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Ending global poverty and reducing inequalities are interlinked and urgently 

needed in the wake of the pandemic. Climate change and the rising costs of 

debt servicing in developing countries threaten to exacerbate poverty and 

hinder efforts to reduce inequalities. Drawing on a wide range of recent data 

and evidence, this chapter discusses the relevance of current poverty 

definitions. It reviews the complex relationship between changing levels of 

inequality, poverty and economic growth as well as the implications for 

development co-operation and national policy making. It underscores what it 

will take to end global poverty and reduce inequalities and the urgent 

necessity to do so. It concludes that the annual cost of ending poverty is not 

prohibitive but the price of failing to end poverty could be disastrous to billions 

of people. 

The authors are grateful to Ida Mc Donnell, Eleanor Carey, Danielle Mallon and Harsh Desai for comments and inputs. 

2 The shifting and increased 

complexity of global poverty and 

inequalities 
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Key messages 

• It is urgent to end poverty and reduce inequalities now before doing so becomes harder and more 

costly in the face of climate-induced impacts of extreme weather, shifting agriculture patterns, rising 

sea levels, and potentially mass migration between and within countries. 

• Ending poverty and reducing inequalities will not be easy. Global poverty is split between fragile 

and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) where progress is difficult and non-FCAS countries and 

between countries where official development assistance (ODA) really matters and those where it 

does not. 

• Economic growth and rising incomes are important, but the power of growth to reduce poverty is 

stronger when income inequality is low or falling; and growth may bypass the poorest sometimes, 

especially when income inequality is high.  

• Livelihood strategies, or how income is generated, are shaped by key human, social, natural, 

physical and financial capital assets, the income derived from these assets, and the provision and 

quality of public goods. 

• Effective national policies to end poverty and reduce inequalities include social assistance such as 

cash transfers, social insurance such as health insurance, policies that expand education 

opportunities, and active labour market policies.  

• OECD countries should differentiate to a greater extent their partnerships between countries where 

ODA really matters and those where ODA is less important. In countries where ODA really matters 

for public service delivery, more ODA and debt relief are key. In countries where ODA is less 

important as share of public finance, policy coherence is essential in, for example, OECD countries’ 

policies on trade, technical assistance, and co-financing global and regional public goods. 

Why is ending poverty and addressing inequalities an urgent necessity? 

Ending poverty and reducing inequalities matter for any number of well-known reasons. Some are rooted 

in values related to meritocracy, fairness and life chances. Others stress that ending poverty and 

addressing inequalities are essential for sustainable development. In the absence of countervailing forces 

or policies, for instance, high- or rising income inequality can potentially negatively impact long-run 

economic growth, health and education outcomes, and even the quality of governance – in terms of 

institutional quality, corruption, political participation, democracy and support for democracy. Of course, 

none of those effects are inevitable. They are contingent on various factors. Most important, public policy 

can intervene to ensure they are neutralised. 

Ending poverty is closely related to inequalities. It is likely to be faster with stable or falling income 

inequality. Evidence shows that reducing poverty depends not only on average income growth but on 

changes in income inequality and the initial level of inequality (Ferreira and Ravallion, 2011[1]; Ravallion, 

1997[2]). In short, the higher the initial level of income inequality, the higher the rate of growth that will be 

needed to achieve poverty reduction. Indeed, a decline of just 1% a year in the Gini index for each country 

could reduce the global extreme poverty headcount by almost 90 million people by 2030 (Lakner et al., 

2022[3]). 

Indeed, a decline of just 1% a year in the Gini index for each country 

could reduce the global extreme poverty headcount by almost 90 

million people by 2030 (Lakner et al., 2022[3]). 
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Ending poverty and reducing inequalities are urgent intertwined tasks. The next decade and beyond are 

likely to be shaped by long-run stressors as well as sudden, acute shocks related to climate change and 

other major global factors. Cost-wise, it would be cheaper and easier to end poverty and reduce inequalities 

now rather than later amid climate stressors and shocks.1 Doing so is also sensible preparation for a hotter 

climate. In short, it is crucial to end absolute poverty and reduce inequalities before climate change makes 

reducing poverty and addressing inequalities harder due to more frequent extreme weather, shifting 

agriculture patterns, changing sea levels, and potentially mass migration between and within countries. In 

fact, ending poverty and reducing inequalities may increase climate resilience (see Chapter 4) and relieve, 

to some extent at least, some of the pressure on people to migrate in the future. 

Cost-wise, it would be cheaper and easier to end poverty and reduce 

inequalities now rather than later amid climate stressors and shocks. 

What causes and perpetuates poverty? It’s all about the assets 

To better understand the urgency, it is important to consider how all people – those in poverty as well as 

those that are not – make a livelihood for themselves and their family or household. One’s livelihood 

strategy, or how income is generated, is shaped by one’s assets, the income derived from these assets, 

and the provision and quality of public goods.2 There are five types of assets that households can hold, 

commonly identified as human, social, natural, physical and financial capital. A set of contextual as well as 

governance factors mediate the value of the assets, their accumulation (or deterioration) and income flows 

from them. These factors include the state and management of the macroeconomy (and thus employment 

opportunities), exposure to stressors and shocks, exposure to discrimination, the distribution of rights to 

public resources, and the set of public policies in place to support improved living standards and insure 

collectively against risk.3 Governments can support the accumulation of people’s assets in numerous ways, 

redistribute assets, and put in place insurance mechanisms against stressors and shocks.  

The underlying cause of a person living in extreme or absolute poverty is simple: having insufficient assets 

necessary to generate a reasonable income, the unequal distribution of those assets across society, and 

governance failures leading to uninsured exposure to stressors and shocks (including conflict) and/or 

macroeconomic instability. People seek to generate or build assets to build a livelihood strategy that will 

lead to better outcomes. For those living near or in poverty in a rural setting, for example, where most of 

the extreme poor live, this may mean agricultural intensification and/or extensification, livelihood 

diversification, or rural-to-urban migration, for example. Public policy can help support these endeavours. 

The underlying cause of a person living in extreme or absolute poverty 

is simple: having insufficient assets necessary to generate a 

reasonable income, the unequal distribution of those assets across 

society, and governance failures leading to uninsured exposure to 

stressors and shocks (including conflict) and/or macroeconomic 

instability. 

