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Abstract: The concept of inequality of opportunity remains a debated and researched topic, occupying a
central place in international public policies developed by governments and organisations. The importance
of studying this kind of inequality lies in how familial and social backgrounds can impact one’s outcomes
throughout life. The present study examines inequalities of opportunity from a microeconomic perspective
across 12 Central and Eastern European countries: Bulgaria, Czechia, Croatia, Estonia, Greece, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, the Slovak Republic, and Slovenia. The analysis is based on data from
the fourth edition of the Life in Transition Survey database, conducted in 2022-2023. The primary results
show a rather high employment rate of respondents across the selected countries, but differences in salary
outcomes when associated with characteristics such as gender, residence, age, education, and family
background. Generally, respondents with higher education and more advantaged family environments are
more frequently found in the upper salary quintiles, whereas those with lower educational attainment or
fewer books in childhood are more often found in the lower income categories. Romania tends to follow
these regional patterns, though with some specific features. These findings may contribute to a better
understanding and monitoring of inequalities of opportunity, providing useful insights for policy
development.

Keywords: inequalities of opportunity, comparative analysis, Spearman correlation, Central and Eastern
European countries, Life in Transition Survey

1. Introduction

Reducing inequality is a major priority of international public policy. Although many
countries have made significant progress in economic growth and improved living standards, the
benefits of development have not been distributed evenly among individuals and social groups.
Consequently, the interest of economic research and decision-makers has expanded beyond the
analysis ofincome and wealth differences to the study of factors thatinfluence individuals' chances
of achieving favourable economic and social outcomes.
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In this context, the concept of inequality of opportunity occupies a central place. It starts
from the idea that a person's economic success does not depend exclusively on individual effort,
but is also influenced by a series of circumstances over which they have no control, such as family
background, parental education level, gender or place of birth and upbringing (Roemer, 1998;
Checchi & Peragine, 2010; Brunori et al., 2013). When such characteristics largely determine
access to education, employment or income, differences in opportunity arise generating unequal
outcomes amongindividuals, regardless ofthe effortthey make. In these situations, the advantages
or disadvantages of the environment of origin can affect the chances of economic and social
success, thereby limiting equality of opportunity within society.

The importance of this topic is also highlighted by international institutions' concerns about
social mobility and economic inclusion. OECD (2024) shows that persistent differences in access
to education and economic resources continue to influence individuals' outcomes throughout their
lives. The European Commission (2024) also emphasises that promoting equal opportunities is an
essential condition for the development of a competitive and inclusive economy. Thus, assessing
the extent to which family and social circumstances influence individuals' economic outcomes is
becoming a topic of interest for both academic research and public policy development.

The analysis of inequalities of opportunity is particularly relevant in Central and Eastem
European countries. Although these economies have made significant progress since the transition
to a market economy, the literature highlights that the influence of circumstances on individuals'
economic outcomes remains more pronounced in many of these countries than in the Nordic
economies and in parts of Western Europe (Marrero & Rodriguez, 2012; Andreoli & Fusco, 2017).

In this context, this paper aims to investigate inequalities of opportunity from a
microeconomic perspective, using data from the Life in Transition Survey (LiTS IV). The analysis
aims to highlight the relationship between certain characteristics describing the family and social
background of individuals and their economic outcomes, as well as to compare the situation in
several Central and Eastern European countries. Using a recent, internationally comparable
database, the study provides an up-to-date picture of how environmental circumstances of origin
continue to influence individuals' economic opportunities.

The novelty of this study lies in several aspects. It uses data from the most recent wave of
the Life in Transition Survey (2022-2023), providing an updated perspective on inequalities of
opportunity in Central and Eastern Europe. The analysis focuses on specific family background
characteristics, such as parents’ education and the number of books available during childhood,
which are frequently associated with economic outcomes. Moreover, the study compares 12
Central and Eastern European countries using the same database and analytical framework,
allowing for a consistent assessment of similarities and differences across the region.

