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A Google Ngram search for “Gilded 
Age” over the past 150 years displays 
a striking trend. Usage of this phrase 
spikes dramatically during the Roaring 
Twenties and falls with the Great Depres-
sion and World War II. Over the 1960s 
and 1970s, usage levels out. There is a 
clear trend break around 1980, when 
usage rises once more. By 2008, when 
the time series ends, usage of “Gilded 
Age” has returned to levels not seen since 
the 1920s.1 This pattern mimics actual 
growth in income inequality, which has 
risen significantly since 1980.2 The mes-
sage: inequality is here, and with what 
appears to be a vengeance.

This issue explores the politics of 
inequality. We are delighted to bring you 
three fresh perspectives on this topic: a 
new working paper on wealth inequality 
in the United States since 1913 by Em-
manuel Saez and Gabriel Zucman; a new 
book on inequality and democratization 
by Ben Ansell and David Samuels; and 
a new research agenda on state capacity 
and inequality by Pablo Beramendi. Our 
hope is that these fascinating contribu-
tions will stimulate fresh debates – and 
research – on this timely topic.

We owe great thanks to our con-
tributors, whom we now introduce. 
Emmanuel Saez holds the Chancellor’s 
Professorship of Tax Policy and Public 
Finance at the University of California, 
Berkeley, and directs the Center for Eq-
uitable Growth. He won the John Bates 
Clark Medal in 2009. Gabriel Zucman 
is Assistant Professor of Economics 
at the London School of Economics. 
1 The Google Ngram search graphs the phrase 
“Gilded Age” between 1850 and 2008 from the 
English corpus of books with a smoothing of 3. 
The same search for the phrase “economic in-
equality” also shows the highest levels during the 
2000s.
2 Congressional Budget Office Report, October 
2011. "Trends in the Distribution of Household 
Income Between 1979 and 2007."

 

Ben Ansell is Professor of Compara-
tive Democratic Institutions at Nuffield 
College, University of Oxford. David 
Samuels is Distinguished McKnight 
University Professor of Political Science 
at the University of Minnesota. Pablo 
Beramendi is Associate Professor of Po-
litical Economy and Director of Graduate 
Studies at Duke University.

Finally, please join us in thanking 
the outgoing Section Officers for their 
outstanding dedication and service over 
the past term: John Huber, Chair; Jenna 
Bednar, Secretary/Treasurer; and Execu-
tive Council Members Scott Ashworth, 
Orit Kedar, and David Andrew Singer. 
Just as importantly, please join us in 
welcoming the new team: Catherine 
Boone, Chair; William Bernhard, Sec-
retary/Treasurer; and Executive Council 
Members John Ahlquist, Oeindrila Dube, 
and Edmund Malesky.
Here’s to a productive semester.
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From the Chair
In this issue of The Political Economist, 
I join our newsletter editors in thanking 
out-going Section Chair and Secretary-
Treasurer, John Huber and Jenna Bed-
nar, as well as Executive Committee 
members who are rotating off after their 
two-year terms.  Thanks also to our 2014 
annual meeting panel chair, Ken Scheve.  
Congratulations go to the 2014 Political 
Economy Section Award winners, listed 
on the last page of this newsletter (along 
with the names of the award committee 
members).  The life of the PE Section 
revolves around the work of Section 
members, and by this measure our sec-
tion is doing very well!

Contributions to this newsletter join 
the larger current debate around socio-
economic inequality, particularly its 
remarkable exacerbation in the last few 
decades -- with steep hikes since 2008 
-- in the old democracies.  Emmanuel 
Saez and Gabriel Zucman document 
the “collapse” in average family wealth 
of the bottom 90% of American society 
since 2007, producing average family 
wealth that is now at its lowest point 
since 1940, when the US was in the 
midst of its largest modern war effort. 
Pablo Beramendi argues in his contribu-
tion that “[I]nequality is, and has always 
been, genuinely political,” directing our 
attention to a set of decisive political 
factors: state capacity for taxation (re-
distribution and investment), the scope 
of social insurance schemes, and the 
size of the domestic market and how 
it is regulated. Political arrangements 
structuring employment and the division 
of gains between capital and labor also 
fall under this heading.  For us as politi-
cal economists, it is obvious that gross 
socio-economic inequality can corrupt 
and corrode the quality of democracy, 
and these studies also suggest how the 
causal arrow can also run in the other 
direction.  