Understanding poverty through this “assets” lens highlights the urgency to reduce both poverty and 

inequalities in the face of climate change. A hotter climate is likely to entail more frequent and more 

substantial stressors and shocks. Shocks, in turn, will erode existing assets and make asset accumulation 



   55 

 

DEVELOPMENT CO-OPERATION REPORT 2024 © OECD 2024 
  

harder since they increase exposure to harm while the decrease in assets diminishes capacities to cope 

over time. Stressors and shocks also contribute to people falling (back) into poverty. 

How do people escape poverty? 

The answer is asset building at the household and at a societal level through public policy. An enabling 

environment for asset building determines if someone escapes poverty. In their empirical survey based on 

longitudinal data sets from low-income countries (LICs) and middle-income countries (MICs), Dercon and 

Shapiro (2007[4]) identified a lack of asset accumulation as the leading cause of remaining in poverty 

alongside contextual and governance factors such as social exclusion, discrimination, or being in remote 

or otherwise disadvantaged areas. On the other hand, according to the survey, falling into poverty is linked 

to stressors and shocks such as illness and health-related expenses, social and customary expenses 

(e.g. the costs of marriages and funerals), high-interest private loans, crop disease, and drought and 

irrigation failure. To deal even with temporary shocks, people may turn to selling assets, a strategy that 

may result in greater insecurity in the longer term. The COVID-19 pandemic is a perfect example of asset 

erosion – through distressed sales, missed education and reduced nutrition. Risk-averse strategies 

become more important under conditions of compound, repeat and complex stressors and shocks that will 

be more likely with climate change.  

Climate change will increase the precarity of people living in poverty  

There is no doubt that climate change will increase the frequency and severity of stressors and shocks, 

notably extreme weather incidents, rising sea levels, and changes in agricultural patterns and especially 

agricultural productivity. LICs and MICs will have greater exposure, first because these stressors and 

shocks will affect a higher share of their population and second because government revenues are more 

limited, governance less responsive and state capacity may be weaker (than in OECD countries which will 

face the same kind of stressors and shocks but are better placed to cope). Further, exposure to these 

stressors and shocks will have a substantial impact among those already living in or near poverty. 

Dang, Hallegatte and Trinh’s (2024[5]) detailed review of empirical studies on the impact of climate change 

on poverty and inequality is highly instructive. First, rising temperatures are empirically associated with 

increased poverty and inequality, with greater vulnerability in poorer countries and sub-Saharan Africa. 

High temperatures are also associated with more premature births, low birth weights, lower school 

attendance and poorer student performance. Second, variations in rainfall are associated with a higher 

likelihood of conflict and migration exacerbating poverty and inequality, and further shifts in agricultural 

patterns can lead to food prices and food insecurity, making matters worse. Cross-country empirical 

studies of the impact of climate change on inequality tend to find that rising temperatures lead to rising 

income inequality in the short term and often in the long run. The findings of single-country studies related 

to inequality and climate change impact are mixed. Some single-country country studies find rising 

inequality due to climate change. Other single-country studies do not.  

What magnitude of exposure is possible? Drawing on estimates in Adom (2024[6]); Wiebe, Robinson and 

Cattaneo (2019[7]); CIESIN and CIDR (2023[8]); and the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of 

Disasters (2024[9]), climate impacts may include the following: 

• An estimated 60 million people in Africa and 500 million in Asia are at risk of sea level rises due to 

living in low elevation coastal areas.  

• About 1.2 billion people in Africa and 4.5 billion in Asia are exposed to extreme weather due to 

climate change. 

• In Africa, agriculture productivity losses are forecast to be in the range of 10-20% by 2050 (relative 

to 2008) and the number of people at risk of hunger in sub-Saharan Africa could be close to 
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200 million. In Asia, productivity losses in agriculture are estimated at 2-12% by 2050, and in Asia 

and the Pacific the numbers of people at risk of hunger could also be over 200 million. 

In sum, the likely impacts of climate change mean there is a real urgency to end poverty and address 

inequalities. However, ambition will need to go beyond ending extreme poverty because USD 2.15 a day 

is a very low level of income. This income measure does not necessarily mean someone can afford good 

nutrition, schooling or healthcare. Ending absolute poverty is more ambitious but achieving this means 

putting in place policies that ensure people don’t fall back into absolute poverty. Climate change is likely 

to heighten the risk of falling back into poverty. Thus, ambitions need to be higher before the consequences 

of climate change become more evident.  

What is the scale of the task? 

Ending poverty 

The end of absolute poverty means that no one is living without something that is essential for a minimum 

standard of living. Basic needs include sufficient monetary income (SDG 1), adequate nutrition (SDG 2), 

access to healthcare (SDG 3), quality education (SDG 4), and access to safe drinking water and sanitation 

(SDG 6). This list is in line with other global attempts to define poverty in the major United Nations (UN) 

summits of the 1990s, such as the Social Development Summit in 1995, which ultimately influenced the 

Millennium Development Goals for 2015 and their successors, the SDGs for 2030, which all countries 

negotiated together and signed up to achieve. 

...averages and numbers alone do not tell the full story of poverty. 

It is important to remember that averages and numbers alone do not tell the full story of poverty as people 

live it and that there are limits to what the data capture. While a multidimensional conceptualisation of 

poverty is built into the SDGs, a participatory process across 60 countries revealed additional or hidden 

dimensions. Narayan et al. (2000, pp. 4-5[10]) found that people living in poverty cited not only the objective 

dimensions of poverty – the experience of hunger and ill health – but also the subjective dimensions, or 

how it feels to live in poverty, that manifest in a sense of shame, powerlessness and humiliation.  

Drawing a line for poverty 

When estimating poverty levels and trends, attention often turns to monetary poverty first. Monetary 

poverty lines at the national level are usually determined based on the amount of monetary expenditure 

necessary to afford approximately 2 100 calories daily, as advised by the World Health Organization, plus 

essential non-food items. Globally, and to compare across countries, the World Bank uses three thresholds 

to measure monetary poverty: USD 2.15, USD 3.65 and USD 6.85 a day per person in 2017 US dollars 

purchasing power parity (PPP). These three thresholds are the median of harmonised national poverty 

lines in LICs, lower middle-income countries (LMICs) and upper middle-income countries, respectively. 

Another method to measure poverty is the global Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI), developed by the 

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and the Oxford Poverty and Human Development 

Initiative (OPHI), which is a composite of ten indicators of education, health, nutrition and assets. 

