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Wealth inequality in the United States is high and has increased sharply in of the distribution of wealth in the United
States to inform discussion of a was black or African American and not Hispanic or Latino was $17,

Another argument is that a larger middle class benefits an economy by enabling more people to be consumers ,
while providing equal opportunities for individuals to reach a better standard of living. This also varies
depending on geography. It was also thought that a certain state would be able to effectively diminish the
amount of inequality that would occur. If the high earners have the most power, we'd expect them to pay about
the same as everybody else, or less. A small percentage have the somewhat contradictory views of believing
that the distribution is fair but favoring heavy taxes on the rich. From until , the share of income held by the
top 1 percent declined in nearly every state. By , the bottom 90 percent of the population held only 23 percent
of wealth. Economists Emmanuel Saez and Gabriel Zucman estimated that about 75, households less than 0.
Medicare is one example. Objectives[ edit ] The objectives of income redistribution are to increase economic
stability and opportunity for the less wealthy members of society and thus usually include the funding of
public services. Do Taxes Redistribute Income? Most amazing of all, the top 0. Addressing the problem is a
moot issue for many Republicans, a majority of whom say the distribution is fair as it is. Warren was not
surprised by this reaction, stating: "Another billionaire who thinks that billionaires shouldn't pay more in
taxes. Those who are not wealthy are more likely to have their money in savings accounts and home
ownership. Wealth is distributed in a highly unequal fashion, with the wealthiest 1 percent of families in the
United States holding about 40 percent of all wealth and the bottom 90 percent of families holding less than
one-quarter of all wealth. The bulk of their wealth comes from different â€” and more lucrative â€” asset
sources. If the less-well-off majority is somehow able to wield power, we would expect that the high earners
would pay a bigger percentage of their income in taxes, because the majority figures the well-to-do would still
have plenty left after taxes to make new investments and lead the good life. Therefore, the relative wealth
share of poorer quintiles of the population would increase if the savings rate of income is very large, although
the absolute difference from the wealthiest will increase. But the increase in what is going to the few at the top
did not level off, even with all that. See Figure 7. Something that was for the most part not expected is the fact
that the inequality levels created by the growing markets would lessen the power of that state and prevent the
majority of the political community from actually being able to deliver on its plans of distributive justice,
however it has just lately come to attention of the mass majority. The Seven Pillars Institute for Global
Finance and Ethics argues that because of this "technological advance", the income gap between workers and
owners has widened. Income is also a factor. This trend, which has picked up post Great Recession, is a
reversal of what was seen during and after the Great Depression, where the gap between rich and poor
narrowed. The implementation of such a system would aid in achieving the desired social and economic
objective of diminishing social inequality and maximizing social welfare. Grusky notes that "62 percent of
households headed by single parents are without savings or other financial assets. Free-market capitalist
economies tend to feature high degrees of income redistribution. Bush administration, and just before the full
effects of the Great Recession began to take hold. According to the U. But the equalizing trends of the mid
20th century have now been almost completely undone. The wealth share of the top 1 percent increased from
about 30 percent to about 40 percent over the same period. Taxes on wealth are a natural policy instrument to
address wealth inequality and could raise substantial revenue while shoring up structural weaknesses in the
current income tax system. Landline and cellular telephone numbers are selected using random-digit-dial
methods. The rich use their money to earn larger returns and the poor have no savings with which to produce
returns or eliminate debt. And the answer to this new question can be found in Figure 7. Black and Latino
families are much more likely to be in this precarious situation. Attitudes vary little by age. It is widely
believed that taxes are highly progressive and, furthermore, that the top several percent of income earners pay
most of the taxes received by the federal government. The inevitable consequenceâ€”indeed, the intended
consequenceâ€”of these restrictions is to enrich organized groups of producers at the expense of consumers.


