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tions of large regions in the world do not
overlap on the income ladder, except rich in-
dividuals or very small groups. Not even the
richest people in rural India intersect with
the poorest people in France. The ‘middle
class’ (in terms of countries identified by rel-
ative fractions of GDP) is disappearing and
polarisation is increasing. Between 1960 and
2000, almost all countries with a middle rel-
ative income fell among poor countries, and
as the rich countries only Western countries
remained.

More income means obviously more
power, and the gradual concentration of
power makes the idea of a global tax author-
ity and equalisation at the citizen’s level a
mere illusion. Thus one can tend to agree
with the author’s reluctance to forecast the
possible shape of future income inequality.
He follows Vico and Tocqueville in rejecting
any such ‘laws of motion” and lists numerous
various factors that can affect development
in unpredictable ways. On the contrary, he
criticises deterministic theories that ‘under
the false air of inevitability, they sap all ef-
fort to effect social change’ (p. 148).

Going back to the prose of inequality,
many questions arise. Is the benchmark of
poverty nation-specific or global? Is poverty
absolute or relative? The opinions vary: one is
that poor people are desperate enough to im-
prove their material conditions in absolute
terms rather than ‘march up’ income distribu-
tion. However, globalisation increases aware-
ness of differences in living standards, and al-
50 leads to migration, which causes certain
national and cultural standards to spread and
become shared generally. With globalisation,
reference consumption increases as people
get to know more about each other. We can
document this in the behaviour of Czech citi-
zens, who once the iron curtain had fallen be-
gan relating their own standard of living to
that in Austria or Germany.

If ‘the mother of all inequality disputes is
the concept of inequality’, then it is ‘the fa-
ther's’” task to take care of the data, even if
they differ in quality and availability. In the
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three countries that determine world inequal-
ity first and foremost - the USA, India and
China - the quality of surveys is not the same.
In fact, for the latter two countries, the most
populous ones, only grouped data are avail-
able, ‘groups sometimes very large’, as the au-
thor notes (p. 105). Here there are also the
added problems of different units of observa-
tion (families sharing resources in those coun-
tries often cross the boundaries of house-
holds), measuring income in kind, etc. Some
criticism could therefore be lodged in this re-
gard. In any case, I cannot share the author’s
optimism about the feasibility of a homoge-
neous worldwide income survey - greater ob-
stacles need to be overcome than the ability to
obtain resources and political will.

Collecting reliable data on income is a
problem everywhere. The choice of the ‘best’
income indicator, suitable even for a world-
wide comparison, will remain a problem for-
ever. The debate about global justice and le-
gitimacy of redistribution will evolve further
on different levels and from different ideo-
logical perspectives. The task of obtaining
the right data is permanently on the agenda.
One thing is sure in all these contexts: the
enormous contribution of Milanovic’s book,
which is without a doubt the best and most
comprehensive reading on world inequality
written so far.

Jiti Velernik
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What is the pace and the pattern of develop-
ment of the enlarged European Union (EU)?
No doubt this question warrants serious at-
tention from social scientists after the Treaty
to establish a European Constitution was re-
jected in France and in the Netherlands, but
also in view of the controversial debates on
enlargements (past and future). Not much of
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the academic literature on the future of the
EU has been produced by sociologists. For
about five decades, studies on the process of
European integration have mostly been writ-
ten by lawyers, political scientists, or econo-
mists. This book, edited by three German so-
ciologists, is an attempt to reflect on the EU
from a sociological perspective. In their in-
troduction, the editors explain why, for soci-
ologists, working on the EU is a difficult but
also challenging task. In ‘looking for the so-
cietal dimension of integration’, sociologists
‘are confronting with a bewildering paradox:
the further European integration proceeds,
transforming the very fabric of society in
each member state, the more society vanish-
es as a relevant unit of reference for social in-
tegration. [...] Social integration, social in-
equality, collective identity or even citizen-
ship somehow seem to lose their explanato-
ry power and too analytically fail to grasp the
specific dynamic and aggregate effects of
supranational systems building’.

If the editors are quite right to observe
that society, in terms of ‘a model of social in-
tegration, as the first and foremost trajectory
of values’ is decomposing with European in-
tegration, it is regrettable that all the chap-
ters of the book are not organised around
this powerful question. As it happens at
times with collective books, the contribu-
tions are not all connected to the research
agenda set out in the introduction. This is
particularly true in Part 1 titled “The New Eu-
ropean Geometry’. For instance, the chapter
by Martin Heindenreich on ‘the decision
making capacity of the European Union after
the fifth enlargement’ is an institutional ac-
count of the EU political system, which is far
from any questioning of the EU as a social
entity. The chapter by Georg Vobruba on the
‘internal dynamics and foreign relations of
the European Union’, analysing the foreign
policy capacity of the EU, is also disconnect-
ed from the main research question raised in
the introduction.

Most of the other chapters published in
Part 2 (‘Institution of Social Integration’) and

Part 3 (‘Identities and Cultural Institutions’)
try to re-introduce society as a key factor of
the European integration process.

I will concentrate only on some of the
chapters that I found particularly inspiring.
The chapter by Richard Miinch entitled ‘Soli-
darity and Justice in the Extended European
Union’ shows that a new paradigm of social
policy is emerging in the enlarged EU. This
paradigm supports the employability of the
single individual instead of job security, equal
opportunities instead of equal results, and the
justice of achievement instead of status secu-
rity. ‘The different paths of the individual
member states, writes Miinch, are steering to-
wards a common goal through inclusion into
a common developmental process and a com-
mon social discourse, where a new common
vocabulary and semantics and a correspond-
ing new paradigm of social policy are being
developed’. No doubt there is a growing num-
ber of common features to the social prob-
lems and policies of the EU 25, with regard
to access to the job market, health care, or
the elderly, which are represented by a liber-
al paradigm of the empowerment of the in-
dividual. But differences also remain be-
tween states, according to their respective
historical experiences. Focusing too much
on convergence, Miinch forgets to look at di-
vergence, which still constitutes the other
side of the coin. The chapter by Christian
Lahusen is built on the assumption that the
EU is eroding the national compartementali-
sation of civil societies in two respects: first,
by providing an inclusive policy arena of in-
terest representation,‘ second, by introducing
the free movement of capital, goods, labour
and services. Lahusen writes, ‘These objec-
tives are applied also to the service sector
and particularly to the social economy as a
means to spur employment and fight social
exclusion more effectively’. He goes on to
add that this creates specific problems for the
non-profit sector in the member states, be-
cause these new requirements challenge the
organisations committed to membership par-
ticipation voluntarism and altruism. Com-
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