For the purposes of this discussion, each poverty measure is labelled as follows:  

• Extreme poverty refers to those living with less than USD 2.15 per day per person. 

• Absolute poverty refers to those living with less than USD 3.65 per day per person (referred to as 

moderate poverty by the World Bank) and includes those living in extreme monetary poverty. 
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• Multidimensional poverty encompasses those living without basic education, or in health poverty 

or without basic assets or undernourished (and a household is poor if someone is deprived in more 

than one-third of the weighted indicators). 

The USD 2.15 a day line – extreme poverty – is used in the SDGs, and ending global poverty is 

unfortunately often equated with ending extreme poverty at this line.4 Here is the rub, though: most of the 

world’s extreme poor do not live in LICs but in LMICs, where the average national poverty line is higher 

(the USD 3.65 line). So, the more relevant poverty threshold to where most of the world’s extreme poor 

live (and the world’s absolute poor), is the USD 3.65 poverty line. For comparison purposes, the average 

poverty line in high-income countries (HICs) is about USD 25 per day, though relative poverty lines rather 

than absolute poverty lines are generally used in HICs.  

...people living in poverty cited not only the objective dimensions of 

poverty – the experience of hunger and ill health – but also the 

subjective dimensions, or how it feels to live in poverty, that manifest 

in a sense of shame, powerlessness and humiliation. 

A significant question is can someone live on USD 2.15 per day? Does it buy essential goods while 

covering health and education costs? Indeed, extreme monetary poverty might be inadequate to portray 

the multidimensional nature of poverty. When the number of people in poverty across LICs and MICs is 

considered, the correlation between monetary and multidimensional poverty headcounts are much 

stronger at the USD 3.65 line than at the USD 2.15 line (Sumner and Yusuf, forthcoming[11]). This, too, 

suggests that ending absolute poverty ought to be the ambition of public policy.  

The persistence of child stunting (low height or weight for their age) further illustrates why ending extreme 

monetary poverty may be an insufficient target. Many countries that have successfully reduced extreme 

monetary poverty, and may even end extreme monetary poverty by 2030, have surprisingly high levels of 

child stunting. For example, in some countries with extreme poverty at or below 10% in Southeast Asia, 

one in four or even one in three children under 5 are stunted (Sumner and Yusuf, forthcoming[11]). Stunting 

in childhood has long-run impacts on physical and cognitive development and as such hinders capacities 

to build up assets. Stunting is caused a wide set of deprivations that culminate in the condition, notably 

poor maternal nutrition during pregnancy and poor infant nutrition in early years, repeated infections or 

repeated diarrhoea, and poor sanitation and hygiene. So, is monetary poverty the right way to measure 

poverty? 

A significant question is can someone live on USD 2.15 per day? Does 

it buy essential goods while covering health and education costs? 

Estimating poverty trends using monetary poverty as a measure, moreover, may not fully account for likely 

fluctuations in levels of poverty. Being temporarily out of monetary poverty, for instance, does not imply 

being free of the risk of falling back in the future. People may move in and out of poverty over time, and 

when leaving poverty, people do not move out of poverty in one big jump to a prosperous life. Rather, the 

move is slow and gradual.  

Indeed, insecurity is a big problem. Millions of people globally live barely above the USD 2.15 line and 

barely above the USD 3.65 line and are at risk of falling (back) into poverty due to stressors and shocks, 

as the pandemic showed (Sumner, Ortiz-Juarez and Hoy, 2021[12]). This clustering of people around the 

poverty lines also underlines how hypersensitive estimates of global poverty are to the precise value of the 
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poverty line used. In fact, each increase in the USD 2.15 poverty line of USD 0.20 increases the global 

poverty headcount by about 150 million additional people on average (Figure 2.1). Another way to look at 

this is that approximately 700 million people live below the extreme poverty line of USD 2.15 – but another 

billion or so people live above that line of extreme poverty but still in absolute poverty (under the USD 3.65 

line). 

In fact, the poverty headcount rises to as high as over 5 billion people using the highest poverty line of 

USD 14 per person per day (Figure 2.1). This threshold is used by the World Bank in Latin America. It is 

associated, in longitudinal studies, with a low probability of falling into absolute poverty in Latin America, 

which is measured at the upper middle-income country poverty line of USD 6.85 per day (see López-Calva 

and Ortiz-Juarez (2014[13]) and Fernandez, Olivieri and Sanchez (2023[14])). In short, the risk of falling back 

into poverty diminishes to a low level only for people living on at least USD 14 per day. 

Figure 2.1. Global monetary poverty headcount, 2022 (2017 PPP) 

 

Notes: The figure was generated using PIP extrapolated and interpolated data for low- and middle-income countries with a population of 1 million 

or more. The most recent year available from the Poverty and Inequality Platform (PIP) is 2022.  

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on World Bank (2024[15]), Poverty and Inequality Platform, https://pip.worldbank.org/home. 

An alternative to monetary poverty measures is to aggregate the basic non-monetary dimensions of 

poverty, as the UNDP and OPHI do annually to produce a measure of multidimensional poverty (Alkire 

et al., 2015[16]). Their MPI consists of ten indicators across 3 dimensions: 1) health (nutrition and child 

mortality); 2) education (years of schooling and attendance rate); and 3) standards of living (access to 

electricity, sanitation, potable water, housing, and cooking fuel type and household assets). Though the 

MPI does not consider all the dimensions of poverty identified by poor people themselves in the survey by 

Narayan et al. (2000[10]), it portrays dimensions of poverty beyond what is possible to portray with monetary 

poverty measures. Compared with the approximately 700 million people living in extreme monetary poverty 

across the world, for instance, over a billion people live in multidimensional poverty. This is another flag 

https://pip.worldbank.org/home
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that the income level at the extreme poverty line (USD 2.15) is potentially too low to be able to buy the 

food necessary to be nourished, and pay the costs related to schooling and healthcare. For these reasons, 

USD 3.65 may be a more reasonable poverty line.  

Compared with the approximately 700 million people living in extreme 

monetary poverty across the world, for instance, over a billion people 

live in multidimensional poverty. 

Who, then, are the poor, according to the various measures available?  

