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Executive Summary
Box 1: Highlights from the World Inequality Report 2026 (WIR 2026)
The World Inequality Report 2026 (WIR 2026) marks the third edition in this flagshipseries, following the 2018 and 2022 editions. These reports draw from the work ofover 200 scholars from all over the world, affiliated with the World Inequality Lab andcontributing to the largest database on the historical evolution of global inequality.This collective endeavor represents a significant contribution to global discussions oninequality. The team has helped reshape how policymakers, scholars, and citizensunderstand the scale and causes of inequality, foregrounding the separatism of theglobal rich and the urgent need for top-end tax justice. Their findings have informednational and international debates on fiscal reform, wealth taxation, and redistributionin forums from national parliaments to the G20.
Building on that foundation, WIR 2026 expands the horizon. It explores newdimensions of inequality that define the 21st century: climate and wealth, genderdisparities, unequal access to human capital, the asymmetries of the global financialsystem, and the territorial divides that are redrawing democratic politics. Together,these themes reveal that inequality today is not confined to income or wealth; it affectsevery domain of economic and social life.
The global inequality in access to human capital remains enormous today, likely amuch wider gap than most people would imagine. Average education spending perchild in Sub-Saharan Africa stood at around just €200 (purchasing power parity, PPP),compared with €7,400 in Europe and €9,000 in North America & Oceania: a gap ofmore than 1 to 40, i.e., approximately three times as much as the gap in per capitaGDP. Such disparities shape life chances across generations, entrenching a geographyof opportunity that exacerbates and perpetuates global wealth hierarchies.
The report also shows that contributions to climate change are far from evenlydistributed. While public debate often focuses on emissions associated withconsumption, new studies have revealed how capital ownership plays a critical rolein the inequality of emissions. The global wealthiest 10% of individuals account for77% of global emissions associated with private capital ownership1, underscoringhow the climate crisis is inseparable from the concentration of wealth. Addressingit requires a targeted realignment of the financial and investment structures that fuelboth emissions and inequality.
Gender inequality also looks starkly different if we take into account invisible, unpaidlabor, which is disproportionately undertaken by women. When unpaid domestic andcare labor is included, the gap widens sharply. On average, women earn only 32%of what men earn per working hour, accounting for both paid and unpaid activities;compared to 61% when not accounting for unpaid domestic labor. These findingsreveal not only persistent discrimination but also deep inefficiencies in how societiesvalue and allocate labor.
At the international level, WIR 2026 documents how the global financial systemreinforces inequality. Wealthy economies continue to benefit from an “exorbitantprivilege”: each year, around 1% of global GDP (approximately three times as muchas development aid) flows from poorer to richer nations through net foreign incometransfers associated with persistent excess yields and lower interest payments onrich-country liabilities. Reversing this dynamic is central to any credible strategy forglobal equity.
Finally, the report highlights the rise of territorial divides within countries. In manyadvanced democracies, gaps in political affiliations between large metropolitan centersand smaller towns have reached levels unseen in a century. Unequal access to publicservices, job opportunities, and exposure to trade shocks has fractured social cohesion
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Executive Summary
and weakened the coalitions necessary for redistributive reform.
Besides a wealth of novel data, WIR 2026 provides a framework for understandinghow economic, environmental, and political inequalities intersect. It calls for renewedglobal cooperation to tackle these divides at their roots: through progressivetaxation, investment in human capabilities, climate accountability tied to private capitalownership, and inclusive political institutions capable of rebuilding trust and solidarity.
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Executive Summary
Inequality has long been a defining featureof the global economy, but by 2025, it hasreached levels that demand urgent attention.The benefits of globalization and economicgrowth have flowed disproportionately toa small minority, while much of the world’spopulation still face difficulties in achievingstable livelihoods. These divides are notinevitable. They are the outcome of politicaland institutional choices.
This report draws on the World Inequality

Database and new research to providea comprehensive picture of inequalityacross income, wealth, gender, internationalfinance, climate responsibility, taxation, andpolitics.2
The findings are clear: inequality remainsextreme and persistent; it manifests acrossmultiple dimensions that intersect andreinforce one another; and it reshapesdemocracies, fragmenting coalitions anderoding political consensus. Yet the dataalso demonstrate that inequality can bereduced. Policies such as redistributivetransfers, progressive taxation, investmentin human capital, and stronger labor rightshave made a difference in some contexts.Proposals such as minimum wealth taxeson multi-millionaires illustrate the scale ofresources that could be mobilized to financeeducation, health, and climate adaptation.Reducing inequality is not only aboutfairness but also essential for the resilienceof economies, the stability of democracies,and the viability of our planet.

