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Abstract

In this paper we use an original data set to provide the first empirical analysis of the political
economy of inherited wealth taxation that covers a significant number of countries and a long
time frame (1816-2000). Our goal is to understand why, if inheritance taxes are often very
old taxes, the implementation of inheritance tax rates significant enough to affect wealth
inequality is a much more recent phenomenon. We hypothesize alternatively that significant
taxation of inherited wealth depended on (1) the extension of the suffrage to the lower classes,
and (2) political conditions created by mass mobilization for war. Using a generalized
difference-in-differences framework for identification, we find little evidence for the suffrage
hypothesis but very strong evidence for the mass mobilization hypothesis. Our study has
implications for understanding the evolution of wealth inequality and the potential effect of
democracy on redistribution. Our findings also inform scholarship on the current political
context for estate and inheritance taxation. Understanding why majorities today may favor
the repeal of such taxes requires understanding why past majorities favored implementing

them in the first place.



1 Introduction

Estate taxation is a controversial subject. Academic economists have often disagreed about
the merits of taxing inherited wealth. Across a range of countries and time periods, attitudes
of members of the general public have been no less divided. Many emphasize the potential
usefulness of this form of taxation for raising revenue and simultaneously reducing inequality
of opportunity for future generations. But others see bequest taxation as arbitrary because
it depends on the timing of death, as unfairly interfering with the ability of parents to save
for their children, and finally as having potentially severe efficiency costs. Within the United
States these questions are certainly of current interest, given proposals to alter, reform, or
eliminate bequest taxation.!

While the normative debates about bequest taxation are extensive, much less is known
about the actual conditions that lead some governments in practice to levy significant taxes
on inherited wealth while others refrain from doing so. This question is of increasing interest
as a growing literature has suggested that progressive capital and income taxation has played
an important role in the evolution of wealth accumulation during the course of the twentieth
century.? Basic intuition suggests that electoral democracy, characterized by universal suf-
frage, ought to be one of the most powerful conditions leading to the taxation of inherited
wealth, and in particular to a form of bequest taxation in which large estates are taxed at a
significantly higher rate than small estates. In a society where most decedents leave either
no estate or a relatively small estate, the logic of electoral politics would seem to dictate that

large estates will be taxed heavily.?

!See Crémer and Pestieau (2003) for a survey of economic debates on optimal inheritance taxation. Farhi
and Werning (2009) consider the optimal progressivity of estate taxation. Beckert (2008) provides an excellent
review of more long run debates over inheritance taxation and law. See Batchelder (2008) for an overview
of current debates related to the estate tax in the United States and Graetz and Shapiro (2005) and Bartels
(2008) for the political context of this debate.

2See e.g. Kopczuk and Saez (2001), Piketty (2001), Piketty and Saez (2003), Piketty, Postel-Vinay, and
Rosenthal (2006), and Roine and Waldenstrém (2009).

3This prediction regarding universal suffrage would parallel the conclusion of Acemoglu and Robinson
(2000, 2006) regarding the effect of suffrage extensions on redistribution. It would also parallel the further
argument made by Ticchi and Vindigni (2009) that governments seeking to mobilize populations for war extend
the suffrage as a means of committing to future redistribution. Following more recent work by Acemoglu and
Robinson (2008), if "de facto power" of those at the top of the wealth distribution outweighs the shift in “de
jure” power, then we would not necessarily expect to observe that suffrage extensions produce shifts towards



At first glance, the prediction that universal suffrage and progressive inheritance taxa-
tion should go together seems strongly supported by the fact that they both emerged during
the same general time period—the turn of the twentieth century. Scholarly observers at
the time explicitly stated that the development of progressive inheritance taxation was at-
tributable above all to the spread of democratic ideas and democratic institutions.? But if
early twentieth century observers commented on the possible association between democracy
and inheritance taxation, they also pointed to another empirical regularity—innovations in
inheritance taxation were driven by the exigencies of war.”® We will suggest two possible
mechanisms through which this might occur. It will not be our goal to adjudicate defini-
tively between these two mechanisms in this paper, but we will provide suggestive evidence
at the end of the paper that may help in discriminating between the two.

A first possibility is that mass warfare represents one example of a large expenditure
shock, and when faced with such a shock, a social planner may find it optimal to temporarily
increase taxation of capital (such as by taxing estates) so as to smooth taxes on labor income.
To see this, it is helpful to consider the evolution of the literature on optimal fiscal policy
subsequent to the contribution by Barro (1979). In a reduced form economy, Barro (1979)
found that optimizing governments should respond to expenditure shocks by borrowing so as
to smooth labor income taxation.® Lucas and Stokey (1983) then considered an environment
in which the optimal policy consisted of issuing debt that was state contingent in the sense

of not being repaid in certain states of the world (such as war).”

In an economy with
capital, Zhu (1992) and Chari, Christiano, and Kehoe (1994) then found, within a Ramsey
framework, that it could instead be optimal to have state contingent taxation of capital so

as to smooth taxation of labor income. In these latter two models state contingent taxation

of capital then serves as a substitute for state contingent debt.

significantly more progressive policies in capital taxation.

1On this point see in particular West (1908), Seligman (1913), Soward (1919), and Shultz (1926), as well
as the more recent discussion in Lindert (2004).

%See in particular Soward (1919) on this point.

%See also the empirical evidence for the UK between 1701 and 1918 presented in Barro (1987).

"See Aiyagari, Marcet, Sargent, and Seppala (2002) for a model that follows the general equilibrium setup
of Lucas and Stokey (1983) but which restricts the policy planner to issuing debt that is not state contingent.



A second reason mass warfare might be associated with increased taxation of capital has
to do with distributional considerations in an environment where it is critical to have broad
support for the war effort.® Fighting a war in which a large segment of a country’s population
is mobilized arguably requires societal consensus in favor of the war effort.” This societal
consensus may be easier to maintain if there is a sentiment that the burden of the war effort
is shared widely between different social groups. In the case of a mass volunteer army, such
as that used by the UK at the outset of World War I, individuals would be more likely to
enlist under these conditions. In the case of a conscript army, such as that used by the UK
during the latter stages of World War I, individuals or groups would be less likely to protest
the implementation of such a system if there is some belief that the war burden is widely
shared. There are two specific reasons why a progressive tax on capital might be seen as
part of equal burden sharing in wartime. The first would be if wealthier individuals are less
likely to fight, either because they have not enlisted or because they have avoided conscription
through a deferment, an exemption, or simply because of age. In this case those who fight
might demand that the wealthy bear a disproportionate share of the financial burden for a
war in order to establish a greater equality of sacrifice. The second possibility would be
if wealth holders benefit financially from a war that increases demand for goods produced
by companies in which they hold investments. This could further strengthen demands for
having wealth holders bear a disproportionate share of the financial burden for a war. As
noted by John Hicks (1942), historically arguments about "war profits" have been prominent
in debates about wartime taxation of capital.

To conduct our empirical tests we make use of an original data set that records marginal

rates for bequest taxes in nineteen countries over the period between 1816 and 2000. It

$We might also point to a third mechanism if large scale warfare prompts states to make investments in
the administrative capacity necessary to tax. However, as we will discuss below, inheritance taxes require
relatively little administrative capacity to collect compared to other modern taxes. The argument about war
and the capacity to tax can be found in work as early as Hintze (1906) and Schumpeter (1919). More recently
it has been most closely associated with the work of Charles Tilly (1975, 1990). Besley and Persson (2009)
have recently clarified this issue by providing a formal model where the need to provide a public good (such
as defense) influences government decisions to invest in legal and administrative capacity.

9We would not expect this mechanism to operate in the case of smaller scale wars fought by small profes-
sional armies.



is generally known when a country first established an inheritance tax, but this simple fact
often tells us very little about the extent to which governments actually taxed large fortunes
at rates significant enough to influence wealth accumulation. In fact, we will show that top
marginal rates of inheritance taxation were extremely low (i.e. <5%) in many of our sample
countries for long periods after their initial establishment. While information on changes in
marginal inheritance tax rates for a country like the United States is easy to come by, for
most other countries this is not the case, and it is not generally reported by finance ministries.
We have compiled our data base of inheritance tax rates by consulting original legislation for
each of the nineteen countries in our sample together with a range of other sources, all of
which are listed in the appendix to this paper.

To analyze the relationship between war, wealth, and democracy we will employ two
different empirical approaches. Our main reported results employ a generalized differences-
in-differences framework. The top marginal rate of inheritance taxation is modeled as a
function of several alternative democracy measures, a measure of war mobilization, country
fixed effects which control for time constant unobserved country-level heterogeneity, time
period effects which control for common shocks, and a couple of time-varying control vari-
ables, with standard errors that are adjusted to allow for within-country correlation. We also
present results where individual linear time trends for each country are added to the specifi-
cation. Our second approach is to estimate the effect of war mobilization and democracy on
inheritance taxation by conditioning on the marginal tax rate in the previous period. The
identifying assumption in this approach is that the lagged value for the top marginal rate
of inheritance taxation controls for any unobserved heterogeneity that might otherwise bias
our estimates. To estimate this we use a lagged dependent variable specification combined
with dummy variables for common time effects. We have collected a data set with annual
frequency from 1816 to 2000. However, since we do not know a priori how long it may take
for democratization or war mobilization to influence policy choices, we focus our analysis on
specifications employing annual data for the marginal tax rate but with observations spaced

at five and ten year intervals.



These analyses yield two main results. First, our estimates do not suggest a positive
relationship between democracy and the top rate of inheritance taxation. Owur simplest
measure of democracy, which directly captures the main mechanism suggested by the de-
mocratization hypothesis, is the extent of the suffrage, specifically an indicator variable for
whether or not a country had universal male suffrage at a given time. Our estimates for
this coefficient are inconsistently signed, small in magnitude, and statistically insignificant.
While the 95-percent confidence intervals for these estimates are too wide for us to exclude
the possibility of a substantively meaningful effect for universal suffrage, none of the results
are consistent with a substantively and statistically significant positive relationship between
democratization and the top marginal rate of inheritance taxation. This pattern of results
is repeated for ordinal measures of the extent of the suffrage, measures based on the extent
of political competition, and a measure of the presence of a secret ballot. The only partial
exception to this pattern of results is mixed evidence of a positive relationship between the
absence of a nondemocratic upper house with the power to veto legislation and a higher top
inheritance tax rate.

Second, our estimates indicate a substantively and statistically significant positive re-
lationship between war mobilization and the top rate of inheritance tax. Our estimates
typically suggest that, all else equal, a country that mobilized for mass warfare for an entire
five-year period increased its top inheritance tax rate by 14 to 25 percentage points com-
pared to a country that did not mobilize for war. These results are evident across both our
difference-in-differences and lagged dependent variable models with and without the inclusion
of time-varying control variables and individual linear time trends for each country. We con-
sider multiple measures of war mobilization, possible interactions between war mobilization
and democracy and left partisanship, and several alternative econometric models.

Our statistical results show that there is a robust correlation between war mobilization and
the progressive taxation of capital. This correlation remains robust when using alternative
estimation strategies and different identifying assumptions, as described above. In the end,

however, we must acknowledge that we do not provide a research design in which mass



mobilization has been assigned at random. We can nonetheless offer one important reason
why our study is less likely to be subject to endogeneity concerns than would many alternative
designs. From the standpoint of most participants (and arguably almost all participants in
World War I), the timing of mobilization for these conflicts was exogenously imposed. This
reduces the likelihood that states selected into the conflict because there was some temporary
factor that increased their ability to generate revenue and thus led them to opt for war.
What we cannot exclude is that over the longer term certain types of states, such as France,
Germany, and the UK, selected into a potential war treatment group while other states, such
as Sweden or Switzerland, opted out of large scale international conflict altogether.

In the remainder of this paper we will proceed as follows. In Section 2 we present the
data set, discuss measurement issues, and illustrate key trends in marginal inheritance taxes
by examining the data for Sweden and the United Kingdom in some detail. Section 3 then
presents our econometric model. In Section 4 we present our core estimation results. Section
5 discusses alternative interpretations of the strong correlation that we observe between war

mobilization and the taxation of inherited wealth. Section 6 concludes.

2 A New Data Set on Inheritance Taxation

To assess the comparative history of inheritance taxation over the last two centuries, we
have constructed a new data set recording key features of inheritance taxation for nineteen
countries.!® The taxation of inherited wealth has taken three major forms over the last two
hundred years.