2. Literature review

In recent economic literature, inequality of opportunity has become a major topic of
interest, focusing on the extent to which differences in outcomes are driven by factors beyond an
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individual’s control. According to the perspective developed by John Roemer (1998), individual
results can be explained by two categories of factors: circumstances and effort. Circumstances
include characteristics over which the person has no influence, such as gender, family
characteristics, or place of birth, while effort reflects individual choices and actions, such as
education level or labour market participation.

The empirical literature consistently highlights the fact thatinequality of opportunity varies
significantly across regions and is strongly influenced by circumstancessuch as parental education,
social origin, or territorial context. In Latin America, forexample, Bourguignon etal. (2007) show,
based on 1996 PNAD data for Brazil, thatbetween 10%and 37% of income inequality is explained
by observable circumstances such as parental education, father's occupation, race and region of
birth. Of these, parental education emerges as the dominant factor, having a stronger impact than
race or region of origin.

Similar results, but in a broader comparative framework, are provided by Ferreira and
Gignoux (2011), who analyse six Latin American countries (Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador,
Guatemala, Panama and Peru). Estimates indicate clear differences between countries: Colombia
hasthe lowestlevels ofinequality of opportunity (23 %—25%), while Guatemala records the highest
values (34%—-36%), and Brazil also ranks at the top of the distribution. These results confirm a
significant heterogeneity between countries, even within the same region.

A broader picture is provided by Brunori et al. (2013), who show that inequality of
opportunity ranges from very low levels in Norway (approx. 2%) to high values in Guatemala
(around 34%), confirming that Latin Americais generally atthe top ofinequality, while the Nordic
European countries are the most equal.

In Egypt, Hassine (2012), based on data from 1988, 1998, and 2006, shows that about 30%
of income inequality is explained by circumstances, with values reaching 41% when unobserved
components are also included. The analysis highlights variations between cohorts and a reduction
in opportunity inequality over time, especially in 2006, despite a slight increase in total inequality.

In the developedeconomiesof Western Europe and North America, the literature highlights
clear differences between countries. Lefranc et al. (2006), analysing nine developed economies
(Belgium, France, West Germany, the UK, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the United
States), show that the US and Italy have the highest levels of both inequality of outcomes and
inequality of opportunity, while Sweden stands out for very low levels, followed by Norway and
West Germany. This pattern highlights a strong association between inequality of outcomes and
inequality of opportunity.

This differentiation is also confirmed by the analysis of Niehues and Peichl (2014), which
shows that in Germany, between 47% and 62% of income inequality can be explained by
circumstances, while in the United States, this share is lower (33%—36%). Thus, Germany appears
asan economy with a stronger transmission of intergenerational disadvantages than the US, despite
a similar level of economic development.

In Southern Europe, the case of Italy confirms a highly unequal internal structure. Checchi
and Peragine (2010), based on SHIW data (1993-2000), show that inequality of opportunity
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accounts for about 14.8%-19.5% of total inequality. The results highlight clear regional
differences between North and South, with higher values in southern Italy, especially among
women. In addition, the effect of circumstances is stronger at the extremes of income distribution,
suggesting a heightened family influence on both the poorest and the richest. Pérez-Mayo (2019)
shows for Spain that about 10% of income inequality is explained by circumstances, with large
regional differences (from about 3% in Cantabria to about 33% in Extremadura).

For Europe as a whole, studies based on EU-SILC confirm the existence of regional
differences. Marrero and Rodriguez (2012) show that the Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland,
Norway, Sweden), along with many Western European countries (Germany, the Netherlands,
Austria, Belgium, France), as well as some richer economies in Eastern Europe (Slovakia, Czech
Republic, Slovenia, Hungary) show low levels of inequality of opportunity. In contrast,
Mediterranean countries (Italy, Greece, Spain), Atlantic countries (Portugal, Ireland, United
Kingdom) and poorer Eastern European countries (Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Lithuania) record high
levels.