The world is extremely unequal
The first and most striking fact emergingfrom the data is that inequality remainsat very high levels. Figure 1 illustratesthat, today, the top 10% of the globalpopulation’s income-earners earn more thanthe remaining 90%, while the poorest halfof the global population captures less than10% of the total global income. Wealth iseven more concentrated: the top 10% ownthree-quarters of global wealth, while thebottom half holds only 2%.

The picture becomes even moreextreme when we move beyond thetop 10%. Figure 2 illustrates that thewealthiest 0.001% alone, fewer than 60,000

multi-millionaires, control today threetimes more wealth than half of humanitycombined. Their share has grown steadilyfrom almost 4% in 1995 to over 6% today,which underscores the persistence ofinequality.
This concentration is not only persistent,but it is also accelerating. Figure 3 showsthat extreme wealth inequality is rapidlyincreasing. Since the 1990s, the wealthof billionaires and centi-millionaires hasgrown at approximately 8% annually, nearlytwice the rate of growth experienced bythe bottom half of the population. Thepoorest have made modest gains, but theseare overshadowed by the extraordinaryaccumulation at the very top.
The result is a world in which a tinyminority commands unprecedented financialpower, while billions remain excluded fromeven basic economic stability.

Inequality and climate change
The climate crisis is a collective challengebut also a profoundly unequal one. Figure 4shows that the poorest half of the globalpopulation accounts for only 3% of carbonemissions associated with private capitalownership, while the top 10% account for77% of emissions. The wealthiest 1% aloneaccount for 41% of private capital ownershipemissions, almost double the amount of theentire bottom 90% combined.

This disparity is about vulnerability. Thosewho emit the least, largely populations inlow-income countries, are also those mostexposed to climate shocks. Meanwhile,those who emit the most are betterinsulated, with resources to adapt to oravoid the consequences of climate change.This unequal responsibility is therefore alsoan unequal distribution of risk. Climateinequality is both an environmental and asocial crisis.
Gender inequality
Inequality is not only a question ofincome, wealth, or emissions. It is alsoembedded in the structures of everyday life,shaping whose work is recognized, whosecontributions are rewarded, and whose
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Executive Summary
Figure 1. The world is extremely unequal
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Interpretation. The global bottom 50% captures 8% of total income measured at 2025 PPP. The global bottom
50% owns 2% of wealth (at 2025 PPP). The global top 10% owns 75% of total personal wealth and captures 53%
of total income in 2025. Note that top wealth holders are not necessarily top income holders. Income is after
pension and unemployment benefits are received by individuals, and before taxes and transfers. Sources and
series: wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

opportunities are constrained. Among themost persistent and pervasive divides is thegap between men and women.
Globally, women capture just over aquarter of total labor income, a sharethat has barely shifted since 1990. Whenanalyzed by regions (Figure 5), in the MiddleEast & North Africa, women’s share is only16%; in South & Southeast Asia it is 20%; inSub-Saharan Africa, 28%; and in East Asia,34%. Europe, North America & Oceania, aswell as Russia & Central Asia, perform better,but women still capture only about 40% oflabor income.
Women continue to work more and earnless than men. Figure 6 shows that womenwork more hours than men, on average53 hours per week compared to 43 formen, once domestic and care work is takeninto account. Yet their work is consistentlyvalued less. Excluding unpaid work, womenearn only 61% of men’s hourly income;when unpaid labor is included, this figurefalls to just 32%. These disproportionateresponsibilities restrict women’s careeropportunities, limit political participation,and slow wealth accumulation. Genderinequality is therefore not only a question

of fairness but also a structural inefficiency:economies that undervalue half of theirpopulation’s labor undermine their owncapacity for growth and resilience.
Inequality between regions
The global averages conceal enormousdivides between regions. Figure 7 showsthat the world is split into clear income tiers:high-income regions such as North America& Oceania and Europe; middle-incomegroups including Russia & Central Asia, EastAsia, and the Middle East & North Africa;and very populous regions where averageincomes remain low, such as Latin America,South & Southeast Asia, and Sub-SaharanAfrica.

