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ABSTRACT

The aim of this paper is to study consumption of households from an economic and cultural
perspective in the European Union with 28 Member States during the period 2010-2019. For this purpose,
we compared the Eastern European countries, dominated by rapid economic growth and development
with the Western European countries, which represent the most developed countries in the EU-28. From
this perspective, we proposed a multidimensional analysis of consumption that includes macroeconomic
indicators of households’ wealth, which strongly influence their consumption together with an overview
on expenditure by consumption purpose. Moreover, we have also considered Hofstede’s cultural dimension
theory based initially on four cultural dimensions (power distance, individualism versus collectivism,
masculinity versus femininity, and uncertainty avoidance) to observe the impact national culture plays
on households’ consumption in Eastern and Western European countries tracking the historical changes
of these countries. Our methodological approach consisted in descriptive and inferential statistics based
on the selected economic and cultural indicators. Pearson’s product-moment correlations were calculated
to assess the correlations between the variables. Our analysis shows that the level of wealth is lower in
Eastern European countries compared to Western Europe, which influences significantly the private
consumption in these countries. Moreover, the systematic differences of national culture between Eastern
and Western Europe influence strongly the private consumption of their population. Results of this paper
indicate that in Eastern European countries the highest share of expenditure is allocated to primary needs
such as food, non-alcoholic beverages, alcoholic beverages and cigarettes to the detriment of health,
education, recreation and culture.

Keywords: households’ consumption, European Union, income, national culture, Hofstede’s theory

Scopul prezentei lucrdri este de a studia consumul gospoddriilor din perspectivd economicd si
culturald in Uniunea Europeand cu 28 de state membre in perioada 2010-2019. In acest sens, am
comparat tdrile din Europa de Est, dominate de crestere si dezvoltare economicd rapidd, cu tdrile din
Europa de Vest, care reprezintd tdrile cele mai dezvoltate din UE-28. Din aceastd perspectivd, am propus
o analizd multidimensionald a consumului care include indicatori macroeconomici ai avutiei
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gospoddriilor, care influenteazd puternic consumul acestora, precum §i o imagine de ansamblu asupra
cheltuielilor in functie de scopul consumului. In plus, am luat in considerare, de asemenea, teoria
dimensiunii culturale a lui Hofstede bazatd initial pe patru dimensiuni culturale (distanta fatd de putere,
individualismul versus colectivismul, masculinitatea versus feminitatea si evitarea incertitudinii) pentru
a observa impactul pe care cultura nationald il are asupra consumului gospodadriilor in tdrile din Europa
de Est si de Vest, urmdrind schimbdrile istorice din aceste tdri. Abordarea metodologicd a studiului a
constat in statistici descriptive si inferentiale bazate pe indicatorii economici si culturali selectati. Metoda
Pearson a fost aplicatd pentru a evalua corelatiile dintre variabile. Analiza noastrd aratd cd nivelul de
bundstare este mai scdzut in tdrile din Europa de Est in comparatie cu Europa de Vest, ceea ce
influenteazd in mod semnificativ consumul privat din aceste tdri. In plus, diferentele sistematice de
culturd nationald dintre Europa de Est si Europa de Vest influenteazd puternic consumul privat al
populatiei lor. Rezultatele acestui studiu indicd faptul cd, in tdrile din Europa de Est, cea mai mare parte
a cheltuielilor este alocatd nevoilor primare, cum ar fi alimentele, bduturile nealcoolice, bduturile
alcoolice si tigdrile, in detrimentul sdndtatii, educatiei, recreerii si culturii.
Cuvinte cheie: consumul gospodadriilor, Uniunea Europeand, venit, cultura nationald, Teoria lui HofStede