Andreoli and Fusco (2017) analyse the dimension of inequality of opportunity using EU-
SILC data from 2005 and 2011 for 19 European countries. The results show significant differences
between states: the Nordic countries, along with Germany, have the lowest levels of inequality of
opportunity, while Hungary and several states in Central and Eastern Europe are at the opposite
pole, with high levels of inequality of opportunity. In addition, the authors show thatbetween 2005
and 2011, the changes are relatively small and generally insignificant, with occasional exceptions
such as the increase in Austria and the decrease in Finland (Andreoli & Fusco, 2017).

This structure is also supported by more detailed analyses. Roemer and Trannoy (2016)
show, comparing Denmark and Hungary, that in Denmark income distributions are much closer
between individuals with different family origins, while in Hungary the differen ces are much more
pronounced, indicating less intergenerational mobility. Ramos and Van de Gaer (2017) show that
the ordering of European countries depends on the measurement method, but the general pattem
of regional differentiation remains stable.

Dynamic analyses confirm the persistence of these differences. Bussolo et al. (2023) show
that between 1978 and 2014 inequality of opportunity decreased in Germany, France and the
United Kingdom, while in Italy it remained persistent, with a strong role of parental education in
determining income. Italy thus remains closer to the group of countries with high inequality, n
contrastto the downward trends in North-West Europe. Arelevantresult forthe European literature
is provided by Brunorietal. (2023), who analyse 31 European countries based on EU-SILC data
and show that estimates of inequality of opportunity can vary depending on the estimation method
used. The use of regression tree and random forest methods yields more stable results across
countries, confirming important differences among European states (Brunori et al., 2023).

Kapera and Kobus (2024) analyse inequalities of opportunity for income and health and
show, based on EU-SILC data (2005-2019), that multidimensional inequality of opportunity has
increased in Europe from around 20% to 25% of total inequality. In 2019, Norway emerged as one
of the most unequal countries in terms of opportunities when health is also included, while Italy
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and Spain remain among the most equal. These results highlight that income equality does not
necessarily translate into equality of opportunities once non-income dimensions, such as health,
are considered.

3. Empirical analysis

Inequalities of opportunity were analysed using the Life in Transition Survey (LiTS)
database. LiTSis an initiative of the European Bank for Reconstructionand Development (EBRD),
based on large, representative surveys conducted with approximately 1,000-1,500 households per
country using the same questionnaires. The scope of LiTS is to highlight how changes in the role
of the state, economic reforms and transition policies are perceived by the individuals affected by
them. The first edition of LiTS focused on the former communist bloc countries and Tiirkiye. Later,
the scope of LiTS was expanded to include other countries in which the EBRD operates, as well
as comparator countries, with the aim of showing the multiple forms that political and economic
transitions can take.

The following analysis is based on the 4th edition of LiTS and focuses on issues of
inequality of opportunity. LiTS IV was conducted in the period 2022-2023, including 33 countries
in which the EBRD operates, as well as 4 comparator countries (Algeria, Belarus, Germany, and
Russia). For the analysis, 12 countries from Central and Eastern Europe were selected (Bulgaria,
Czechia, Croatia, Estonia, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, the Slovak Republic,
Slovenia, and Hungary). The initial data were processed to group values for variables related to
age, education, and salary quintiles. In the figure below, itcan be seen that the share of respondents
who reported working in the last 7 days exceeds 85% in all the countries analysed. The lowest
percentage isrecorded in Latvia (86.4%), while the highest percentage is found in Poland (96.2%).

Figure 1 Share of respondents who stated that they had worked in the last 7 days

I 96.2%

86.4%

Source: authors' processing based on the LiTS IV database
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The analysis by gender shows that male respondents are more likely than female
respondents to report a job in the last 7 days. However, there are exceptions, such as Latvia,
Romania and Greece, where the percentage of female respondents exceeds that of male
respondents. The largest difference is recorded in Bulgaria, in favour of male respondents (4 pp.),
and in Romania, in favour of female respondents (3.3 pp.).