The contrasts are stark, even whencorrecting for price differences acrossregions. An average person in NorthAmerica & Oceania earns about thirteentimes more than someone in Sub-SaharanAfrica and three times more than the globalaverage. Put differently, average dailyincome in North America & Oceania is about€125, compared to only €10 in Sub-SaharanAfrica. And these are averages: within each
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Executive Summary
Figure 2. Extreme wealth inequality is persistent and increasing
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Interpretation. The share of personal wealth held by the richest 0.001% of adults rose from around 3.8% of total
wealth in 1995 to nearly 6.1% in 2025. After a very slight increase, the share of wealth owned by the poorest half
of the population has stagnated since the early 2000s at around 2%. Net personal wealth is equal to the sum of
financial assets (e.g. equity or bonds) and non−financial assets (e.g. housing or land) owned by individuals, net of
their debts. Sources and series: Arias−Osorio et al. (2025) and wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

region, many people live with far less.Figure 8 highlights this point by showingthe distribution of income and wealth withinregions. Income is distributed unequallyeverywhere, with the top 10% consistentlycapturing far more than the bottom 50%. Butwhen it comes to wealth, the concentrationis even more extreme. Across all regions, thewealthiest 10% control well over half of totalwealth, often leaving the bottom half withonly a tiny fraction.
Inequality is enormous both acrossregions and within them. Some regions,like North America & Oceania, enjoy higheraverage income and wealth than the worldaverage, yet still exhibit large internaldisparities. Others, like Sub-Saharan Africa,face the double burden of low average levelsand extreme internal inequality.
A distinctive strength of the World

Inequality Database (wid.world) is its abilityto track income and wealth across the entiredistribution, from the poorest individualsto the very richest, while also providinginformation at the country level for severalyears. This makes it possible to examineinequality not only between and across

regions, but also within and across individualcountries.Figure 9 illustrates this with the top10%/bottom 50% (T10/B50) income ratio,a straightforward yet powerful measurethat asks: On average, how many timesmore does the top 10% earn compared tothe poorest half? The answer reveals largeinequalities within countries.
While inequality within countries issevere everywhere, its intensity followsclear patterns. Europe and much of NorthAmerica & Oceania are among the leastunequal, though even here, the top groupscapture far more income than the bottomhalf. The United States stands out as anexception, with higher levels of inequalitythan its high-income peers. At the other endof the spectrum, Latin America, southernAfrica, and the Middle East & North Africacombine low incomes for the bottom 50%with extreme concentration at the top, whichyields some of the highest T10/B50 incomegaps worldwide.
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Executive Summary
Figure 3. Wealth has grown much more for the alreadyextremely wealthy
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Interpretation. Growth rates in net personal wealth varied sharply across the global distribution between 1995
and 2025. While the bottom 50% experienced positive growth of around 2%−4% per year, their low initial wealth
meant that they captured only 1.1% of total global wealth growth. In contrast, the top 1% experienced significantly
higher growth rates, ranging from 2% to 8.5% annually, and captured 36.7% of global wealth growth during the
same period. The very top of the distribution, including the wealthiest 60 individuals, had the steepest increases.
Net personal wealth is defined as the sum of financial (e.g., equity, bonds) and non−financial assets (e.g.,
housing, land) owned by individuals, net of their debts. Notes. The curve is smoothed using a centered moving
average. Sources and series: Arias−Osorio et al. (2025), Chancel et al. (2022), and
wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

Redistribution, taxation, and evasion
Studying inequality across countries and overtime reveals that policy can indeed reduceinequality. Figure 10 shows how progressivetaxation and, especially, redistributivetransfers have significantly reducedinequality in every region, particularlywhen systems are well designed andconsistently applied. In Europe and NorthAmerica &Oceania, tax-and-transfer systemsconsistently cut income gaps by more than30%. Even in Latin America, redistributivepolicies introduced after the 1990s havemade large progress in narrowing gaps.The evidence shows that in every region,redistributive policies have been effective inreducing inequality, but with large variations.