lleavto daHHOU cmambu si8Asemcs  usydeHue nompebseHuss doMawHUx Xosslicme ¢
IKOHOMUYECKOU U Ky/lbmypHoll mouku 3peHus 8 Eeponetickom Coto3e ¢ 28 2ocydapcmseamu-yieHamu 8
nepuod 2010-2019 e2e. B ces3u ¢ 3muM Mbl CpA8HU/AU cmpaHbl Bocmounoll Eeponvl, 8 Komopbwix
npeo6.1adarm 8bICOKUe meMnbl IKOHOMUYECKO20 pocma u passumusi, co cmpaHamu 3anaduoli Eeponei,
Komopvule s8aa0mMcs Haubosee pazgumeimu cmpaHamu 8 EC-28. C amoili mouku 3peHusi Mbl
npeodoxcuAU MHO20MeEPHbIL aHaaAu3 nompeb/eHusl, KOmopblll 8KAHYdem MAKPOIKOHOMUYECKUe
nokasamesu 61a20COCMOSIHUS1 OOMAWHUX X0351UCM8, KOmopble CUALHO 8AUSIOM HA UX nompeb.ieHue, a
makce 0630p pacxodog no yeasm nompebaeHus. Kpome mozo, Mbl makice paccmompeau meopuro
Ky/AbmypHo2o u3mepeHusi Xogcmede, nepeoHAYA/NbHO OCHOBAHHYIO HA Yemblpex Ky/JbMypHbLIX
usmepeHusx (ducmauvyusi om e4acmu, UHOUBUJYAAU3M NPOMUB KOANEKMUBU3MA, MYyHCEeCMBEHHOCMb
npomue JdceHcmeeHHOCMU U u3bezaHue HeonpedesieHHOCMU) 0151 onpedeeHus 8AUsIHUS HAYUOHA/IbHOU
Ky/bmypbl Ha nompebieHue domMawHux xo3siicme e cmpaHax BocmouHoli u 3anadHotli Esponvl, 8
KOHmMeKcme ucmopuy4eckux usmeHeHull 8 amux cmpaHax. Memodosozuueckuii nodxod uccsiedoeaHus
€COCMosiA U3 oNucame/ibHoll U 8bl8edeHHOl cmamucmuKu HA OCHO8e OMOOGPAHHbBIX IKOHOMUYECKUX U
Ky/bMypHbIX hokazamesetl. /[las1 oyeHKU Koppeasyuu Mmexcdy nokazameasmu NPuMeHsiics Memod
IlupcoHa. Haw aHa/u3 nokasbigaem, 4mo ypogeHb 6,1a20C0CMOosiHUSL 8 cmpaHax BocmouHoli Eeponbvi
Hudice, yem 8 cmpaHax 3anadHoll Eeponbl, umo cyujecmeeHHo 8usiem Ha 4acmHoe hompebieHue 8 3mux
cmpaHax. Kpome mozo, cucmemamuveckue pasauvusi 8 HAUUOHA/IbHOU Ky/sibmype medxcdy BocmouHoli u
3anaduoti Eeponoli cuibHO 84ussilom HA yacmHoe nompebsieHue ux HacesneHus. Pe3sysibmamoul 3mozo
uccsaedogaHusl nokasviearm, ymo 8 cmpaHax Bocmounotll Esponbl 60/bwias yacmes pacxodos
Hanpaes/semcsi HA y008./1em8OpeHUe OCHOBHbIX hompe6Hocmell, MAKux Kaxk npodykmbl NUMAHusl,
6e3a/1K020/1bHble HANUMKU, A/K020/1bHble HANUMKU U cuzdpembl, 8 yujepb 300po8blo, 06pa308aHuUI0,
omdbIXy u Ky/1iemype.

Kawuesvle caoea: nompebaevue JdomawHux xo3siicms, Eeponelickuili cows, doxodvl,
HayuoHa/bHas Kyabsmypa, Teopus Xoghcmede

INTRODUCTION

Our society is called a consumerist society as the level of consumption of goods and services
nowadays has never been seen in the history of humanity (Matsuyama 2002:5-7). The gradual transition
towards consumerism started after and it has triggered progress in all areas of activity, which lead to a
lifestyle of individuals inclined towards wealth.

Private consumption represents the household's consumption of goods and services. The
households’ consumption accounts for around 50% of EU-28 Gross Domestic Product (GDP) compared
to around 20% for government consumption (Eurostat, 2019). The assignation of financial resources
towards private consumption implies a reduction of the personal savings, and, in some cases even
indebtedness of individuals and households. Households’ income determines the level of their
consumption and the category of goods and services towards which they decide allocate their budget.
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The private consumption is very limited in those households in which the income does not cover the
expenses of their basic needs. According to Engel’s law, the wealthier households allocate a smaller share
of their budget for food, which is a basic need, assigning their resources to more sophisticated needs.