The analysis by area of residence shows higher percentages of urban respondents who
reported working in the last 7 days than rural respondents. The only exceptions are Estonia,
Czechia and the Slovak Republic, where the share of rural respondents who had a job exceeded
that ofurban respondents. Amongurban respondents, the largest difference is found in Croatia (8.8
pp.), while Czechia shows the largest difference in favour of rural respondents (4.8 pp.). In
Romania, the difference is in favour of urban respondents, with their share 3.4 pp. higher than that
of rural respondents.

Figure 2 Share of respondents who stated that they had worked in the last 7 days by gender or area
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Source: authors' processing based on the LiTS IV database

Respondents who stated that they had worked in the last 7 days were also analysed by age
group. Among those aged 18 to 24, the highest percentage is in the Slovak Republic (100%), and
the lowest is in Croatia (75%). However, compared to the other age ranges, respondents in this
category ranked first only in the Slovak Republic and Lithuania. The 25-34 age group has the
highest share in Lithuania (97.9%) and the lowest in Slovenia (84.6%), ranking first among age
groups only in Romania. The 35-44 age group has the highest share in Hungary (98.7%) and the
lowest in Latvia (89.1%). Compared to the other age ranges, respondents aged 35 -44 ranked first
in Estonia and Hungary. Regarding the 45-54 age group, Poland has the highest percentage
(99.4%), while Slovenia has the lowest (90.8%). Compared to the rest of the age groups,
respondents aged 45-54 ranked first in Latvia, Croatia, Czechia, Greece, Bulgaria and Poland. The
last category, namely 55-64, has the highest share in Lithuania (95.7%) and the lowest in Latvia
(83.6%), ranking first only in Slovenia among the other categories. In Romania, respondents aged
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25-34 (97.7%), 45-54 (95%) and 35-44 (93.5%) predominate, while the 18-24 and 55-64 age
groups have lower percentages, around 90%.

Figure 3 Share of respondents who stated that they had worked in the last 7 days by age
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Respondents who had worked in the past 7 days were also examined by level of education.
They were classified into three groups: ISCED 0-2 (low level of education), which includes early
childhood education, primary and lower secondary education, ISCED 3-4 (medium level of
education), which includes upper secondary and post-secondary education, and ISCED 5-8 (high
level of education), which includes higher education. As for the high level of education (ISCED
5-8), the highest share of respondents is found in Poland (98%), and the lowest in Latvia (90.3%).
Compared to the other levels of education, the ISCED 5-8 category ranks firstin 9 out of the 12
countries. In the ISCED 3-4 category, Poland also has the highest percentage of respondents
(96.5%), while Latvia has the lowest percentage (84.3%). Compared to other levels of education,
the ISCED 3-4 category ranks first in Hungary and Bulgaria. Regarding the low level of education
(ISCED 0-2), the highestpercentage of respondents is recorded in Lithuania (96%), and the lowest
in Croatia and the Slovak Republic (69.2%). This category ranked first compared to the other two
only in Czechia. In Romania, respondents with a high level of education predominate (97.9%),
followed by those with an average level (92.4%), while those with a low level account for only
75.9%.
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Figure 4 Share of respondents who stated that they had worked in the last 7 days by level of
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The analysis of respondents who had worked in the last 7 days was also conducted by the
father's level of education. Thus, the highest share of respondents whose father had a high level of
education (ISCED 5-8)isrecorded in Poland (98.6%), while the lowest share is in Croatia (87.5%).
Compared to the other levels of education, this category of respondents ranks first in 8 out of the
12 countries. Regarding the average level of education of the father (ISCED 3 -4), Poland has the
highest percentage (97.5%), while Latvia has the lowest (83.6%). Compared to the other levels,
this category ranks first in Croatia, Estonia, Czechia and Bulgaria. The last category, in which the
father's level of education is low (ISCED 0-2), has the highest share in Lithuania (96.3%) and the
lowest in Croatia (83.8%). In Romania, the predominant category of respondents is those whose
fathers had a high level of education (98.5%), followed by those whose fathers had an average
level of education (94.5%) and a low level of education (87.8%).
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Figure 5 Share of respondents who stated that they had worked in the last 7 days by their father's
education level