Those in monetary and non-monetary poverty are overwhelmingly young and rural, though agriculture 

employment may no longer be their dominant form of work. Focusing on monetary poverty, 

Castañeda et al. (2018[17]) found those living in extreme poverty to be two-thirds working in agriculture, 

with 80% residing in rural areas and 45% children under the age of 15 years old. A somewhat different 

profile emerged from an analysis based on the UNDP-OPHI multidimensional poverty measure (MPI), 

which concurred on the youth and rural nature of poverty but found that one-third to one-half of poor 

households have no member employed in agriculture (Robles Aguilar and Sumner, 2020[18]).  

What are the prospects for ending monetary and non-monetary poverty as framed by the 

SDGs?  

In terms of the scale of the task, the good news is that since the 1990s, monetary poverty has been clearly 

declining as a share of the total global population. This trend is observed at both monetary poverty lines 

noted, though with an uptick during the pandemic as people fell back into poverty (Figure 2.2). In most 

countries, since 2010, aggregated multidimensional poverty has declined too (Figure 2.3). Further, the 

various poverty-related SDGs – undernutrition, stunting, under-5 mortality, maternal mortality and access 

to safe water – all improved over the 2000s quite rapidly (Figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.2. Share of population living in monetary poverty, by poverty line, 1990-2030 (World Bank 
projections from 2023-30) 

 

Note: The figure was generated using World Bank extrapolated and interpolated data for low- and middle-income countries with a population of 

1 million or more.  

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from World Bank (2024[15]), Poverty and Inequality Platform, https://pip.worldbank.org/home and 

World Bank unpublished staff estimates. 

https://pip.worldbank.org/home
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Figure 2.3. Share of population living in multidimensional poverty, 2010 and 2022 

 

Notes: Missing data were filled using population-weighted regional averages. The most recent Multidimensional Poverty Index shares were used 

with 2022 population data to estimate multidimensional poverty in 2022. Plots show low- and middle-income countries with a population of 

1 million or more. 

Sources: Authors’ elaboration based on data from Data Table 1 (national results 2023) in OPHI and UNDP (2023[19]), Global Multidimensional 

Poverty Index (MPI), https://ophi.org.uk/global-mpi/2023.  

However, the post-pandemic context of slow growth, price shocks and higher debt servicing costs have 

pushed the poverty-related SDGs off track. Projections by Yusuf et al. (2023[20]) show that the strong 

declines of the 2000s and onward have stalled (Figure 2.4). In 2030, it is projected that over 600 million 

people will remain in extreme monetary poverty and 665 million people will be undernourished. 

Alarmingly, the number of undernourished people will be higher in 2030 than before the COVID crisis and, 

in fact, higher than in 2015 when the SDGs were agreed upon. While rates of stunting and infant and 

maternal mortality have improved dramatically, especially since 2000, it is also projected that in 2030 more 

than one in five children will be stunted. Additionally, although under-5 mortality and maternal mortality 

https://ophi.org.uk/global-mpi/2023
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should continue to improve, the progress will be slow. Access to safe water could also remain a major 

challenge and in 2030, 800 million people could still lack access to safe water and potentially 1.7 billion 

people may still not have access to basic sanitation (Figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.4. Poverty-related Sustainable Development Goals, 2000-15 and projected 2015-30 

 

Notes: The thin lines show the trajectory necessary to meet the Sustainable Development Goal. Bold lines illustrate current projections. These 

figures do not include data from high-income countries. 

Sources: Authors’ elaboration based on 2000-15 data from World Bank (2024[21]), World Development Indicators (database), 

https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators; Yusuf et al. (2023[20]), “Will economic growth be sufficient to end global 

poverty? New projections of the UN Sustainable Development Goals”, https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-WIDER/2023/431-1.  

The setbacks could be particularly striking in sub-Saharan Africa, where extreme monetary poverty 

(USD 2.15) is projected to increase. The better news is that extreme poverty is projected to decline in 

South Asia. This pattern is also reflected in forecasts for undernutrition, which is on a rising trend in sub-

Saharan Africa but a declining trend in South Asia. However, South Asia has and will have high stunting 

https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators
https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-WIDER/2023/431-1
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rates, with projections of more than a quarter of children experiencing stunting in 2030. Nevertheless, 

under-5 mortality and maternal mortality rates are projected to slowly improve. In sub-Saharan Africa, 

though gradually decreasing, these rates are expected to remain exceptionally high. While South Asia has 

lower mortality rates, slow progress is expected in the years leading to 2030.  

Reducing inequalities 

Inequality refers to differences in income (and other things) between individuals globally or within a country. 

Poverty, in contrast, is understood as insufficient assets to generate reasonable income which may be 

caused, in part, by the unequal distribution across society of the assets needed to generate reasonable 

income. In other words, poverty and inequality are interlinked and mutually dependent, and changes in 

one impact the other. 

Reducing income inequality can best be thought of as increasing the share of income accruing to the 

poorest parts of the population. Achieving this may only be politically possible in a context of a growing 

economy and rising incomes for everyone. It is important to note that income differences between 

individuals often intersect and overlap with differences between groups, creating complex patterns of 

exclusion and disadvantage by gender, ethnicity and subnational region. Further, extreme poverty in many 

countries is related to entrenched inequalities and thus a strategic reason why more emphasis is needed 

on policies to mitigate inequality. 

...that income differences between individuals often intersect and 

overlap with differences between groups, creating complex patterns of 

exclusion and disadvantage by gender, ethnicity and subnational 

region 

Global income inequality – inequality between all individuals in the world – has been falling for some time, 

largely driven by the fast growth of per capita income in the People’s Republic of China and other MICs 

(Gradín, 2024[22]; Kanbur, Ortiz-Juarez and Sumner, 2024[23]). That said, this era is likely over, and there 

may be a global inequality “boomerang” on the horizon. In recent years, MICs, especially China, have been 

moving closer to the income levels of HICs while pulling further ahead of LICs. If these patterns of economic 

growth continue, even at a slower pace, the inequality-increasing consequences at the global level may 

well blunt any inequality-reducing effects of favourable national forces (Kanbur, Ortiz-Juarez and Sumner, 

2024[23]).  

At the same time, the International Monetary Fund’s latest growth forecasts suggest weak growth ahead 
for many of the world’s poorest countries (IMF, 2024[24]), which exacerbates the pessimistic outlook for 
global income inequality. 

Trends in within-country income inequality vary across regions  

Income inequality has fallen in some countries, notably in Latin America, but risen in other LICs and MICs. 

