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In 2014, Thomas Piketty’s book Capital in the Twenty-First Century surged to the top of 

best seller lists in the United States, the U.K., Canada, and in France, at least. Harvard’s Larry 
Summers (2014) called it “Nobel-Prize worthy,” while Branko Milanovik (2014), one of the World 
Bank’s leading researchers on income distribution, labeled it a “watershed book.” 

This paper will address the contributions of the recent surge in published work by 
Thomas Piketty and his co-workers, measuring and analyzing the share of national incomes 
earned by the richest sectors of the populations, across a variety of countries. This work will be 
presented at a LASA session entitled “Piketty in Latin America;” its charge is to describe the work 
on the US of Piketty et al., leaving to the other panelists the task of extending and commenting 
on these findings from the perspective of various countries in the region. We begin with an 
overview of the methodology employed by Piketty and his co-workers, relating it to other, more 
familiar approaches. One extension of their research is to distinguish the analysis of income 
distribution before and after consideration of government policies such as taxes and subsidies. 
Following that, there is a section summarizing these findings for the United States and other 
high income OECD countries. There is an abbreviated set of comments on the extensive 
literature on income distribution in Latin America, and the paper ends with some speculations 
about what future work on this topic for that region might produce.1 

The Researchers: 

Thomsas Piketty is a native of France, and currently an economics professor In Paris. His 
previous work on income distribution led to a book published in 2001 on the experience of 
France over the entire 20th century. The book of direct importance to us was originally published 
in French in 2013, with the English translation2 appearing in 2014. In point of fact, much of the 
main argument of that book was presented in an article published in 2003, co-authored with 
Emmanuel Saez. In his recorded interviews available on the web, Piketty points to the important 
contributions of a few close collaborators beyond Saez, such as Anthony Atkinson and Facundo 
Alvaredo, as well as more than two dozen other researchers who have co-published with them 
papers about individual countries. Key publications presenting findings of this group are two 
collections of country-specific papers, edited by Atkinson and Piketty, respectively published in 
2007 and 2010. Their academic contributions have been institutionalized by the establishment 
of a web-site which makes all this data on these countries freely accessible to anyone on the 
internet, entitled the “World Top Incomes Database”, to be referenced herein as WTID.  

Quick Sketch of Their Findings 

                                                           
1 For considerations of space, several graphs and tables are omitted from the paper’s electronic version, 
which is to be posted on the LASA web-page. The complete paper- including those items in an Appendix - 
is available for download at <http://www-personal.umd.umich.edu/~mtwomey/LASA_Paper.pdf>. 
2 It is customary to use some descriptor such as  ‘excellent’ to describe the English translation; credit goes 
to Arthur Goldhammer, who has done much work for Harvard University and other presses, including 
recent translations of Camus, de Tocqueville, and Zola.  

http://www-personal.umd.umich.edu/~mtwomey/LASA_Paper
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The work of Piketty, Atkinson, Saez, and their collaborators, focusing on the shares of 
top income earners in some twenty countries, makes several noteworthy contributions. The first 
is an extended chronological coverage of distribution, backwards in time, as the data on top 
incomes can be stretched back to the beginning of the twentieth century, which is not possible 
for studies based on household surveys. Secondly, there is an enormous increase in the number 
of countries who have been studied using what is essentially the same methodology. In addition, 
these authors have increased our body of knowledge about the distribution of wealth. Finally 
they analyze the distributional impact of taxes, especially, but not only, income and wealth 
taxes. In particular, Piketty (2014) recommends a universal wealth tax. 

The brief summary of their contribution is that it focuses attention on the fraction of 
total income that is earned by small fractions (e. g. 1%, 0.1%) of the highest income people in a 
country, perhaps tracing that earnings pattern over time. They have shown that these high 
income groups earn much more than was previously appreciated, and that in several countries 
during the last couple of decades, the earnings of the top-income groups have grown much 
faster than those of the rest of the population. The impact of the work of Piketty et al. on the 
top one percent was increased because of its influence on political movements in the U.S. and 
elsewhere that were critical of that small section of the population3. In the United States, the 
Piketty/Saez results can be considered a forerunner of the Occupy Wall Street movement, and 
effectively helped justify political slogans referring to the “other 99%.” A natural follow-up 
question – the title of this paper - is to ask if this research program applied to Latin America 
would also reveal surprising degrees of concentration of the growth of income in the region. The 
last third of this paper attempts to offer some insights on this issue.  

In terms of standard economic categories, these studies of income distribution combine 
and make contributions to economic history, public finance, and macroeconomics. To be fair, it 
should be acknowledged that this work often seems to assume that a more equalitarian 
distribution is to be preferred, with specifying if the reason is economic, political or moral. 
Several readers have criticized them as ignoring basic microeconomic insights about the positive 
influence of the profit motive.  

Significant factors in the buzz surrounding Piketty’s work are his analysis of the 
concentration of the holding of wealth, greater importance of inheritance in the formation of 
personal wealth, and his proposal of an international wealth tax. Wealth is a major focus in 
Piketty (2014), and in some of the papers in Atkinson and Piketty (2007), but none of these 
papers discusses the distribution of wealth (or capital, in Piketty’s usage) for a third world 
country, Latin America or elsewhere.  Thus, this paper will emphasize the issue of income 
distribution, giving far less focus on wealth. 

Data Sources 

Attention is drawn to the fact that there are numerous sources of data about income 
distribution and Gini coefficients. Two decades ago, economists at the World Bank presented an 
extensive collection as Deininger and Squire (1996), which reflected their considered judgment 
as to the best series available for many countries. The Luxembourg Income  Study 

                                                           
3 A book length summary, written by an informed journalist, is Noah (2012) 
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(http://www.lisdatacenter.org/) has been a major source of data and studies. The ECLAC office 
in Santiago, Chile has been at the forefront of this area of research for several decades. Another 
source is UNU-WIDER (http://www.wider.unu.edu/research/WIID-3a/en_GB/wiid/) which 
presents Ginis and breakdowns for many countries around the world.  A third option, 
specializing on data from Latin America is SEDLAC, a joint effort of the World Bank and the 
Universidad Nacional de la Plata (http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/ ).  We will cite below 
work from another cross-national source, the CEQ of Tulane University. 

Methodological issues: Definition of Income, and Unit of Analysis 

By way of introduction, note that there are several options about what definition of 
income is to be utilized. Some researchers focus directly on consumption, which is easier to 
measure than total earnings. A fuller income concept may attempt to include imputed rent on 
housing, interest payments and certain financial returns, such as capital gains. Income from 
retirement programs – both private and social security – is difficult to handle; many retirees 
maintain a middle class lifestyle with zero incomes, should those payments be included?  The 
more general version of that issue is the inclusion or not of the impacts of government taxes 
and subsidies, which in this paper will be called pre-fisc and post-fisc. Furthermore, given that 
certain payments for capital might not be reported by their recipients, in housing surveys or 
elsewhere, there is the assumption that these sources understate the highest incomes. This has 
long been recognized as a weakness in household surveys. 

Mention should be made that the selection of the unit of analysis must choose between 
individuals, households or families; in the latter two cases some research converts the 
family/household data to per capita terms. The same data yields different measures of 
distribution, depending on the selected unit of analysis, so care must be taken in comparisons. 
There is also an established interest in incorporating gender, race, and age into the analysis.  

Methodological Isssue: Pre-fisc versus Post-fisc Distribution 

 One consideration being highlighted in discussions of the Piketty literature is whether to 
include the effect on the selected measure of distribution, of governmental spending and taxes 
– fiscal policy. This paper will utilize the terms pre-fisc and post-fisc to refer, respectively, to 
income before and after taking account of fiscal policy. The labels belie the complexity of the 
issue, both theoretically and politically. The Piketty et al. data refer to pre-fisc income. It will be 
argued here that redistribution is much more significant in OECD countries than in Latin 
America. 

Methodological Issues: Measures of distribution 

There are several related indicators studied in the analysis of distribution; poverty 
levels, the distribution of income, of consumption, or the distribution of wealth4. Related issues 

                                                           
4 A terminological clarification may be appropriate. ‘Income’ is what one earns in a given period of time, 
while ‘wealth’ is the accumulation of all one’s previous savings. The technical terms are that income is a 
flow, and wealth is a stock. To describe someone as ‘rich’ or ‘wealthy’ should be a reference to the stock 
of their accumulated savings, but very frequently people use these terms to indicate a high level of 
income. An alternative procedure – more precise but less fluid – would be to refer to individuals as ‘Top 
Income’ or ‘High Income’ earners. 

http://www.lisdatacenter.org/
http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/
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such as poverty and malnutrition are very important, but are not covered in the Piketty et al. 
work.  

For most countries, the main sources of raw data for these studies are national surveys 
(of population such as censuses, or household surveys of income or expenditures). A secondary 
source is income tax records, which in the United States are the responsibility of the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS). For either source, there is a concern about understatement of income by 
the upper level groups. One related source of obfuscation is the common practice of 
government agencies not to report income data above a certain level, a practice referred to as 
Top-coding. An attraction of income tax records is the belief that such under-reporting will be 
less. An intriguing innovation of investigators in this new approach is to estimate the total 
income of these groups that are under-reported, using an interpolation assuming a Pareto 
distribution of income.5  

One disadvantage of tax records is that low income people often do not need to submit 
income tax statements, depending on the institutional setting of a country. Many of the debates 
about income distribution hinge on proposed adjustments for data that does not exist or is weak 
and/or believed to be incorrect. The reader will recognize that there are many more household 
surveys done, and these have been the main pillars of empirical research.  

A country’s income distribution can be summarized by indexes, of which the most 
familiar is the Gini index of concentration; other frequently used measures are those introduced 
by, and carrying the names of, Pareto, Theil, and Atkinson.  A major innovation of Piketty et al. is 
that they almost exclusively analyze data in terms of the shares of national income received by 
that country’s richest people.6 This focus on the income shares of the Top Sectors inevitably 
comes with a corresponding de-emphasis on the overall distribution of income, as often 
represented by the Gini coefficient, but the two measures are usually consistent.  