100.0%

90.0%
B5.0%
- ‘ ‘ |‘ ‘
75.0%
ce Rom:

Croatia Slovenia Czechia Estonia latvia Bulgaria Hungary Slovak Lithuania Gree
Republic

ania Poland

mISCEDD-2 wISCED3-4 mISCEDS5-B

Source: authors' processing based on the LiTS IV database

Depending on the mother's education level, the highest share of respondents who reported
having a job in the last 7 days and whose mothers had higher education is recorded in Romania
(100%), while the lowest is in Croatia (87%). Compared to the other two categories, in 6 of the 12
countries, respondents with mothers with ISCED 5-8 education rank first. Regarding the average
education level of the mother (ISCED 3-4), the Slovak Republic and Poland have the highest
percentage of respondents (97.2%), and Latvia has the lowest (86.3%). This category of
respondents ranks firstin 5 of the 12 countries included in the analysis. The last category (ISCED
0-2) has the highest share of respondents in Lithuania (97.5%) and the lowest in Croatia (82.6%).

Compared to the rest of the categories, respondents whose mothers had a low level of education
ranked first only in Lithuania.
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The average salary, expressed in euros, was calculated for respondents from the 12
countries analysed. It ranges from a minimum of 696.27 euros in Romania to a maximum of
1463.71 euros in Czechia. The countries where respondents declared an averagesalary below 1000
euros are Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, Hungary and Latvia.

Figure 7 Average salary level (euro)
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Source: authors' processing based on the LiTS IV database

Respondents in each country were divided into quintiles based on their salary distributions.
Thus, the first quintile contains the 20% of respondents with the lowest salaries, while the last
quintile consists of the 20% of respondents with the highest salaries.

The distribution by salary quintile and gender is highlighted in the following set of graphs.
It is observed that in most of the countries included in the analysis, the first three quintiles have
higher weights among female respondents, while the lasttwo quintiles have higher weights among
male respondents, indicating gender discrepancies in salary. Of the total number of female persons
in each country, over 20% fall into the lowest salary range, except in Romania, where the
percentage is between 10% and 15%. Of the total number of male persons in each country, over
25% fall into the highest salary range, and in countries such as Greece, Lithuania, or Poland, this
percentage even exceeds 35%.
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Figure 8 Share of respondents by country, salary range and gender
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The division by salary quintile and area of residence reveals that, with a few exceptions
(Czechia and Slovenia for the first quintile, Lithuania for the second quintile, and Greece), a higher
percentage of respondents from rural areas are in the first two quintiles, thereby earning less than
those from urban areas. Among the lowest-salary countries, the highest percentage of rural
residents is recorded in Bulgaria (50%-60%) and Hungary (45%-50%). Croatia and Poland also
show higher percentages, between 25% and 30%, while the remaining states show percentages
between 5% and 25%. For the highest-salary range, among urban residents in each country, shares
range from 15% to 35%, with the highest recorded in Romania (almost 35%).
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Figure 9 Share of respondents by country, salary range and area of residence
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The analysis by salary quintile and age range indicates that respondents aged 18-24 are
predominant in the lowest salary category in 8 of the 12 countries analysed, while in the other 4
countries, the predominant age group is 55-64. Except for Greece, the range with the highest
salaries has the highestshares ofrespondents in the age categories25-34,35-44, and45-54. Among
the countries with the lowest salaries, Czechia, Greece and Slovenia have the highest percentages
(between 45% and 60%), followed by Romania, Hungary and Bulgaria (between 30% and 45%).
Regarding group 55-64, Poland, Latvia, and Estonia have the highest shares of respondents,
ranging from 25% to 40%. In the highest salary range, the highest shares of respondents in the 25-
34 age group are noted in Bulgaria, Latvia, and Romania (between 30% and 35%). In the 3544



Maria Berta Belu, Maria Denisa Vasilescu

age group, Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania, and Poland record high shares of 30%-40%, and in the 45-
54 age group, Bulgaria, Greece, Lithuania, Romania, and the Slovak Republic have the highest
percentages of 25%-35%.

