktadır. 
Bu çalışma yaşam döngüsü boyunca gelir/tüketim eşitsizliğini incelemektedir.  Eşitsiz-
liklerin yaşam döngüsü TÜİK HBA’ları kullanılarak ölçülmektedir. Bulgular eşitsizliklerin 
yaşlara bağlı olduğunu doğrulamaktadır. Yani eşitsizliklerin dikkate alınması yaş profilinin 
şeklini değiştirmektedir. Kişi başına gelir ya da tüketime göre, yaşam döngüsü boyunca 
kambur bir şekil bir rakam ortaya çıkıyor. Her yaş grubunda her türlü eşitsizlikte ciddi 
bir artış gözlenmektedir. Ayrıca gelir eşitsizliğinin yerini daha yüksek artışlarla tüketim 
eşitsizlikleri almaktadır.
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1.	 Introduction

According to consumer behaviour theory, a household or individual decides about the 
timing of consumption and maximizes lifetime utility subject to a lifetime budget constra-
int. The life cycle model considers differences in income and consumption patterns of an 
individual’s during the life span. The life cycle model is offered by pioneering works in this 
field such as Modigliani & Brumberg (1954) and Ando & Modigliani (1963). This measure 
is designed to answer the question ‘What is a household’s expenditure at different stages of 
its life?. A number of individual life cycles are embedded in the life cycle of a family and, of 
course, they interact with each other.

In theory, individuals determine their consumption levels according to lifetime income. 
As stated in the permanent income hypothesis of Friedmann (1957) people spread their 
income at a level consistent with their expected long-term income. The expected long-term 
income is called permanent income. The stage people have reached in their life cycle affects 
their income and consumption. From a life cycle point of view, one can describe three sta-
ges of people’s life: childhood, working life, and retirement. These periods start and end at 
different ages for each person. Also, the conditions of the stages may differ greatly for each 
person. During childhood, people are only allowed to spend the pocket money that their 
parents give them. Their consumption, expenditure, and earned income all rise quickly 
only once they begin working. Later on, they have savings in preparation for retirement, 
during which a drop in income, and hence consumption, is expected (Connolly and Mun-
ro, 1999, 246). 

The life-cycle model gives fresh insights into the outcomes of studies that analyse pub-
lic policies and inequalities. There are a bunch of studies that use the life-cycle model to 
analyse public policy or investigate different inequalities in society. For example, Erosa and 
Gervais (2002) theoretically take into consideration age in analysing optimal taxation. It 
causes the criticism of conventional models that take an instant picture of the effects of tax 
policies. The change on flowing income do change over time gives rise to this criticism. For 
example, Guran & Oğuz (2010) propose that tax policy on health should be designed in a 
lifetime perspective. Similarly, Poterba (2002) presents a piece of evidence that shows life 
cycle dynamics affect change in public intervention’s efficiency on the US Medicare health 
system. Finally, there are a lot of papers, on the time patterns and cross-sectional charac-
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teristics of inequalities that should be assessed from the life cycle perspective (e.g., Gou-
rinchias & Parker, 2002; Storesletten et. al. 2004; Kaplan, 2012; Primiceri & Rens, 2009).

This study aims to investigate the income and consumption inequalities over the life 
cycle in the Turkish economy. Besides that, it provides information on trends of inequa-
lities by measuring the age profile of inequalities for the years 2014, 2019, and 2022. The 
life cycle approach suggests consumption and income of the peoples are dependent on 
what stage they reach. Based on this, it could be argued that economic inequalities such 
as income and consumption are affected by the life cycle. Few studies have attempted to 
examine this relationship in emerging countries with time trends in the relevant literature. 
Also, this will be the first comprehensive study that measures the age profile of income and 
consumption inequalities in the Turkish economy. This study contributes to this area of 
interest by using Turkish household data. 

The rest of the paper is designed as follows. The second part presents a brief literature 
review on consumption inequality literature. The third part explains the data and methods 
that are used. The fourth part includes the main findings and measurements. Finally, the 
fifth part tries to evaluate the results.