Consider the graph below left, illustrating what is called a Lorenz curve, where the 
horizontal axis is cumulative percent of the population, and the vertical axis is the fraction of the 
country’s income that is earned by that cumulative fraction of the people. The Gini index is the 
ratio of the area A to the area (A + B); its value varies between zero and one (or 100, if 
measured as a percentage), with higher numbers indicating greater inequality.  Correspondingly, 
the ‘Top Share’ of the Zth percentile is the vertical distance from the top axis down to the curve, 
corresponding to the wealthiest fraction Z of the population being considered.  Once again, its 
values are bracketed by zero and one (or 100), and higher numbers reflect greater inequality. 
Naturally, the larger is the fraction Z, the larger its share in national income. We illustrate both 
measures using the same graph, to emphasize the point that – in principle – both measures can 
be generated from the same data, and that upward or downward shifts of the Lorenz curve will 
affect both measures in the same direction. Thus, the Gini coefficient and the Top Incomes 
series seem to give parallel rankings of inequality. In fact, Leigh (2007) demonstrated significant 
correlations between national Gini coefficients and the shares of either the top ten percent, or 
                                                           
5 See (Atkinson, 2007); a forerunner of the Piketty Saez analysis was Feenberg and Poterba (1993). 
6 It is curious that in his sole-authored books, both around 800 pages in length, Piketty hardly mentions 
the Gini coefficient, while constantly referring to the distribution of income, as indicated by Top Income 
shares.  In a review that is generally quite positive, Lindert (2014) calls for a return to the study of income 
shares of the entire population.  
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the top one percent. In the words of that author, “…within-country changes in top income 
shares can be a useful proxy for changes in other inequality measures.” (Leigh, 2007, p. F628).  
Note that data on the top income share cannot inform much about the distribution of income 
for the rest of the population, in contrast to the Gini coefficient, which at least incorporates data 
for the entire country. 

Graph 1. Lorenz curves, Gini Coefficients, and Top Income Shares. 
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The graph on the right hand side illustrates the familiar point that two different 
distributions may generate the same value of the Gini index, making comparisons tricky when 
the Lorenz curves intersect, because different sectors of the population are benefited or hurt. 
Comparing two situations where the curves do not intersect, either the Gini coefficient or a 
specific top share will give the same ordering of inequality of the two income distributions.   

Elaboration of the Major Findings of Piketty et al. 

To introduce our presentation of the data of Piketty and colleagues relating to income 
distribution, Table 1 presents data on Top Income Shares and Gini coefficients for many 
countries in the WTID, and their (pre-fisc) Gini coefficients from the OECD. Note that the United 
States has one of the highest levels of inequality among the OECD countries, in terms of either 
top income shares, or the Gini coefficient. There is much less information for Latin America in 
these two sources, but judging from the top shares, Chile and Colombia have greater inequality 
than the United States, and the Latin American countries have more inequality than the few 
Asian countries included.  

The Table also supports the idea that Gini coefficients and Top Shares provide similar 
messages on income distribution. We can see this directly in Graph 2, which uses published  

 

AA         A I 
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graphs for the United States and Sweden7 covering the second half of the twentieth century, 
which are reproduced below.  In these graphs, the selected level of the top share is that of the 
top 1%, but in principle, a similar correlation would be seen with a graph of the Gini8 and the 
share of the top 10%, or 0.1%. Note that in both graphs there are separate vertical axes for 
these two variables.  

                                                           
7 The pattern for Sweden is repeated over 1983 to 2010 by either pre-fisc or post-fisc Gini, as shown in 
the OECD data, which is repeated in Fritzell et al. (2010). The UNU-WIDER data for the Gini of personal 
income since 1950 supports the conclusion of a decline in the pre-fisc Gini from 1951 to 1975, as does 
the Statistics Sweden Report on Income Distribution 2008, graph page 8 for post-fisc Gini coefficients 
post 1975. Nevertheless, the Gini data for Sweden in Waldenström’s graph are rather in the middle of 
the series provided for pre-fisc and post-fisc, by the OECD. 

8 Note also that the data series on the US Gini presented by Atkinson results from a merger of two series, 
first for families, then for households. He also notes the existence of several modifications of the 
methodology used for the latter series. One presumes the same could be said for the IRS data that Piketty 
and Saez use. For neither source do there exist direct estimates of the Ginis without and then with the 
extra data on high incomes that has been generated by the Piketty and his collaborators, with the 
exceptions of the rough approximation discussed below. 

Table 1. Top Income Shares and Gini Coefficients, OECD Countries, 2008 Top Incomes\Comp2008 

 
2008 OECD  

  
2008 OECD  

 
Top 10% Top 1% Gini pre-fisc 

 
Top 10% Top 1% Gini pre-fisc 

 
Argentina #N/A 26.8 #N/A 

 
Korea #N/A #N/A 34.4 

Australia 29.3 8.6 46.8 
 

Malaysia 24.8 9.4 #N/A 
Canada 40.4 13.1 43.8 

 
Mauritius 19.1 7.1 #N/A 

Chile #N/A 24.3 53.1 
 

Netherlands 30.7 6.8 41.7 
China 27.9 5.9 #N/A 

 
N. Zealand 30.0 8.1 45.5 

Colombia #N/A 20.3 #N/A 
 

Norway 27.1 7.7 41.0 
Denmark 26.2 6.1 42.9 

 
Portugal 38.3 #N/A 52.1 

Finland 32.8 8.5 46.7 
 

Singapore 43.6 15.2 #N/A 
France 33.0 8.8 48.3 

 
South Africa 54.3 17.9 #N/A 

Germany 34.7 10.9 49.4 
 

Spain 32.3 8.6 46.2 
India #N/A 9.0 #N/A 

 
Sweden 28.1 7.1 42.6 

Indonesia #N/A 8.5 #N/A 
 

Switzerland 33.6 11.0 37.2 
Ireland 35.3 10.5 53.7 

 
U. Kingdom 41.5 15.4 50.8 

Italy 34.0 9.7 48.8 
 

USA 46.0 17.9 48.6 
Japan 40.9 9.7 48.8 

 
Uruguay 46.2 13.8 #N/A 

 
Sources: WTID, and OECD.stat 
Italics indicate that the year was not 2008. There was a one year difference in OECD data for Japan, 
Chile, Switzerland, and Korea. The Gini indexes are ‘pre-fisc’ that is, before considering the 
distributional effects of government spending and tax programs. For Mexico and Turkey, there 
were no pre-fisc Ginis in the OECD file. 

Reference years from the WTID were: Portugal, 2005; India, 1998; Germany, 1998; China, 2003; 
Argentina  2004; Indonesia  2004  
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Merging various available estimates of the Gini income series revisits the early 
twentieth century situation Kuznets originally described – a post 1929 fall in the concentration 
of income, which initially led him to speak of an ‘inverted U’ of concentration. The several 
measures of concentration for the US reached their lowest levels in the late 1960s, and most 
have recovered to their levels of almost a century ago. This leads Piketty to refer to a U-shaped 
pattern for the US and other countries, referring to the post WWII era until the present.  

Graph 2. Gini Coefficients and Top Shares: U.S. and Sweden 
U.S.: Share of Top 1% and Gini Coefficient, 
1947-2002 

Sweden: Share of Top 1% and Gini 
Coefficient, 1951-2002 

  
Source: Atkinson (2007, 20) Source: Waldenström (2009, 10) 

 

The Long Term Trend of Top Income Shares during the Twentieth Century 

One of the fundamental contributions of the Top Incomes project has been to lengthen 
the coverage of the time span. Piketty’s reaching back to the pre-World War I era certainly 
provides major insights, such as the finding that there was a widespread decline in Top Income’s 
share before 1950. Their explanation for this was that it was due to a reduction in payments to 
capital, associated with the 1930s Depression9, and World War II. Of closer concern to today’s 
issues, is fact of different experiences across countries of Top Shares in the latter part of the 
century. These are depicted in Graph 3.  With just a touch of artistic license, Piketty describes 
the left graph as a U, and the right graph as an L. The series for the Anglo-Saxon countries rise 
significantly after about 1980, while those for Europe do not. With the exception of China, this is 
basically also the case with the other countries covered in Atkinson and Piketty (2010), at least 
where the comparison is possible.  

As a noteworthy example of American exceptionalism, the story is spiced up by the fact 
that the largest increase in gains for the top 1% occurs in the United States. As the graph shows, 
by 2010 the one percent’s share of US income reached levels higher than those of a century 
earlier. Piketty and Saez (2013, 458) refer to “[T]he most spectacular result coming from the 
WTID, namely, the very pronounced U-shaped evolution of top income shares in the United 

                                                           
9 But “The reason why the Great Depression was followed by huge inequality decline is not the 
depression, but rather the large political shocks and policy responses – in particular the tremendous 
changes in institutions and tax policies – which took place in the 1930s-1940s.” Piketty and Saez (2013, 
461). 
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States over the past century.”10 For the current period, Piketty speaks of a second Belle Époque, 

while Krugman titled his review of Piketty’s book, “Why We’re in a New Gilded Age,” (Krugman, 
2014). 

Analyzing Top Income Data in the United States 

It is reassuring that the Piketty and Saez estimates of the shares of Top Income groups 
correspond closely with what we might label official US data for those same shares, provided by 
the Congressional Budget Office, or CBO. As discussed elsewhere in this paper, the CBO – in 
recognition of the problem of understatements of income by respondents in the US to 
household surveys such as the CPS – began generating fuller estimates of incomes and income 
shares during the late 1980s, by combining CPS data with information from tax statements 
submitted to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), along methodological lines similar to what 
Piketty and his colleagues would later implement.  