First, some countries adopted stamp duties levied on the documents necessary to transfer
the property of an estate. This was the most common form of inheritance taxation in the
19th century and generally involved very low rates or even fixed fees. The British probate
duty, first established in 1694, is a good example of this phenomenon. Often, small estates

were exempted from these taxes, and they also did not always apply to all types of wealth.

10 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States.



Second, countries adopted inheritance taxes for which the tax is on the beneficiary of
the estate. In the early development of inheritance taxes, the rates for these taxes varied
greatly depending on the identity of the beneficiary. In some countries, children were taxed
at the lowest rates, if at all, while in others spouses were taxed the least. Variation based
on the identity of the beneficiary could be dramatic. For example, the initial German federal
inheritance tax enacted in 1906 exempted spouses and direct descendants but taxed non-
relatives at a maximum rate of 25%. These taxes also included exemptions for small estates,
and they often had progressive rates that depended on the size of the transfer.

Third, some countries implemented estate duties for which the tax is levied on the estate
itself rather than the beneficiaries. These taxes also include exemptions and often progressive
rates, but they do not typically vary by the identity of the beneficiary. Inheritance taxes
are much more commonly found in civil law countries, whereas estate taxation has been
more widespread in common law countries, but this is not a hard and fast rule. In some
cases countries have also simultaneously maintained an estate tax and an inheritance tax.
To further complicate matters, laws in some countries call what is in fact an estate tax an
inheritance tax. In this paper, for simplicity we will refer to all forms of bequest taxation
as inheritance taxes, and we will combine the taxes where necessary to determine the total
amount of inheritance taxes at a given time.'!

Our interest in inheritance taxes is based on the fact that they are a potentially important
policy instrument for progressively funding the government and for influencing the distribu-
tion of wealth. If democratic governments wanted to redistribute wealth, or at the very least
require the rich to pay a progressive proportion of the state’s budget, inheritance taxes have
long been recognized as an obvious policy instrument for achieving this goal. Given this
goal, we focus on measuring the key feature of inheritance taxation that captures the burden
of the tax on a country’s wealthiest citizens—the top marginal rate for a direct descendant

12

inheriting an estate.” Obviously, the top rate captures the extent of the tax on the largest

'Note that inheritance tax laws vary in many other features as well, and these features can have an impact
on how much tax is actually paid. Rules for valuing estates can vary substantially across countries and time,
affecting the impact of the laws on government revenue and inherited wealth.

12More precisely, to make the data more comparable across countries, we focus on the top rate applied to



fortunes but importantly, given the existence of exemptions which means that the inheritance
tax rate for the poor was zero, the top rate also provides a measure of the progressivity of
inheritance taxation in each country. We focus on direct descendants because these were
the most common beneficiaries, and it is the tax on the direct descendants that would have
the biggest impact on government revenues and the distribution of wealth.'® Ideally, in our
analysis we would also be able to take account of the manner of which laws in some countries
allow individuals to evade inheritance or estate taxes, such as by making untaxed gifts to
children or by forming trusts, but at this stage we are unable to do so. The inclusion of
country fixed effects in our statistical estimates will, however, control for constant features
of a country’s laws or legal system that facilitate such efforts.

Figure 1 presents our data for the top marginal tax rate for the nineteen countries in
our sample over the period from 1816 (or the date of national independence) to 2000. The
sources for these data vary, but we primarily rely on the legislation itself or other government
sources. In most cases, we have been able to check our series with the secondary literature
that focuses on inheritance taxation in a particular country. The data appendix to this paper
describes our sources in detail. The graphs reveal several interesting patterns.'* First, from
the beginning of the 19th century through the first decade of the 20th century, the taxation of
direct descendants was rather limited. A number of countries had inheritance taxes but the
rates are typically about 1% or less. Second, the 20th century was marked by tremendous
variation over time and across countries. For example, Canada went from having no federal
inheritance tax to a top marginal tax rate of over 50% to a repeal of the tax. In 2000, there
were four countries—Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and Switzerland—without a national
inheritance tax, but also six countries—France, Ireland, Japan, Korea, the U.K., and the

U.S.— with top marginal rates of 40% or higher.!?

a single descendant who receives an inheritance in cash.

BImportantly, the rates for direct descendants and spouses are often the same and, if not, tend to be quite
similar.

Y For context, it is useful to note that the mean top rate for the entire sample (2,798 country years) is 17.141
with a standard deviation of 22.276.

'5See Duff (2005) for an analysis of the political context for inheritance tax abolition. It is also worth noting
that both Austria and Sweden have abolished their inheritance taxes after 2000 when our sample period ends.



Inheritance Taxation, 1816-2000

Top Rate for Direct Descendants

o o
o o~
= =
o o
© @
o o
- © - ©
£ g
@ 19
8 8
5] @
[ Qo]
< <
H
H
S =8 s
s LG W
-
oA o L
T T T T T T T T T T
1800 1850 1900 1950 2000 1800 1850 1900 1950 2000
Year Year
Australia = -=------- Austria  — —— Belgium ‘ Canada  -----=--- Denmark ——— Finland
o o
=3 S+
= =
o
©
o
-®
£
@
S
5]
Qo
<
o
N /_,_J
o
T T T T T T T T T T
1800 1850 1900 1950 2000 1800 1850 1900 1950 2000
Year Year
France  --------- Germany —-—— Ireland ltaly = =====---- Japan ——— Netherlands
o o
o o
= =
i
3 ]\ 81
L
N
LT 2
. 3 I } | E ©7
8 | ] 5
o | |/ oo |
o g r H <
J— L.].....,‘:
\ &1
I L
N
oA
""" T T T T T
°1, . . . ! 1800 1850 1900 1950 2000
1800 1850 1900 1950 2000 Year
Year Sweden ~ —oeemeee- Switzerland
New Zealand = --------- Norway ——— South Korea ——— United Kingdom —-—-— - United States

Figure 1: Inheritance Taxation, 1816-2000. This figure records the top marginal inheritance
tax rate for direct descendants from 1816 (or independence) to 2000. See data appendix and
text for full description of rate definitions and sources.



The figure also allows us to begin considering the potential effect of suffrage extensions
on inheritance taxation. The striking answer provided by the data is that expansion of the
franchise and democratic government are often in place for decades before inheritance taxes
with high marginal rates are adopted. In other instances progressive inheritance taxation
significantly precedes universal suffrage. France first established universal male suffrage in
1848, and the country was arguably a full democracy from 1870, yet it did not make its
long-standing inheritance tax progressive until 1902, and it did not adopt a top marginal rate
exceeding 10% until 1918. Japan, in contrast, adopted a progressive inheritance tax in 1905
in conjunction with the Russo-Japanese war, some two decades prior to the establishment of

universal suffrage in that country.

2.1 Inheritance Taxation in Sweden and the United Kingdom

Figures 2 and 3 plot the top rate of inheritance taxation for direct descendants in Sweden
and the United Kingdom while highlighting dates for major extensions of the franchise and
participation in World War I and II. The data in these two graphs suggest two important
patterns of policymaking.

First, extensions of the franchise, even when they make most of the adult male population
eligible to vote, do not result in high rates of inheritance taxation, certainly not in the
short to medium term. In the case of the U.K., the Reform Act of 1832 reduced and
standardized income and property qualifications leading to a small but important expansion
of the franchise. The Reform Act of 1867 further reduced these requirements for England
and Scotland, and the Third Reform Act in 1884 introduced uniform franchise requirements
in all of the United Kingdom and again reduced the income and property restrictions. At
this point a majority of adult males, including the urban working class, were eligible to vote.
By 1910, eligibility was at 88 percent of the adult male population and universal adult male
suffrage was enacted in 1918.16 Inheritance taxes in the U.K remained in the single digits

until 1907 when the top rate was set at 15%, but it was not until 1919 that the U.K. adopted

Y6Mackie and Rose (1991).
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Inheritance Taxation in United Kingdom
Top Rate for Direct Descendants
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Figure 2: Inheritance Taxation in the United Kingdom. This figure plots the top marginal
rate of inheritance taxation for direct descendants from 1816 to 2000 in the U.K. along with
the major acts which expanded the franchise and the U.K.’s participation in world wars.

11



Inheritance Taxation in Sweden
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Figure 3: Inheritance Taxation in Sweden. This figure plots the top marginal rate of inher-

itance taxation for direct descendants from 1816 to 2000 in Sweden along with the dates of
major expansions of the franchise.
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truly redistributive inheritance taxes with a top rate of 40%. While it may be tempting
to point to the association between universal suffrage in 1918 and the setting of high rates
in 1919, this is misleading because the move to universal suffrage in the U.K. was the end
of a very long and gradual extension of the franchise. If the extension of the franchise was
driving the setting of high inheritance tax rates in the U.K., we should have observed increases
during many, if not all, of the significant expansions highlighted in Figure 2, but we do not.
The evidence for Sweden is even more compelling. Sweden enacted equal but restricted
suffrage in 1866 with relatively high economic qualifications.!” The major expansion of the
franchise for Sweden came with the 1907 electoral reform, which also established proportional
representation. This abolished the property requirement and established nearly universal
male suffrage. Figure 3 shows that the top rate of inheritance taxation was not raised
substantially until the 1930s, and even then it was only set at 20%.

As a second pattern, a comparison across time for the U.K. and between the U.K. and
Swedish cases suggests that mobilization for both world wars had a substantial impact on
inheritance taxation. The U.K. did not adopt high inheritance tax rates (40%) until the end
of World War 1. In the U.K., once adopted, inheritance tax rates remained high and were
raised somewhat during the interwar period. But it was only the onset of World War II that
sent rates above 60 and eventually to 80 percent. The contrast with the Swedish case is
informative. Sweden did not participate in World War I and there was no significant increase
in inheritance tax until two decades later, and even this new rate was less than half the rate
prevailing in the U.K. during the same period. Similarly, Sweden, which did not participate

in World War II either, did not experience the same increases as the U.K. in the 1940s.

2.2 Interpreting the Evidence

The bulk of our analysis relies on using the top marginal rate of inheritance taxation. This
choice was motivated by the need to make data collection feasible, by the fact that top rates

can provide a useful measure of progressivity, and finally by the fact that it is inherently

"Flora (1983).
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interesting to investigate the rate at which a society taxes its wealthiest citizens. Before
proceeding further, however, we need to consider three questions about using this evidence
to test propositions about the progressivity of inheritance taxation.

(1) Do people pay? - A first question is whether possibilities for engaging in fraud, in
inter vivos transfers, or in exploiting legal loopholes have rendered the top rates of inheritance
taxation essentially meaningless. Regarding the possibility of fraud, while it certainly exists,
as we discuss below, inheritance taxation inherently requires less administrative enforcement
capacity than other modern taxes such as the income tax because the beneficiaries have an
incentive to establish their property rights over bequests. Regarding inter vivos transfers
it is important to emphasize that most of the countries in our sample moved quickly to
establish a gift tax on inter vivos transfers once they began to apply significant marginal
rates of inheritance taxation. It is also known, at least for the United States, that even the
majority of households that, because of their wealth, are likely to be subject to the estate tax
do not avail themselves of opportunities for making significant inter vivos gifts of the form
that could reduce their overall eventual tax liability (Poterba, 1998). In other words, the
behavioral responses to estate taxes are weaker than some have assumed. Finally, regarding
opportunities for exploiting what we have imprecisely called "legal loopholes," we have already
emphasized that the top marginal rates we report do not take account of differences in how
certain assets are valued or classified. A much more complete analysis of this issue would
involve collection of evidence on actual revenues collected by type of estate, something that
would be impractical for a nineteen-country sample. We have, however, collected data on
the total volume of inheritance taxes for five of our sample countries. This evidence can be
used to demonstrate that historically, in each of the five countries sharp increases in top rates
of inheritance taxation have been associated with sharp increases in total revenues collected

from inheritance taxation.