2.	 Literature Review

According to Kaplan (2012), there are two motivating factors for studying consumption 
inequality with the life cycle model. The first one is that consumption reflects all risks and 
the ability to insure them individuals in their whole life. This part of the relevant literature 
provides insightful policy implications on designing mechanisms of insurance in financial 
markets. Answering the question that is how consumption, being a very good measure of 
welfare, on the life cycle is the second motivating factor. The literature suggests that con-
sumption measures individual welfare better than income and other measures (Cutler & 
Katz, 1992; Meyer & Sullivan 2013). 

Some studies measure how inequality in labour supply, wages, and consumption varies 
over the life cycle. The presence of the hump-shaped consumption profile is a key common 
finding of the literature on whether the size of the hump differentiates across countries. 
A large body of studies proves total consumption or expenditures vary greatly across age 
profiles (e.g., Deaton, 1992; Kotlikoff, 2001; Gourinchas & Parker, 2002). Krueger & Fer-
nandez-Villaverde (2004) is one of the early studies that propagate the result that total 
consumption both of durables and non-durables display a hump shape over the life cycle 
even after controlling for changes in family size. Heathcote et. al. (2005) give support to the 
hump-shaped age profile of consumption by putting emphasis on the effects of age inequ-
ality over the life cycle and considering cohorts.  Some of the followers attempt to propose 
that demographics can explain some degree of varieties of consumption over the life cycle 
if household equivalence scales are used by studies (e.g. Blundell et. al., 1994). Even so, a 
notable size of the hump in consumption over the life cycle remains an unexplained part 
of consumption behavior.
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A part of the consumption over life cycle literature analyzes the shocks of labor market 
uncertainties on consumption inequalities (e.g. Gourinchias and Parker, 2002; Storesletten 
et. al. 2004; Kaplan, 2012). The studies on this issue give insightful information about how 
the transition of shocks to consumption differs in different age groups. It is possible to 
argue that there are two results that studies are agreed upon. The first one is that the uncer-
tainties and shocks in working life are more important than others. Moreover, permanent 
income shocks can not lead to great changes in consumption inequality because of they 
are predictable by consumers (Primiceri & Rens, 2009). while the second consumption 
inequality rises with age. And the results are robust to different modeling techniques such 
as nonlinear modeling.

Newer studies on consumption inequality try to deep dive into consumption behavior 
over the life cycle by dealing with different goods and household types. Aguiar and Hurst 
(2009) analyzed consumption profiles of different nondurable goods according to age after 
re-documents of famous hump-shaped nondurable consumption. It reveals that the hump 
of nondurable consumption sources mainly from three categories of nondurables: food, 
nondurable transportation, and clothing). Finally, the paper concludes that life cycle con-
sumption inequalities are driven by inputs into market work and home production.

Modern literature on consumption inequality over the life cycle expands with new di-
mensions of some heterogeneities of goods and households. For example, Yang (2009) tries 
to explore the life cycle dynamics of housing relative to other goods. It reproduces that the 
age profile of non-housing goods consumption is lump-shaped, however, consumption 
of housing increases monotonically first and then flattens out according to life cycle. On 
the other hand, some studies try to measure the effects of price searches on consumption 
inequalities (e.g. Arslan et. al., 2021; Griffy, 2021). The difference between consumption 
and expenditure inequalities is an important question. Consumption inequality can be 
lower by %30 than expenditure inequality thanks to price search efforts of households. 
They state that poorer households search more and pay lower prices compared to wealthier 
ones. Similarly, studies prove that differences in returns of household portfolios can have 
effects on consumption inequality (Daminato & Pistaferri, 2024).

In the development economics literature on the Turkish economy, consumption inequ-
ality has less attention than income inequality. A large body of studies analyses the income 
inequalities in the Turkish economy in very different dimensions. In comparison to them, 
it is possible to say that there are a few studies that use consumption as a welfare measure. 
Duygan & Güner (2006) measures the consumption inequality and the effects of educati-
on on it in 1994 and 2002. After this very first study, İpek (2019) finds that consumption 
inequality is lower than income inequality for 2003 and 2015. Tamkoç & Torul (2020) exp-
lain the cross-sectional facts of economic inequalities in the Turkish economy. It states that 
consumption inequality reduced in the period between 2002 and 2016 as well as income 
and wage inequality. It is possible to say consumption inequality mimics income inequality 
in this period. According to the results of the paper, despite there being parallel trends in 
inequalities, variations of consumption are lower than income. Finally, Gemicioğlu et. al. 
(2024) focuses on directly consumption inequality in the Turkish economy. It reveals the 
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effects of inflation and indirect tax burden on consumption inequality in a large period 
of 2003-2019. Another striking finding of the paper is that consumption inequality takes 
income inequality’s place after 2015 in the Turkish economy. 