One aspect of the Piketty/Saez findings for the US can be seen in Graph 4. Three Top 
Income Groups are included, illustrating the fact that the graphs for closely defined groups 
should be highly correlated, and can be seen as vertical displacements of each other. 11  

                                                           
10 The newness of this result should not be exaggerated. Lindert (1998, 82) presents for the U.S. an 
equivalent graph for the share of the Top 5% in the U.S. from 1929 into the 1990s. Galbraith (2014, 79) 
states that his published research (with Thomas Ferguson), using U.S. payroll records, showed essentially 
the same finding. Indeed, the Gini coefficient for the U.S. (reported in the Carter et al. (2006)  Historical 
Statistics of the United States Millennial Edition Table Be23) falls from 0.49 in 1929 to 0.40 in 1962, while 
the Census Bureau’s reported Gini coefficient for families (measure F4, at 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/income/data/historical/inequality/ ) falls from 0.362 in 1962 to 0.348 
in 1968, subsequently rising to 0.448 in 2013, which is very close to the path indicated for several of 
Piketty’s Top Income Shares. As noted above in the text, the Top Income Shares vary more than the Ginis, 
but the paths are often quite similar. See also the graphs of Atkinson and Waldenström presented below. 
11 Atkinson et al. (2011, 32) state, “[T]he top percentile plays a major role in the increase in the Gini over 
the last three decades and CPS data which do not measure top incomes fail to capture about half of this 
increase in overall inequality.” 
 

Graph 3. Contrasting Distributional Experiences: the share of income of the top one percent in 
Anglo-Saxon Countries versus Continental Europe and Japan, 1910-2010 

  
Source: Piketty (2014, 316) Source: Piketty (2014, 317) 

U.S.A
 

U.K. Germany 
Japan 
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Sweden 
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We can examine this 
data more closely by focusing 
on the changes after 1980. In 
Graph 5, the share of the top 
0.1% did not increase as 
much as that of the entire 
top 1%. Secondly, taking 
advantage of Piketty’s long 
time-span, we can also see in 

that Graph that the increase in the share of the 90th to 99th percentile had already started by 
1950, and had increased rather steadily – if slowly - since then. Indeed, the large U pattern of 
the US income distribution in that graph merely repeats the right half of Piketty’s graph, also 
included above in Graph 3.12 

Graph 5. Top Shares in the US, Relative to their 1980 Levels: Piketty Data 

 
 Source: Author’s calculations based on data in the WTID 
 

To compensate for the fact that the Piketty’s work does not measure the shares of 
different groups in bottom four fifths of the population, we will briefly examine income share 
data presented by the CBO for the entire population, both pre-fisc and post-fisc. It is 
encouraging that the Piketty/Saez figures for the Top Shares are closely paralleled by the 
‘official’ data of the CBO. In particular, Graph 6 further confirms the Piketty/Saez finding that the 
increase in the share of pre-fisc income was not generalized over the entire top twenty percent, 
but was narrowly limited to those in the top one percent. The CBO data also report that even 
the share of income received by the 80th to 89th percentile gradually fell over those three 
decades, while that of the 90th to 99th percentile only increased by less than two percent during 
that entire period. Thus the growth of the share of the top one percent was sufficiently strong 
to pull up the entire first ten and even twenty percent.  

Graph 6. Changes in Household Income, Relative to 1980 Levels, US – All Groups 
(CBO Data) 

                                                           
12 Piketty’s data reveals this increase in the share of the top one percent with or without the inclusion of 
capital gains.  
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Source: Author’s calculations using the statistical appendix to Congressional Budget 
Office (2013) “Trends in the Distribution of Household Income Between 1979 and 
2007.” 
Note: Data refer to CBO’s category ‘Before-Tax Income,’ which includes Realized 
Capital Gains and Social Security payments. , The US data in the WTID includes Social 
Security, and is reported for series with or without Realized Capital Gains. 

 

More importantly, this graph illustrates that the increases in the shares of the top 
quintile or top decile occurred at the cost of a decrease in the shares of each of the bottom four 
quintiles of the population. One can consider this finding, suggested in Piketty and Saez (2003) 
and demonstrated in CBO (2013), as an affirmation that in the US during this time, “a rising tide 
did not raise all boats.”13 

The author of this paper has not found an estimate of how much the incorporation of 
new observations of high income cases will in fact increase the overall Gini coefficient. Atkinson 
(2007, 19) uses, and Alvaredo (2011) formally derives, a formula for a short-cut estimation of 
this issue, suggesting that the increase will be less than five points.14  Concrete data for the US 
are presented in Appendix Table 1, reporting the Ginis of the CBO and CPR, while also 
comparing Top Income Shares of those two sources with WTID.15  The comparisons are not 

                                                           
13 Our efforts at offering loose, user-friendly, journalistic phrases should not be allowed to pass over two 
distributional issues. First of all, this analysis does not indicate that the (absolute, real) incomes of people 
in the bottom quintiles actually fell, but only that they fell relative to the top groups. Secondly, this 
analysis has no information about how many passed from one income group to another – our data refer 
to the numerical limits of each group. This facet of the study of income distribution, undergoing renewed 
interest, is currently called mobility or equality of opportunity – see Corak (2013). Armour et al. (2013) 
find significant mobility between quintiles over a decade, while Hardy and ZIliak (2014) report significant 
changes among the top one percent.  For papers on Latin America, see Paes Barros et al. (2009). 
14 Let G be the true Gini coefficient, p be the share of income of the top Zth percentile of the population - 
where Z is very small, and for whatever reason those people are not included in the standard 
measurement, such as the household survey, or only their incomes change. Finally, denote as G* the Gini 
of the bottom (1-Z) percentage of the population. Then G = G*(1-p) +p. Atkinson (2007, 20) provides a 
helpful example: suppose G* for the  bottom 99% is 40, then a rise of 8 percent in the share of the top 1% 
causes a rise of 4.8 points in the overall Gini. This formula requires the separately calculated Gini of the 
rest of the population (e.g. the 99%), which is not usually published, although it might be available to 
researchers. 
15 Further comments on comparing these sources appear in Armour et al. (2013). 
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exact, because of differences in the concept of income and the units (family, household, 
individuals) observed. As expected, the CBO’s Ginis are somewhat larger than those of the CPR, 
and the WTID Top Share data do grow more rapidly than the others, but precision is still lacking. 

Recently, Burkhauser et al. (2012) provided a careful analysis of some measurement 
problems associated with the CBO data and the IRS tax records. Along with other researchers, 
they argue that a 1986 revision of the tax law changed income reporting by high income 
individuals, leading to an increase in amount reported without affecting the amounts earned. 
They suggest that the overstatement of the tax data’s growth of the share of the top 1% totaled 
4.1 % over 1986-88 (Burkhauser et al. (2012, footnote 9)). Similarly, they assert that a redesign 
of the CPS questionnaire in 1993 would have increased that source’s subsequent estimates of 
the share of the top percentile by 4.9% (ibid). While their text expresses net changes as changes 
(reductions) in growth rates, visually comparing their Graphs 3 and 4 reveals their revised 
Piketty/Saez series for the share of the top one percent would grow by a total of 6.5% over 
1980-2006, instead of the original 10%, while the CPS series would grow by 4% instead of the 
original 7%. The impact of these adjustments is noticeable, but does not change the overall 
pattern already identified by Piketty and Saez.  

A close comparison of our Graphs 5 and 6 would indicate that the differential between 
the estimated series of Piketty and Saez compared to that of the CPS or the CBO is not constant, 
but grows slowly with time. Burkhauser et al. (2012) are also aware of this, and ultimately they 
call for closer collaboration between the Census Bureau and the IRS to improve our 
understanding of this phenomenon. Reynolds (2012) is also pertinent to this discussion. 

Previous Work on Top Shares 

It is not correct to affirm that the Piketty (2014) book introduced a focus on the top one 
percent for the United States, nor even that Piketty and Saez (2003) were the pioneers.16  The 
appropriate data for the U.S. have been available for three decades. Specialists had always 
understood that household surveys reported by the CPS understated incomes of the highest 
earners, both because publicly available data was top-coded, and because of the incorrect 
reporting by individuals of their earnings. Partially as a response to this, and certainly also as 
part of an ongoing response to their charge of studying the impact of US taxes, the 
Congressional Budget Office as early as 1987 had begun combining CPS and IRS data to study 
income and its distribution – see CBO (1987) and CBO (1992).  

Paul Krugman was one of the first academics to utilize the CBO data, and in 1992 he 
wrote that CBO numbers showed that “70 percent of the rise in average family income went to 
the top 1 percent,” (Krugman, 1992) - the referenced time period apparently was 1979-1989. 
This came to be known as the “Krugman calculation.”17  A front page article of the March 5, 
1992 New York Times cited Krugman and the CBO on this topic – without identifying any specific 
publication – along with several other well-known economists; Reischauer, Slemrod, Goldin, 

                                                           
16 In particular, Feenberg and Poterba (1993) analyzed in some detail the position of the top 0.5%, using 
tax data and a methodology similar to what Piketty would subsequently use. Early work by Simon Kuznets 
had presented Top Income Shares, because income surveys of the entire populations had hardly begun. 
17 Piketty and Saez repeated this finding. “In effect, the top 1 percent alone has absorbed almost 60 
percent of aggregate US income growth between 1976 and 2007,” Piketty and Saez (2013, 458). 
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Lindsay, etc. (Nasar 1992a).  The tone of the article was that the existence of this concentration 
of income was widely accepted among academics. A couple of months later, another article in 
the New York Times (Nasar 1992b) noted how then Governor Bill Clinton of Arkansas had been 
using this empirical result in his speeches to drum up support for his projected presidential 
candidacy. 18 Not surprisingly, in some of his recent T.V./blog discussions of Piketty’s book, 
Krugman has been happy to point out that Piketty’s current critics are repeating the same errors 
that were committed by critics of his work two decades ago. 