(2) How many people paid and were these taxes actually progressive? - Even

if tax avoidance possibilities are less present or less attractive than are sometimes imagined,
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Country Estate Size 1850 1900 1925 1950 1975 2000

United Kingdom 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 2.5 1.0 2.0 1.0 5.0 0.0

100 4.1 3.0 4.0 15 43 40

1000 3.4 4.5 19 60 70 40

10,000 3.1 7.0 29 80 75 40

United States 1 0.0 0.0 1.0 3.0 7.0 22
10 0.0 0.0 1.0 11 28 34

100 0.0 0.8 2.0 30 37 55

1000 0.0 1.5 12 45 73 55

10,000 0.0 2.3 30 77 77 55

France 1 1.2 1.3 4.8 15 5) 0
10 1.2 1.3 9.6 25 20 0

100 1.2 1.3 18 30 20 40

1000 1.2 1.3 34 30 20 40

10,000 1.2 1.3 42 30 20 40

Japan 1 0.0 1.5 1.0 25 10 15
10 0.0 1.5 1.2 30 25 25

100 0.0 2.0 2 60 55 50

1000 0.0 4.5 5.5 85 75 70

10,000 0.0 7.0 9.5 90 75 70

Sweden 1 0.1 0.5 0.6 2.0 10 10
10 0.1 0.7 1.8 7.0 44 30

100 0.2 1.3 3.4 40 58 30

1000 0.3 1.5 8.0 52 65 30

10,000 0.3 1.5 8.0 60 65 30

Netherlands 1 0.0 0.0 1.5 4.0 7.0 8.0
10 0.0 1.0 3.0 7.0 13 23

100 0.0 1.0 4.5 13 17 27

1000 0.0 1.0 6.0 17 17 27

10,000 0.0 1.0 6.0 17 17 27

Table 1: Marginal Tax Rates Applying to Estates of Different Sizes. Estate Sizes are mea-
sured as a multiple of per capita GDP. In cases where a country had not yet established an
inheritance tax, the marginal rate is listed as 0.0. For Japan rates listed for 1900 are those
enacted in 1905. Tax rates for periods immediately following mass mobilization for war are
highlighted in bold.
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there remains the issue of whether we are focusing on a symbolic tax paid by a very small
number of individuals that may say very little about the overall progressivity of inheritance
taxation in a country. To consider this possibility, we collected more complete evidence on
inheritance tax schedules in six of our sample countries. We then used this to calculate the
marginal tax rate faced by estates of different values, expressed as a ratio of estimated per
capita GDP.'® The results of this exercise are presented in Table 1. A glance at the table
also suggests a clear difference between participants and non-participants in each of the two
world wars. If we focus on countries that mobilized heavily for World War I (the UK, US,
and France) and on those that did not (Sweden, Japan, and the Netherlands) we see that
marginal tax rates in 1925 remained similar across these two groups for estates up to the
size of 100 times per capita GDP. The big difference between war participants and non-
participants is observed for larger fortunes. Though we have data on the wealth distribution
for only a few countries for a few years within our sample, the pattern appears to correspond
to a situation where the top percentile of the wealth distribution was taxed more heavily
in war participant countries while the bottom 99 percent of the distribution was taxed at
broadly similar rates.!” Now consider the pattern of inheritance taxation in 1950, just a few
years after the end of World War II. In three of the countries that mobilized significantly for
World War 11, there was a further dramatic increase in marginal tax rates on large fortunes
with more modest increases in marginal rates applying to small fortunes. France was an
exception to this pattern, something that may be attributable to its much different history
of war time mobilization. Among the two countries that did not mobilize heavily for World
War II, marginal tax rates on large fortunes increased only slightly in the Netherlands. In
Sweden they increased more substantially. Overall then, there seems to be a pattern whereby
mass mobilization for war was associated with increases in taxation on the top percentile of
the wealth distribution.

(3) Did governments without high inheritance tax rates simply choose to

181deally we would want to measure estates at specific points of the wealth distribution in each country, an
objective that would not have been feasible in even this small set of countries for such a long time span.

"Based on distributional data provided by Piketty (2001) for France, Kopczuk and Saez (2001) for the
United States, and Moriguchi and Saez (2007) for Japan.
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tax wealth in other ways? - There are different ways of taxing wealth, and we ought
to consider the possibility that governments which chose to adopt relatively low rates of
inheritance taxation compensated for this by using other mechanisms to tax large fortunes
heavily. During the nineteenth century it was common for governments to levy direct taxes
on visible and easily observable manifestations of wealth - such as a tax on property indexed
according to a house’s number of windows. But taxes of this form were not targeted at the
largest fortunes in a society, and in no case were they equivalent to an inheritance tax of the
sort that emerged after World War I. A more significant potential concern involves the net
wealth taxes collected by many countries during the twentieth century, in particular those
in Scandinavia. It is certainly the case that by the 1970s these taxes were levied at rates
that could have a significant effect on wealth accumulation, but it was also almost invariably
true that in the first half of the twentieth century the marginal rates of these net wealth
taxes were very low. Furthermore, when higher marginal rates of net wealth taxation were
implemented, this shift was accompanied by the establishment of ceilings specifying that an
individual or family would not pay more than a set percentage of their annual income in
the form of net wealth taxes and income taxes. The existence of these ceilings reduced the
discrepancy between countries with only an inheritance tax and income tax on the one hand

and those that had an inheritance tax, an income tax, and a net wealth tax, on the other.?’

3 Methods

In this section, we describe our econometric models for evaluating the effects of democrati-
zation and war mobilization on the taxation of inherited wealth. We focus our attention
on our two main empirical strategies but also briefly describe several alternative approaches
that we adopt to evaluate the robustness of our results.

Each of our strategies requires a measure of democratization and war mobilization. To

measure democracy, we focus our discussion on three variables. The first measure, Universal

20Further, it is also worth noting that there is no evidence that countries without high inheritance taxes
chose to tax the wealthy through higher income taxes. Scheve and Stasavage (2010) present evidence that in
fact early adoption of high marginal income taxes is also associated with mass mobilization for war.
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Male Suffrage, is set equal to one for years in which all adult males are eligible to vote in

national elections and zero otherwise.?!

This variable focuses on the feature of democracy
of most direct interest theoretically, the eligibility of poor voters to participate in elections.
While suffrage is clearly central to most arguments about why democracy might affect the
taxation of inherited wealth, other features of democratic government could also be influential.
One possibility is that competitive elections with or without a full expansion of the franchise
will lead to greater taxation of inherited wealth. Our second measure, Boiz-Rosato, is set
equal to one if the legislature is elected in free multi-party elections, if the executive is directly
or indirectly elected in popular elections and is responsible either directly to voters or to a
legislature elected according to the first condition, and finally if at least 50 percent of adult
males have the right to vote.??2 Our third measure, No Upper, is equal to one for the absence
of an upper house with veto power for which representatives are either not directly elected,
elected by a restricted constituency, appointed, or who sit by hereditary right. This allows us
to evaluate the possibility that the presence of a non-democratic check on the policymaking
process prevents increased taxation of inherited wealth.

Although we think these measures capture well the main institutional features of demo-
cratic political institutions, we consider a number of other possibilities and report results of
these analyses in the appendix. For example, one potential limitation of the universal male
suffrage measure is that it is insensitive to potentially important expansions of the franchise
that fall short of universal suffrage. An alternative set of measures that we construct, Elec-
torate 25, Electorate 50, and Electorate 75, are set respectively equal to one if 25%, 50%, 75%
or more of adult males are eligible to vote and zero otherwise. This allows us to evaluate the
impact of expansions of the franchise that lead to less than universal suffrage.?® Another

possibility is that for poorer economic groups to pressure their representatives to tax the rich,

*IThe source for this variable is Caramani (2000) for the European cases and Mackie and Rose (1974)
otherwise. Descriptive statistics for this and the other main variables used in our analyses are reported in
Table A-1 in the appendix.

2 This follows the definition used by Boix and Rosato (2001), which is a modification of the definition used
by Przeworski et al. (2000) to a context where the suffrage may be restricted.

Z3The source for this data is Flora (1983) for the European cases, the Statistical History of the American
Electorate for the US, New Zealand: A Handbook of Historical Statistics for New Zealand, and Griffin (1965)
for Japan.
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ballots need to be confidential. The variable Secret Ballot is equal to one if the country uses

a secret ballot for lower house elections and zero if not.2*

We also investigate whether it is
simply the introduction of direct elections for the lower house that moves countries to tax
inherited wealth at higher rates by constructing the variable Direct Elections equal to one if
a country has direct elections for the lower house and zero if not.2"

To indicate whether or not a country engaged in mass warfare between 1816 to 2000,
we constructed the dummy variable War Mobilization equal to 1 if in a particular year the
country was engaged in an interstate war and at least 2 percent of the population was serving
in the military.?6 This variable measures well the key characteristics necessary for conflict to
have its hypothesized effect on taxing inherited wealth. There must be a war fought in which
the citizens who fight in the conflict sacrifice not only their time and livelihood but also risk
their lives. It must also be a conflict that involves a significant proportion of the population.
This operationalization captures high mobilization years during the Franco-Prussian War,
First World War, Second World War, and Korean War.2”

Our first econometric model employs the following generalized differences-in-differences

framework:

Tit = a+ B1Djr—1 + BoWig—1 + X1 +1; + 04 + €4t (1)

where ¢ indexes each country and ¢ indexes the time period; T is the top inheritance
tax rate for direct descendants discussed in the previous section; D is one of the several

measures of the extent of democracy described above, W is our measure of participation in

?*The main sources for this variable are Caramani (2000) and Mackie and Rose (1974).

25 The main source for this variable was Caramani (2000).

260ur data for incidents of war comes from the Correlates of War Project, Militarized Interstate Dispute
Data, Version 3.0 (2003). Our data on mobilization is from the Correlates of War Project, National Material
Capabilities Data, Version 3.0 (2005). To count as an interstate war, the dispute had to be coded as a war
and involve 1,000 or more deaths. We supplemented this data where it was missing and, in one case, where it
was incorrect with additional sources.

2"More precisely, our war mobilization variable is coded one for Austria in 1915-18, 1939-1945; Belgium
in 1915-1918; for Australia in 1915-1918, 1941-1945; for Canada in 1915-1918, 1941-1945; for Finland in
1940-1944; for France in 1871, 1914-1920, 1940-1941; for Germany in 1871, 1915-1918, 1939-1945; for Italy in
1915-1918, 1935, 1940-43; for Japan in 1941-1945; for New Zealand in 1915-1918,1941-1945; for South Korea in
1953, 1965, 1967-68, 1970; for the UK in 1915-1918, 1940-1945; and for the US in 1918, 1942-1945, 1951-1953.
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mass warfare; X;; is a vector of control variables and is excluded in some specifications?®;

a, B, and v are parameters to be estimated; 7, are country fixed effects parameters also
to be estimated; 6, are period fixed effects parameters; and e; is the error term.?’ In
some specifications, we also add individual linear time trends for each country to this model.
We present the ordinary least squares estimates of this model and report country clustered
standard errors to account for within-country correlations including serial autocorrelation in
our data. The primary hypotheses evaluated in this paper are that increases in democracy
(variously measured) cause the adoption of higher inheritance taxes on the largest fortunes
(8, > 0) and that mass mobilization for warfare also increases inheritance taxation (35 > 0).

Our estimates measure the causal effect of democracy and mass mobilization for warfare
on the taxation of inherited wealth under the usual assumptions of the generalized differences-
in-differences framework. In addition, in some specifications we control for the time-varying
factors of government partisanship and levels of development and include country-specific
time trends. Because inheritance taxation is also a form of taxation that requires relatively
little administrative capacity to collect (unlike an income tax), we can also be confident that
failure to reject the null hypothesis by 5; = 0 is not attributable to the fact that states with

universal suffrage have often lacked the ability to levy a progressive inheritance tax.?* With

28Qpecifically, we add controls for partisan control of the government and GDP per capita. The idea that
partisanship may influence the extent to which countries tax inherited wealth is a straightforward extension of
the democratization argument. The claim is simply that it is only once left parties gain control of government
that countries adopt significant taxes on inherited wealth. We include lagged values of the variable Left
FEzecutive equal to one if the head of government is from a socialist or social democratic party and zero
otherwise in some of our specifications. Some caution should be made in interpreting the estimates in
regressions including this variable because an observed correlation between partisanship and inheritance tax
rates may simply indicate that some unobserved third factor leads countries to choose both left governments
and significant taxation of inherited wealth. Moreover, left partisanship may be a consequences of both
democracy and war which would make it an inappropriate control variable for regressions primarily designed
to estimate the effect of these two variables. The main source for the partisanship variable is Flora (1983).
The inclusion of the variable real GDP per capita controls for the possibility that countries at different levels
of development choose different levels of inheritance taxation. We evaluated several potential functional forms
for this relationship including adding a squared term and taking the natural log but there was no evidence that
these alternatives fit the data better. The source for the real GDP per capita measure is Angus Maddison,
Historical Statistics of the World Economy, http://www.ggdc.net/maddison/.

29We omit one country and year due to the constant.