Also, there is a small set of studies that analyse inequalities in the Turkish economy 
over the life cycle. Arslan et. al., (2021) focuses on the difference between dispersions of 
consumption and expenditure caused by price search in Türkiye. It reports that the total 
variance of consumption is %15 smaller than the total variance of expenditures. Besides 
general results on the difference of inequalities, it also predicts the age profiles of consump-
tion and expenditure inequalities. It claims two main results about that. The first one is 
that the cross-sectional variance of consumption increases until middle age and stays flat 
after middle age. The second one is that the cross-sectional variance of total expenditure 
is higher for all ages than the variances of consumption while having a similar shape ac-
cording to age. Kırdar & Cilasun (2013) investigates income and its components in the life 
cycle model for Turkish households. It does not contain any results about consumption; 
however, it provides good insight into relations between education, household type, and 
life cycle inequalities. According to Kırdar & Cilasun (2013), the median household dispo-
sable income profile is very slightly hump-shaped according to ages for the total sample. 
The median income reaches its peak in the middle ages. Yet, Kırdar & Cilasun (2013) find 
that the profile of household income conditional on educational attainment in Turkey is 
fairly flat over the life cycle. Daşkaya & Sağbaş (2019) is one of the few studies that explo-
res directly consumption inequality in the Turkish economy in the literature. It covers the 
years between 2003 and 2014 by using the Household Budget Survey. After it reports con-
sumption inequality has a downward trend before the 2008 crisis and the crisis has led to 
a moderate increase in inequality, it investigates the age profile of consumption inequality. 
The paper proves that consumption inequality appears in greatest magnitude in the oldest 
age group of more than 65 years old.

3.	 Methodology and data

This study aims to examine the characteristics of income and consumption inequalities 
over the life cycle. The life cycle models offer that income and consumption inequalities 
may differ according to age. In the working life era of the life cycle, ages between 20 and 60 
are divided into four age groups. Moreover, the retirement age group after 60 is examined 
since they still earn income and consume. The age data of the head of household, regardless 
of male or female, is used for age classification. 

The standard way to measure inequalities is using the Gini index in the literature. The 
main measure used to compare inequality differences between countries is the Gini. Ac-
cording to Trapeznikova (2019), perceptions of a policy’s efficiency can vary based on the 
specific measure and the variable is being assessed. For example, officials should prefer 
use the Palma ratio2 as their inequality metric instead of the Gini. This would demonstrate 
their concern for the impoverished. However, Kawachi & Kennedy (1997) compare the 

2	  The Palma is a ratio of the welfare measure of the richest 10% to the bottom 40%.
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behavior of six inequality metrics and conclude that the concentration measures are highly 
correlated, with Pearson correlations ranging from 0,86 to 0,99, and point out that the 
choice of inequality indicator is unlikely to influence the results.

This study uses the Gini index, Theil index, and Atkinson index are used in the line with 
Leiden approach in the measurement of income and consumption inequalities. Yet, the 
findings are only based on Gini3, Atkinson4 and Theil5, which are the most used indicators 
of inequalities in empirical studies. As a sum, based on the Leiden Approach (Wang et. al., 
2014), the following six equality measures are calculated. 

Table 1. Inequality Measures

This study uses secondary data which is collected by the Turkish Statistical Institute 
(TurkStat) which is the official statistical body belonging to The Presidency. The first hou-
sehold income and consumption survey including all regions was carried out in 1987. The 
survey was begin to named as Household Budget Survey in 2003, and the estimation level 
was revised and the sample size was adjusted in accordance with NUTS. The household 

3	  The Gini is a standard and  summary measure of any type of inequalities. The Gini coefficient pro-
vides the shares of data into a single statistic, which summarizes the distribution of income. The Gini 
measure take values that ranges from 0 (means perfect equality) to 1 (means perfect inequality). The 
Gini is calculated on the difference between the different shares of income distribution, called as the 
Lorenz curve, and the means of a perfectly equal income distribution.