Why the Extreme Pattern in the United States? 

What is the explanation for the big increase in the top income’s share in the United 
States after 1970?  One possible avenue of investigation is what economists call the factorial 
distribution of income; its division between labor and capital. Empirical applications are 
complicated because of the existence of what might be considered a middle category, 
entrepreneurial income, which is especially important empirically for self-employed individuals.  

However, speaking of the increase in Top Income Shares during post-1980 experience, 
Piketty very explicitly rejects the simple story of its having resulted from an increase in profits 
that benefited capitalists at the top of the income ladder. This position is all the more 
noteworthy given the role that Piketty and others had attributed to just such a factoral process 
in the decline of Top Income Shares during the first part of the twentieth century.  Central to the 
explanation in Piketty and Saez (2003) and Piketty (2014) is the surprising fact that in the US 
employment income remains important for the very highest fractions of the population.  Graph 
7, from Piketty (2014), illustrates their finding that even among the very highest income earners, 
payments directly linked to capital were less important than payments received by people who 
should be classified as employees19 - Piketty uses the term “supermanagers,” while Krugman 
prefers “super-executives.” The search for concrete examples would naturally look to the 
financial sector of the economy.20 Thus, a contemporary example would be an employee of a 
hedge fund who is paid with stock options. This employee’s income might be closely linked to 

                                                           
18 It should not surprise the reader that this discussion quickly became quite politicized. The 1987 
publication of the CBO, which was then led by Edward Gramlich, occurred during the presidency of Ronald 
Reagan, whose supply side tax policies were at that time under increasing scrutiny. It is not clear to me 
when or where Krugman first announced this calculation. Krugman’s critics included writers for the Wall 
St. Journal, and Glenn Hubbard, then an under-secretary of Treasury who was to become Dean of the 
Business School at Columbia University. In 1992 - an election year - the CBO (now under Robert 
Reischauer) published a study clarifying what they deemed misrepresentations of their work, by Krugman 
as well as others. Some readers will recall “It’s the economy, stupid” as a primary slogan of Clinton’s 
campaign. One wonders to what extent one can explain Piketty’s current popularity in the U.S. as a 
delayed reaction to Clinton having raised the general consciousness of the public to this distributional 
issue twenty years ago. Will this interest continue into the 2016 US presidential election campaign? 
19 While the Graph supports Piketty’s explanation, this is not always the case. Curiously, Waldenström 
(2009, 312) presents a similar graph for Sweden which  has the share of wages (with capital gains) for the 
top 1% (summing  his P99-99.5 and P99.5-99.9) rise from about 60% in 1945 to 90% in 1978, and then fall 
to about 70% in 2004. 
20 Kaplan and Rauh (2014) present data on the relative numbers of top earners on Wall St. and Main St., 
which supports the position of Piketty and Saez: “Including financial top executives, investment bankers, 
hedge funds, VC investors, and PE investors, we count more than twice as many Wall Street individuals as 
Main Street individuals (nonfinancial top executives) in the top 0.5% and the top 0.1% of the AGI 
distribution.”(Kapland and Rauh 2014, page 33). 
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profits and the return to capital, 
but using standard terminology it 
would still be classified as wages. 
Referring to his data, Piketty 
(2014, 24) affirms “…that this 
spectacular increase in inequality 
largely reflects an unprecedented 
explosion of very elevated 
incomes from labor, a veritable 
separation of the top managers of 
large firms from the rest of the 
population.”  

Recent economics writing 
has seen much discussion of the pay of super-stars, such as hedge fund managers or high paid 
athletes and others in the entertainment sector. The general public recognizes and to some 
extent accepts that these superstars receive very high incomes; the popular press has 
encouraged the conversation, with frequent articles revealing data about the incomes of top 
earners. Piketty extends this to speak of the super-salaries of highly paid executives of major 
companies. He claims that these supermanagers are much more numerous than super-stars 
“[T]he vast majority (60 to 70 percent, depending on what definitions one chooses) of the top 
0.1 percent of the income hierarchy in 2000-2010 consists of top managers,” Piketty (2014, 
302).  

Amongst economists there is a debate as to whether the economics of super-stars 
should be considered a success or a failure of the mechanisms of the free market.21  Our authors 
readily point to market failures to explain the rise of the one percent. Rather than being justified 
by supply and demand factors, they assert the existence of “herd behavior” in determining pay 
of high ranking executives, and “Changing social norms regarding inequality and the 
acceptability of very high wages,” (Piketty and Saez, 2003, 35). A related factor contributing to 
widening the dispersion of wage income involves new modes of remuneration, such as stock 
options, with arrangements such as tax-deferred retirement savings accounts. Evidently those 
benefiting from these arrangements are not poorly educated workers on a production line. 
Piketty (2014, 315) explicitly asserts that because of non-universal institutional differences, the 
rise of the supermanager is largely an “Anglo-Saxon phenomenon.” This affirmation demands 
investigation of the Latin American experience. 

                                                           
21 The title of the comments by Harvard’s Gregory Mankiw (2013) is “Defending the One Percent,” while 
Kaplan and Rauh (2013) lead off with “It’s the Market…” Gabaix and Landier (2007) is another recent 
example of the pro-market position. The opposite view is presented in Bivens and Mishel (2013). A taste 
of the discussion about executive pay before Piketty and Saez’s piece is Bertrand and Mullainathan 
(2001).  Introductions to the voluminous research by sociologists on Top Incomes are Keister and Lee 
(2014) and Volscho and Kelley (2012). This author is not aware of any fundamental criticism of the Piketty 
Saez data on Top Shares of Incomes in the United States, nor, for that matter, of the chapters in the two 
Atkinson and Piketty edited volumes. In contrast, Piketty’s model of growth and wealth accumulation has 
attracted numerous critics – Cowen (2014), Homburg (2014), Ray (2014); but not Jones (2014) and Solow 
(2014).  
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Because Piketty and Saez (2003) gave less importance to changes in the return to capital 
in the recent increase of Top Income Shares, they must give more responsibility to an increase in 
the dispersion of wage income. The central idea is that wages of unskilled workers are stagnant, 
while in contrast the earnings of college-educated employees have been rising – producing an 
increase in ‘the skill premium.’  

Let us refer once again to the discourse accompanying the Occupy Wall Street 
movement in 2011, which – as commented earlier - was prefigured by the findings revealed in 
Piketty and Saez (2003). One can frequently hear from supporters of the Occupy Movement 
criticisms of the policies taken to counteract the US financial crisis that erupted in 2008, also 
called the Great Recession, with examples such as bailouts of some financial institutions that are 
said to have caused it, as well as to certain large corporations. One might well hypothesize that 
these actions would have contributed to increasing Top Income shares, but  this issue is not 
touched in the Piketty (2014) book, and would not have been foreseen when Piketty and Saez 
wrote their key article, published in 2003. However, the point is tangentially addressed in 
Piketty and Saez (2013), in the context of an assumed pro-cyclicality of Top Income shares. 
Standard economic logic might suggest that with the fall in output and therefore profits during 
the Great Recession, Top Incomes would be hurt. But Piketty and Saez (2013, 458) assert that 
the recessionary decline in profits was short-lived, and that the income shares of the Top 
Income groups quickly returned to their long-term trend.22 More research needs to be done. 

Incorporating Government Policy 

Because works in the Piketty tradition do not analyze the distributive effects of 
government policy, it might be appropriate to include some comments as to why that topic is 
included here.  It is my experience that most people, when discussing income distribution, are 
effectively thinking of the post-fisc situation. Indeed, this point is indirectly highlighted by 
Piketty’s reference to “Changing social norms regarding inequality and the acceptability of very 
high wages.” A secondary reason for including fiscal policy is that more academic work – by 
economists or other social scientists – is focused on the post-fisc situation. This is obviously true 
in Latin America. As commented, the Piketty data for the U.S. is not purely pre-fisc. 23   

The comparative magnitude of the distributional impacts of government policy has not 
been the object of very many cross-country studies. For this purpose, we will use data from the 
OECD, and, later, from the Commitment to Equity (CEQ) research project at Tulane University. 
The OECD presents data for most of its member countries on its web-site. Let us start with 
tables of the Gini coefficients that are available at OECD (2008), both pre-fisc and post-fisc. Table 
2 presents ten year averages of the levels and ratios of pre-fisc Ginis to post-fisc Ginis. The fact 
                                                           
22 For more on the short-term cyclicality, see Rose (2015) and Saez (2015). For the OECD, see Jenkins et al. 
(2013) 
23 Piketty and Saez (2003, 5-6) state, “We will use a gross income definition including all income items 
reported on tax returns and before all deductions: salaries and wages, small business and farm income, 
partnership and fiduciary income, dividends, interest, rents, royalties, and other small items reported as 
other income.” This is not precisely pre-fisc, as social security payments are included. While this program 
is very important for families with medium and lower income levels, lifting up from zero their income in 
retirement, it is probably not the case that the inflation adjusted amounts of these payments have 
changed in ways that would affect a time series of income distribution estimates.  
On that same page, they also state that “[W]e focus mainly on series that exclude capital gains.” 
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that the differences between the numbers for countries such as Belgium, Ireland, and Finland 
are very high indicates that their governments have dramatic impacts on their distribution, 
while those in countries like Chile and Korea do little24. These examples illustrate the range of 
possibilities in terms of pre-fisc and post-fisc distributions.  