30 Unlike more recent forms of taxation, such as the income tax, inheritance taxes generally require less
administrative capacity to collect. As long as heirs have an incentive to use the legal system to establish
their right to property from an estate, then this allows tax authorities to use information collected by legal
authorities to calculate taxes owed. It is for this reason that a former director of Great Britain’s Inland
Revenue observed, “The estate duty is thus to a large extent a self-collecting tax and requires no elaborate
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this said, it is, of course, possible for the assumptions of the model to be violated in a way
that generates correlations between the error term and our key independent variables that
would bias our results.

For example, our estimates of 8, would be inconsistent if there are time-varying unobserved
factors that influence inheritance taxation and are correlated with our democracy measures.
That said, most of the plausible unobservables based on the existing literature would suggest
a positive correlation between democracy and the error term—that is factors that would lead
countries both to adopt democratic institutions and tax the rich at a higher rate. Such a
correlation would suggest that our estimates, if inconsistent, are biased in a positive direction
and as such we have, if anything, overestimated the effect of democracy on top inheritance tax
rates. Unfortunately, it is probably not, however, plausible to treat our estimates solely as an
upper bound of the effect of democracy on top inheritance tax rates. Specifically, there is the
possibility of reverse causality in which a country under a nondemocratic form of government
adopts higher taxes of inherited wealth in order to avoid having to democratize (see e.g.
Acemoglu and Robinson 2006). Such a relationship would tend to bias our estimates in a
negative direction, leading us to underestimate the positive effect of democracy on inheritance
taxation.

In the case of our estimates of the effect of war mobilization on the top rate of inheritance
taxation, (5, we have the same general concerns. Specifically, it is possible that countries
select into war participation in part because of their beliefs about their ability to finance the
war by taxing the rich generally and inherited wealth in particular. This would bias our
estimates in a positive direction and lead us to overestimate the effect of war on inheritance
taxation. There are several reasons that we are skeptical about the importance of this poten-
tial selection issue with our sample. First, many of the decisions by countries that lead them
to be differentially exposed to mass warfare are long-term choices that remain fixed during
the period of our study. In particular, it is implausible that the timing of war exposure for

the key conflicts in our data, such as World War I and World War II, was determined by

machinery for enforcement.” Johnston (1965, p.153).
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expectations about the ease of taxing inherited wealth. Skepticism about the importance
of this potential source of bias is further bolstered by the fact that in critical cases, such as
World War I, none of the initial participants correctly anticipated the length of the conflict
or the extent of mobilization necessary to fight the war.3!

Finally, it is worth noting that the sources of possible bias for the estimates of the para-
meters for democracy (war mobilization) could also bias our estimates for war mobilization
(democracy). This, however, seems unlikely to be important in this setting as our estimates
for democracy (war mobilization) are qualitatively the same when we exclude war mobiliza-
tion (democracy).

Although we have collected a data set with annual frequency from 1816 to 2000, we do
not know a priori how long it may take for democratization or war mobilization to influence
policy choices. Consequently, we focus our analysis on specifications with observations spaced
at five and ten year intervals while reporting results for several annual specifications in the
appendix. The dependent variable in the five and ten year interval analyses is from the first
year of a given period. The independent variables are averages from the previous period.
Given the infrequency of mass war mobilization, it is essential to measure the presence of
war mobilization for the entire preceding period rather than simply the initial year of the
preceding period. Moreover, for both democracy and war mobilization, we expect a more
substantial effect the greater the number of years in the preceding period that were either
democratic or mobilized for war.

Our second econometric model takes the following form:

Tit = a+ pTi—1+ B1Dit—1 + BoWir—1 + vX_1 + 0¢ + €4t (2)

There are essentially two differences between this model and our initial approach. This

specification adds the lagged dependent variable and deletes the country fixed effects. This

31The often cited quote from Kaiser Wilhelm to the departing troops in August 1914 is, "You will be home
before the leaves have fallen from the trees." Even U.S. entry into World War I does not seem likely to be a
result of such a selection mechanism. Wilson won the 1916 election on a slogan of “he kept us out of war”
and likely would have never entered the war if it had not been for Germany’s tactical decision to implement
unrestricted submarine warfare.
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model takes an alternative strategy to concerns about potential time-varying unobservables
which might bias our estimates of 5; and /3, by conditioning on the lagged value of the top rate
of inheritance taxation. In this specification, we base our estimates on comparisons between
democracies and non-democracies and mobilizers for war and non-mobilizers conditioning on
a country’s most recent tax policies, time period fixed effects to control for common shocks,
and our other time-varying controls. As before, in some specifications we also add individual
linear time trends for each country to this model. The country fixed effects are omitted
here because OLS estimates are biased in models with a lagged dependent variable and fixed
effects. We present the ordinary least squares estimates of this model and report panel
corrected standard errors to account for country heterogeneity and cross-country correlations
in our data.’?

Generally, the same issues discussed for the first model are potential sources of bias for
this second specification. The exception to this is that the inclusion of the lagged dependent
variable controls for a number of potential time-varying unobservables that we might be
concerned about, but, of course, dropping the fixed effects opens up a new set of concerns.
Angrist and Pischke (2009) note that the different identifying assumptions in our two models
can, under some simple assumptions about the sources of selection, be considered to bound

our estimates of the positive treatment effects.

4 Estimation Results

Tables 2, 3, and 4 report the results for our main analyses. The first three columns in each
table report the results of our fixed effects specifications for our five-year panels. Column
(1) excludes our time varying control variables, column (2) includes them, and column (3)
adds country-specific time trends. Columns (4)-(6) in each table report the results of our

lagged dependent variable specifications also for our five-year panels. Column (4) excludes

32 The appendix reports results for specifications which include both a lagged dependent variable and country
and time fixed effects. Although biased, the OLS estimator is consistent as the number of periods goes
to infinity which, given our somewhat long time series, may justify consideration of the estimates for this
specification. The main substantive findings discussed in the text hold for these alternative specifications.
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our time varying control variables, column (5) includes them, and column (6) adds country-
specific time trends. Columns (7) and (8) report results for our ten-year interval panels
for the fixed effects specification (with time-varying control variables and country-specific
time trends) and the lagged dependent variable specification (also with time-varying control
variables and country-specific time trends). Table 2 employs our Universal Male Suffrage
measure of democracy, Table 3 uses the Boiz-Rosato measure, and Table 4 includes the No
Upper variable.

The estimates in Table 2 provide no evidence consistent with the idea that expansion of the
franchise increased the taxation of inherited wealth. The estimated coefficient for Universal
Male Suffrage;—1 is positive in columns (1), (2), (3), (6), (7), and (8) but negative in columns
(4) and (5). None of the positive estimates approach statistical significance at conventional
levels and the magnitudes of the estimates are not particularly large. Importantly, for the
five-year panels, the two specifications that include time varying controls and country-specific
time trends yield estimates of less than one and relatively large standard errors (the fixed
effects estimate is 0.934 with a standard error of 3.473 and the lagged dependent variable
estimate is 0.751 with a standard error of 1.779). The results for the ten-year panels are
qualitatively the same. While the standard errors for these estimates are too large for us to
exclude the possibility of a substantively meaningful effect for Universal Male Suffrage;—1,
none of the results are consistent with a substantively and statistically significant positive
effect of democratization on the top marginal rate of inheritance taxation.

Although we will discuss most of our robustness checks below, it is worth noting two
measurement issues here. First, in unreported regressions, we obtained very similar results
when using a dummy variable for countries with universal and equal male suffrage, that
is excluding from the “democratic” years cases where there was universal suffrage but a
plural voting system. As discussed in the previous section, we also evaluated the impact of
expansions of the franchise that lead to less than universal suffrage by including the variables
Electorate 25;_1, Electorate 50;_1, and FElectorate 75;_1 as our measure of the extent of

suffrage. These results are reported in the Appendix in Table A-4 and also fail to provide
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any evidence consistent with the hypothesized effect of democratization. The key result that
can be inferred from these estimates is that there is no evidence that expanding the franchise
increases the top rate of inheritance taxation in this data.

In contrast, the estimates in Table 2 are consistent with a substantively and statistically
significant positive effect of war mobilization on the top rate of inheritance tax. Across all
eight specifications reported, the coefficient estimate for the variable War Mobilization;_1 is
positive and statistically significant. In the fixed effects specifications for the 5-year panels,
the coefficient estimates range between 18.468 and 23.017 with relatively small standard
errors. This indicates that, all else equal, a country that mobilized for mass warfare for an
entire five year period increased its top inheritance tax rate by 18 to 23 percentage points
compared to a country that did not mobilize for war. The magnitude of this effect is somewhat
larger than the mean of the Top Rate variable (17) and about the same size as its standard
deviation (22). This implies, of course, that a shorter conflict of one or two years would be
associated with a 4 to 10 percentage point increase which while smaller is still substantively
significant. The coefficient estimates for the five-year panels with a lagged dependent variable
are between 14.456 and 14.651, again with relatively small standard errors. It is worth noting
that the implied long-run effect of mobilization would be much larger in these estimates
(between 42 and 121), but we do not focus on this quantity of interest because our approach
is to use the lagged dependent variable to increase the plausibility that there are no important
differences between the country time periods with and without war mobilization, allowing
us to interpret our estimates of 3, as measuring the causal effect. The estimates for the

ten-year panels are qualitatively the same.??

33The coefficient estimates for our time-varying control variables merit some discussion. The results for
partisanship as measured by Left Ezecutive;—; are mixed. In the fixed effects specifications reported in
columns (2), (3), and (7) of each table, the estimates are generally positive but they are imprecisely estimated
with relatively large standard errors. In the lagged dependent variable specifications reported in columns (5),
(6), and (8), however, the estimates are positive and, in the 5-year panels, statistically significant. This finding
is consistent with the idea that left governments representing relatively poorer constituents were more likely
to implement higher taxes on inherited wealth. Overall, the mixed evidence is consistent with the qualitative
pattern that we observe in closer analyses of the cases. Certainly, in some countries important increases and
decreases seem to have followed a partisan logic, but there are many examples of right governments increasing
the top rate of inheritance taxation and left governments decreasing or even eliminating the tax altogether.
That said, we again caution against too much attention to this result, because left partisan control is not
exogenously assigned to a country and is likely influenced by various time changing characteristics of a country,
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The results in Table 3, which employs the Boiz-Rosato measure of democracy, follow
those in Table 2 extremely closely. The coefficient estimates are negative (the wrong sign)
and statistically insignificant at conventional levels in all but three specifications. In the
fixed effects specifications that do have positive signs, the estimates are small in magnitude
and again statistically insignificant. There is simply no evidence in these results consis-
tent with the argument that democratization increases the top rate of inheritance taxation.
The coefficient estimates for War Mobilization,—1 closely mirror the estimates in Table 2,
providing further evidence for the war mobilization effect. This pattern of null results for
democracy measures and stable positive estimates for war mobilization is also evident in the
appendix Tables A-2 and A-3, which employ the Direct Elections and Secret Ballot measures
of democracy. All of these estimates follow quite closely those reported in Tables 2 and 3.

The one partial exception to the pattern of results that we have observed so far is for
specifications which include the No Upper measure of democracy. These estimates are
reported in Table 4. The first thing to note about the results is that the coefficient estimates
for War Mobilization,—1 are positive and statistically significant across all eight specifications.
Moreover, the magnitudes of the estimates are, if anything, slightly larger than in Tables 2
and 3. Thus, the evidence in Table 4 remains strongly consistent with the war mobilization
hypothesis. What differs in Table 4 from Tables 2 and 3 is that the coefficient estimates
for the variable No Upper are positive across all specifications and statistically significant
in four of the eight specifications (albeit only at the 0.10 level in two of the specifications).
In our fixed effects specifications, the pattern of results suggests some doubt that there is a
robust finding for No Upper. The estimates in columns (1) and (2) are large and marginally
statistically significant but once country-specific time trends are added in column (3), the

estimate is substantially smaller and not statistically significant. This suggests that the

some observed and some not. Importantly, the empirical record suggests that wars themselves often make
left partisan control more likely. As such, partisanship may be, in part, another mechanism by which wars
influence inheritance taxation. The biggest concern about time-varying characteristics of countries, though,
is the possibility of unobserved factors that may influence both partisan control and inheritance taxation and
thus generate bias in our estimates. The coefficient estimates for our other time-varying control variable GDP
per capita;_1 are generally positive but not statistically significant. We tried a number of functional forms for
this variable but none of them yielded significant results.
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presence of a nondemocratic upper house is not correlated with the top rate of inheritance
taxation once we control for country-specific time trends. Interestingly, the pattern is exactly
the opposite in the lagged dependent variable specifications. While the estimates in columns
(4) and (5) are quite small and statistically insignificant, the estimate in column (6), which
includes country-specific time-trends, is 3.728 with a standard error of 1.259. The difference
in estimates between the specifications with fixed effects and country-specific time-trends and
a lagged dependent variable and country-specific time trends is repeated for the ten-year panel
results in columns (7) and (8). Overall, Table 4 presents some mixed evidence consistent with
a somewhat alternative form of the democratization argument in which democratic politics
may lead to higher taxation of inherited wealth but only once key veto points such as a
nondemocratic upper house are democratized.