Households' consumption in the European Union is still divergent triggering numerous differences
between countries. Factors that drive households’ consumption are triggered by economic features such
as disposable income and individual consumption, and socio-cultural characteristics such as habits and
cultures. In this paper, we have considered Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory based initially on four
cultural dimensions (power distance, individualism versus collectivism, masculinity versus femininity
and uncertainty avoidance) to observe the impact national culture has on households’ consumption in
EU-28 Member States during 2010-2019. For this purpose, we have drawn statistical comparisons
between the Western European countries, the most developed countries in the EU-28 and Eastern
European countries, developing countries, which joined the EU after 2004.

This paper is structured in five parts. The first part contains the introduction, which indicates the
research question. The second part of the paper covers the literature review of economic and cultural
influences of households’ consumption in the European Union. The third part of the study describes the
research methodology including the data sources. The fourth part of the paper presents the results and
discussions derived from the study. Finally, the fifth part shows the conclusions of the study.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Some authors define consumption as “spending for survival or enjoyment as opposite to providing
for future production” (Black 1997:84). Recent research (Sadik-Zada & Loewenstein 2018:196-204)
reveals the direct relationship between disposable income and consumption. Other authors argue that
income effects show differences in the spending patterns of affluent households rise (Chai et al.
2015:423-440) and that changes in household wealth impact on consumption (Jawadi et al. 2017:849).
Furthermore, consumption is shaped by the interaction between the national context and individual
lifestyle preferences (Thggersen 2017:16-25). Moreover, households’ consumption is a complex
process, which represents the result of social, cultural and economic influences (Zukin & Maguire
2004:174). Other authors (Schor 2002:3-4) indicate that motivations of consumption are social, these
deriving from the need to keep pace with the level of consumption promoted by the society rather than
with objective individual needs. Some authors (Firat et al. 2013:199) conclude that culture is one of the
most important factors affecting attitudes, behaviors and lifestyles of households’ consumption.

If we consider the socio-economic context of the countries in the European Union, we can
distinguish two different societies: Western Europe and Eastern Europe. On one hand, the socio-
economic evolution of Eastern European countries produced by the collapse of the communist regime
triggered a significant change in the political regime. This implied a major transition from the planned
economy towards a market economy (Lipton et al. 1990:6-79). On the other hand, countries from the
Western Europe are more economically developed having an individualistic culture, whereas Eastern
European countries are developing at a rapid pace being more traditional (Trentmann 2004:378). Some
authors indicate the differences in the structure of households’ consumption appeared due to different
levels of socio-economic development in different countries along with historical, geographical and
cultural factors (Kozera et al. 2013:293-303). For some categories of consumption such as clothing,
footwear, miscellaneous goods and services Eastern European countries before joining the EU spent less
than Western European countries (Arnotte 1999:1-8). Some authors (Yildirim et al. 2016:42-51)
consider that culture shapes purchases decisions of individuals. Moreover, other authors point out the
role of cultural differences on individual consumption behaviors (De Mooij 2017:444-456) identifying
the national culture as critical factor (Nair & Little 2016:178). Differences in households’ consumption
between the Western and the Eastern European countries are more visible in the experience of operating
in the market economy, the demand for basic goods and the level of saturation, which are in the detriment
of the latter ones (Szwacka-Mokrzycka 2017:169-178). Recent research (Michail 2020:979-994)
indicates that household consumption patterns in the European Union are more convergent in the
Eurozone than outside it. Moreover, cultural values in some countries have restrained the spread of
consumerism (Roach et al. 2019:17). In addition, some studies include the effects of national culture on
household’s consumption taking into consideration Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory. From this
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perspective, low power distance countries have a higher tendency to change (Matusitz & Musambira
2013:42-60), whereas consumers with low levels of uncertainty avoidance are prone to take more risks
(Hwa-Froelich & Vigil 2004:107-118).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The aim of this paper is to analyze the households’ consumption in the European Union and to
identify some economic and social variables that influence consumption. In our analysis we refer to the
period 2010-2019 based on the data availability of the indicators analyzed. In this paper, we have used
descriptive statistics to correlate economic indicators such as the Adjusted gross disposable income of
households per capita, the Actual Individual Consumption and Households’ expenditure by
consumption purpose with the cultural factors based on Hofstede’s initial model of national culture.
Both economic indicators used in this paper are expressed in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS) to
include the price level differences across the countries subject to our analysis.

Adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita reflects “the purchasing power of
households and their ability to invest in goods and services or save for the future” (Eurostat, 2019).
This indicator includes the flows of services households receive free of charge from governments (e.g.
education, health, etc.). In this paper, we used this indicator as it reflects the disposable income of
households available for consumption and/or savings.