This trend is observed whether measuring changes in income inequality through the Gini index or in terms 

of the share of income accruing to the richest 10% of the population over time or the share of income held 

by the poorest 40%. 

What do the data say? In sum (based on (UNU-WIDER, 2023[25])) thus: 

1. Within-country income inequality is the highest in countries in sub-Saharan Africa. 

2. Within-country income inequality has fallen from high levels in many Latin American countries, with 

the income shares of the poorest 40% rising and the shares of the richest 10% falling since 1985. 
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This is due in large part to anti-poverty social assistance programmes and policies, the expansion 

of basic education, and labour market interventions, including rising real minimum wages (Cornia, 

2012[26]; Lustig, López-Calva and Ortiz-Juarez, 2013[27]).  

3. Across sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, trends are very mixed. The data show the poorest in 

sub-Saharan Africa countries have the lowest shares of national income though those shares in 

some sub-Saharan Africa countries have improved since the mid-1980s. The richest in sub-

Saharan Africa have the highest shares of national income.  

Within-country income inequality varies widely across countries at the same income level 

The share of income accruing to the poorest 40% of the population typically ranges from 10% to 20% 

(population weighted) across LICs and MICs. It is particularly low in LICs in sub-Saharan Africa. The share 

of income of the richest 10% in these countries ranges from 25% to 45% (population weighted), with the 

richest holding a particularly hefty share in LICs in sub-Saharan Africa and LMICs in South Asia. 

It is important to note that these data are based on the available household survey data, which may not 

fully capture the incomes of the richest. This is because very rich households are less likely to appear in 

survey data. To address this, some analyses have sought to look at tax data to estimate the share of the 

richest (Alvaredo et al., 2016[28]; Bourguignon, 2015[29]). Innovative methodologies to create distributional 

national accounts have also recently emerged. Estimates of the share of income of the top 1% suggest 

not only that within-country inequality is higher than surveys show but that there is heterogeneity within 

regions.  

How much inequality is too much inequality?  

The World Bank has a new goal to address income inequality within countries with a Gini coefficient above 

0.40. However, a Gini coefficient higher than about 0.30 – close to the average for developed countries 

and the OECD median of 0.33 – is already considered to hinder future economic growth.  

What does this mean? In their analysis of the relationship between income inequality and economic 

development, Grigoli and Robles (2017[30]) show that when the Gini rises above 0.27 there is a slowdown 

in future economic growth. At low levels of inequality, the impact of inequality on economic growth is 

positive. Then at inequality levels above 0.27, the impact of inequality on economic growth switches from 

positive to negative. Almost all developing countries have inequality above this level. In short, it is likely 

inequality is already slowing economic growth. This 0.27 is an inequality “tipping point” where inequality 

above this level can start to hinder economic growth.  

We also know that changes in income inequality tend to happen at the top and bottom of society. Palma 

(2011[31]) has noted that there is a surprising stability in this regard, with the “middle” that is sandwiched 

between the richest 10% and poorest 40% of the population always capturing about 50% of national 

income. This distribution varies little across countries and over time (Cobham, Schlögl and Sumner, 

2016[32]). Rather, it is the shares of the richest and poorest groups that vary dramatically across countries, 

and thus changes in income inequality can be seen as the result of political competition between the richest 

and the poorest or the result of the “middle” siding with one group or the other. Moreover, the critical 

threshold around a Gini of about 0.30, above which income inequality becomes a drag on future economic 

growth, hinders future prosperity for everyone, including the rich. 

What complexities impact ending global poverty and reducing inequalities? 

Ending poverty and reducing inequalities are complex endeavours. One difficulty relates to people falling 

back into poverty; another relates to shifts in the location of poverty; yet another to the changing 
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significance of ODA and the limits of relying on economic growth. Moreover, high levels of inequality can 

have negative impacts on social cohesion in societies (Box 2.1). In addition, the post-pandemic debt is 

draining national governments of resources that could be used for ending poverty and reducing inequalities 

while also widening the development finance gap. Indeed, there is a growing sense of zero-sum game 

between ODA inflows and debt servicing outflows to creditors. One way of looking at this it that debt 

servicing costs are diminishing – offsetting – the potential positive effects of ODA resources and this is 

especially the case in the poorest countries. 

Ending poverty means setting ambitions higher than extreme poverty 

The minimum aspiration should be ending global monetary poverty at the USD 3.65 line and having policies 

in place to ensure people do not fall back below that line.  

Moreover, reducing monetary poverty is not enough given the many other dimensions of poverty. 

Addressing undernutrition, limited education and poor health as well as a lack of access to clean water 

and basic sanitation matters, too – not only intrinsically but instrumentally to ensure that people do not fall 

back into poverty due to poor nutrition or ill health, for example. 

Global poverty will increasingly be concentrated in sub-Saharan Africa  

Where the world’s poor live is changing over time. All forms of poverty are increasingly focused in 
sub-Saharan Africa (Figure 1. Overlapping dimensions of vulnerability can be seen in the 20 
countries with the highest poverty, income inequality and climate vulnerability rates in 2022 

). South Asia will still have a sizeable proportion of the world’s extreme poor. Likewise, sub-Saharan Africa 

and South Asia will have the largest concentration of undernutrition and stunting, though sub-Saharan 

Africa’s share will expand. The prospects for the reduction of both extreme monetary poverty and other 

forms of poverty are weakest in sub-Saharan Africa, though notable challenges will remain in South Asia 

and elsewhere. 
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Figure 2.5. Regional distribution of dimensions of poverty, 2015 and projected 2030 

 

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on projections from Yusuf et al. (2023[20]), “Will economic growth be sufficient to end global poverty? New 

projections of the UN Sustainable Development Goals”, https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-WIDER/2023/431-1; United Nations (2023[33]), Statistics – 

SDG Indicators Database, https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/dataportal; IMF (2023[34]), World Economic Outlook: Navigating Global Divergences, 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2023/10/10/world-economic-outlook-october-2023. 

https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-WIDER/2023/431-1
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/dataportal
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2023/10/10/world-economic-outlook-october-2023
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Box 2.1. The relationship between social cohesion and inequality 

Social cohesion – defined as the sense of solidarity among a community or country - and its relationship 

with inequality has garnered interest in policy discussion (Cox, Fiedler and Mross, 2023[35]; Fiedler, 

2023[36]). Higher levels of inequality are associated with lower levels of trust in others and in government 

(Rothstein and Uslaner, 2005[37]), which can weaken social cohesion, particularly in large societies with 

different perceptions of deprivation between social groups at opposite ends of the income spectrum 

(Bjørnskov, 2008[38]). Cohesive societies are more resilient to external shocks and disasters (Jewett 

et al., 2021[39]). However, despite its importance for achieving more prosperous, inclusive and peaceful 

societies, the relationship between inequality and social cohesion receives limited empirical 

investigation, especially in low- and middle-income countries (Delhey et al., 2018[40]). 