Table 2. Pre-fisc and Post-fisc Gini Coefficients, and the Implied Redistribution, OECD Countries, 
early 2000s. (in Percentages) 

 

Pre-
fisc 

Post-
fisc Redist 

  

Pre-
fisc 

Post-
fisc Redist 

Chile 52.8 50.6 2.2 
 

Norway 42.4 25.5 16.9 
Korea 34.0 31.1 2.9 

 
Denmark 41.5 24.2 17.3 

Switzerland 37.2 29.8 7.4 
 

Poland 49.4 31.7 17.7 
Iceland 37.9 27.2 10.7 

 
Slovak R. 43.6 26.0 17.7 

U.S.A. 49.0 37.4 11.6 
 

Sweden 43.6 25.8 17.8 
Canada 44.0 31.9 12.1 

 
Italy 49.8 31.9 18.0 

Israel 50.3 37.5 12.8 
 

Luxembourg 46.6 27.2 19.4 
N. Zealand 46.1 32.7 13.3 

 
Czech R. 45.7 25.8 19.8 

Japan 46.4 32.9 13.6 
 

Slovenia 44.2 24.3 19.9 
Netherlands 42.3 28.6 13.7 

 
France 49.2 29.0 20.2 

Australia 46.7 32.8 13.9 
 

Germany 49.5 28.6 20.9 
Spain 46.9 32.4 14.5 

 
Austria 47.4 26.5 20.9 

Estonia 47.6 32.5 15.1 
 

Belgium 47.8 26.5 21.3 
Portugal 51.6 36.0 15.6 

 
Ireland 52.6 31.1 21.5 

Greece 49.4 33.4 16.0 
 

Finland 47.6 25.7 21.9 
U. Kingdom 50.6 33.8 16.8 

 
    

 
Overall 
Average 46.2 30.7 15.6 

      
Hungary #N/A 28.5 #N/A 

     Mexico #N/A 47.2 #N/A 
     Turkey #N/A 41.7 #N/A 
     

         Source: Author’s calculations, based on data from OECD.StatExtracts, for Ginis ‘before taxes and 
transfers’, and ‘for disposable income, post taxes and transfers,’ taking the average of the non-zero values 
available during the period 2001-2011. Data downloaded in early June, 2014, from 
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=IDD. The comparison was not possible for OECD members 
Hungary, Mexico, and Turkey, which lack estimates of pre-fisc Ginis. 
The implied fiscal redistribution is calculated by straightforward subtraction between these two series. A 
very similar ranking occurs if one uses the ratio of the OECD’s pre-fisc and post-fisc values. 
 

One simple message from Table 2 is that care must be taken to ensure that comparisons 
– chronologically or across countries – of income distributions are generated using the same 
criteria, in this case, in terms of pre-fisc or post-fisc.  Of more interest to us is that in countries 
with activist governments, discussions of income inequality should not be limited to a pre-fisc 
basis. Income inequality will evolve both because of changing economic fundamentals such as 
education, demographic factors, and the sectorial division of production, as well as government 

                                                           
24 The OECD cannot guarantee the close comparability of the pre-fisc and post-fisc measures, which 
appear to report estimates from national sources. Moreover, comparing the differences between the pre- 
and post-fisc Gini coefficients is strictly a convenience; it should not be assumed that inequality is linear.  

http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=IDD
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tax and spending policies that affect differently people on different levels of the income ladder. 
As examples in the above Table, France and Sweden have rather high pre-fisc Gini ratios, but 
their post-fisc Gini coefficients are low. For our later purposes, the fact that Chile does not 
redistribute income very much will be seen as rather typical of the other countries in the region, 
as revealed by other data sets. 

The longer term trend in the relative sizes of the OECD countries’ pre-fisc and post-fisc 
Ginis is shown in Appendix Graph 1. There are many experiences of interest, especially for 
students of the individual countries. The major point from that Graph is that there is no 
widespread common trend for increases or declines in these ratios. This result is analyzed in 
some detail in Wang et al. (2014).25  

We can also point out that the chronological patterns of the pre- and post-fisc Gini 
coefficients tend to show similar paths over time; in other words governments seldom have 
major effects on distribution in the short run. Graph 8 shows this for the U.S. over 1979-2011. In 
other words, changes in post-fisc tend to be caused by changes in the economic factors of a 
country, and not changes in the interventionist role of the government. These could be 
economic fundamentals and/or the social factors suggested by Piketty and Saez. The magnitude 
of redistribution caused by fiscal policy is rather constant, and certainly shows no significant 
trend over the business cycle. More comparative work on this is required. 

The Size and Distribution of Wealth 

 Piketty’s 2014 book weaves frequently - and smoothly - between the analysis of income 
and that of capital. The author of this paper judges that Piketty’s empirical results on income 
distribution are widely accepted by specialists in the field. Something similar could be said about 
his data on wealth – in the 2014 book, or in its updating via another free web-site with Gabriel 
Zucman – although there are some criticisms of his decision to mix physical and financial capital.  

A different evaluation is merited by a topic that appears to be new in the 2014 book; 
Piketty’s espousal of an annual, global tax on wealth. In this author’s experience, a clear 
indication that a question about the book comes from someone who has not read the entire 
book, is if the questioner goes directly to ask about this proposed wealth tax. Piketty is scarce on 

                                                           
25 Those authors use LIS data; a demonstration that the LIS data closely approximates the series of the 
OECD is provided in Wang and Caminada (2011). The latter paper also explores the relative importance of 
taxes and transfers in causing this redistribution. 
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Change in US distribution, post-fisc, is mostly because of changes in ‘fundamentals,’ 
    not due to changes in redistributive fiscal policy.  

 
details, but he speaks of no tax on wealth less than €1 million, and up to 2% annually for net 
wealth over €5 million. Piketty uses the word utopian to describe the proposal, which to be 
effective would have to be levied in all countries. His justification for this tax proposal seems to 
be based on a vision of excessive accumulation of capital in the hands of the wealthiest few, 
which would end up suffocating growth of the rest of the (world) economy. The economic logic 
of this model has been much criticized, and this reader regrets that Piketty has not explicitly laid 
out his argument in a stand-alone article.26  

However, from a Latin American perspective, this discussion will be of less importance, 
primarily because hardly any comparable data on the distribution of wealth is available for 
countries of the region27, and Piketty’s argument itself seems to be based on the wealthy OECD 
countries.28 For completeness, we have inserted Appendix Table 2, which reports estimates of 
the world distribution of capital, sponsored by Credit Suisse, a major multinational bank. It will 
be noticed that Chile is the only Latin American country included, and that the equality of its 
distribution seems about average.29 

Latin America 

                                                           
26 Important support was expressed by Solow (2014). Given his virtually unequaled prestige on the world 
economic scene, it may be helpful to quote the first part of the title of his review, “Piketty is right …” 
27 A generation ago, the landmark book constructing and comparing national balance sheets was 
Goldsmith (1985). For LAC, that book only included estimates for Mexico. The work of André Hofman is to 
be noted. A recent discussion of the distribution of wealth in Latin America is Torche and Spilerman 
(2008). 
28 Many of the analyses by Piketty and co. include detailed analysis of tax rates. Note that if the variable of 
interest is before tax income, these detours are basically superfluous.  It could be the case that their 
intention is to include an effect of wealth taxes on capital accumulation, with its evident longer term 
impact on income levels. It would seem to me that this would be a second order of magnitude.  
29 The newspaper article that alerted this author to the Credit Suisse study had a headline something like: 
“The top one percent owns fifty percent of world wealth, while the bottom fifty percent of the world’s 
population owns one percent of world capital.”  

Pre-fisc 

Post-fisc 

Fiscal 
Redistribution 
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Let us now turn our attention to Latin America. The previous discussion has highlighted 
three areas of the major contributions of Piketty and his colleagues. First, they have applied a 
similar methodology to the study of income distribution in over two dozen countries, greatly 
improving our comparative understanding. Secondly, they have also extended our empirical 
understanding of income distribution backwards in time, to even before 1900 for a few 
countries. Unfortunately, at least as of mid-2014, Argentina is the only Latin American country in 
the WTID for which a long series has appeared, and even that one is rather discontinuous, 
chronologically. The third emphasis in the work of Piketty and company is the construction of 
numerous series for the size and distribution of wealth, which we cannot pursue here.  

Thus, the primary task of expanding the Piketty et al. analysis to Latin America is the 
generation of data on Top Income Shares, and their comparison with currently available or 
perhaps improved household survey data on Ginis.30 The World Top Incomes Database presents 
series for Argentina, Colombia, and Uruguay. In addition, the internet contains at least two 
efforts at providing this type of analysis for Chile – neither of which is yet (March, 2015) 
included in the WTID web-site.  

What might we expect from studies of Top Income Shares in Latin America? The 
macroeconomics of the region will be different from that of the rich OECD countries in several 
ways. Foreign trade is more important, and along with it changing terms of trade, and exchange 
rate policy. Secondly, most countries in the region have significant numbers of workers in the 
informal sector. There are two implications for our interests – people in this sector have lower 
incomes, and many observers describe the informal sector as indicating market failures of some 
type or other. The standard description of the region’s post-World War II history is that excesses 
associated with import substitution policies led to severe stabilization policies, and IMF 
structural adjustment programs. Several countries have signed Free Trade Agreements with 
counterparts inside and outside the region. The agricultural sector plays a greater role in the 
economy, resulting in more complicated calculations of sectorial impacts on income distribution. 
Of course one could speculate endlessly on differences in political systems; easy candidates 
would be a greater proclivity in Latin America for ineffective government transfer programs, less 
freedom of the press, different acceptability by the public for concentration of incomes, and 
higher instability in economic policy.  