Actual Individual Consumption (AIC) measures all the goods and services consumed by
households including the services provided by government or non-profit organizations (e.g. education,
health, etc.). This indicator is preferred in comparative studies as indicator of households’ material
welfare. In this paper, we focus only on households’ consumption, therefore we have excluded from
our analysis the services provided by government or non-profit organizations.

Households’ expenditure by consumption purpose depicts the allocation of income aggregated
atthe national level to the main categories of spending such as food & non-alcoholic beverages, clothing
& footwear, housing, health, education, recreation and culture.

From the side of cultural factors that influence consumption, we relied on Hofstede’s model of
national culture (Hofstede 1980:15-41) that initially comprised four dimensions: power distance,
individualism versus collectivism, masculinity versus femininity and uncertainty avoidance.

Power distance index (PDI) reflects the way in which a society reacts to inequalities among its
members. A high power distance index is characteristic for societies in which people accept differences
and hierarchical order, while in countries with a low power distance people with less power strive to
minimize the inequalities in the distribution of power.

Individualism versus collectivism (IDV) shows whether the members of a society are inclined to
act only for their own welfare and for their families (high index values) or on the contrary it is a society
in which members of different groups help each other selflessly.

Masculinity versus femininity (MAS) differentiates between societies oriented towards
achievement, heroism, material rewards for success (high values correspond to masculinity) and those
in which cooperation and modesty are appreciated values (low values correspond to femininity).

Uncertainty avoidance index (UAI) reflects how uncomfortable are the members of a society with
ambiguity and uncertainty. Societies with a high UAI are more intolerant and respect rigid codes of behavior,
while those with a low UAI have a more relaxed attitude and accept more easily uncertain situations.

In our analysis we verified the following hypotheses:

H1: Actual Individual Consumption is positively correlated with the Adjusted gross disposable
income of households per capita.

H2: Households’ expenditure by consumption purpose is positively correlated with the Adjusted
gross disposable income of households per capita. .

H3: Actual Individual Consumption is positively correlated with the Hofstede’s 4 dimensions of
national culture.

H4: Households’ expenditure by consumption purpose is correlated with the Hofstede’s 4
dimensions of national culture.
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The statistical approach applied to verify these hypotheses is the Pearson’s product-moment
correlation analysis. Moreover, the results and discussions derived from our analysis are presented in
section 4 of this paper.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The total gross disposable income of households in EU-28 amounted to EUR 9 781 billion in 2018
(Eurostat, 2019). Figure 1 reflects the evolution of the Adjusted gross household disposable income per
capita in EU-28 during the period 2010-2019 (data for Malta and UK was not available). In this paper, we
used the data converted in purchasing power standards (PPS), which allowed us to draw an accurate
comparison between all the EU-28 Member States. The mean Adjusted gross household disposable
income per capita in EU-28 had an upward movement during the whole period analyzed, increasing from
19 650 PPS (2010) to 23 599 PPS (2019). However, major differences can be observed between the
Member States from Eastern and Western Europe. The major difference is between Luxembourg and
Bulgaria, the countries with the highest and respectively lowest value in terms of Adjusted gross income
per capita. In 2010, Luxembourg exceeded almost 4 times the Adjusted gross disposable income per
capita compared to Bulgaria. In 2019, the country that has exceeded the EU-28 average was Germany
(+28,5 %), followed by Austria (+19,4 %), Belgium (+14,8 %), Netherlands (+12,3 %), France (+10,8 %),
Finland, Sweden and Denmark (less than 10 %) (data for Luxembourg was not available for 2019, but in
2018 it registered 41,2 % more than the EU-28 average). At the opposite pole, we find the Eastern
European countries as eight countries recorded values of 20 % or more below the EU-28 average (data
for Bulgaria was not available, but in 2017, the most recent available year, it registered 46,1 % of the EU-
28 average). The lowest values of adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita in 2019
were registered in Croatia (63,4% of the EU-28 average), Latvia (65,8%), Greece (67,4%), Hungary
(68,2%), Romania (70,4%), Slovakia (71,5%), Poland (73,3%), and Estonia (75,4%). The analysis of the
adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita expressed in PPS indicates clearly the
significant differences in income between the Eastern and Western Europe. The year 2019 marks the 15
years period after the accession of the Eastern European countries to the EU back in 2004. This means
that even after 15 years of economic convergence, there are still significant imbalances in income
between Eastern and Western European countries.
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Figure 1: Adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita in PPS
Source: Authors’ contribution based on Eurostat data (2010-2019)
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The evolution of the Actual Individual Consumption (AIC) is analyzed in this paper as an
indicator for the material welfare of households at the European Union level for the period 2010-2019
(Figure 2). As observed in Figure 1, in Figure 2 we remark a similar pattern in households’ welfare with
significant differences between the Eastern and Western European countries. The mean AIC for EU-28
increased from 17 600 PPS (2010) to 21 000 PPS (2019). The countries that exceed the EU-28 AIC
average are Luxembourg (+31,9 %), Germany (+20 %), Austria (+15,2 %), Denmark (+13,8 %),
Netherlands (+12,4 %), United Kingdom (+11, 4%) followed by Finland (+11 %) and France (+7,1 %).
The countries with the lowest AIC in EU are Bulgaria (-42,9 % from the EU-28 mean), Croatia (-35,7
%), Hungary (-33,8 %), Slovakia (-31,9 %), Latvia (-35,5 %) followed by Estonia, Greece, Poland and
Romania with less than 30 % below the EU-28 AIC average. Slovenia, Czech Republic, Malta, and
Portugal registered values of AIC with 20 % below the EU-28 average, while Spain, Ireland, Italy,
Cyprus and Lithuania had values less than 10 % below the EU-28 mean.