The global inequality in access to humancapital remains enormous: it stands at levelsthat are arguably much larger than mostpeople imagine. In 2025, average educationspending per child in Sub-Saharan Africastood at just €220 (PPP), compared with€7,430 in Europe and €9,020 in NorthAmerica & Oceania (see Figure 11) (a gap ofmore than 1 to 40, i.e., approximately three

times asmuch as the gap in per capita GDP ornet national income-NNI-). Such disparitiesshape life chances across generations,entrenching a geography of opportunity thatexacerbates and perpetuates global wealthhierarchies.
In addition, taxation often fails whereit is most needed: at the very top ofthe distribution. Figure 12 reveals howthe ultra-rich escape taxation. Effectiveincome tax rates climb steadily for mostof the population but fall sharply forbillionaires and centi-millionaires. Theseelites pay proportionally less than mostof the households that earn much lowerincomes. This regressive pattern deprivesstates of resources for essential investmentsin education, healthcare, and climate action.It also undermines fairness and socialcohesion by decreasing trust in the taxsystem. Progressive taxation is thereforecrucial: it not only mobilizes revenues tofinance public goods and reduce inequality,but also strengthens the legitimacy of fiscalsystems by ensuring that those with thegreatest means contribute their fair share.
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Executive Summary
Figure 4. The wealthiest account for a disproportionate share ofglobal emissions
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Interpretation. The figure shows the share of global GHG emissions attributable to the bottom 50% and the top 1%
of the world population. Emissions are separated into consumption−based (emissions from production attributed to
final consumers) and ownership−based (scope 1 emissions from firms and assets owned by individuals). Private
ownership−based emissions (representing around 60% of total emissions) do not include government−owned or
direct household emissions. The total volume of emissions covered by the ownership−based approach is relatively
close to that explicitly accounted for in the consumption−based approach presented here. The latter assumes that
emissions associated with government activities and investments, typically representing 30%–40% of total
emissions are distribution−neutral (Bruckner et al. (2022)). Groups are defined by consumption−based emissions
and wealth respectively, but both distributions are highly correlated. Sources and series: Bruckner et al. (2022) and
Chancel and Rehm (2025b).

Inequality due to the global financial system
Inequality is also deeply embedded in theglobal financial system. Figure 13 illustrateshow the current international financialarchitecture is structured in ways thatsystematically generate inequality. Countriesthat issue reserve currencies can persistentlyborrow at lower costs, lend at higher rates,and attract global savings. By contrast,developing countries face the mirror image:expensive debts, low-yield assets, and acontinuous outflow of income.

This privilege for rich nations doesnot reflect market efficiency but ratherinstitutional design that places reservecurrency issuers and financial centersat the core of the international financialsystem, to the benefit of wealthy economies.Persistent demand for “safe” assets suchas U.S. Treasuries and European sovereignbonds, reinforced by central bank reserves,regulatory standards (i.e., Basel III), and thejudgments of credit rating agencies, locks inthis advantage (see Figure 14). The result isthat rich countries consistently borrow morecheaply while investing in higher-yielding

assets abroad, positioning themselves asfinancial rentiers at the expense of poorernations.
The outcome is a modern form ofstructurally unequal exchange. Whilecolonial powers once extracted resourcesto transform deficits into surpluses, today’sadvanced economies achieve similar resultsthrough the financial system. Developingcountries are driven to transfer resourcesoutward, constrained in their ability to investin education, healthcare, and infrastructure.This dynamic not only entrenches globalinequality but also increases inequalitywithin nations, as fiscal space for inclusivedevelopment is eroded.
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Figure 5. Women persistently receive lower labor income thanmen everywhere
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Interpretation. This figure shows the evolution of the female labor income share between 1990 and 2025 across
world regions. In 2025, female workers earn about 16% of total labor income in the Middle East & North Africa,
but about 40% in North America & Oceania and Europe. At the global level, women earned 27.8% of labor income
in 1990 and 28.2% in 2025. While some progress has been made, gender parity remains distant in all regions.
Sources and series: Neef and Robilliard (2021), Gabrielli et al. (2024), and wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

Political cleavages and democracy
Economic divides do not stop at themarketplace; they spill directly into politics.Inequality shapes who is represented, whosevoices carry weight, and how coalitions arebuilt, or fail to be built. Figure 15 showshow the traditional class-based alignmentof politics in Western democracies hasbroken down.3 In the mid-20th century,lower-income and less educated voterslargely supported left-wing parties, whilewealthier and more educated groups leanedright, creating a clear class divide and risingredistribution.