Figure 10 Share of respondents by country, salary range and age
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Regarding respondents' education levels, the first quintile is dominated by low-education
groups in 11 ofthe 12 countries, while the last quintile is dominated by high -education groups. A
decrease in the share of those with ISCED 0-2 and an increase in the share of those with ISCED
5-8 are observed asrespondents earn higher salaries. Among the countries with the lowest salaries,
the total number of people with a low level of education in Bulgaria, Croatia, Poland and Romania
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exceeds 50%, and in Czechia, Hungary, Lithuania, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia it ranges
between 45% and 50%. Among the countries with the highest salaries, the total number of people
with a high level ofeducation in Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland,, and Romania stand out, with
shares ranging from 40% to 55%.

Figure 11 Share of respondents by country, salary range and education level
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Regarding the father's education level, it is observed that, with a few exceptions, the share
of respondents whose fathers had ISCED level 0-2 is higherin the first three salary quintiles, while
the percentage of respondents whose fathers had ISCED level 3-4 or ISCED level 5-8 tends to
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increase in the intervals with the highest salaries, respectively, the last two quintiles. For the
interval with the lowest salaries, out of the total number of respondents whose fathers had a low
level of education in each country, the highest share is recorded in Bulgaria (50%-55%), followed
by countries with shares between 25%-35%, such as Croatia, Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland and Romania. For the highest-salary interval, among respondents whose fathers
had a high level of education, shares of over 25% are observed in all countries. The highest

percentages are observed in Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, and Romania (between 40% and
55%).

Figure 12 Share of respondents by country, salary range and father's education level
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Regarding the mother's education level, higher percentages are observed in the first three
quintiles for respondents whose mothers had low education, and in the last two quintiles for
respondents whose mothers had medium or higher education. Among the countries with the lowest
salaries, Bulgaria has the highest share of respondents whose mothers had a low level of education
(almost 50%), while Croatia, Lithuania, and Poland have shares between 30% and 40%. For the
highest-salary range, the percentage of respondents whose mothers had a high level of education
is over 25% in all countries. The country with the highest percentage is Poland (approximately
60%), followed by Romania, Croatia, Lithuania, and Slovenia, with percentages between 40% and

50%.

Figure 13 Share of respondents by country, salary range and mother's education level
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The analysis by salary range and the number of books in the home library as a child
indicates a predominance of respondents who declared that they had few books (between 0-10 and
11-25) in the first salary quintile, while respondents who owned a large number of books (between
101-200 and over 200) have a higher share in the last quintile. The countries with the highest
percentage of respondents who had between 0-10 books as a child in the group with the lowest
salaries are Bulgaria, Hungary and Estonia (between 45%-60%), followed by Poland, Czechia,
Croatia and Romania (between 30%-40%). In the group with the highest salaries, among the
countries with the highestshare of respondents who hadover 200 books in childhood are Lithuania,
Poland and Croatia (between 60%-100%), as well as Romania, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and
Bulgaria (between 30%-50%).

Figure 14 Share of respondents by country, salary range and number of books owned in childhood
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Next, Spearman correlation analyses were performed for each of the 12 selected countries
between respondents' salaries and their fathers' and mothers' education levels, and the number of
books they had as children. The correlations were tested bilaterally for significance in each case.
Although the correlation coefficients obtained are relatively low, these results should be interpreted
considering inequalities of opportunity, given that the analysis focused strictly on the link between
salary and factors that do not depend on individual effort, namely the family environment.

The strongest correlations are found in Lithuania and Bulgaria. The correlation between
Lithuanian respondents' salaries and their mother's education level is stronger than that between
their salaries and their father's education level. In contrast to Lithuania, for Bulgarian respondents,
the stronger positive link is between salary and the father's education level than between salary
and the mother's education level. Also, countries where circumstances have been shown to have a
relatively stronger correlation with salary are Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia and Romania.

In Poland and the Slovak Republic, correlations between salary and father'seducation were
found to be statistically insignificant. At the same time, between salary and mother's education
level, correlations are insignificantin Greece and Poland, while between salary and number of
books in childhood, correlations are insignificant in Latvia, Lithuania and Poland.