A rather easy prediction for future Piketty-like studies for Latin America is that their 
estimated levels of the Top Shares will be similar to, or perhaps a bit larger than those for the 
United States, because of the similarity of the respective Gini coefficients in these two areas.  
Nevertheless, the more difficult - but more important - question is whether or not there will be 
significant chronological changes in those Top Income shares – up or down, of the magnitude 
that has occurred in the United States. As will be shown below, most measured Ginis for Latin 
American countries have fallen slightly in the last decade.  Because other countries’ experiences 
suggest that the pattern of the Ginis is roughly similar to that of top income shares, our 
                                                           
30 A forceful statement about the need for better data for the top income groups is presented in Lustig 
(2012). She points out that in household surveys for the year 2006 in Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, and Peru, 
the average monthly incomes of the richest households ranged from US$14,000 to US$ 70,000, and then 
contrasts that to a back of the envelope calculation suggesting that the 4,400 ultra-high net worth 
individuals in the region are earning a much higher US$ 2 million per month. “Something’s not getting 
reported.” 
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prediction is that the US experience of strongly growing concentration will not occur in Latin 
America, at least as measured either by household surveys or by the improved methodologies 
more directly inspired by Piketty and co-workers.  

First of all, there is a widely accepted view that income inequality in Latin America has 
been declining during the last decade or so, as shown in Graph 9. A set of graphs for individual 
Latin American countries, representing the recent trajectory of inequality either as measured by 
the Gini or the top 10% share of income, appears in the Appendix as Graph 2.  Two comments 
are appropriate. First, the data is generally post-fisc, so that the cause may be fiscal policy or 
socio-economic fundamentals. Secondly, as was discussed earlier, these charts are likely to 
suffer from the understatement of Top Income Shares that typically accompanies household 
surveys. These graphs show that slight declines in inequality during the last decade, as 
measured either by the Gini or the reported top income shares, have occurred in many Latin 
American countries. The one clear counter-example is the increase of inequality is Costa Rica; 
with certain short upturns also revealed in Guatemala, Paraguay, and Venezuela.   Notice that 
for all these countries the value of the Gini coefficient is slightly higher than that of the share of 
income of the richest 10%, as also occurred for the wealthy OECD countries. Moreover, these 
two indicators move in tandem in all countries, with the possible exception of Bolivia.  

 

 Let us now turn to review the results of the few existing studies in the Piketty/WTID 
tradition that attempt to measure the shares of the high income groups using tax data for Latin 
America.  We proceed to a comparison of the Top Income shares among Argentina, Chile, 
Colombia, and Uruguay, with Spain and the United States included as familiar comparisons, in 
Table 3. There is an intriguing sense that the shares of the different high income groups are 
rather comparable among these countries, albeit with Spain having less concentration of high 
incomes. Unfortunately, with the partial exception of Argentina, these Latin American countries 
do not yet provide long time series, so that it is not yet possible to speak of trends in the region. 
What was interesting in the previous discussion was the strong increase in inequality in the 
United States and other Anglo-Saxon countries. Should we expect this to be repeated in Latin 

Graph 9. Latin America: Average Regional Gini Index 
of the Distribution of Income, 1980s-2010. 

 

Source: Cornia (2012) page 5. 
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America? Recall that Piketty referenced broad cultural patterns – countries with an Anglo-Saxon 
tradition, and he emphasized herd behavior and social acceptance of high income 
concentration. 

Our summary of the Piketty/Saez explanation for the increase in the Top Shares in the 
United States had basically three components: 1) increasing societal acceptance of higher 
inequality; 2) expansion of economic sectors – especially in finance – where supersalaries are 
more common; 3) favorable tax treatments, particularly a reduction of taxes on high incomes, 
and capital gains. Remember also that there were two familiar considerations that were 
explicitly omitted from this story for the US: 1) high increase in the return to capital; 2) any 

Table 3. Top Income Shares in Latin America, ~2000 

 

Top 
10% 

Top 
5% 

Top 
1% 

Top 
0.5% 

Top 
0.1% 

Top 
0.05% 

Period Included 

        

Argentina 
 

22.5 14.4 11.1 5.8 
 

1997-2004; Share of 5% for 1997 
only 

 

Chile 
  

21.7 
 

6.0 
 

2005, 2009; Fairfield&Jorratt, Table 7, 
for Y1_NA 

Colombia 
  

20.3 15.1 7.5 5.5 2006-2010 
Uruguay 45.8 32.4 14.1 10.0 4.6 3.5 2009-2011 
        
Spain 32.7 21.8 8.6 5.9 2.6  2001-2010 
USA 45.5 33.3 17.4 13.5 7.5  2003-2012 
 
 
Sources: Author’s calculations based on WTID, accessed July 12, 2014, and Fairfield and Jorrat (2014). 
López et al. (2013) provide data for the share of the top 1% in Chile in 2008-2011, without retained profits nor capital gains, 
whose average value is 20. 
Note: Data for Spain and the USA provided for comparative purposes. 

 

consideration of the effects of fiscal policy – spending and taxes, because that data was post-
fisc. Finally, we wish to leave the door open to considerations of factors not appearing in the 
Piketty/Saez story. One familiar candidate for the Latin American context would be the 
expansion of global firms which would pay their top executives at international levels, and 
another would be an asserted growth of acceptability of those high incomes, due to the media 
or manipulations of the legal system. I leave this topic to my colleagues on the LASA panel.  

One of the useful results from the investigation of the Top Income Shares for the OECD 
countries was a vision downplaying the relative importance of different factoral sources of 
income for these groups. Specifically, growing returns to capital were not important in the 
explanation of the increasing incomes of top income groups in the US. The WTID allows a glance 
at this for three Latin American countries – Argentina, Colombia, and Uruguay – the data for 
Chile is not usable. Appendix Graph 3 presents the available data. The summary is that no clear 
pattern emerges, and in fact the data are not helpful, as the authors for Argentina and Colombia 
emphasize Business or Self-Employment income, while the Uruguay study highlights pensions.   
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The comparisons of the WTID data on Top Income Shares, with the Gini coefficients, for 
these four countries, as of July, 2014, are depicted in the Appendix Graph 4. When available, 
different measures of either the top incomes or Gini coefficients are also included. As measured 
by Alvaredo and Londoño Vélez (2013), the top shares of Colombia’s populations – 1%, 0.5%, 
0.1% were not falling in the first decade of this century, as was also the case in Argentina, 
according to Alvaredo (2010). The shares of the top 1% in Chile were slightly falling during the 
period 2004-2010, according to both López et al. (2013) and Fairfield and Jorrat (2014). With 
only three observations in the study on Uruguay in the WTID, no conclusion about a time trend 
should be drawn. 

There are additional lessons from these Graphs. First of all, we retain the vision that top 
income shares follow the paths of Gini coefficients over time. Unfortunately, this is less evident 
for the only country for which we have data for something like a long period, Argentina, and one 
might suspect that the discontinuity in the availability of the data has obfuscated changes in 
measurement methodology. Secondly, we should note that the two countries for which we can 
directly compare the estimated share of the top 10% - using data from household surveys as 
well as tax records – are Chile and Uruguay, for only two years in the first case, and three in the 
second. The estimates of Fairfield and Jorrat (2013) suggest an absolute increase of 10 or 15 
percentage points (depending on how profits are treated) in the share of the richest tenth of the 
population, compared to the household survey CASEN.31  The lower number is one third of the 
income of that group.  The comparison in Uruguay is similar; the estimated share of the richest 
10% of the population rises from about 33% to 46%, which again is an increase of one third. 
Unfortunately, such direct comparisons for the top 10% cannot be made for either Argentina or 
Colombia, and correspondingly not for their top one percent.   

One way of contextualizing this tentative finding – that standard household surveys 
underestimate by up to one third the fraction of income received by the highest earning ten 
percent – is to apply the formula referred to earlier (G = G*(1-p) +p), and estimate how much 
higher the countries’ Gini coefficients would be, if their top incomes data were more accurately 
measured. Using this formula for their estimates on Chile, López et al. (2013, Tabla 7) suggest 
increases in the Gini in 2007 from 55 to 58.  For Colombia, Alvaredo and Londoño Vélez (2013, 
Table 4) provide estimates of the measured Ginis from surveys, and the increases associated 
with the larger Top Shares from tax returns, leading to an average increase for 2007-2010 of 
three points, from 55.7 to 58.7.  For Uruguay, the increase estimated in Burdin et al. (2014) is 
slightly higher, from an average of 49.6 to 53.1. For Argentina, Alvaredo (2010, Figure 6.10) 
depicts two estimates of the Gini for Greater Buenos Aires for the period 1998-2004, without 
actually reporting the numbers. Apparently, the author adds on to an existing estimate of the 
city’s Gini, his estimates of the share of income of the top 0.1%, implicitly assuming that the 
incomes of the top 0.1% are not included in that reported Gini. The income shares for the top 
0.1% grow from 4.3 to 7% over that period, and the adjusted Gini grows in parallel. Note that 
because his estimated share of the top 0.5% grows from 9 to 13% for that period, if one were to 
use the Top Share of this slightly larger population, the new alternate Gini would be higher and 
grow more. A larger increase is estimated for Chile by López et al. (2013, Tabla 13), an average 

                                                           
31 See also Larrañaga and Valenzuela (2011), and Friedman and Hofman (2013). 
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increase of eight points, from Ginis of 55 to 63, corresponding to their larger estimated share of 
the top one percent of 30.5%, adjusting not only for retained profits but for tax evasion. 

There would be several criteria for evaluating these increases. It is our belief that 
inclusion of more accurate data on top earnings will not alter the known chronological pattern 
of evolution of our countries’ Gini indexes. The measured Gini coefficients of individual 
countries take several years to achieve a change of 3 points, in either direction. It is clear that 
most OECD countries’ redistributive fiscal policies lower their Gini coefficients by more than that 
amount, but in LAC such fundamental changes in policy have been difficult to achieve and 
maintain.  

With regard to the post-1975 period in the available WTID series, the Appendix Graph 4 
does not support the proposition that, in Latin America, there was an increase in the Top 
Income Shares of the magnitude that is reported for the United States. Primarily, this results 
from the fact that we do not have long time-spans for these estimates. For Argentina, the 
reader notes a sizeable decline in Top Income Shares during the early presidential period of Juan 
Perón. One’s expectations of major changes in Chile, before, during, and after the presidency of 
Salvador Allende are only roughly supported by available data from household surveys, over 
what was, unfortunately, a short time period.  