Today, that pattern has fractured. First,education and income now point in differentdirections (see Figure 15), making broadcoalitions for redistribution far harder tosustain. This evolution can be accounted forby the fact that educational expansion hascome with a complexification of the classstructure. For example, many high-degreebut relatively low-income voters (e.g.,teachers or nurses) currently vote forthe left, while many voters with lowerdegrees but relatively higher income (e.g.,

self-employed or truck drivers) tend to votefor the right.
The even more striking evolution is therise of territorial divides within countries.In many advanced democracies, gapsin political affiliations between largemetropolitan centers and smaller townshave reached levels unseen in a century(see Figure 16). Unequal access to publicservices (education, health, transportation,and other infrastructures), job opportunities,and exposure to trade shocks has fracturedsocial cohesion and weakened the coalitionsnecessary for redistributive reform.
As a consequence, working-class votersare now fragmented across parties on bothsides of the aisle or left without strongrepresentation, which limits their politicalinfluence and entrenches inequality. In orderto reactivate the redistributive coalitionsof the postwar era, it is critical to designmore ambitious policy platforms benefitingall territories, as they successfully did in thepast.
This fragmentation erodes the politicalfoundations needed to tackle inequality
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Figure 6. After including domestic labor, women earn only 32%of men’s hourly income

53

43

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Women Men

A
ve

ra
ge

 la
bo

r 
tim

e 
(h

ou
rs

 p
er

 w
ee

k)
(1

5−
to

−
64

−
ye

ar
−

ol
d)

 (
20

20
−

20
25

) Hours worked 
per week

61%

32%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Conventional Real

F
em

al
e 

ho
ur

ly
 in

co
m

e 
(%

 m
al

e 
ho

ur
ly

 in
co

m
e)

 (
20

20
–2

02
5) Women's hourly income 

(% of men's)

Domestic labor Economic labor Excluding domestic labor Including domestic labor

Interpretation. The left panel shows that, globally, women work more hours per week than men once both
economic and domestic labor are counted. The right panel shows that women’s hourly income is substantially
lower than men’s: the measured gap (39%=100%−61%) is smaller when only economic labor is considered, but
becomes much larger once domestic labor hours are included (68%=100%−32%). Together, the two figures
highlight the double burden women face: more total work time combined with lower hourly returns to their labor.
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income data. Sources and series: Andreescu et al. (2025).

Gender gap including domestic labor hours, 2020−2025

and prevents the implementation ofredistributive policies. Meanwhile, theinfluence of wealth in politics compoundsthe inequality in political influence. Figure 17shows how campaign financing is heavilyconcentrated among the top earners:in France and South Korea, the richest10% of citizens disproportionately providethe majority of political donations. Thisconcentration of financial power amplifieselite voices, narrows the space for equitablepolicymaking, and further marginalizes theworking majority.
Reducing inequality is a politicalchoice. But fragmented electorates,underrepresentation of workers, andthe outsized influence of wealth all workagainst the coalitions needed for reform.This reality can change. It reflects politicalchoices about campaign finance rules, partystrategies, and institutional design that canbe reshaped with sufficient will. Buildingthe conditions for consensus is therefore ascentral to reducing inequality as any specificpolicy instrument.

Policy directions
The evidence makes one conclusion clear:inequality can be reduced. There are arange of policies that, in different ways, haveproven effective in narrowing gaps.

One important avenue is through publicinvestments in education and health.These are among the most powerfulequalizers, yet access to these basic servicesremains uneven and stratified. Publicinvestment in free, high-quality schools,universal healthcare, childcare, and nutritionprograms can reduce early-life disparitiesand foster lifelong learning opportunities.By ensuring that talent and effort, ratherthan background, determine life chances,such investments build more inclusive andresilient societies.
Another path is through redistributiveprograms. Cash transfers, pensions,unemployment benefits, and targetedsupport for vulnerable households candirectly shift resources from the top to thebottom of the distribution. Where welldesigned, such measures have narrowed
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Figure 7. Inequality between regions is also immense