The evidence in Tables 2-4 strongly suggests that war mobilization increases the top
rate of inheritance taxation but casts substantial doubt on the importance of democratic
institutions. We evaluated the robustness of these results in several ways.3*

First, as discussed above we consider several alternative measures of democracy including
the presence of a secret ballot, the existence of direct elections, and partial extensions of
the franchise. Results for these measures are reported in Appendix Tables A-2, A-3, and
A-4. Across all specifications the coefficient estimates for our war mobilization measure are
positive, statistically significant, and very close in magnitude to those reported in Tables 2-4.
Moreover, the democracy measures themselves are not significantly correlated with the top
rate of inheritance taxation.

Second, we also considered two alternative measures of war mobilization. The first
alternative is a dummy variable set equal to 1 if in a particular year the country was engaged
in an interstate war and at least 5 percent of the population was serving in the military.
As such, this measure is the same as our War Mobilization,_1 variable except that the

threshold has been adjusted from two to five percent. Estimating analogous specifications

34In addition to the tests discussed below, we conducted a number of standard sensitivity tests including
dropping one country from the analysis at a time for our baseline specifications. Our coefficient estimates
were quite stable across these different samples.
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to those reported in Tables 2-4 yields positive and statistically significant estimates for the
mobilization coefficient. The second alternative measure of mobilization that we defined was
based simply on a qualitative coding of significant participation in World War I and World
War II. The main advantage of this variable is that it does not rely on the Correlates of
War mobilization data which may be measured with error but rather focuses simply on the
dates of participation in these wars. These specifications also yielded positive and statistically
significant estimates for the war mobilization coefficient.

Third, one might be concerned that the results were driven by policy choices under
occupation—e.g. U.S. occupation of Japan after World War II—rather than the result of
an independent country setting policy. We reestimated our specifications in Tables 2-4 drop-
ping any five-year or ten-year period for which a country was occupied during any year of
the period. The results of these estimates closely mirrored our findings reported in Tables
2-4 for both our democracy measures and war mobilization.

Fourth, we investigated two arguments related to the war mobilization hypothesis. Thus
far, we have maintained the assumption that both democratic and non-democratic govern-
ments may be compelled to tax inherited wealth at a higher rate in order to mobilize the
population for war, particularly to the extent that those tax policies help to ensure equal sac-
rifice in the war effort. This assumption is justified to the extent that nondemocratic leaders
have an incentive to set policies which make protests and revolutions less likely and encourage
effort during times of war. That said, it is certainly possible that the war mobilization effect
would be larger in democratic states because these leaders have a greater incentive to respond
to the policy preferences of their citizens. Table A-6 reports results in columns (1)-(4) which
test this argument by interacting the Universal Male Suffrage;—1 and Boix-Rosato;_1 mea-
sures of democracy with War Mobilization,—1. If the war mobilization effect was stronger in
democracies, we would expect a positive coefficient on the interaction term. The estimates
are mixed across measures and specifications. The only statistically significant result for the
interaction term is in the wrong direction and is sensitive to specification choices. Another

argument related to the war mobilization hypothesis is that left governments, who were more
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likely to support the taxation of capital in the first place, adapted their policies to the changes
in preferences induced by war more significantly. Table A-6 reports results in columns (5)
and (6) which test this argument by interacting the Left Erxecutive;_1 with War Mobiliza-
tion,—1. If the war mobilization effect was stronger under left governments, we would expect
a positive coefficient on the interaction term. Our estimates, however, are of mixed signs and
not statistically significant. This is consistent with the idea that although the left certainly
supported the taxation of inherited wealth more than the right, governments of both the left
and the right felt compelled to raise these taxes as a consequence of a country’s mobilization
for war.

Fifth, our two econometric approaches make particular assumptions about the data gen-
erating process and each would produce biased estimates under the assumptions of the other
model. Consequently, a model with fixed effects and a lagged dependent variable is of obvi-
ous interest. We do not consider this in our main specifications because OLS estimates are
biased in models with a lagged dependent variable and fixed effects. Nonetheless, the OLS
estimator is consistent as the number of periods goes to infinity, which given our somewhat
long time series may justify consideration of the estimates for this specification. Appen-
dix Table A-5 reports estimates for specifications including a lagged dependent variable and

country fixed effects.??

The main results reported in Tables 2-4 hold for these alternative
specifications.  War Mobilization;—1 is positively and significantly correlated with the top
rate measure of inheritance taxation. None of the coefficient estimates for Universal Male
Suffrage;—1 and Boix-Rosatoy_1 are statistically significant or large in magnitude. Interest-
ingly, there is evidence that the variable No Upper is positively correlated with the Top Rate
measure. In the five-year panels, the point estimate for this coefficient is roughly 4. This
indicates that, all else equal, a country lacking a nondemocratic upper house with veto power

set its top inheritance tax rate about 4 percentage points higher than a country which had

such an institution throughout the entire five-year interval. Keeping in mind that this esti-

35We also estimated several specifications with fixed effects and a lagged dependent variable using Arellano
and Bond’s (1991) GMM estimator and found qualitatively similar results. It is not clear that this estimator,
however, is a good fit for our data given that we only have 19 cross-sectional units.
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mate is somewhat sensitive to specification choices, it is the one piece of evidence consistent
with a small but important democracy effect on inheritance taxation.

Finally, in the appendix, Table A-7 reports results reestimating our main specifications
using the annual data set. The results here closely mirror those reported in Tables 2-4. We
also estimated regressions with the annual data which included each independent variable
lagged five times and found these results to be consistent with our overall findings.

All of these considerations help support the claim that we observe a strong positive
correlation between our measures of war mobilization and the top rate of inheritance taxation,
but we do not generally observe a positive correlation between our democracy variables and
the top rate. The results are also consistent with war mobilization having a positive causal
effect on the top rate of inheritance taxation under the identifying assumptions of our two sets
of econometric models. As discussed in the previous section, there are good reason to think
these assumptions hold. Most importantly, once we control for country fixed effects, period
fixed effects, and country-specific time trends, our greatest remaining concern should be time-
varying unobserved factors that would lead countries to enter wars and tax inherited wealth
at particular times. But as we discussed previously, the timing of mass conflicts seems
generally unpredictable—driven by factors such as assassination, geography, and military

technology—and unanticipated by many of the combatants.

5 Interpreting the War Result

We have so far presented evidence of a robust correlation between war mobilization and
top marginal rates of inheritance taxation. This finding persists when using a variety of
different strategies to control for unobserved effects that may be biasing our conclusion. So
far, however, we have not attempted to adjudicate between the different war mechanisms
proposed in the introduction to this paper. On the one hand, policymakers concerned about
smoothing tax rates on labor income might want to temporarily increase taxes on accumulated
capital when faced with an expenditure shock due to war in the manner considered by Chari,

Christiano and Kehoe (1994). For a war implying a given temporary increase in expenditures,
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this effect could operate irrespective of whether the conflict involved mass mobilization of the
populace, or if the conflict instead involved a more limited mobilization of manpower but
heavy capital expenditures. On the other hand, policymakers might also choose to increase
taxes on accumulated capital for the more simple reason that they were experiencing political
pressure to do so, because those who fought in the war demanded equal burden sharing. For
a war implying a given temporary increase in expenditures, we would only expect this latter
effect to operate in the case of a war of mass mobilization and not in the case of a capital
intensive conflict in which only a very small segment of the population is actually engaged
on the battlefield.

How can we distinguish empirically between these two mechanisms? In an ideal world,
we would be able to conduct the following experiment — compare the pattern of taxation
in a country that fights a war of mass mobilization with that of a country that fights a
war in which a more limited fraction of the population is mobilized but which is equally
expensive. Fortunately for humanity, the twentieth century did not, in addition to World
Wars I and II, produce a set of wars of the second category that could be used to allow for
this sort of comparison. However, looking further back in history to the previous set of
major European wars, we can gain some purchase on this question. For France and Great
Britain we will compare patterns of taxation, mobilization, and war expenditure during the
Napoleonic Wars and during World War 1.

In nominal terms the British and French governments spent far more in World War I than
they had in any previous war. It might therefore seem logical to observe that the advent of
heavy inheritance taxation would appear in the wake of this unprecedentedly expensive war.
A closer look at the evidence reveals a much different picture. When compared to potential
revenues, as proxied by national output, the Napoleonic wars appear to have been just as
expensive as World War I, and they occurred, at least in the British case, with a government
that entered the war under much more desperate fiscal circumstances. The crucial difference
may have instead been that at any one time during this conflict, neither France nor Great

Britain mobilized more than about a fourth of the number of troops that they would mobilize
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during World War 1.

For Great Britain we can use the best available statistics to provide estimates of mobiliza-
tion and expenditure during the Napoleonic Wars.?® If we adopt the figures used by Colley
(1994), then Great Britain at the peak of the Napoleonic Wars mobilized approximately
390,000 men between its army and navy out of a total population of roughly 18.8 million —
a mobilization ratio of 2.1%.3” Now contrast this with mobilization during World War I. At
the peak of this latter conflict Great Britain mobilized 4.4 million men in its armed forces
out of a population of 43.3 million — a mobilization ratio of 10.2%.3® While the Napoleonic
era statistics should be considered as estimates under uncertainty, it nonetheless seems clear
from these figures that the British population was much more massively mobilized for World
War I than was the case for the wars against Napoleon.

Estimates of British spending in the Napoleonic Wars and in World War I suggest a much
different picture than is the case for mobilization levels. If we look at peak annual military
spending relative to national output, we actually see a much more similar ratio during the two
conflicts. For World War I we can make use of the total for military expenditures provided
by government audit. Based on these figures, in the 1917-18 fiscal year Great Britain spent
1,767,550,494 pounds sterling on its armed forces.>® This was equivalent to 39% of GDP.40
Now compare this with British military spending during the Napoleonic wars. In 1815, when
military outlays were at their peak, according to the data in Mitchell (1988) the British navy
spent 72 million pounds on its armed forces, or a sum equivalent to 22% of GDP.*! This is
significantly lower than peak World War I spending, but on this dimension the two periods

of warfare appear far less different than when we consider mobilization levels. Overall then,

30While the Correlates of War data set provides estimates of mobilization for all countries beginning in
1815, it does not provide estimates for the Napoleonic Wars.

37 Armed forces include an army of 250,000 and a navy with 140,000 men. In addition, Great Britain had
a significant number of militia forces to defend against a potential invasion. The population figure is based
on data from the 1811 censuses of England and Scotland and the 1821 census of Ireland, all as reported in
Mitchell (1975).

38 These figures are from the Correlates of War data that we use for our main statistical analyses.

39Mallet and George (1929 p.392).

1"Nominal GDP for the 1917-18 fiscal year is calculated using the series constructed by Officer (2009) that
provides nominal GDP estimates for the 1917 and 1918 calendar years.

*'Nominal GDP estimates from Officer (2009).
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if in nominal terms British military spending during World War I was almost fifteen times
larger than spending in 1815, Britain’s tremendous growth during the nineteenth century
meant that this sum was being taken out of a rapidly expanding pie. When this factor is
taken into account, it becomes harder to suggest that the scale of spending during World War
I should have necessarily created incentives to engage in the taxation of capital in order to
smooth the taxation of labor, if one is to simultaneously claim that Napoleonic War spending
should not have had the same effect.

There is one final factor to consider for Britain which is initial fiscal conditions upon en-
tering the Napoleonic Wars and World War 1. If these initial conditions were the determining
factor, we would have been more likely to observe a move to tax capital during this earlier
conflict. When Napoleon I seized power in France in 1799, British public debt already stood
at a staggering level of 166% of GDP, a consequence of a series of war engagements that had
seen this ratio grow relatively constantly after 1688.4> By the end of the Napoleonic Wars
British public debt had increased to an even more staggering level of 223% of GDP.*3 Under
these conditions it is not surprising that British Prime Ministers like William Pitt increased
rates on many existing taxes and created entirely new ones targeted at the wealthy. One of
these policy changes was the imposition of higher death duties. Another change was William
Pitt’s establishment of an income tax. But the marginal rates on both death duties and the
income tax remained extremely low by modern standards. Moreover, Pitt was stymied in
several of these initiatives, such as his effort in 1798 to have the coverage of the legacy duty
extended to cover all transfers of real property (i.e. real estate), as opposed to applying
exclusively to moveables.*!