4	  The Atkinson index is more sensitive to changes at the lower end of the distribution as approaches 
one 1, while it approaches 0 inequality aversion falls. The percentage of total income that, in the case 
of perfect income distribution, would be needed to maintain the current level of social welfare can be 
determined using Atkinson values. With only 1-0.20 = 80% of income needed to obtain the same level 
of social wellbeing, according to the Atkinson index value of 0.20. Atkinson values have a theoretical 
range of 0 to 1, where 0 denotes an equal distribution state.

5	  The Theil index is a statistic used to measure economic inequality. The Theil index measures an 
entropic distance the population is away from the ideal equality. The numerical result is in terms of 
negative entropy so that a higher number indicates more order that is further away from the ideal of 
maximum disorder.  If the Theil index values is 0, that shows a state of equal distribution and values 
greater than 0 representing growing levels of inequality. 
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budget surveys have been disseminated continually between the years of 2002 and 2019. 
This study examines 2014, 2019 and 2022 household budget surveys. The household bud-
get survey of 2014 was gathered from 1.104 households and the sample households were 
altered monthly base all the year reaching 13.248 households in total.  10.122 Households 
(76% of the sample) replied to the questionnaire. The household budget survey of 2019 
and 2022 was gathered from 1.296 households and the sample households were altered 
monthly base all the year reaching 15.552 households in total.   A randomised two-stage 
cluster sampling method is used. 

Consumption structures and income levels of individuals could be examined by using 
household budget surveys. These surveys mainly reveal data according to socio-economic 
groups, rural, urban, and regions, types of consumption expenditures and dispersion of 
goods and services expenditures, socio-economic characteristics of households, working 
conditions of household members, total income of households, and sources of income. A 
household budget survey consists of three sections. The first section includes household 
variables that show ownership of some assets such as dwelling, household goods and faci-
lities, transport vehicles and real estate. The second section presents individual variables 
about household composition, economic activity, and employment status, types of inco-
me. The third section of this survey has consumption expenditure variables. Interview, 
recording, and observation methods are used in data gathering. Each interviewer visits 6 
times each household in a month.   The interviewer meets the household and gets the so-
cio-economic status of the household on the first visit. The members of a household write 
daily expenditures in a notebook given by TurkStat.  In the last interview, the data for the 
earned disposable net income in the last 12 months is gathered. It should be also noted 
that disposable net income data is pre-tax, and consumption data is after-tax since indirect 
taxes are included in prices.  

All people living in households except the nomadic in all settlements within the borders 
of Turkey are included in the survey’s population. These settlements are divided into urban 
and rural. The settlements with a population of 20.001 and more and less than 20.001 po-
pulation are accepted as urban and rural, respectively. 

TurkStat uses the Classification of Individual Consumption by Purpose (COICOP) to 
classify all goods and services expenditures made by households during the survey month.  
The data according to this classification is collected based on 12 expenditure groups: food 
and soft drinks; alcoholic beverages, cigarettes, and tobacco; clothing and shoes; housing, 
water, electricity, gas, and other fuels; furniture, appliances, and home maintenance servi-
ces; health; transportation; communication; entertainment and culture; educational servi-
ces; restaurant, catering, and hotels; miscellaneous goods and services. Household budget 
surveys offer data on consumption expenditures and how they are distributed among va-
rious factors, such as household size and type, socioeconomic characteristics, employment 
status of household members, income of households, and sources of income.
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Numerous data on income and expenses from household budget surveys will be used 
in this investigation. It offers raw data on the members of the household as well as their 
income and spending patterns. In order to extract useful information from the survey, data 
mining is required. Furthermore, because household budget surveys are longitudinal, it is 
possible to track changes in the sources of income and patterns of spending within homes.  

Long-term effects are considered in dynamic studies, which are recommended as an al-
ternative to annual static methods. It is necessary to watch samples for the entirety of their 
lives while studying the life cycle model. In the social sciences, this is almost impossible. 
This study aims to address this issue by examining and comparing the income and spen-
ding patterns of various age groups, as has been done in previous empirical literature. The 
study presented here is made possible by the life cycle approach to taxation. 