300

600

1,100 1,200 1,300
1,500

1,700

2,900

3,800

0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

Sub−
Saharan

Africa

South &
Southeast

Asia

Latin 
America

World Middle East 
& North 

Africa

East 
Asia

Russia &
Central 

Asia

Europe North 
America

& Oceania

M
on

th
ly

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
 n

at
io

na
l i

nc
om

e
€ 

(a
t 2

02
5 

P
P

P
)

Monthly incomes across regions, 2025

Interpretation. There are huge disparities, in terms of income, between regions. A person in South & Southeast
Asia has an average monthly income of €601, while a person in Europe has an average monthly income of
€2,934. This is 4.9 times larger. Sources and series: wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

income gaps, strengthened social cohesion,and provided buffers against shocks,especially in regions with weaker welfarestates.
Progress can also come from advancinggender equality. Reducing gender gapsrequires dismantling the structural barriersthat shape how work is valued anddistributed. Policies that recognize andredistribute unpaid care work, throughaffordable childcare, parental leave thatincludes fathers, and pension creditsfor caregivers, are essential to levelingthe playing field. Equally important arethe strict enforcement of equal pay andstronger protections against workplacediscrimination. Addressing these imbalancesensures that opportunities and rewardsare not determined by gender but bycontribution and capability.
Climate policy offers another keydimension: when poorly designed, itcan enhance inequality, but well planned,it can also reduce it. Climate subsidiescoupled with progressive taxation havethe potential to accelerate the adoption oflow-carbon technologies in a fair way. Taxesand regulations on luxury consumption

or high-carbon investments can alsohelp reduce emissions levels among thewealthiest groups.
Tax policy is another powerful lever.Fairer tax systems, where those at thevery top contribute at higher ratesthrough progressive taxes, not onlymobilize resources but also strengthenfiscal legitimacy. Even modest rates ofa global minimum tax on billionaires andcenti-millionaires could raise between0.45% and 1.11% of global GDP (seeFigure 18) and could finance transformativeinvestments in education, healthcare, andclimate adaptation.
Inequality can also be reduced byreforming the global financial system.Current arrangements allow advancedeconomies to borrow cheaply and securesteady inflows, while developing economiesface costly liabilities and persistent outflows.Reforms such as adopting a global currency,centralized credit and debit systems, andcorrective taxes on excessive surpluseswould expand fiscal space for socialinvestment and reduce the unequal exchangethat has long defined global finance.

11



Executive Summary
Figure 8. Income and, even more, wealth are extremelyconcentrated at the top in every region
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Interpretation. In every region, income and wealth are distributed very unequally within regions. Wealth is much
more concentrated at the top than income.The figures are arranged according to top 10% shares. Income is
measured after pension and unemployment benefits are received by individuals, but before income taxes and
other transfers. Net personal wealth is the sum of financial (e.g., equity, bonds) and non−financial assets (e.g.,
housing, land) owned by individuals, net of debts. Notes. EASA: East Asia, EURO: Europe, LATA: Latin
America, MENA: Middle East & North Africa, NAOC: North America & Oceania, SSEA: South & Southeast Asia,
SSAF: Sub−Saharan Africa, and RUCA: Russia & Central Asia. Sources and series:
wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

Inequality within regions, 2025

Conclusion
Inequality is a political choice. It is theresult of our policies, institutions, andgovernance structures. The costs ofescalating inequality are clear: wideningdivides, fragile democracies, and a climatecrisis borne most heavily by those leastresponsible. But the possibilities of reformare equally clear. Where redistribution isstrong, taxation is fair, and social investmentis prioritized, inequality narrows.

The tools exist. The challenge is politicalwill. The choices we make in the comingyears will determine whether the globaleconomy continues down a path of extremeconcentration or moves toward sharedprosperity.
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Executive Summary
Figure 9. Some countries face the double burden of low incomesand very high inequality
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Interpretation. This map shows the ratio between the average income of the top 10% and the average income of
the bottom 50% of the population in each country in 2025. Income is measured after pension and unemployment
benefits are received by individuals, but before other taxes they pay and transfers they receive. Sources and
series: wir2026.wid.world/methodology and Chancel and Piketty (2021).