Recent research finds that efforts to build social cohesion are likely to mitigate vulnerabilities of 

societies, foster societal peace and enable sustainable development (Lalot et al., 2022[41]; Orazani, 

Reynolds and Osborne, 2023[42]; Sonnenfeld et al., 2021[43]). For example, (Lalot et al., 2022[41]; 

Orazani, Reynolds and Osborne, 2023[42]; Sonnenfeld et al., 2021[43]). For example having fair and 

transparent eligibility criteria for targeted social protection programmes and communicating them clearly 

could also improve the institutional dimension of social cohesion in addition to reducing poverty and 

inequality (Burchi et al., 2022[44]). 

Research has found that, in a subsample of approximately 30 African countries, vertical inequality had 

a mild negative correlation with three attributes of social cohesion – trust, inclusive identity and co-

operation for the common good. This was the case for trust in societies: higher levels of inequality were 

usually associated with lower levels of social trust and social co-operation. In general, these findings 

indicate there is a role for development co-operation actors to support the dual objectives of reduced 

inequality and improved social cohesion through well developed and context-specific inequality-

reducing policies. 

Source: This contribution was provided by the German Institute of Development and Sustainability 

The changing significance of ODA and tailoring to different country contexts 

In some countries ODA is essential for the government to function reasonably and to deliver basic services. 

In others it is much less significant thanks to expanding domestic resources that the government has at its 

disposal. Furthermore, some countries are FCAS, and some are not. Thus, development co-operation 

needs to be tailored for four types of country contexts which should shape its priorities and approach to 

reducing poverty and inequalities (Table 2.1). This creates complexity for donors in the sense that the 

partnerships with governments will be quite different in each context.  

ODA caters for only two of the four contexts – those where ODA is significant – but these countries are 

home to only half of the global extreme poor, almost half of the world’s multidimensional poor and just a 

third of the world’s absolute poor. The remainder of each type of global poverty is in countries where ODA 

is less significant (Sumner and Yusuf, forthcoming[45]).  

Approximately 40% of global extreme monetary poverty and multidimensional poverty was concentrated 

in fragile/conflict-affected situations in 2022 and a third of absolute poverty – but some of these amounts 

are in FCAS that are low ODA dependency countries. Looking ahead, projections suggest that more of the 

world’s poverty – of all types – will be more concentrated in FCAS countries by 2030. The share is forecast 

to continue to increase and approach 60% in 2030 (Yusuf et al., 2023[20]). 
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So where do the world’s poor live today in terms of the four contexts? Sumner and Yusuf (forthcoming[45]) 

note that: 

• FCAS, high ODA/GNI (gross national income) countries account for a third of extreme poverty, a 

third of multidimensional poverty and a fifth of absolute monetary poverty 

• non-FCAS, low ODA/GNI countries account for a third of extreme poverty, approaching half of 

multidimensional poverty and over a half of absolute monetary poverty 

• the remainder is split between non-FCAS, high ODA/GNI countries and FCAS, low ODA/GNI 

countries, with the former having larger proportions of each type of poverty. 

Table 2.1. Different types of country contexts for development co-operation 

 Significance of ODA relative to recipient’s GNI 

High Low 

FCAS 

Type I 

High aid dependency and  

fragile/conflict-affected situations 

Type II 

Low aid dependency and 

fragile/conflict-affected situations 

Non-FCAS 

Type III 

High aid dependency and  

non-fragile/conflict-affected situations 

Type IV 

Low aid dependency and  

non-fragile/conflict-affected situations 

Notes: ODA: official development assistance; GNI: gross national income; FCAS: fragile and conflict-affected situations. Significance of ODA 

relative to recipient’s GNI = net ODA received as a percentage of GNI. 

Development co-operation can support poverty reduction even where ODA is less 

significant 

There is much that development co-operation can do and already does in places where ODA matters less. 

Potential avenues are policy coherence (e.g. trade policies and supporting new global tax rules); 

supporting more open policy processes (though this can look like political meddling); widening the evidence 

base in policy making by bringing evidence from other contexts and supporting national, regional and 

global think tanks and research institutes; technical assistance; and co-financing global and regional public 

goods.  

Persistent inequalities, among other factors, undercut the poverty-reducing potential of 

economic growth  

Economic growth and shifts in income inequality can induce changes in monetary poverty. On average, 

the poverty headcount falls and the incomes of the poor rise in line with income growth (Dollar and Kraay, 

2002[46]; Dollar, Kleineberg and Kraay, 2016[47]; Kraay, 2006[48]) but not always. Some recent analyses 

have reopened the debate around the relationship between economic growth and poverty with a focus on 

“immiserizing growth” episodes – episodes in which average incomes rise but the incomes of the poor or 

the poorest do not. According to Shaffer (2023[49]), who provides the most up-to-date estimates using 

1990-2023 PIP data, poverty does not fall and/or the incomes of the poorest do not rise in one in six of all 

growth episodes, defined as episodes of rising average incomes for at least five years (Table 2.2). 

...reopened the debate around the relationship between economic 

growth and poverty with a focus on “immiserizing growth” episodes – 

episodes in which average incomes rise but the incomes of the poor 

or the poorest do not. 
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These anti-poor episodes of growth are particularly evident in sub-Saharan Africa, where the income of 

the poorest 10% of the population does not rise in nearly a quarter of the 50 growth episodes over the 

1990-2023 period. Why? The reason is that countries in sub-Saharan Africa have high levels of income 

inequality and the poorest in the region have low shares of income. Thus, the poorest benefit less – and 

sometimes not at all – from rises in average income. This could reflect, as noted by Shaffer (2023[49]), that 

there is a minimum level of assets required to accumulate more assets and raise incomes. Examples 

include minimum land or herd sizes or cash advances to buy farming inputs. Or it could be that conflict 

may lead to loss of assets, reduced production and insecurity for the poorest even amid overall economic 

growth. Another possible explanation is that stressors and shocks among the poorest such as droughts, 

floods and harvest failures are so substantial that they negate attempts at progress. In short, exposure to 

harms such as conflict, natural disasters and other stressors severely hinders asset accumulation. 