4.	 The findings

This part of the study presents the findings about income and consumption inequalities 
over the life cycle for the Turkish economy. This study tries to capture changes in inequa-
lities profile in time also. To do this, the paper calculates all inequality measures for 2014, 
2019 and the final year of the dataset 2022 as well as different welfare measures and age 
profiles. The following Table 2. shows values of Gini, Theil, and Atkinson indexes of inco-
me and consumption for the total sample in 2014, 2019, and 2022. According to Table 2.  
there are some facts about inequalities. The first one is that consumption inequality is no-
tably greater than income inequality in 2022. After an increase on consumption inequality 
from 2019 to 2022, it outpaces the income inequality for 2022. The second fact is about the 
increase of inequalities in the year 2022. It is possible to say that there is a slightly increase 
from 2014 to 2019. However, both of income and consumption inequality increases signi-
ficantly on 2022. Such that the increase in consumption Gini is about %20 of the 2019 level. 

Table 2. Income and Consumption Inequalities for Total Sample

Figure 1. and Figure 2. present income and consumption distribution concentration 
measures according to age groups and their trends, respectively. While the 20-29 age group 
has the lowest income inequality, the highest consumption inequality appears in the 50-59 
age group. But, the most unequal group was 60+ years old in 2014. Actually, the shape of 
consumption inequalities is similar in that increase with age and slightly drop in middle 
age. But, there are two different behaviors of 60+ years old for 2014 and other years. In 
2014, consumption inequality continued to rise by age after 60+ years old, while there was 
a slight decrease in the 60s for 2019 and 2022. Also, it is clear that inequalities are far more 
than in past years in all age groups in 2022.
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Figure 1. Income Inequalities over the Life Cycle

Figure 2. Consumption Inequalities over the Life Cycle

Figure 1. presents the same picture of income inequality. However, findings are a bit 
complicated. The first finding of the figure inferred that income inequality rose notably 
until the middle ages in all years. Trends after middle age depend on the years that are 
investigated. In 2014, there is a hump in the 50-59 age group. In 2019, the maximum inequ-
ality was reached in the middle ages. Income inequality reaches a plateau by the middle 
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ages. Finally, in 2022, income become more inequal as age increases steadily. There is an 
upward trend over the life cycle. This picture tells us that income inequalities at older ages 
increases dramatically in 2022. The great sources of equalizing between 2019 and 2022 may 
come from older ages.

Figure 3. Trend of Consumption Inequality

Figure 3. compares the age profile of income and consumption inequalities in 2022. The 
figures show that income inequality is less than consumption inequality in all groups. The 
age group of 20-29 has the lowest income and consumption inequality. On the other hand, 
while the age group of 50-59 has the highest consumption inequality, the age group of 60+ 
has the highest income inequality. 

When we look at income and consumption levels of age groups directly instead of wit-
hin-group inequalities in these terms, Figure 4. reflects reductions in income and con-
sumption in older ages in 2022. Figure 4. presents the income and consumption levels of 
each age groups relative to youngest age group levels. Income rises as age increases, but in 
the 60+ age group which is the exit group from the labour market, we observe great income 
reduction. One can propose that retirement is very dominant in income reduction in that 
group. Also, a reduction in income passes through to consumption greatly. Income and 
consumption levels of the 60+ age group fall behind the 20-29 age group levels by losing 
approximately %30 of income and consumption. 
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Figure 4. Income and Consumption Levels over the Life Cycle

Overall, all figures help to understand that there is no significant hump shape in any 
type of inequalities for the Turkish economy. On that point, it is possible to take into con-
sideration other issues that affect income and consumption distribution such as household 
type and education. We re-examined the income and consumption inequalities over the 
life cycle in per capita terms. To get per capita income and consumption, we use the OECD 
equivalence of household size. By dividing the total disposable income of household and 
total consumption by OECD equivalence size, we derived the per capita income and per 
capita consumption. 
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Figure 5. Income and Consumption Inequalities over the Life Cycle According to Equi-
valance Scale