Figure 10. Inequality can be reduced with progressive taxationand transfers
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Intepretation. The figure shows the impact of taxes and transfers on inequality across regions, measured by the
reduction in the top 10% to bottom 50% income ratio (a positive value indicates inequality reduction). Tax and
transfer systems reduce inequality in all regions, but the extent of redistribution varies greatly. Sources and
series: wir2026.wid.world/methodology and Fisher−Post and Gethin (2025).

Redistribution, 1980−2025:  reduction in top 10/bottom 50 
income gaps through taxes and transfers

13



Executive Summary
Figure 11. Large inequality of opportunity across regions
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Interpretation. In 2025, average public education expenditure per school−age individual (0−to−24−year−old)
varies enormously across world regions, from €220 in Sub−Saharan Africa to €9,025 in North America & Oceania
(PPP € 2025), i.e., a gap of almost 1 to 41. If we were using market exchange rates (MERs) rather than PPPs, the
gaps would be 2–3 times larger. Sources and series: World Human Capital Expenditure Database (whce.world)
and Bharti et al. (2025).

Figure 12. The ultra-rich escape progressive taxation

99% of the population are located 

in the shaded area. 
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Interpretation. This figure shows effective income tax rates by pre−tax income group and for U.S. dollar
billionaires in Brazil, France, the Netherlands, Spain, and the United States. Income tax rates include only
individual income taxes and equivalent levies. All values are expressed as a share of pre−tax income, defined as
all national income before taxes and transfers, after pensions. P0−10 denotes the bottom 10% of the income
distribution, P10−20 the next decile, etc. Sources and series: Artola et al. (2022), Bozio et al. (2024), Bozio et
al. (2020), Bruil et al. (2024), Palomo et al. (2025), Saez and Zucman (2019), and Zucman (2024).

Effective income tax rates by income groups
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Executive Summary
Figure 13. The international financial system generates moreinequality

The centrality of the U.S. dollar, and now other currencies, 

in the global financial system allows rich economies to borrow

at very low rates.
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Interpretation. This graph shows excess yield income, defined as the difference between the return on foreign
assets and liabilities, as a share of national GDP. The figure shows that the exorbitant privilege once exclusive to
the United States has become a broader rich−world phenomenon. The United States maintains a substantial
privilege of 2.2% in 2025. The Eurozone follows with 1% by 2025. Japan stands out with a privilege of 5.9% by
2025. In contrast, BRICS countries face a consistent burden of around 2.1%, highlighting their role as net
providers of capital to wealthier economies. Notes. Positive values represent income gains from financial
privilege; negative values represent financial burden. BRICS countries comprise Brazil, Russia, India, China, and
South Africa. Sources and series: Nievas and Sodano (2025) and wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

Figure 14. Privileged countries face lower liability costs bypolitical design, not market dynamics
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Interpretation. Rich countries are the issuers of international reserve currencies, which are then used in
international transactions and as a reserve of value around the globe.These currencies dominate central bank
reserves due to international financial rules like Basel III, locking in persistent demand. This leads to persistently
lower borrowing costs. Sources and series: Nievas and Sodano (2025) and wir2026.wid.world/methodology.

Share of global reserves by currency, 1976−2022
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Executive Summary
Figure 15. We need political action but political coalitions aredifficult to form
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Education and income divides in Western democracies, 1960−2025

Interpretation. In the 1960s, both higher−educated and high−income voters were less likely to vote for left−wing
(democratic / labor / social−democratic / socialist / green) parties than lower−educated and low−income voters by
more than 10 percentage points. The left vote has gradually become associated with higher education voters,
giving rising to a multi−elite party system. Figures correspond to five−year averages for Australia, Britain, Canada,
Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and the U.S. Estimates control
for income/education, age, gender, religion, church attendance, rural/urban, region, race/ethnicity, employment
status, and marital status (in country−years for which these variables are available). Sources and series: Gethin
et al. (2021) and World Political Cleavages and Inequality Database (wpid.world).

Figure 16. Divides between large cities and smaller towns havereached levels unseen in a century

Urban voters
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left parties
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Interpretation. This panel shows the ratio of the left−wing vote in urban areas to that in rural areas. It compares
the 50% most urban with the 50% most rural (by agglomeration size). In both European elections (1994–2024)
and legislative elections (1848–2022), the urban–rural gap widens markedly from the mid−1990s onward, with a
sharp rise in the 2024 European election. Sources and series: Cagé and Piketty (2025) and
unehistoiredunconflitpolitique.fr.