Now consider the British government’s fiscal position upon entering World War 1. In
1914 the ratio of public debt to GDP stood at the relatively low level of 25% of GDP. This
was accounted for in part by the fact that Britain had experienced a period of sustained

growth during the nineteenth century and without involvement in massive conflicts. By 1918

*2The ratio is constructed using debt figures from Mitchell (1988 p.600) and the GDP estimate for 1801
reported by Officer (2009).

3 Debt figure from Mitchell (1988 p.600). Ratio constructed using Officer’s (2009) GDP estimate for 1811.

" On this point see the discussion in Soward (1919).
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this figure had ballooned to 115% of GDP as Britain borrowed massively to finance war
expenditures. So, during World War I Britain experienced a very large increase in its debt to
GDP ratio, but even at the end of this conflict the British government’s total indebtedness
measured relative to national output stood at a significantly lower level than when the British
state had entered the wars against Napoleon.

Turning now to France, while we do not benefit from expenditure or revenue data of
the same quality as for Great Britain in the Napoleonic Wars, we can make a comparison
between war mobilization during this period and during World War I. Here the received
wisdom would seem to be that with the invention of the levée en masse in 1793, the French
government initiated a new era — that of warfare fought by mass armies of citizens. Numerous
authors have emphasized how this went hand in hand with both a new spirit of nationalism
(perhaps necessary to motivate these armies) and the idea that in a republic all citizens
might be required to serve.*> But as Crépin (2009) emphasizes in her recent authoritative
history of conscription in France, if we look at estimates for the actual numbers generated
by this new policy, the invention of the levée en masse seems to have been much more of
an evolution than a revolution. World War I, in contrast, was much more of a critical break
in terms of mobilization levels. Under the levée en masse, which was a system involving
short term requisition of labor, Crépin (2009) suggests that maximum mobilization reached
800,000 men. This was a large number, but not massively larger than the total number of
men under arms at the peak of conflicts under Louis XIV a century earlier. At the peak
of war mobilization under Napoleon in 1812 the total armed forces reached nearly a million
men. This was equivalent to 3.3% of the total French population. Now compare this with
the peak mobilization of 5.3 million men during World War I, which was equivalent to 13.5%
of the French population at the time.*°

We have demonstrated that Great Britain engaged in the Napoleonic wars under fiscal

conditions that we might have expected to trigger increased taxation of accumulated capital.

For an excellent example of this interpretation see the discussion by Samuel Finer (1975) of "The
Napoleonic Watershed."
10World War I figures based on Correlates of War project data.
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But the British government did not significantly increase taxes on inherited wealth. This
result is not exceptional. In an environment of recurrent warfare in Europe, for centuries
states had fought wars under desperate financial circumstances, yet they did not seek to
dramatically increase direct taxes on wealth.?” The contrast between British and French
tax behavior in the Napoleonic Wars and World War I may, therefore, reflect the political

mobilization effect that we proposed at the outset of the paper.*®

6 Conclusion

What factors prompt a society to begin significantly taxing inherited wealth? The evidence
that we have collected for this paper suggests that democracy based on universal suffrage has
not been a sufficient condition for this to occur. There is some mixed evidence in our data
that institutional barriers provided by unelected upper chambers posed a significant obstacle
to the implementation of steep inheritance taxes, but none of the other panoply of institutions
commonly suggested to have limited working class influence seem to have mattered in this
area of policy.

This result has important implications for the extensive literature on the political econ-
omy of redistribution, taxation, and political regimes. The idea that democracy generally and
expansion of the franchise specifically constitutes a credible commitment to redistribute plays
a central role in much of the work in this field (e.g. Romer 1975, Meltzer and Richard 1981,
Acemoglu and Robinson 2006, and Boix 2003). Other research in the field (e.g. Acemoglu
and Robinson 2008) has noted that there seem to be important cases such as many countries
in Latin America for which it is not clear that the transition to mass participation in electoral
politics has led to progressive taxation or significant redistribution. Our study suggests that

in at least one important policy domain—the taxation of inherited wealth—the absence of

4TThey did of course often resort to other expedient measures, in particular indirect taxation of capital via
debt defaults and inflation.

" There was indeed another major difference between the political environment during the Napoleonic Wars
and World War I — the latter conflict was fought in an environment of universal, or near universal, suffrage
whereas the former conflict was fought under a regime of parliamentary government but with a much more
restricted suffrage. But we remind readers of the results of our pooled analysis in which there is no evidence
of a significant interaction effect between war mobilization and universal suffrage.
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a relationship between democratization and redistribution may be more general. This con-
clusion raises a number of interesting questions for future research. If the result is specific
to certain policy domains and democratization systematically leads to policies favoring the
poor in some issue areas but not others, identifying compelling accounts for when democratic
institutions are influential is an important research agenda. If, in contrast, more systematic
data collection and analysis, as we have provided in the area of inheritance taxation, throws
doubt on the importance of democratization across many or most redistributive policy in-
struments, more attention should be focused on identifying the alternative mechanisms by
which democracy fails to generate policies favorable to the poor.

The much more consistent result in our analysis is that warfare, and in particular mass
warfare involving mobilization of a substantial segment of a country’s population, has been
a major force leading to heavy taxation of inherited wealth. This finding is important for
several political economy literatures. First, a number of studies (e.g. Kopczuk and Saez
2001, Piketty 2001, Piketty and Saez 2003, Piketty, Postel-Vinay, and Rosenthal 2006, and
Roine and Waldenstrom 2009) suggest that progressive income and capital taxation have
been salient factors in determining long-run trends in wealth inequality. Our study provides
an answer to the natural question raised by this literature: what were the factors which made
high taxation of inherited wealth politically sustainable in the first place. The fact that mobi-
lization for mass warfare seems so important is particularly interesting because this research
has also noted the direct effect of wars on compressing the distribution of wealth. Thus, wars
play a central role in the determination of wealth distribution over the course of the twentieth
century—directly by destroying some fortunes through war itself and related economic crises
and indirectly through their effect on the taxation of inherited wealth. Second and closely
related, the role of wars in determining long-run trends in social policies while certainly not
ignored altogether seems substantially underappreciated, especially in the political economy
literature. Further research, identifying its potential impact on other areas of taxation and
on spending may be particularly productive. Third, we have presented some evidence that

it was the particular political conditions created by mass warfare—specifically the need to
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ensure equal sacrifice in the war effort—that explains the observed war effect on inheritance
taxes though it has not been the primary goal of this paper to try to fully adjudicate between
alternative interpretations of the effect. If our interpretation is correct, however, the empir-
ical results of this paper resonate strongly with theoretical work in political economy which
has focused on the potential importance of fairness considerations in determining the extent
of redistribution in society (e.g. Alesina and Angeletos 2005). Further, this interpretation of
the result raises the question of whether the shift we are now observing in many countries
away from heavily taxing inherited wealth represents a return to a more common context in

a democracy that is not mobilizing the great mass of its citizens for war.

40



1]

References

Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2000. "Why Did the West Extend the
Franchise? Democracy, Inequality, and Growth in Historical Perspective." Quarterly
Journal of Economics 115(4): 1167-99.

Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2006. Fconomic Origins of Dictatorship
and Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2008. "Persistence of Power, Elites, and
Institutions." American Economic Review. 98(1): 267-293.

Aiyagari, S. Rao, Albert Marcet, Thomas Sargent, and Juha Seppala. 2002. "Optimal
Taxation Without State-Contingent Debt." Journal of Political Economy. 110(6): 1220-
1254.

Alesina, Alberto, and G.M. Angeletos. 2005. “Fairness and Redistribution.” American
FEconomic Review Vol. 95 No. 4:960-80.

Angrist, Joshua, and Jorn-Steffen Pischke. 2009. Mostly Harmless Econometrics.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Arellano, Manuel, and Stephen Bond. 1991. “Some Tests of Specification for Panel
Data: Monte Carlo Evidence and an Application to Employment Equations.” Review
of Economic Studies 58(2): 277-97.

Barlow, John Lesley King, and Anthony King. 2008. Wills, Administration and Taxa-
tion Law and Practice. 9th ed. London: Sweet & Maxwell.

Barro, Robert. 1979. "On the Determination of Public Debt." Journal of Political
Economy. 87(5):940-971.

Barro, Robert. 1987. "Government Spending, Interest Rates, Prices, and Budget
Deficits in the United Kingdom, 1701-1918.” Journal of Monetary Economics. 20: 221-
247.

Bartels, Larry. 2008. Unequal Democracy: The Political Economy of the New Gilded
Age. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Bartolini, Stefano. 2000. The Political Mobilization of the FEuropean Left, 1860-1980:
The Class Cleavage. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Batchelder, Lily. 2008. "What Should Society Expect from Heirs? A Proposal for a
Comprehensive Inheritance Tax."

Battiato, Salvatore Enrico. 1974. La tassazione dei transferimenti della ricchezza a
titolo gratuito. Milano: Dott. A. Giuffre Editore.

Beckert, Jens. 2008. Inherited Wealth. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Besley, Timothy, and Torsten Persson. 2009. "The Origins of State Capacity: Property
Rights, Taxation, and Politics." American Economic Review 99(4): 1218-1244.

41



[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]
[25]

[26]

Boix, Carles. 2003. Democracy and Redistribution. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Boix, Carles, and Sebastian Rosato. 2001. "A Complete Data Set of Political Regimes,
1800-1999"

Boulenaz, André. 1961. Die Erbschafts- und Schenkungssteuern unter besonderer
Beriicksichtigung der schweizerischen Verhdltnisse. Winterthur: P.G. Keller.

Capgras, J.-P., and E. Domergue. 1935. Tableaur Barémes Pratiques des Droits de
Succession. 3rd ed. Paris: Tableaux Barémes Pratiques.

Caramani, Daniele. 2000. Elections in Western Europe since 1815: Electoral Results by
Constituencies. London, Macmillan Reference.

Carter, George E. 1973. "Federal Abandonment of the Estate Tax: The Intergovern-
mental Fiscal Dimension." Canadian Tax Journal 21(3): 232-246.

Chari, V.V., Lawrence Christiano, and Patrick Kehoe. "Optimal Fiscal Policy in a
Business Cycle Model." Journal of Political Economy 102(4): 617-652.

Chown, John. 1975. A Guide to Capital Transfer Tax. London: Kogan Page.

Colley, Linda. 1994. "The Reach of the State, the Appeal of the Nation." in Lawrence
Stone (ed.) An Imperial State at War: Britain from 1689 to 1815. London: Routledge.

Coutot, Maurice. 1925. L’aggravation des impdts sur les successions: Ses conséquences
financiéres, économiques et sociales. Meulan: Imprimerie Auguste Réty (Dissertation,
Université¢ de Paris).

Cremer, Helmut, and Pierre Pestieau. 2003. "Wealth Transfer Taxation: A Survey of
the Theoretical Literature."

Crepin, Annie. 2009. Histoire de la Conscription. Paris: Gallimard.

Daumard, Adeline. 1973. Les fortunes francaises aux XIX€ siécle: Enquéte sur la ré-
partition et la composition des capitaux privés a Paris, Lyon, Bordeaux et Toulouse
d’apres 'enregistrement des déclarations de succession. Paris: Mouton.

de Wilde d’Estmael, Emmanuel. 2004. Les droits de succession. 4th ed. Bruxelles:
Creadif.

Det Kongelige Finansdepartment. 2001. "Arveavgift." Norges Offentlige Utredninger
2000(8).

Dorazil, Wilfried. 1975. Kommentar zum Erbschafts- und Schenkungs steuergesetz samt
Erbschaftssteuerdquivalentgesetz, 2nd ed.. Wien: Manzsche Verlags- und Universitéts-
buchhandlung.

Dowell, Stephen. 1965. A History of Taxation and Tazes in England: From the Earliest
Times to the Present Day — Volume 8 — Direct Taxes and Stamp Duties. London: Frank
Cass.

42



[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

Drukker, M. 1957. Beschouwingen over de Successiewet 1956. Amsterdam: N.V. Uit-
geverij Fed.