The analysis of Figures 1 and 2 indicate that Eastern European countries position themselves
lower on both economic indicators used in this study compared to the Western European countries.
The differences in the welfare of households between the EU-28 Member States reveal challenges that
developing countries from Eastern Europe strive to attain in order to reach the development level of

Western European countries.
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Figure 2: Actual Individual Consumption (Real expenditure per capita in PPS)
Source: Authors’ contribution based on Eurostat data (2010-2019)

Table 1 reveals the evolution of households’ expenditure by consumption purpose in function of
geographical zone, Western Europe (WE) and Eastern Europe (EE) during the period 2010-2019. We
observe major differences between Western and Eastern European countries as regards the
distribution of households’ expenditure to different categories of consumption. Eastern European
countries spent much more money on Food & alcoholic beverages, Alcoholic beverages, tobacco &
narcotics and Communications than Western countries, and less on Housing, water, electricity, gas &
other fuels, Recreation & culture and Restaurants & hotels. The differences on categories of
consumption such as Education, Clothing & footwear, Health and Transport are insignificant for both
Western and Eastern European countries.
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Table 1
Households’ expenditure by consumption purpose (share of total=100)

Region 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015‘ 2016 2017 2018

Food and non- | WE 11.7 11.7 | 119 12 11.9 11.8 | 11.8 119 | 115
alcoholic
beverages EE 18.2 18 18.5 18.6 18.6 184 | 183 18.1 | 18
Alcoholic WE 4 42 |42 42 4 41 |41 4 4
beverages,
tobacco &
narcotics EE 7 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.5 6.4 6.2 6.2
Clothing & WE 5 49 49 5 5 5 4.9 48 47
footwear EE 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.2 44 4.5 4.6 46 | 4.6
Housing, water, | WE 22.9 229 | 234 23.7 23.6 23.6 | 235 232 | 233
electricity, gas
& other fuels | EE 215 218 | 218 21 20.9 21 20.3 20 20
Furnishings,
household WE 5.8 5.6 5.5 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.5 6
equipment &
routine
household EE 5 49 48 47 47 47 5 5 5.2
maintenance
WE 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.9 3.9 4 4 4 4
Health
EE 4 4 3.9 4 42 43 43 4.4 4.4
WE 12.9 132 |13 12.7 12.7 125 |12 12.6 | 129
Transport
EE 11.9 121 | 122 12.1 12.2 121 |12 122 | 123
WE 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.3
Communications
EE 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.4 3 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.1
Recreation & | WE 9 9.1 9 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8
culture EE 7.5 74 |74 |74 7.5 76 |77 79 |82
WE 1 1 1 1.1 1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1
Education
EE 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 1 1 1.3 1.3 1.2
Restaurants & | WE 9 9.1 9.1 9.3 9 9.6 9.9 10.1 | 10.2
hotels EE 7 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.6 7.9 8.2 85 |8
Miscellaneous | E 11.3 112 | 11 11 11.2 11 11.3 112 | 113
goods & services | 8.1 8 8 8.1 8.1 8 8.2 8 8.4