Figure 15 Spearman correlations between respondents' salary and father's education level,
mother's education level and number of books owned in childhood

Fathers education Mother's education Books in childhood home

Bulgana _ o= 18

Croatia 0.148 0.134 0.161
Czechia 0.099 0.106 0.079
Estonia 0.192 02 0.145

Greece 0.116 0.047 0.094
Hungary 0.148 0.118 0.208

Latvia 0.187 0.201 0.008

Paoland 0.042 0.078 -0.011
Romania 0.206 0.176 0.185
Slovak Republic 0.054 0.125 0.113
Slovenia 0.1 0.187 0.158

Source: authors' processing based on the LiTS IV database

Compared with the literature, the results for Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland are
similar to those reported by Marrero and Rodriguez (2012). Thus, by analysing the correlation
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between respondents' salaries and their parents' levels of education, it is observed that these four
Central and Eastern European states exhibithigherlevels of inequality of opportunity,as supported
by the research of the aforementioned authors. Regarding the link between the salary level of the
interviewed persons and the education of their fathers, similarto the currentanalysis, Andreoli and
Fusco (2017) identified a greater prevalence of inequality of opportunities in Central and Eastem
European states, including Hungary.

4. Conclusions

Inequalities of opportunity are still a debated and researched topic, as well as an
international key priority of governments and organisations. The persistent divergence in the level
of thistype of inequality is observed notonly across territories butalso across several demographic
groups, whose social, educational, and familial characteristics may determine individuals' future
outcomes.

Overall, the analysis in this study indicates that inequalities of opportunity are present in
Central and Eastern European countries. While employment among respondents is relatively high
in the selected states (over 85%), salary outcomes differ notably by gender, residence, age,
education, and family background. In general, higher levels of education are associated with better
job opportunities and higher salaries, whereas respondents with lower levels of education are more
frequently found in the lower income quintiles. Simultaneously, parents’ education and the number
of books owned in childhood are positively linked with individuals’ salary levels, highlighting that
family resources are an important factor influencing adult economic outcomes. The results align
with the literature on the subject.

In Romania, the results tend to follow the same general patterns of inequality of
opportunity, but with some specific features. Among the included states, Romania records the
lowest average salary. Romanian respondents living in urban areas or holding a higher education
degree are more likely to be employed. Surprisingly, female respondents have a higher
employment rate than male respondents. Parents’ education and the number of books in the
childhood home contribute to individuals' economic future, suggesting a clear association between
family background and salaries.

The Spearman correlation analysis of salary levels and parents’ education or the number of
books owned in childhood yields rather modest coefficients, but they are relevant because they
reflect circumstances beyond individuals’ control. The findings support the idea that inequalities
of opportunity in the Central and Eastern European states, including Romania, are shaped not only
by one’s effort, but also by different intergenerational backgrounds.

As for policy implications, Central and Eastern European countries should focus on
developing and implementing targeted policies to address inequalities of opportunity. Regarding
female employment, policies may comprise reducing gender pay gaps and encouraging women’s
participation in the labour market. Moreover, considering family background and education,
decision-makers should direct their attention to disadvantaged individuals by providing better
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access to knowledge and skill acquisition. Just as importantly, all policies should be adapted to the
national context, as situations of inequality of opportunity may vary from state to state.

This study has some limitations that should be considered when interpreting the results.
The analysis is based on cross-sectional data from a single wave of the Life in Transition Survey,
which does not allow the examination of changes in inequalities of opportunity over time.
Moreover, the study is limited to the circumstances available in the LiTS database, which may not
fully capture all aspects of family and social background that influence individuals’ outcomes.
Finally, the analysis highlights associations between circumstances and economic outcomes and
does not aim to establish causal relationships. Future research could use longitudinal data, include
a wider range of circumstances, and apply alternative methods for measuring inequality of
opportunity, allowing a more detailed comparison across countries and demographic groups.
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