Duff, David G. 2005. "The Abolition of Wealth Transfer Taxes: Lessons from Canada,
Australia, and New Zealand." Pittsburgh Tax Review 3(72): 71-120.

Dupeyron, André. 1913. L’impét sur les successions. Bordeaux: Imprimerie de
I'université (Dissertation, Université de Bordeaux).

Eberstein, Gosta. 1956. Den svenska arvslotts- och gdvobeskattningen. 2nd ed. Stock-
holm: Norstedt.

Englund, Goéran, and Christer Silfverberg. 1997. Beskattning av arv och gdva. 11th ed.
Stockholm: Norstedts Juridik.

Farhi, Emmanuel, and Ivan Werning. 2009. "Progressive Estate Taxation." Quarterly
Journal of Economics, forthcoming.

Faure, Henri. 1922. La taxe successorale instituée par la loi du 31 décembre 1917, mod-
ifiée par la loi du 25 juin 1920. Rennes: Imprimeries Réunies (Dissertation, Université
de Rennes).

Finnish Tax Administration. 2009. Inheritance Taz. Publication of the Finnish Tax
Administration 35e.09, 1 January.

Flora, Peter et al. 1983. State, Economy, and Society in Western Europe since 1815.

Gallo-Orsi, Gianfranco. 1994. “La disciplina tributaria delle successioni e delle don-
azioni." In Rescigno, Pietro. ed. Succesioni e donazioni. Vol. II. Padova: CEDAM, pp.
371-385.

Garelli, Alessandro. 1896. L’imposta successoria. Torino: Fratelli Bocca.

Giuliani Fonrouge, Carlos M. 1937. Impuesto a la transmision gratuita de bienes: Doc-
trina, legislacion nactonal y extranjera, jurisprudencia argentina y norteamericana.
Buenos Aires: El Ateneo.

Goldsmith, Paul. 2008. We Won, You Lost. Fat That! A political history of tax in
New Zealand since 1840. Auckland: David Ling.

Graetz, Michael J., and Ian Shapiro. 2005. Death By A Thousand Cuts. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Green, G. M. 1936. The Death Duties. London: Butterworth & Co.

Griffin, E.G. 1965. The Adoption of Universal Manhood Suffrage in Japan. Doctoral
Dissertation, Columbia University.

Grisolia Gesano, Erminia. 1958. Rassegna di giurisprudenza sulla imposta di succes-
sione. Milano: Dott. A. Giuffre Editore.

43



Grisolia Gesano, Erminia. 1962. Rassegna di giurisprudenza sulla itmposta di successione
(aggiornamento al 31 decembre 1961) e rassegna di giurisprudenza sulla imposta sul
valore netto globale dell’asse ereditario. Milano: Dott. A. Giuffre Editore.

Hintze, Otto. 1906. "Military Organization and the Organization of the State." In The
Historical Essays of Otto Hintze.

Huber, Emil. 1946. Die Besteuerung der Erbschaften und Schenkungen in der Schweiz.
Aarau: H. R. Sauerldnder & Co.

Jacobson, Darien B., Brian G. Raub, and Barry W. Johnson. 2007. "The Estate Tax:
Ninety Years and Counting." Statistics of Income Bulletin, Summer: 118-128.

Johnston, Alexander 1965. The Inland Revenue. London: George Allen and Unwin.

Kisker, Klaus Peter. 1964. Die Erbschaftsteuer als Mittel der Vermégensredistribution:
Eine empirische und theoretische Untersuchung. Berlin: Duncker & Humblot.

Kohonen, Anssi. 2007. “Perinto- ja lahjaverotus: Nikokulmia talous-teoriasta, maail-
malta ja Suomesta.” Discussion Paper 411, Valtion taloudellinen tutkimuskeskus (Gov-
ernment Institute for Economic Research), January.

Lawday, D. J., and E. J. Mann. 1971. Green’s Death Duties. 7th ed. London: Butter-
worths.

Lindert, Peter. 2004. Growing Public: Social Spending and Economic Growth Since the
Eighteenth Century. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Lucas, Robert and Nancy Stokey. 1983. "Optimal Fiscal and Monetary Policy in an
Economy Without Capital." Journal of Monetary Economics. 12:55-93.

Luckey, John R. 2005. "A History of Federal Estate, Gift, and Generation-Skipping
Taxes." CRS Report for Congress, updated January 3.

Mackie, Thomas T., and Richard Rose. 1974. The International Almanac of Electoral
History. London: Macmillan.

Malaurie, Philippe. 2008. Les Successions, Les Libéralités. 3rd ed. Paris: Defrénois.

Malett, Bernard and Oswald George. 1929. British Budgets, Second Series 1913-14 to
1920-21. London: Macmillan.

McKay, Lindsay. 1978. “Historical Aspects of the Estate Tax.” New Zealand Universities
Law Review 8 (April): 1-32.

Meltzer, Allan H., and Scott F. Richard. 1981. “A Rational Theory of the Size of
Government.” Journal of Political Economy 89 (Oct): 914-927.

Mitchell, B.R. 1975. Furopean Historical Statistics. New York: Columbia Univ. Press.

Mitchell, B.R. 2003. International Historical Statistics: the Americas 1750-2000. Bas-
ingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

44



[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

73]
[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

78]

[84]

[85]

Mitchell, B.R. 2003. International Historical Statistics: Europe 1750-2000. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Mitchell, B.R. 2007. International Historical Statistics: Africa, Asia, and Oceania
1750-2005. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Model, Otto. 1953. Handbuch zum Testaments- und Erbschaftsteuerrecht. Koln: Verlag
Dr Otto Schmidt.

Munkholm Povlsen, Janne Britt and Eva Krog Thomsen. 1982. “Et bidrag til belysning
af arveafgifternes historie.” Justitia 5 (2): 1-100.

Officer, Lawrence. 2009. "What Was UK GDP Then? A Data Study."

Ohlsson, Henry. 2009. "The legacy of the Swedish gift and inheritance tax, 1884-2004."
Working paper 2009:13, Uppsala University, Department of Economics.

Perraud-Charmantier, A. 1956. Manuel pratique des successions: Toutes successiones
— Civiles, militaires, agricoles; Parts réservées; Formalités; Impots. 3rd ed. Paris: Li-
brairie Générale de Droit et de Jurisprudence.

Perry, J. Harvey. 1955. Taxes, Tariffs, and Subsidies: A History of Canadian Fiscal
Development. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Perry, J. Harvey. 1989. A Fiscal History of Canada: The Postwar Years. Toronto:
Canadian Tax Foundation.

Picard, Edmond, N. d’Hoffschmidt, and Jules de le Court. 1912. Pandectes Belges — In-
ventaire général du droit belge o la fin du XIXeme siécle Vol. 104. Bruxelles: Ferdinand
Larcier.

Piketty, Thomas. 2001. Les hauts revenus en France au XXéme siécle. Paris: Grasset.

Piketty, Thomas, and Emmanuel Saez. 2003. “Income Inequality in the United States.”
Quarterly Journal of Economics Vol. CXVIII No. 1: 1-39.

Piketty, Thomas, Gilles Postel-Vinay, and Jean-Laurent Rosenthal. 2006. "Wealth Con-
centration in a Developing Economy: Paris and France, 1807-1994.” American Eco-
nomic Review. 96(1): 236-256.

Poterba, James. 1998. "Estate and Gift Taxes and Incentives for Inter Vivos Giving in
the United States." NBER Working Paper No.6842.

Roine, Jesper, and Daniel Waldenstrom. 2009. “Wealth Concentration over the Path
of Development: Sweden, 1873-2006.” Scandinavian Journal of Economics 111 (1):
151-187.

Romer, Thomas. 1975. “Individual Welfare, Majority Voting, and the Properties of the
a Linear Income Tax.” Journal of Public Economics 4 (2):163-185.

Rytohonka, Risto. 1996. “Inheritance and Gift Tax Revised.” Furopean Tazation. 36
(10): 322-326.

45



[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]

Say, Léon, Louis Foyot, and A. Lanjalley. 1894. Dictionnaire des Finances. Vol. II: E-Z.
Paris: Berger-Levrault.

Schanz, Georg. 1901. "Studien zur Geschichte und Theorie der Erbschaftssteuer (Fort-
setzung)." Finanzarchiv 18(2): 53-195.

Scheve, Kenneth, and David Stasavage. Forthcoming. “The Conscription of Wealth:
Mass Warfare and the Demand for Progressive Taxation.” International Organization.

Schoenblum, Jeffrey A. 1982. Multistate and Multinational Fstate Planning. Vol. II.
Boston, MA: Little, Brown.

Schoenblum, Jeffrey A. 2009. Multistate and Multinational Estate Planning. Vol. 2.
2009 ed. Chicago, IL: CCH.

Schumpeter, Joseph. 1918. "The Crisis of the Tax State."
Seligman, Edwin. 1913. Essays in Tazation. New York.

Serrano, Francesco. 1974. Le imposte sulle successioni. 6th revised and expanded ed.
Torino: Unione Tipografico — Editrice Torinese.

Shultz, William J. 1926. The Tazation of Inheritance. Boston: Houghton MifHin.
Soward, Alfred. 1919. The Taxation of Capital. London: Waterlow and Sons.

Statistisches Reichsamt. 1930. Die deutsche Erbschaftsbesteuerung vor und nach dem
Kriege. Statistik des Deutschen Reichs, Bd. 376. Berlin: Reimar Hobbing.

Statutes of Canada. 1941. 5 Geo. VI, Ch. 14; 1946, 10 Geo. VI, Ch. 46; 1958, 7 Eliz. II,
Ch. 29;1968, 17 Eliz. II, Ch. 33; 1971, 20 Eliz. II, Ch. 63.

Statutes of Great Britain. 1796. 36 Geo. 111, Ch. 52; 1804, 44 Geo. III; 1815, 55, Geo.
III, Ch. 184;1881, 44 & 45 Vict., Ch. 12; 1888, 51 & 52 Vict., Ch. 8.

Steinauer, Paul-Henri. 2006. Le droit des successions. Berne: Stampfli Editions SA.

Ticchi, Davide, and Andrea Vindigni. 2009. "On Wars and Political Development:
The Role of International Conflicts in the Democratization of the West." Princeton
University Working Paper.

Tilly, Charles. 1975. The Formation of National States in Western Europe. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Tilly, Charles. 1990. Coercion, Capital, and Furopean States. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Tingsten, Herbert. 1973. The Swedish Social Democrats: Their Ideological Development.
Totowa: Bedminster Press.

Van Gysel, Alain Charles. 2008. Précis du droit des successions et libéralités. Bruxelles:
Bruylant.

46



[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

Viskorf, Hermann-Ulrich, Josef Glier, Heinrich Hiibner, Wolfgang Knobel, and Stephan
Schuck. 2001. Erbschaftsteuer- und Schenkung steuergesetz, Bewertungsgesetz (Auszug):
Kommentar. Herne/Berlin: Verlag Neue Wirtschafts-Briefe.

von Odkolek, August Freiherr. 1904. “Die italienische FErbschaftssteuerreform.”
Zeitschrift fiir Volkswirtschaft, Sozialpolitik und Verwaltung 13: 265-302.

Wattel, H. M. J. 1881. De Beginselen van het Oud-Hollandsch Recht, het Wetboek van
Lodewijk Napoleon en den Code Civil, in Betrekking tot Huwelijksgoed, Testamentaire
Beschikking, Erfopvolging en Boedelscheiding. 2nd ed. Leiden: B. Blankenberg.

West, Max. 1908. The Inheritance Taz. 2nd ed. New York: Columbia University Press.

Zhu, Xiaodong. 1992. "Optimal Fiscal Policy in a Stochastic Growth Model." Journal
of Economic Theory. 58: 250-289.

Zwemmer, J. W. 2001. "De dood als belastbaar feit." WKoninklijke Nederlandse

Akademie van Wetenschappen, Amsterdam.

47



A Appendix

A.1 Data for Inheritance Tax Rates

This section describes the data sources for the top rate of inheritance tax for direct descen-
dants for the nineteen countries included in our sample from 1816 or the date of national
independence to 2000.

Australia

The Australian government levied a federal estate tax from 1914 to 1979. Information
on the Australian estate tax is mainly from the Australian Treasury’s July 22, 2009 re-
sponse to our inquiry in June 2009. The top rate schedules were cross checked with the
online information at a website maintained by the Australian Attorney-General’s depart-
ment, http://www.comlaw.gov.au, and secondary sources such as Duff (2005).