Table 2.2. Economic growth episodes and income evolution among the poorest, by region 
(five-year spell) 

 Poorest 10% Poorest 20% 
 

# of episodes 

without income 
rise 

Total # of 

episodes 

% of episodes 

without income 
rise 

# of episodes 

without income 
rise 

Total # of 

episodes 

% of episodes 

without income 
rise 

East Asia and Pacific 4 23 17.4 3 30 10.0 

Europe and Central Asia 0 9 0.0 0 13 0.0 

Latin America  11 53 20.8 9 56 16.1 

Middle East and North Africa  1 7 14.3 3 16 18.8 

South Asia 0 13 0.0 0 14 0.0 

Sub-Saharan Africa 12 50 24.0 12 53 22.6 

Total 28 155 18.1 27 182 14.8 

Note: Growth episodes are defined as episodes of rising average incomes for at least five years. 

Source: Data from Shaffer (2023[49]), “Growth, poverty and immiserizing growth: Empirical evidence”, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.10061.20961. 

The added fiscal challenge of the post-pandemic debt legacy  

One of the biggest constraints on the ability of both LICs and MICs to end poverty and address inequalities 

is the cost of post-pandemic debt service. Debt servicing levels have risen dramatically. The United Nations 

estimates that the average LIC and MIC has net interest payments of over 8% of government revenue 

in 2024 (UNDP, 2024[50]). In fact, in many of the poorest countries with the highest levels of extreme and 

absolute monetary poverty and of multidimensional poverty, net interest is at or above 5% of government 

revenue and surpasses 10% in a number of them (Figure 2.6 and Figure 2.7). More than half of low-income 

countries (LICs) are either already in debt distress or are at high risk of debt distress (IMF, 2024[24]). 

These costs of debt service also represent a substantial “offsetting” of ODA resources provided to the 

poorest countries because of fungibility. And the burden is growing. For example, in 2022, the poorest 

75 countries paid approximately USD 90 billion in external public debt service, of which interest payments 

accounted for approximately USD 25 billion (Albert et al., 2023[51]). Furthermore, external public debt 

service paid by these 75 poorest countries (which are International Development Association-eligible 

countries) is estimated to rise to approximately USD 125 billion per year in 2023 and 2024 (Albert et al., 

2023[51]).  

Diversification in creditor structure has hardened terms at which borrowing countries access debt, as new 

lenders tend to offer less concessional debt (Albinet and Kessler, 2022[52]). At the same time, this shift has 

http://dx.doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.10061.20961
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been limited, due to the concomitant increase in multilateral development finance (Kessler, 2022[53]). At 

the macroeconomic level, multilateral banks have sought to alleviate funding constraints by providing 

additional loans (Albinet and Kessler, 2022[52]). Yet, net external flows were projected to turn negative in 

2024 (Diwan and Harnoys-Vannier, 2024[54]) for low and lower middle-income countries as more money 

flowed out, raising questions on the efficiency of the aid system where dollars meant to reduce poverty are 

diverted to reimburse creditors. Development providers thus face a difficult dilemma: either play their role 

as counter-cyclical actors, but at the risk of mainly reimbursing other creditors, and with very little new 

money entering illiquid countries; or allow them to fail even though those countries do not seem insolvent 

(Diwan and Harnoys-Vannier, 2024[54]). 

Figure 2.6. Net debt interest (% revenue), average 2021-23 and extreme monetary poverty 
headcount (USD 2.15), 2022 

 

Sources: Authors’ elaboration based on IMF (2023[34]), World Economic Outlook: Navigating Global Divergences, 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2023/10/10/world-economic-outlook-october-2023; World Bank (2024[15]), Poverty and 

Inequality Platform, https://pip.worldbank.org/home.  

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2023/10/10/world-economic-outlook-october-2023
https://pip.worldbank.org/home
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Figure 2.7. Net debt interest (% revenue), average 2021-23 and absolute monetary poverty 
headcount (USD 3.65), 2022 

 

Sources: Authors’ elaboration based on IMF (2023[34]), World Economic Outlook: Navigating Global Divergences, 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2023/10/10/world-economic-outlook-october-2023; World Bank (2024[15]), Poverty and 

Inequality Platform, https://pip.worldbank.org/home.  

How much will it cost to end poverty and reduce inequalities?  

Estimates of the cost of ending poverty are indicative rather than precise given there are administrative 

and logistical costs to delivering any transfer system. However, the infrastructure necessary for social 

transfer schemes do exist in many LICs and MICs. One measure to approximate this cost is the annual 

monetised value of the poverty gap, which is shown in Table 2.3. This is the cost of raising those who are 

living below the poverty line to an income level equivalent to the poverty line. 

Table 2.3 sets out new cost estimates using this measure for ending extreme monetary poverty (USD 2.15 

per day) and for ending monetary poverty (USD 3.65 per day). The former is over USD 65 billion in current 

US dollars per year, which is 0.07% of global GNI and 0.12% of the GNI of high-income OECD countries. 

To end absolute monetary poverty, the estimate is inevitably a larger amount: around USD 325 billion in 

current US dollars per year or 0.32% of global GNI and 0.56% of the GNI of high-income OECD countries. 

What would be the cost per person living in poverty? Measured at the two monetary poverty lines, the 

annual per-person cost is small, as it is the total cost divided by the number of people living in poverty. 

Thus, the cost is approximately USD 100 per year per person living in extreme poverty and approaching 

USD 200 per year per person living in absolute poverty. ODA-dependent FCAS countries account for the 

largest share (around 35%) of the cost of ending extreme monetary poverty. However, a large share of the 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WEO/Issues/2023/10/10/world-economic-outlook-october-2023
https://pip.worldbank.org/home
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cost of ending absolute poverty (41%) is concentrated in countries that are not FCAS and have low ODA 

as a share of GNI. This again points to the importance of ODA in the ODA-dependent FCAS countries and 

to OECD countries’ policy coherence in the non-ODA-dependent and non-FCAS countries.  