Should we expect that new or expanded estimates of Top Income Shares in Latin 
America will reveal increases such as those of the US? Our cautionary skeptical response is 
dominated by the fact that the US experience was unusual amongst the group of developed 
OECD countries. Our suggestion is for researchers to look for three conditions emphasized by 
Piketty and his co-authors: first, a gradual shift of societal attitudes towards greater acceptance 
of inequality; second, a reduction in marginal tax rates for very high income levels; thirdly, a 
dramatic increase in the number of supermanagers – in financial institutions or elsewhere. 

Measuring the Impact of Government Policy on Income Distribution in Latin America 

Let us turn to the issue of the impact of government spending and tax policies on the 
distribution of income in Latin America. It was noted above that the Piketty research project 
does not incorporate this topic, which for many European countries, was considerable.  For Latin 
America, there is less data available on income distribution compared to the OECD countries, 
particularly if we distinguish between what was labeled above as pre-fisc and post-fisc basis. 
Fortunately, we have two sources containing data for several countries, each of which might be 
assumed to have used similar methodologies, a series of studies coordinated by the CEQ, and a 
recent summary of LIS estimates that includes Latin America. 

 Nora Lustig and her CEQ colleagues published in a recent issue of Public Finance Review 
a set of six country studies that address this issue, all using the same methodology. Other 
working papers are also available on the experiences in other countries.32  An idea of their 
findings can be gleaned from Appendix Graph 5. Each country has a fiscal system that 
progressively redistributes income. The authors note that the total fiscal impact on the Gini is 
the result of two separate forces; the size of the programs, and the distributional impact of each 
                                                           
32 Unfortunately, chronological trends cannot be estimated, because none of these studies contains data 
for a significant number of years. 
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program. In terms of the relative sizes of the redistributions, they suggest that a convenient sub-
grouping would combine Argentina, Brazil, and Uruguay into the group that makes major 
impacts, leaving Bolivia, Mexico, and Peru in a lesser category. Their careful methodology  is 
suggested by the changes in the Gini coefficients in that Graph, as several factors are 
sequentially considered, between what they term Market Income and Final Income, which are 
equivalent to our pre-fisc and post-fisc, to construct a table that indicates the impact of 
government policies on the distribution of income in several Latin American countries. The data 
sources for these papers were typically national household surveys, some representing several 
decades of work. 

Keeping in mind that the CEQ work is still very much a collaborative work-in-progress, 
while the LIS series report work of other investigators, we can summarize in Table 4 these 
estimates of the impact on the Gini coefficient of income distribution, of fiscal policy in nine 
Latin American countries, in terms of what is termed here the pre-fisc/post-fisc distinction. 
Fortunately, there is consistency in the results from the two sources, and - not surprisingly - 
there is considerable variation among the countries. Government policies in these eight Latin 
American countries have a smaller effect on the measured Ginis than was the case for almost all 
the wealthier OECD countries in the above Table 2; the average fiscal redistribution in the OECD 
led to a reduction of their Gini coefficients by an average of 16 percentage points, while the 
decline measured for these Latin American countries was about 5 points. Furthermore, the two 
sources consistently place the United States in an intermediate zone between most other high  

Table 4. Fiscal Redistribution in Latin America: CEQ and LIS Data  

 
CEQ Studies 

  
              LIS Data______             

 
 

Market  Final   
     

 
 Income Income 

  
Pri DPI 

 
 

Pre-Fisc Post-Fisc Redist. 
 

Pre-Fisc Post-Fisc Redist. 
Brazil 57.9 43.9 14.0 

 
57.0 48.6 8.4 

Colombia 57.5 53.5 4.0 
 

51.4 50.8 0.6 
Costa Rica 50.8 39.3 11.5 

 
 --  --  -- 

Guatemala 55.1 52.7 2.4 
 

52.1 50.7 1.4 
Mexico 51.1 42.9 8.2 

 
47.6 45.8 1.8 

Paraguay 50.0 48.3 1.7 
 

 --  --  -- 
Peru 50.4 46.6 3.8 

 
51.2 50.7 0.5 

Uruguay 49.2 39.3 9.9 
 

54.2 42.8 11.4 
Venezuela 39.2 36.0 3.2 

 
 --  --  -- 

 
Average 51.2 44.7 6.5 

 
52.3 48.2 4.0 

 
USA 44.8 33.1 11.7 

 
48.2 37.2 10.9 

 
20 OECD 

       Countries  --  --  -- 
 

46.1 28.7 17.3 
 

Sources for the CEQ data: Brazil,: Higgins and Pereira (2013) Table 3; Colombia, Hurtado et al. (2013) Page 4; Costa 
Rica, Sauma and Trejos (2014) Figure 2; Guatemala, Cabrera at al. (2014) Table 3; Mexico,: Scott (2014) 
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Table 2; Paraguay, Higgins et al. (2013) Table 3; Peru, Jaramillo (2014) Table 2; Uruguay, Bucheli et al. (2014) 
Table 2; Venezuela, Molina (2013) p. 14; USA, Higgins et al. (2014) Table 1. 

Source for the LIS data: Wang  and Caminada  (2011) Table 3. The data for the OECD countries are means.  
Note: Redistribution(‘Redist.’) is calculated as the arithmetic difference between the two indicators. 
 
income countries, and those from Latin America. Note that these sources find quite small  
distributional impacts of government fiscal policy in the majority of cases: Colombia, Guatemala, 
Paraguay, Peru, and Venezuela - while Brazil, Costa Rica, and Uruguay having larger impacts, and 
inconsistent findings for Mexico. Moreover, the data from the LIS (Wang and Caminada, 2011) 

permit a comparison with a sizeable number of OECD countries, reinforcing the message that 
they generate much more redistribution. Unfortunately, the CEQ project has not (yet) presented 
time series of this data for their countries.  

 After this paper was submitted to the LASA web-site for the conference, the author 
encountered a source (Solt, 2014) which provides estimates of pre-fisc and post-fisc Gini 
coefficients, and therefore of distributions attributable to fiscal policy. The graphs are included 
at the end of this paper.  Appendix Graph 6 presents this information of a set of high income 
countries. The section in that Graph for the United States is comparable to the above Graph 8, 
which indicates a reduction of the Gini about 10-15 points. The other countries all have higher 
amounts of redistribution, with that of Sweden reaching 25 points. This we had seen before. 

 In contrast, Appendix Graph 7 shows that fiscal policy reduced in the Gini coefficients of 
Latin American countries by less than ten points, and typically less than five points. There are 
many potential lessons from these graphs. At a minimum, we see a significant contrast of the 
impact of fiscal policy between Latin America and Europe, with the USA rather in the middle.  
Furthermore, we all know that the time needed for fiscal policy to impact the distribution of 
income should be measured in decades, not years or presidential terms. Much more could be 
said. 

One of the attractions of pursuing this work on income distribution is the possibility of 
seeing the disaggregation of these Ginis by rural/urban location, or ethnicity.33 Recalling 
Piketty’s assertion of socio-cultural determinants of what are acceptable levels of income 
inequality, it will be interesting to see if further research supports the existence of these rather 
narrow pre-fisc/post-fisc gaps in Latin America. 

A major focus of current interest and research in the region is a wide variety of 
innovative programs for alleviating poverty and malnourishment. López-Calva and Lustig (2010, 
5) provide examples of such government programs as Jefes y Jefas de Hogar in Argentina, Bolsa 
Escola/Bolsa Familia and BPC in Brazil, Chile Solidario and reforms to the health sector and social 
security in Chile, Progreso/Oportunidades in Mexico. Similarly, the country specific chapters in 
Cornia (2014) mention transfer programs such as Bono Solidario/Bono de Desarrollo Humano in 
Ecuador, PANES/Asignaciones Familiares Plan de Equidad in Uruguay, Comunidades Solidarias in 
El Salvador, and PRAF in Honduras. An additional attraction of the Cornia (2014) collection is 
that it advances the study of income distribution in Latin America by consistently incorporating 
several other considerations, particularly political regime and macroeconomic context.  

                                                           
33 On ethnicity, see Lustig (2015), who finds that fiscal policy does not reduce the ethno-racial divide in 
Urugauy, and actually increases it in Brazil. 



25 
 
Further Studies 

It is our hope and expectation that the near future will provide new estimates of the top 
shares for other Latin American countries. This expectation arises from the impact of the 
research of Piketty and his collaborators, as well as the growing awareness of national officials 
that these studies can be carried out by academic/research institutions of sufficient 
trustworthiness that local people will not worry about the confidentiality of their personal data. 

Clearly the expectation is that the data will reveal that these top income groups receive 
high fractions of the total national incomes. We might finally conjecture that the reading public 
in the region has been prepared for such findings by international business media, such as 
Forbes and Euromoney, and by the important regional business journals – El Globo, El 
Financiero, etc. The questions will be the trends of these shares; this in turn will be strongly 
influenced by the evolution of the share going to capital and business/self-employment.    
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Appendix  

Appendix Table 1.  Data on US Pre-Fisc Gini Coefficients and Top Income Shares, from Different Sources 
 
 A B C D E F 
Concept Gini Gini Gini Gini Gini Gini 
Source CPR CPR CBO CBO CBO OECD 
Unit HH Fam HH HH HH Ind 
Social Sec? N N N N Y ? 
Capital Gain? N N Y N Y ? 