Austria

All information was compiled directly from the applicable legislation. All legislation is avail-
able online via the Austrian National Library’s ALEX webpage at http://alex.onb.ac.at/. For
some historical information on the Austrian inheritance tax legislation, see Schanz (1901)
and Dorazil (1975).

Belgium

Belgian data are taken from two primary sources. The first one, covering the period up to the
1990s, is called Pasinomie, a government publication that announces all changes in Belgian
law. Publication of this series began in 1833, and its exact title has changed a few times. From
1833 to 1941, it was published under the name “Pasinomie, ou, Collection compléte des lois,
décrets, arrétés et réglements généraux qui peuvent étre invoqués en Belgique" (Bruxelles:
Librairie de jurisprudence de H. Tarlier). For 1942 to 1944, the title is “Bulletin usuel des lois
et arrétés et Pasinomie reunis" (Bruxelles: Bruylant). From 1945 onwards, the title changed
to “Pasinomie: Collection compléte des lois, arrétés et réglements généraux qui peuvent étre
invoqueés en Belgique" (Bruxelles: Bruylant).

The second source used is a free government online database made available by the Min-
istry of Justice at http://www.ejustice.just.fgov.be/doc/rech_f.htm. It provides access to the
Moniteur Belge, the official government gazette, for the last decade or so. All in all, about
250 laws were examined in an iterative process, and the actual frequency of legal changes is
considerably higher than secondary accounts might lead one to believe.

Secondary sources that were consulted to cross-check the validity of our data series include
de Wilde d’Estmael (2004) and van Gysel (2008), as well as a review in the 1912 Pandectes
Belges (Picard et al. 1912), which lists numerous laws on inheritance taxation on pages 24
to 28 and as well as pertinent literature up to that point.

Canada

The Candian federal estate tax was in place from 1941 to 1971. A narrative history of
the estate taxation in Canada can be found in Perry (1955, 1989), Carter (1973), and Duff
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(2005). We used primary sources to extract the detailed schedules from pertinent Canadian
statutes. Relevant legislations are included in Statutes of Canada in volumes containing
statutes ratified in 1941, 1946, 1958, 1968, and 1971.

Denmark

For Denmark, all information was compiled directly from the applicable legislation, which can
either be accessed online at https://www.retsinformation.dk/ and https://www.lovtidende.dk/
or in printed form in the Dansk lovregister (Copenhagen: G.E.C. Gad, 1929 and later). For
detailed background on the historical development of Danish inheritance taxation, see the
article by Munkholm Povlsen and Krog Thomsen (1982). In addition, Giuliani Fonrouge
(1937) has some information on Danish inheritance taxation up to the early 20th century.

Finland

For Finland, all information was compiled directly from the applicable legislation, which
is published under the title Suomen Sddddskokoelma. This government publication which
announces all changes in Finnish law was published under the name Suomen Asetuskokoelma
from 1917-1980, and the title changed to Suomen Sddddskokoelma from 1981 onwards. The
publisher is Valtioneuvoston Kanslia, Helsinki, and the printer Valtioneuvoston Kirjapaino
for 1917-1965, Valtion Painatuskeskus for 1966-1996, and Edita from 1996 onwards.

For recent background information, see the report by the Finnish Tax Administration
(2009) at http://www.vero.fi/nc/doc/download.asp?id=2142;271836 and Rytohonka (1996).
For arguments presented for and against inheritance taxation in Finland, see Kohonen (2007)
at http://www.vatt.fi/file/vatt _publication pdf/k411.pdf.

France

The French case is one of the best documented ones. Several major monographs examine
inheritance taxation in France, with the most comprehensive ones being Daumard (1973)
for the 19th century and appendix J in Piketty (2001) for the 20th century. In addition,
chapter 5.3 in Beckert (2008) provides ample background information on the major legislative
changes. Other secondary sources consulted include Capgras & Domergue (1935), Coutot
(1925), Dupeyron (1913), Faure (1922), Malaurie (2008), Perraud-Charmantier (1956), Say
et al. (1894), and Schanz (1901).

Unfortunately, the secondary literature does not treat the myriad of changes in French
inheritance tax law comprehensively, as a look at the actual legislation quickly makes clear.
An effort was thus made to collect all relevant legislation affecting the taxation of inheritances.
From 1948 onwards, the data series is based directly upon French legislation, as reprinted
in the Recueil Dalloz (Paris: Dalloz), with the most recent information taken from the
government website http://www.impots.gouv.fr.

Germany

An overview of the key German inheritance tax laws and changes up to 1996 can be found
in Viskorf et al. (2001). Specific information on rates is taken from the government publica-
tion Die deutsche Erbschaftsbesteuerung vor und nach dem Kriege for the period from 1906
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(introduction of a federal inheritance tax) to 1928, Model (1953) for the time from 1929 to
1953, Kisker (1964) for 1954 to 1963, and directly from the applicable laws (found in the
Bundesgesetzblatt (BGBI)) for the subsequent period. The most recent changes are covered
by a memo available online at http://www.rechtliches.de/info/ ErbStG.html (accessed: July
7, 2009). In addition, chapter 5.2 in Beckert (2008) provides a detailed narrative account of
the changing inheritance tax legislation in Germany in the 20th century, while Schanz (1901)
lays out the more than twenty different sub-national inheritance tax laws that were in effect
in the 19th century.

Ireland

All information on Ireland was compiled directly from the relevant Irish legislation, which
is available in its entirety online at http://www.acts.ie/ and, for the most recent years,
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/home.html. Irish legislation always mentions what is being
modified, and thus we have a complete overview of the Irish inheritance tax laws going back
to 1922.

Italy

All information on Italy was compiled directly from the relevant Italian legislation, which is
partly available and searchable online via the website www.normeinrete.it (this covers the years
from 1905 onwards, yet is incomplete even for this period). Nearly all of the legislation had
to be copied from printed collections of laws, though, most notably the two series Collezione
celerifera delle leggi, decreti, istruzioni e circolari for the time up to the 1920s and Lex —
Legislazione italiana: raccolta, cromologica con richiami alle leggi attinenti e ricchi indici
semestrali ed annuali from the 1920s onwards.

Our results were cross-checked with those referred to in the secondary literature (which,
however, is generally less comprehensive than our work and moreover sometimes contradictory
from one source to the next). The sources in Italian that we have consulted include Battiato
(1974), Gallo-Orsi (1994), Garelli (1896), Grisolia Gesano (1958,1962), and Serrano (1974).
We also cross-checked our info using two articles in German, namely Schanz (1901) and von
Odkolek (1904).

Japan

Tax rates from 1997 onward are provided by the National Tax Agency. The agency website
www.nta.go.jp provides statistical information on all taxes from 1949. The tax rate from
1953-2006 can be found in a book on personal tax relation law (Basic Taxation Law) edited
by the National Tax Administration of Japan in 2006. The tax rate from 1905-1952 can
be found in a 1954 publication by the Ministry of Finance (MoF) called “The Historical
Recapitulation of the Internal Taxation’s Tax Rate and Payment Period." It provides the
rates and detailed summary of all relevant inheritance taxes up to 1954.

An analysis of historical tax changes can be found in the volumes of the “History of
Taxation in Meiji/Taisho Era" and “History of Taxation in Showa Era," both edited by the
MoF. The books provide accounts of tax changes and political and economic circumstances
surrounding the introduction or modification of inheritance taxes. Another useful source is
Hiromitsu Ishi (1989) The Japanese Tax System (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
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Netherlands

Information on inheritance tax rates in the Netherlands is based upon the pertinent Dutch
legislation, which has been published in the Staatsblad (van het Koningrijk der Nederlanden)}
since 1813. Secondary sources consulted include Drukker (1957), Schanz (1901), Wattel
(1881), and Zwemmer (2001).

New Zealand

For New Zealand, all information was compiled directly from the applicable legislation.
Reprints of the legislation for 1908-1931 can be found in “The Public Acts of New Zealand
(Reprint), 1908-1931" (Wellington: Butterworth, 1932-1933). From 1936 onwards they are
contained in the publication “Statutory Regulations: Being the Regulations Issued under
the Regulations Act, 1936, from 1st August, 1936, onwards" (Wellington: E. V. Paul, Govt.
Printer) and partly online at Knowledge Basket New Zealand’s http://legislation.knowledge-
basket.co.nz/index.html. Copies of the earliest pieces of legislation were sent to us by the staff
at the National Library of New Zealand. For detailed background information, see the article
by McKay (1978) and the relevant passages in Goldsmith (2008).

Norway

Information on inheritance tax rates in Norway is based upon a July 21, 2009, reply by the
Norwegian Royal Ministry of Finance to a request for this information sent out in June 2009.
The information provided in turn mainly draws upon a 557-page report on the Norwegian
inheritance tax (“Arveavgift") that was compiled by the Royal Ministry of Finance.

South Korea

The data for 1962-2009 were obtained directly from the Korean National Tax Agency. The
data from 1950-1962 were collected from the “National Law Code Information Center,"
which makes information available online at http://www.law.go.kr. The initial rate and the
information on the “Cho-Seun" inheritance tax that applied during the Japanese occupation
of Korea can be found in “Cho-Seun Inheritance Tax Code" (1934) by Murayama Michio
(who was the responsible officer of the Cho-Seun Administration). Note that we were unable
to collect information on Korean taxation prior to the Japanese occupation.

Sweden

The official collection of Swedish statutes, Svensk Forfattningssamling (1825-), starts in 1825.
Our data series was constructed by accessing original legislation, by using online sources to
identify amendments and new statutes, and with the help of secondary sources. In particular,
the entire list of amendments for 1941:416 \S 28 is taken from the Notisum online database at
http://www2.notisum.com/rnp/sls/fakta/a9410416.htm. Secondary sources consulted include
Eberstein (1956), Englund and Silfverberg (1997), and Ohlsson (2009).
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Switzerland

Switzerland never had an inheritance tax at the federal level. To verify this information, we
consulted the relevant passages in Schoenblum (1982, 2009) and Steinauer (2006) as well as
the monographs by Boulenaz (1961) and Huber (1946), which provide information on the
subnational level while mentioning the absence of a federal-level inheritance tax at the time
of their publication.

United Kingdom

The British inheritance tax in the nineteenth century was enforced under several titles which
were merged and unified as a single estate tax in 1894. The data prior to 1894 is from
the primary sources containing relevant British statutes available in several volumes of The
Statutes of Great Britain. For extracting the rates for legacy, probate, and stamp duties, we
have cross-checked secondary sources such as Dowell (1965), West (1908), and Shultz (1926)
with the original statues. We used the abridged statutes included in the appendix of The
Death Duties (Green, 1936), to confirm the timeline for major changes in inheritance tax
legislation in the nineteenth century.

Information on the period from 1894 to 1971 is taken from the 7th edition of “Green’s
Death Duties," which contains information on the rates of estate duty in appendix III. In-
formation on subsequent changes is compiled directly from the Acts of the UK Parliament,
which are available online at http://opsi.gov.uk/acts. The information contained in Lawday
& Mann (1971) and the acts was cross-checked with the help of Chown (1975) and Barlow
et al. (2008), among others. In addition, contextual information on key legislative changes
was obtained from various newspaper reports in the Times of London.

United States

There is a comprehensive body of secondary literature on the American inheritance taxation.
West (1908) contains a detailed review of federal inheritance taxation starting in 1797 up to
the beginning of the twentieth century. In addition to the federal case, West (1908) includes a
detailed summary of the inheritance taxation on the state level during the nineteenth century.
The data for the early twentieth century is from Shultz (1926). Federal estate tax law was
introduced in 1916 and amended multiple times during the twentieth century. Among the
recent sources, we have used Beckert (2008), Luckey (2005), and Jacobson et al (2007) to
report on the evolution of the federal estate tax rates.

A.2 Additional Results
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Variable Observations Mean Standard Deviation

Top Rate 2,798 17.141 22.276
War Mobilization 2,798 0.038 0.191
Universal Male Suffrage 2,798 0.643 0.479
Boiz-Rosato 2,798 0.670 0.470
No Upper 2,795 0.496 0.500
Direct Elections 2,795 0.860 0.347
Secret Ballot 2,795 0.784 0.411
Electorate 25 2,798 0.785 0.411
FElectorate 50 2,798 0.727 0.446
Electorate 75 2,798 0.708 0.455
Left Ezecutive 2,798 0.167 0.368
GDP per capita 2,555 6,682 5,603

Table A-1: Descriptive Statistics, 1816-2000, Annual Data.
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