Ratio of left wing vote beween urban and rural areas, 1848−2022
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Executive Summary

Figure 17. Without redistribution, political inequality willincrease
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Interpretation. Average shares of total political donations by income decile in France and South Korea
(2013–2021). Donations are highly concentrated at the top, with the richest decile contributing the largest share.
Sources and series: Cagé (2024).
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Executive Summary

Figure 18. Minimum taxation can safeguard progressivity at thetop and its revenue can decrease inequality
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Notes
Notes

1Private capital ownership–based emissions referto greenhouse gas emissions produced by firms andother productive assets that are privately owned. Theseemissions are allocated to individuals in proportion to theirownership shares and exclude direct household emissionsand emissions from publicly owned assets (see Chancel andMohren (2025)).
2See, for instance, Andreescu, Arias-Osorio, et al.(2025); Andreescu and Alice Sodano (2024); Arias-Osorioet al. (2025); Bharti and Mo (2024); Bauluz, Brassac,Clara Martínez-Toledano, Nievas, et al. (2025); Bauluz,Brassac, Clara Martínez-Toledano, Piketty, et al. (2024);Chancel, Flores, et al. (2025); Dietrich et al. (2025); El Hariri(2024); Flores and Zúñiga-Cordero (2024); Forward andFisher-Post (2024); Gómez-Carrera, Moshrif, Nievas, andPiketty (2024); Gómez-Carrera, Moshrif, Nievas, Piketty,and Somanchi (2025); Loubes and Robilliard (2024); Nievasand Piketty (2025).
3See also Gethin, Clara Martínez-Toledano, and Piketty(2021); Gethin, Clara Martínez-Toledano, and Piketty(2022); Gethin and Clara Martínez-Toledano (2025)
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“We live in a system where resources extracted from labor and nature in low-income
countries continue to sustain the prosperity and the unsustainable lifestyle of people in
high-income economies and rich elites across countries. These patterns are not accidents of
markets. They reflect the legacy of history and the functioning of institutions, regulations,
and policies—all of which are related to unequal power relations that have yet to be
rebalanced.”Jayati Ghosh
“History, experiences across countries, and theory all show that today’s extreme inequality
is not inevitable. Progressive taxation, strong social investment, fair labor standards, and
democratic institutions have narrowed gaps in the past—and can do so again. TheWorldInequality Report 2026 provides the empirical foundation and intellectual framework for
what can be done.”Joseph E. Stiglitz
“Inequality is silent until it becomes scandalous. This report gives voice to inequality—and
to the billions of people whose opportunities are frustrated by today’s unequal social and
economic structures.”Ricardo Gómez-Carrera
“TheWorld Inequality Report 2026 is an outstanding achievement: the definitive resource
to monitor the evolution of inequality globally, in all its dimensions. It is a true global public
good and a vital input for the public conversation throughout the world. We should all
be immensely thankful to its authors who are doing such a service by disseminating this
knowledge, for the benefit of all.”
Gabriel Zucman
“The World Inequality Report 2026 shows that inequality is not inevitable, it is shaped
by choices, institutions, and power. In a world marked by economic, gender, and climate
inequalities, it offers a framework for understanding these interconnections and a call to
act: to rebuild solidarity, renew trust in democracy, and share prosperity more fairly across
societies.”Rowaida Moshrif
“Extreme inequalities are unsustainable—for our societies and for our ecosystems. Based on
four years of work by over 200 researchers on every continent, this report offers a toolbox
to inform public debate, to grasp how economic, social and ecological inequalities evolve
and intersect—and to drive action.”Lucas Chancel
“At a time of growing inequality around the world, the World Inequality Report 2026
provides an invaluable source of information to help us understand the latest developments
and put them in historical perspective. The report provides a rich set of measures, including
not only income and wealth, but also gender disparities, regional inequality, and political
cleavages within countries. All these facets of inequality are connected and will shape the
evolution of our societies. Read the report to understand the facts and participate in the
policy debate of what to do about it.”
Emmanuel Saez
“The World Inequality Report 2026 comes at a challenging political time, but it is more
essential than ever. Only by continuing the historic movement toward equality will we be
able to address the social and climate challenges of the coming decades.”
Thomas Piketty

WIR2026.WID.WORLD
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