Year       
1970 39.4 35.3 NA NA NA NA 
1980 40.3 36.5 48.4 47.3 40.0 43.6 
1990 42.8 39.6 52.3 51.7 43.8 45.0 
2000 46.2 43.3 57.0 54.6 49.1 47.6 
2010 47.0 33 58.6 NA 47.4 49.9 

 
   G H I J K  L M N O 
Concept   Share             

10% 
Share 
10% 

     Share  
    5% 

Share 
5% 

Share 
5% 

Share 
5% 

Share 
5% 

    Share 
    1% 

Share 
1% 

Source WTID CBO CPR CPR WTID WTID CBO WTID CBO 
Unit Ind HH HH Fam Ind Ind HH Ind HH 
SocSec? Y Y N N N Y Y Y Y 
CapGain? N N N N Y Y Y Y Y 

Year          
1960 31.7 NA NA 15.9 20.5 22.6 NA 10.0 NA 
1970 31.5 NA 16.6 15.6 20.4 21.7 NA 9.0 NA 
1980 32.9 30.0 16.5 14.6 21.2 23.2 20.2 10.0 8.8 
1990 38.8 33.8 18.5 17.4 27.1 28.4 23.9 14.3 11.9 
2000 43.1 39.8 22.1 21.1 31.5 36.6 30.1 21.5 17.4 
2010 46.3 37.3 21.3 20.0 33.7 35.7 27.4 19.8 14.9 

 
Codes: The top letter labels the column. CPR is Consumer Population Report, WTID is World Top Income 
Database, CBO is Congressional Budget Office. The unit of reference can be HH – household, Fam - Family, 
or Ind – individual. The next two rows are answers to the questions as to whether or not the data include 
Social Security income, and/or Realized Capital Gains. NA indicates not available. 
 
Sources:   
 A: and I: Current Population Reports, Income and Poverty in the United States, 2013 series P60-249 
 B: and J: Bureau of Census, online at: 

http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/income/data/historical/families/2013/f04.xls 
C: CBO, “The Distribution of Household Income and Federal Taxes, 2011,” statistical appendix   

www.cbo.gov/publication/49440 
D: CBO, “Trends in the Distribution of Household Income Between 1979 and 2007,” #42797. 
E: CBO, “The Distribution of Household Income and Federal Taxes, 2011,” statistical appendix   

www.cbo.gov/publication/49440 
F: Stat.OECD first two years are 1984 and 1989, using B o C: “Annual Social and Economic Supplement to 

the Current Population Survey,” for “Gini before taxes and transfers” 
G:, K:, L:, and N: in the WTID, http://topincomes.gmond.parisschoolofeconomics.eu/#Database 
H:, M: and O: CBO, “The Distribution of Household Income and Federal Taxes, 2011,” statistical appendix   

www.cbo.gov/publication/49440 

http://www.cbo.gov/publication/49440
http://topincomes.gmond.parisschoolofeconomics.eu/#Database
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                 Source: OECD data on Income Distribution and Poverty 
                     http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=IDD accessed mid-2014. 
 
Appendix Table 2. Distributional Shares of Wealth, ~2010 

 
 

Lowest 
60% 

Top 
20% 

Top 
10% 

Top 
 1% 

 

Lowest 
60% 

Top 
20% 

Top 
10% Top 1% 

Australia 18 62 #N/A 
  

Japan 20 55 34 4 

Austria 7 77 62 
  

Korea, Rep. 15 64 #N/A 
 Canada 11 69 50 16 

 
Netherlands 12 61 40 

 Chile 14 66 44 
  

New Zealand 13 67 48 
 China 21 59 41 

  
Norway 7 80 65 

 Finland 12 65 45 
  

Portugal 14 68 53 
 France 12 68 50 

  
Spain 19 61 45 17 

Germany 7 76 59 
  

Sweden #N/A #N/A 67 24 
Greece 20 57 39 

  
Switzerland #N/A #N/A 71 35 

India 13 70 53 16 
 

Thailand 13 70 #N/A 
 Indonesia 9 79 65 29 

 
U. K. 16 63 44 13 

Italy 17 63 46 15 
 

U.S.A. 3 87 74 34 
Source: Credit Suisse Global Wealth Databook. 2013  
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Appendix Graph 2. Income Distribution in Latin America: Gini Coefficients and the Share of the 
Top 10% - CEPAL Data     
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Source: http://estadisticas.cepal.org/cepalstat/WEB_CEPALSTAT/Portada.asp?idioma=i 
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 Appendix Graph 3. Factorial Distribution for Top Income Shares: Argentina, 
Colombia, Uruguay 

Unfortunately the categories of 
factors of production are not 
identical, and there are some 
inconsistencies in the three 
countries. Argentina and 
Colombia report a decline in the 
contribution of wages for the top 
1%, which takes place later in 
Uruguay. Profits and the returns 
to financial transactions are 
declining in Argentina, but rising 
in Colombia and Uruguay. 
Business income is rising for the 
top 1% in Argentina, while it is 
stagnant in Colombia, and is not 
separately reported in Uruguay. 
This last category may well 
include not only large 
corporations, but also small 
owner-run operations in the 
informal sector. 

Data Sources: 

Argentina: Alvaredo “The Rich in 
Argentina over the Twentieth 
Century, 1932-2004,” in Atkinson 
and Piketty (2010). 

Colombia: Alvaredo and Londoño 
Vélez (2013) “High Incomes and 
Personal Taxation in a Developing 
Economy: Colombia 193-2010,” CEQ 
Working Paper, March 2013 

Uruguay: Burdin, Gabriel et al. (2014) “Inequality and Top Incomes in Uruguay: a comparison between 
household surveys and income tax micro-data,” World Top Incomes Database, Working Paper 2014/1 
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Appendix Graph 4. Four LAC Countries:  Comparison of Top Income Shares with Ginis   
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Data sources for Appendix Graph 4. 

Argentina. 
PID: from World DeveIopment Indicators 
WIID: World Bank, World International Income Distribution Database 
Cepal: CEPALSTAT database, at  
      http://interwp.cepal.org/sisgen/ConsultaIntegrada.asp?idIndicador=250&idioma=e 
SEDLAC: CEDLAS and the World Bank, at http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/ 
WTID: World Top Income Database 
Gini1: from World DeveIopment Indicators 
Gini2: 

 
Chile. 

PID: from World DeveIopment Indicators 
SEDLAC: CEDLAS and the World Bank, at http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/ 
ECSN: World Bank, World International Income Distribution Database, Encuesta de  Caracterización 

Socioeconómica Nacional 
Fairfield: Fairfield, Tasha and Michel Jorratt (2014) “Top income shares, business profits, and effective 

tax rates in contemporary Chile,” ICTD Working  Paper #17 
CASEN: López, Ramón et al. (2013) “La ‘parte del león’: Nuevas estimaciones de la participación de los 

súper ricos en el ingreso de Chile,” Universidad de Chile, Departamento de Economía, Serie de 
Documentos de Trabajo #379 

SII-Lopez: López, Ramón et al. (2013) “La ‘parte del león’: Nuevas estimaciones de la participación de 
los súper ricos en el ingreso de Chile,” Universidad de Chile, Departamento de Economía, Serie 
de Documentos de Trabajo #379 

SEDLAC: CEDLAS and the World Bank, at http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/ 
Farne: WIID: World Bank, World International Income Distribution Database, (Farne 1994) 
 

Colombia. 
SEDLAC: CEDLAS and the World Bank, at http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/ 
PID: from World DeveIopment Indicators 
Cepal: CEPALSTAT database, at  
      http://interwp.cepal.org/sisgen/ConsultaIntegrada.asp?idIndicador=250&idioma=e 
WTID: World Top Income Database 
Survey: Alvaredo, Facundo and Juliana Londoño Vélez (2013) “High Incomes and Personal Taxation in 

a Developing Economy: Colombia 193-2010,” CEQ Working Paper, March 2013. Table 4. GEIH 
Alvaredo: Alvaredo, Facundo and Juliana Londoño Vélez (2013) “High Incomes and Personal Taxation 

in a Developing Economy: Colombia 193-2010,” CEQ Working Paper, March 2013. Table 4 
 

Uruguay. 
PID: from World DeveIopment Indicators 
Cepal: CEPALSTAT database, at  
      http://interwp.cepal.org/sisgen/ConsultaIntegrada.asp?idIndicador=250&idioma=e 
SEDLAC: CEDLAS and the World Bank, at http://sedlac.econo.unlp.edu.ar/eng/ 
WTID: World Top Income Database 
Burdin: Burdin, Gabriel et al. (2014) “Inequality and Top Incomes in Uruguay: a comparison between 

household surveys and income tax micro-data,” World Top Incomes Database, Working Paper 
2014/1 

ECHa: Burdin, Gabriel et al. (2014) “Inequality and Top Incomes in Uruguay: a comparison between 
household surveys and income tax micro-data,” World Top Incomes Database, Working Paper 
2014/1 
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Appendix Graph 5. Gini Coefficients, Indicating Effects of Fiscal Policy. 
Six Latin American Countries, Early 2000s 

 

Source: Lustig et al. (2014) “The Impact of Taxes and Social Spending on Inequality and 
Poverty in Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Peru, and Uruguay: Introduction to the 
Special Issue,” Public Finance Review 42(3)  

     Text in boxes were inserted by this author, to indicate relationships between different terms. 
The authors’ terms “Market Income” and “Final Income” correspond to what this paper terms 
pre-fisc and post-fisc income. 
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Ap Graph6 . Estimates of Gini Indexes, and Income Redistribution, 1960-2012, High Income 
Countries 
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App. Graph 7. Estimates of Gini Indexes, and Income Redistribution, 1960-2012, LAC Countries. 
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Source: SWIID database (http://myweb.uiowa.edu/fsolt/swiid/swiid.html), downloaded May, 
2015. 
The graphs obtained from the SWIID dataset do not include the estimates of “Absolute 
Redistribution” for: Bolivia, Ecuador, Jamaica, and Peru, but this is probably a programming 
error. One can see from the estimates of Market Income and Net income for these countries 
that the Absolute Redistribution is also small. 
 
Note: although the measure of income, called “Market Income” in the source, does not include 
subsidies, it does include taxes, so it is not equivalent to ‘pre-fisc’.  
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