The piece herein by Ben Ansell and 
David Samuels extracts from an analysis 
of Gini coefficients the possibility that 
there is an inverted U-shaped relation-
ship between income inequality and 

democracy, with slightly more income 
inequality in developing countries sig-
naling the rise of a democracy-promoting 
middle class.  

Readers of this newsletter may be 
surprised to learn that measured by 2010 
Ginis, African countries are now among 
the most unequal in the world, second 
only to Latin America countries. Accord-
ing to the African Development Bank, 
average inequality in African countries 
exceeds that of North America and Asia, 
and is twice as high as it is in Europe. 
Almost every political-economy hypoth-
esis we can muster suggests possible 
links between these levels of inequality 
and liberalization and globalization, and 
also between high levels of inequality 
and the politically-destabilizing unrest 
that gnaws at many African countries, 
including the democracies.  Could these 
high Ginis also mean that democracy-
promoting social forces are on the rise in 
Africa, as Ansell and Samuels’ argument 
could suggest? 

We would know more about all of 
these dynamics if we had better data and 
could be more confident of the data we 
have. Saez and Zucman mention that 
data limitations for the US obscure the 
full picture of wealth inequality in the 
US, and they remind us that income data 
tell only part of a larger story. Ansell 
and Samuels suggest that inequality in 
landholding may compromise prospects 
for transitions to democracy more than 
income inequality does, but for Africa 
at least, where on average over 60% of 
national populations are rural, data on 
landholding inequality is simply non-
existent for most countries.  As Saez and 
Zucman suggest, governments collect 
the data they can and want (or are com-
pelled to gather), so there is much that 
is profoundly political and profoundly 
incomplete about the raw material that 
is grist for statistical analysis.  This un-
derscores the salience of John Huber’s 
call (The Political Economist, Summer 
2013) for investing our human and schol-
arly capital in expanding the theoretical 

continued on page 3 
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as well as the methodological reach of 
Political Economy.

I follow my predecessor John 
Huber in embracing the Big Tent view 
of APSA’s Political Economy Section. 
Perusal of the approximately 650 names 
on our section membership list justi-
fies this. Our members are drawn from 
all Political Science subfields, from 
Comparative to American to IR, Policy, 
Methodology, and Theory.  Substantive 
interests span economic approaches to 
political processes and problems, politi-
cal approaches to economic problems, 
all aspects of relations between states 
and markets, and long durée questions 

From the Chair...continued from page 2

of state- and market-formation. Trying 
to understand and explain the real-world 
problems and challenges that face us 
as citizens and Political Scientists will 
surely require substantive, theoretical, 
and methodological cross-fertilization 
across all these orientations. Our Sec-
tion is well positioned to sponsor and 
promote this kind of research.

To that end, we remind you that the 
111th Annual Meeting will be held in San 
Francisco, September 3-6, 2105, with 
the theme “Diversities Reconsidered: 
Politics, and Political Science, in the 21st 
Century.”  Nahomi Ichino of University 
of Michigan is chairing the Political 

Economy Division of the Annual Meet-
ing program.  Her call for proposals can 
be found on the APSA website at http://
community.apsanet.org/annualmeeting/
call/divisions. The deadline for paper 
and panel submissions is December 15, 
2014.  Hope to see you in SF!

Sincerely,

Catherine Boone
Professor of Comparative Politics
London School of Economics and 
Political Science
c.boone@lse.ac.uk
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continued on page 5 

amount of wealth recorded in the Flow of 
Funds, the aggregate household balance 
sheets that records all the wealth of U.S. 
families. 
 We find there has been an upsurge 
in wealth inequality in the United States 
over the last three decades. By our 
estimates, the share of total household 
wealth owned by the top 0.1 percent of 
families—160,000 families with total as-
sets net of debts of more than $20 million 
in 2012—has increased from 7 percent 
in the late 1970s to 22 percent today. 
As Figure 1 shows, the top 0.1 percent 
wealth share is now almost as high as in 
the late 1920s.