Source: Authors’ contribution based on Eurostat data (2010-2019)
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In this paper, we considered the hypothesis following which the AIC and the distribution of
households’ expenditure across different categories of consumption is not only influenced by the
economic factors, but also by national cultural dimensions. For this purpose, we correlated the Actual
Individual Consumption and Households’ expenditure by consumption purpose with the Adjusted
gross disposable income, and with the 4 dimensions of national culture proposed initially by Hofstede.
The results of the correlation tests (Table 2) show that AIC is positively correlated with Adjusted gross
disposable income of households per capita (p-value<0.0001) and IDV (p-value<0.01), and negatively
correlated with PDI (p-value<0.001) and UAI (p-value=0.05). The correlation between AIC and MAS is
not statistically significant. Thus, countries with higher income per capita and with individualistic
population register higher values on AIC. On the contrary, countries in which people acceptinequalities
between their members and avoid uncertainty, have lower values on AIC.

Regarding the correlations with households’ expenditure by consumption purposes we observed
that the Adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita is positively correlated with
Furnishings, household equipment and routine household maintenance (p-value<0.01), Miscellaneous
goods and services (p-value<0.0001), and, negatively correlated with Food and non-alcoholic
beverages (p-value<0.0001), Alcoholic beverages, tobacco and narcotics (p-value<0.05),
Communications (p-value<0.0001), and Education (p-value<0.05). PDI is positively correlated with
Food and non-alcoholic beverages (p-value<0.01), Communications (p-value<0.01), and negatively
correlated with Recreation and culture (p-value<0.05). These findings suggest that in societies in
which people accept inequalities between their members, less money will be spent on recreational and
cultural activities and more money on Food and non-alcoholic beverages and Communications. If we
consider that people with less power have also lower levels of income, then these results are relevant
and intuitive. Individualism versus collectivism is positively correlated with Housing, water, electricity,
gas and other fuels (p-value<0.05), Recreation and culture (p-value<0.05), Miscellaneous goods and
services (p-value<0.05) and negatively correlated with Food and non-alcoholic beverages (p-
value=0.01) and Communications (p-value<0.01). Masculinity versus femininity index is not
significantly correlated with any of the variables included in the analysis. In societies in which people
have a high level of uncertainty avoidance, more is spent on Food and non-alcoholic beverages
(p<0.05), Health (p<0.05), and less on Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels (p-value=0.01)
and Recreation and culture (p-value<0.001).

Table 2
Pearson’s product-moment correlations between AIC, households’ expenditure by
consumption purpose and Adjusted gross disposable income per capita and Hofstede’s 4
dimensions of national culture

Adjusted gross | Power distance = Individualism Masculinity Uncertainty
disposable index (PDI) versus versus avoidance
income per collectivism femininity index (UAI)

capita (IDV) (MAS)
Actual 0.9898214 **** | -0.5972491 0.5279604 -0.06675845 -0.3834227
individual p-value < 2.2e- | *** ok p-value =|*
consumption 16 p-value = | p-value 0.7512 p-value =
(AIC) 0.00162 0.006675 0.05849
Food and non- | -0.8203692 0.5679182 -0.4773361 -0.1084955 0.393135
alcoholic oAk ok ok p-value =|*
beverages p-value = | p-value = | p-value 0.6057 p-value =
5.146e-07 0.003063 0.01583 0.05188
Alcoholic -0.4375898 0.1672928 -0.0673258 0.06006066 0.07276739
beverages, * p-value =0.4241 | p-value p-value = | p-value =
tobacco and p-value =0.0287 0.7492 0.7755 0.7296
narcotics
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Clothing and 0.3066982 -0.3622259 0.1586611 -0.2323645 -0.03563647
footwear p-value =0.1359 | p-value = | p-value = | p-value = | p-value =
0.07517 0.4487 0.2637 0.8657
Housing, water, | 0.5186466 -0.08051141 0.4103231 0.1398564 -0.4795802
electricity, gas | p-value = | p-value =0.702 | * p-value = | **
and other fuels | 0.007901 p-value =1 0.5049 p-value =
0.04162 0.01527
Furnishings, 0.5376524 -0.2293347 0.35585 0.1973647 -0.2591889
household ok p-value=0.2701 | p-value = | p-value = | p-value =
equipment and | p-value = 0.08084 0.3443 0.2109
routine 0.005573
household
maintenance
Health -0.2549813 0.2173657 -0.1872141 0.002146365 0.4569065
p-value =0.2187 | p-value =0.2966 | p-value = | p-value =|*
0.3702 0.9919 p-value =
0.02167
Transport 0.1538905 -0.3145666 -0.07707822 -0.2883868 0.1578673
p-value=0.4627 | p-value=0.1256 | p-value = | p-value = | p-value = 0.451
0.7142 0.1621
Communications | -0.7351082 0.5035237 -0.4769184 0.04081415 0.2687174
etk * ok p-value = | p-value =0.194
p-value = | p-value = | p-value = | 0.8464
2.843e-05 0.01029 0.01593
Recreationand | 0.3611103 -0.3895767 0.4114046 -0.2512522 -0.6127655
culture p-value =|* * p-value = | wx
0.07614 p-value = | p-value = 0.2257 p-value =
0.05423 0.04103 0.001128
Education -0.4289208 0.2681378 -0.3321518 0.3510357 0.1576021
* p-value =0.195 | p-value = | p-value = | p-value =
p-value =0.0324 0.1048 0.08533 0.4518
Restaurants and | 0.0008428659 -0.1872007 -0.2055235 0.199351 0.1152958
hotels p-value =0.9968 | p-value=0.3702 | p-value = | p-value = | p-value =
0.3243 0.3394 0.5831
Miscellaneous | 0.7805442 -0.3206204 0.4982304 0.01389205 -0.1378836
goods and ekorek p-value=0.1181 | ** p-value = | p-value =0.511
services p-value = p-value =1 0.9475
4.171e-06 0.01125