Figure 5. provides the Gini indices of age groups in terms of per capita income and per 
capita consumption for 2022. It is clearly inferred from the figure that if we count in per 
capita terms, we can get a nearly hump-shaped age profile of inequalities. The Gini of inco-
me distribution in the 20-29 age group is 0,35. And by increasing reaches to 0,41 at 40-49 
age group that is middle age group. After the middle age group, the Gini starts to decrease 
and back to 0,35 in the 60+ age group. There is a clear hump-shaped profile. On the other 
hand, consumption inequalities are similar to hump-shaped but there are some nuances. 
The Gini of consumption inequalities starts to decrease by the second age group which is 
30-39. Also, the 50-59 and 60+ age groups have lower Gini indices and hence lower inequ-
alities than then 20-29 age group. 

Figure 6. Income Inequalities over the Life Cycle at different Education Level According 
to Equivalance Scale
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Figure 7. Consumption Inequalities over the Life Cycle at different Education Level Ac-
cording to Equivalance Scale

Lastly, we investigate the role of education on the age profile of inequalities. Figure 6. Fi-
gure 7. includes income and consumption Gini values of each age group at different educa-
tion levels. These figures provide some results about the educational groups. Firstly, for all 
ages, the minimum income and consumption inequality is experienced by the group that 
has a university degree. So, only the high school education level group has a hump-shaped 
age profile of income inequality. And finally, education is not a powerful explain of the 
shape of inequalities over the life cycle.

5.	 Concluding remarks

Musgrave identifies that there are three main reasons for government intervention in 
to market economy, resource allocation, redistribution, and macroeconomic stability. The 
importance of the redistribution function of government has increased more after glo-
balization since income distribution is not only a national matter but also international. 
Governments combat to reduce income and wealth inequalities by using taxation and 
spending measures. The results of government redistribution policies should be examined 
whether these are successful and to what extent. Moreover, the causes of economic inequa-
lities should be investigated so that the policies to reduce these inequalities should be based 
on the evidence of empirical studies.     

The life cycle approach suggests that people’s income and consumption are dependent 
on what stage they reach. Based on this, it could be argued that economic inequalities such 
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as income and consumption are affected by the life cycle. Few studies have attempted to 
examine this relationship. This study contributes to this area of interest by using Turkish 
household data. 

The main findings of a cross-sectional examination of the 2014, 2019, and 2022 years 
are as follows. Firstly, the five age groups differ in terms of both income and consumption 
inequalities. It could be suggested that income and consumption inequalities are heteroge-
neous for all age groups. It is observed that income inequalities decreased in all age groups, 
except for the 20-29 age group, from 2014 to 2019. Consumption inequalities decreased in 
the 20-29 age group and 60+ age group, while increased in the 30 till 59 age groups from 
2014 to 2019. In line with this prediction, the findings confirm that income and consump-
tion inequalities are also dependent on age groups. 

The second result is about the trends in inequalities. Both the income and consumption 
inequalities have notably increased between 2019 and 2022. The cause of the, most suspi-
cious one is the Covid-19 pandemic, which may be the point of further research. Also, the 
fact that consumption inequality is greater than income inequality, especially after 2019. 
This situation tells us that while consumption inequality takes in place of income inequality 
after the pandemic, scholars and policymakers pay attention to consumption dynamics. 

However, in contrast to literature, we can not observe a hump-shaped pattern neither 
income nor consumption inequalities. The third result that we can emphasize is that taking 
into consideration income and consumption in per capita levels transforms the inequality 
profiles to hump-shaped age. At the same time, education levels can not create a significant 
change in the shape of the age profile of inequalities. We conclude that inequalities at the 
person level are responsible greatly for the hump-shaped age profile of inequalities.

Fourthly, the change in income inequality reflects both transitory and permanent sho-
cks, while the change in consumption inequality should reflect only permanent shocks 
(Jappelli, 2019). It is therefore theoretically expected that consumption inequality should 
be less than income inequality. The finding is that average consumption inequality is less 
than average income inequality confirming theoretical expectation. The age group of 20-29 
has the lowest income and consumption inequality. While the age group of 50-99 has the 
highest income inequality, the age group of 60+ has the highest consumption inequality 
in all age groups. The findings should be evaluated with caution due to the limited scope 
of this study.  
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