In short, the financial cost of ending poverty is not prohibitive vis-à-vis current ODA levels or the share of 

global GNI or OECD high-income countries’ GNI. Of course, these values are only the monetised poverty 

gap, and administrative costs challenges are not considered. Nor is the technical challenge of reaching 

people, which should not be underestimated. Nonetheless, the estimates do suggest that ending global 

poverty would not be financially impossible in relation to global GNI or the GNI of high-income OECD 

countries.  

Estimates of the cost of addressing specific components of multidimensional poverty are available, but 

some are dated and typically pre-pandemic cost estimates. Generally, comparability across estimates is 

limited due to the different survey years to estimate each type of poverty, differences in the average cost 

of ending each type of poverty within and between countries, and different underlying assumptions, making 

it challenging to estimate the costs (Kenny and Snyder, 2017[55]; Manuel et al., 2019[56]; Watkins and 

Nwajiaku-Dahou, 2024[57]). 

In contrast to poverty, the direct cost of addressing inequalities, in principle, is zero. However, this does 

not take into account administrative costs associated with income transfers or with other policies such as 

expanding tax collection and enforcing minimum wage legislation. All of these policies incur costs of 

delivering the policy outcome. The barriers are rather political such as vested interests, what is perceived 

as possible, and who the winners and losers may be (see discussion in Coolin, Sapienza and Sumner 

(2024[58])). It is not just about the cost. 

Table 2.3. Estimated annual cost of ending poverty (monetised poverty gap) at the USD 2.15 and 
USD 3.65 poverty lines, 2022 

 USD 2.15 poverty line USD 3.65 poverty line 

Annual cost, current USD, billion 67.28 324.90 

Share of annual cost by country type:   

Low ODA and FCAS (%) 14.55 13.91 

Low ODA and non-FCAS (%) 25.44 41.00 

High ODA and FCAS (%) 35.40 25.88 

High ODA and non-FCAS (%) 24.32 18.95 

Annual cost per person in poverty, current USD  97.2 185.2 

% global GNI 0.07 0.32 

% OECD HIC GNI 0.12 0.56 

Notes: ODA: official development assistance; FCAS: fragile and conflict-affected situations; GNI: gross national income; OECD HIC GNI = high-

income OECD countries. Estimates are based on countries with populations of more than 1 million with available data (103 countries). 

Sources: Sumner and Yusuf (forthcoming[45]) based on World Bank (2024[15]), Poverty and Inequality Platform, https://pip.worldbank.org/home 
Bank (2024[21]), World Development Indicators (database), https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators.  

What will it take to end poverty and address inequalities?  

The next decade and beyond are likely to be shaped by shocks and stressors related to climate change 

and other major global factors. Ending poverty and reducing inequalities now, as soon as possible, would 

be cheaper and easier in a relative sense, that is in relation to the cost of doing so amid climate shocks 

and stressors. It would also be sensible, in preparation for a hotter climate, to end poverty and reduce 

inequalities before climate change-induced impacts make these tasks harder in the face of extreme 

https://pip.worldbank.org/home
https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators
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weather, shifting agriculture patterns, rising sea levels, and potentially mass migration between and within 

countries. 

Ending poverty and reducing inequalities now, as soon as possible, 

would be cheaper and easier in a relative sense, that is in relation to 

the cost of doing so amid climate shocks and stressors. 

The scale of the task to end poverty and reduce inequalities is undeniably substantial, economic growth 

and rising incomes are important. That said, growth itself is no guarantee of poverty reduction and may 

even bypass the poorest sometimes. Public policies to ensure that the direct and indirect benefits of growth 

are broadly distributed are thus essential. Changes in non-monetary poverty, however, relate more to the 

quality and provision of public goods – for example, education and health. There is substantial scope for 

national policies, particularly those to support welfare such as social policies, to change the trends and 

levels of poverty and inequalities. However, the sharp increase in debt service costs since the pandemic 

has significantly limited national social policy spending, especially in the poorest countries. This does need 

urgent attention, potentially in a similar vein to the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative and the related 

Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative programmes of the mid-1990s onwards that led to debt relief of 

USD 100 billion for the poorest countries (World Bank, 2024[59]). A renewed case may be made as part of 

an “SDG-compact” or reparations for climate-related loss and damage. 

LIC and MIC governments do have considerable control over domestic policies, including national 

macroeconomic policies, labour market policies, wealth inequality policies, fiscal policy (taxation and 

transfers) and government spending on public goods. But this requires active policy regimes – social 

spending, transfers and policies – orientated towards that end, thus shaping the accumulation and 

distribution of assets. 

Finally, the challenge of ending poverty and reducing inequalities is evolving with important implications 

for development co-operation and development finance. The shifting characteristics and location of global 

poverty are reasonably clear. In the years ahead, economic growth may not be sufficient to raise the 

incomes of the poor. The expansion of income transfers, well-funded public goods, insurance mechanisms 

and active labour market policies are required to end poverty and address inequalities. Further, roughly 

half of the world’s poorest live in countries where ODA really matters to the functioning of their 

governments, including in conflict and post--affected situations where ending poverty is particularly difficult. 

The other half of the world’s poorest live in countries where ODA is less important due to sufficient domestic 

resources. What really matters in such countries is policy coherence on the part of OECD countries. The 

legacy of the pandemic has been higher debt servicing and a resulting fiscal squeeze impacting the public 

systems that need to deliver poverty and inequalities reduction. Without a doubt, new financing will be 

needed for the poorest countries. 
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Notes

 
1 The Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change made a similar argument that the benefits of 

early action outweigh the economic costs of not acting. See: 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20100407172811/https:/www.hm-

treasury.gov.uk/stern_review_report.htm.  

2 This approach of conceptualising people’s livelihood strategy is sometimes referred to as an asset-based 

approach or sustainable livelihoods approach and is associated with the seminal paper by Chambers and 

Conway, https://www.ids.ac.uk/publications/sustainable-rural-livelihoods-practical-concepts-for-

the-21st-century.  

3 Shocks refer to sudden-onset risk events such as floods, droughts and price spikes. Stressors refer to 

more gradual shifts such as regular non-catastrophic flooding, land degradation and socio-economic 

marginalisation. A shock may be short in duration, but its impacts can persist long after the initial event 

and erode assets that support resilience. 

4 There is also some contention over whether ending extreme poverty means zero extreme poverty, with 

SDG target 1.1 calling for eradicating extreme poverty everywhere by 2030 and the World Bank’s goal is 

to reduce extreme poverty to under 3% of the global population by 2030.  
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