Source: Calculated by the authors based on Eurostat data (2010-2019)

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we analyzed the households’ consumption in the European Union with 28 Member
States during the period 2010-2019 from an economic and cultural perspective. In the first part of our
analysis, we described the evolution of two macroeconomic indicators, the Adjusted gross disposable
income of households per capita and the Actual Individual Consumption per capita. The results show
that the population from the Eastern Europe is less wealthy than the population from the Western
countries, since they recorded lower values on both economic indicators. The countries with the lowest
Adjusted gross disposable income per capita are Bulgaria, Estonia, Poland, Slovakia, Romania and
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Hungary, while the countries with the highest values on this indicator are Luxembourg, Germany,
Austria, Belgium and Netherlands. The EU-28 average of the Actual Individual Consumption increased
significantly during the period analyzed from 17600 PPS per capita in 2010 to 21 000 PPS per capita
in 2019. The countries with the lowest AIC are the Eastern European countries, namely Bulgaria,
Croatia, Hungary, Slovakia and Latvia. At the opposite pole, there are the Western European countries,
such as Luxembourg, Germany, Austria, Denmark and Netherlands. Regarding the household
expenditure by consumption purpose, we observed that Eastern European countries households
allocate higher shares of their total households’ expenditure to the basic categories of consumption
such as food, alcoholic beverages, tobacco in the detriment of education, recreational and cultural
activities. The population living in the Western Europe allocate higher shares of their budget than the
population living in the Eastern Europe for categories of consumption such as Housing, water,
electricity, gas & other fuels, Clothing and footwear, Recreation and culture, Restaurants and hotels.
We hypothesized that the differences in consumption are also related with the cultural differences
between the two groups of countries, Western Europe and Eastern Europe.

In the second part of our analysis, we verified four hypotheses regarding the correlation between
the Actual Individual Consumption and Households’ expenditure by consumption purpose on one side
and the Adjusted gross disposable income and Hofstede’s 4 cultural dimensions on the other side. We
used the cultural dimensions in our analysis since they also influence consumption besides the
economic factors. According to the correlation tests, the first hypothesis is accepted, since we obtained
a positive correlation between the Adjusted gross disposable income and the Actual Individual
Consumption. The second hypothesis is only partially accepted because only some categories of
consumption expenditures are correlated with the Adjusted gross disposable income. The third
hypothesis is also partially accepted: 3 dimensions of 4 are correlated with AIC (Power distance index,
Individualism versus collectivism, and Uncertainty avoidance index. The fourth hypothesis is only
partially true, as in the previous case, Hofstede’s dimensions are correlated only with some categories
of consumption expenditures.

Our study creates the grounds for future research of this topic, since the relation between culture
& consumption is complex in nature and it deserves to be substantiated empirically. Therefore, for
future research, we propose to apply more advanced methodology for statistical analysis, such as the
structural equation modelling that will allow assessing not only the correlation but also the causation
between various variables.
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