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Table 1: Generalized Linear Regression Results: Gini Index

Introduction

The recent resurgence of income inequality in the United States has
spawned a wide-ranging discussion to its causes, which has often
focused on America's historically high trade deficit in the past two
decades. Our project revisits this issue by investigating the latest
trends in the U.S. income disparity from 1985 to 2007, and
systematically examining the factors that might have influenced the
income inequality. To better understand income disparity, three
different measures are employed: Gini, Theil and Atkinson index.
Our results show that, only in the cases of Gini and Atkinson index,
international trade explains a part of income inequality, but it surely
can not be the whole story. Other factors, such as the changing role
of women, the net migration rate, and the sectoral distribution of
employment also play important roles in accounting for America's
income inequality.
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The core model can be specfied as follows:
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denoting the agricultural, manufacturing and service sector,
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Table 2: Generalized Linear Regression Results: Atkinson Index

Policy Analysis
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government should adopt to fight poverty.
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» More priority should be given to the senior citizens.
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Conclusion

Table 3: Generalized Linear ]'f.ugrvsxiuu Results: Theil Index

A generalized linear regression model is used to estimate
the extent and channels through which all kinds of factors
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|] inequality is not significant at all. Therefore, the
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