paper published by the National Bureau 
of Economic Research, we try to assess 
whether this view is well-founded.  
 Currently available measures of 
wealth concentrations rely either on 
survey data (the Survey of Consumer 
Finances of the Federal Reserve Board) 
or on estate tax return data (Kopczuk 
and Saez, 2004). In this paper we try 
to measure wealth another way. We 
use comprehensive data on the capital 
income (dividends, interest, rents, busi-
ness profits, etc.) reported by taxpayers 
to the Internal Revenue Service. We then 
capitalize this income so it matches the 

It is well known that income inequality 
has increased a lot in the United States. 
As documented by Piketty and Saez 
(2003, updated series available online), 
top wages and entrepreneurial incomes 
have surged since the 1980s. Yet cur-
rently available evidence suggests 
wealth concentration has not grown 
nearly as much. Is rising inequality 
purely a labor income phenomenon? 
Maybe the “working rich” have not had 
enough time yet to accumulate a lot of 
wealth, perhaps because they have low 
saving rates, face high tax rates, or have 
low returns on assets. In a new working 

Emmanuel Saez, University of California, Berkeley  
Gabriel Zucman, London School of Economics

Wealth Inequality in the United States Since 1913: Evidence from Capitalized Income Tax Data
Feature Essay

Figure 1
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Saez-Zucman Feature Essay...continued from page 4

Figure 2

Strikingly, the increase in wealth con-
centration is limited to the very top-end 
of the distribution. Fortunes of dozens 
of millions of dollars have been grow-
ing much faster than average over the 
last decades, but those of a few millions, 
much less so. In fact, as shown by Figure 
2, the fraction of total U.S. wealth held 
by families between the top 1% and the 
top 0.5%—that is, with assets between $4 
million and $6.5 million in 2012—is no 
higher today than in the late 1970s. It is 
only above $6.5 million, and especially 
above $20 million (top 0.1%) and $110 
million (top 0.01%) that wealth has been 
growing faster than average. 

The flip side of such rising wealth 
concentration is the stagnation in mid-
dle class wealth. There is a widespread 
view that a key structural change in the 
US economy has been the rise of middle-
class wealth since the beginning of the 
twentieth century, in particular because of 
the rise of pensions and home ownership 
rates. And indeed our results show that 

the bottom 90% wealth share gradually 
increased from the 1920s to the mid-
1980s to a peak of 36 percent in 1986. 
But in a sharp reversal of past trends, 
the bottom 90% wealth share has fallen 
since then. Although average wealth per 
family has continued to grow since the 
mid-1980s (by about 60 percent), the 
average wealth of families in the bottom 
90 percent has stagnated. As a result, the 
bottom 90 percent wealth share is now 23 
percent, the lowest point since 1940. 

Wealth inequality has been rising 
particularly fast since the financial crisis. 
The bottom 90% wealth share collapsed 
between mid-2007 (28.4%) and mid-
2008 (25.4%) because of the crash in 
housing prices. The recovery was then 
uneven: over 2009-2012, real wealth 
per family declined 0.6% per year for 
the bottom 90%, while it increased at 
a rate of 5.9% for the top 1% and 7.9% 
for the top 0.1%.  In particular, the Great 
Recession reduced bottom 90 percent 
average family wealth to $85,000 in 

2009 from $130,000 in 2006. In 2012, 
average family wealth for the bottom 90 
percent is still only $83,000. In contrast, 
wealth among the top 1 percent increased 
substantially between 2009 to 2012, 
regaining most of the ground lost during 
the Great Recession. 

Despite our best efforts, we stress 
that we still face limitations when meas-
uring wealth inequality. The develop-
ment of the offshore wealth management 
industry, changes in tax optimization 
behavior, and indirect wealth ownership 
(e.g., through trusts and foundations) all 
raise formidable challenges. Because of 
the lack of administrative data on wealth, 
none of the existing sources offer a de-
finitive estimate. We see our paper as an 
attempt at using the most comprehensive 
administrative data currently available, 
but one that ought to be improved in at 
least two ways: by using both additional 
information available internally at the 
Internal Revenue Service as well as 

Fall 2014 5
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Inequality and Democratization: An Elite-Competitive Approach
Ben Ansell, University of Oxford  
David Samuels, University of Minnesota

Scholarship on the political consequences 
of economic change has recently shifted 
away from the hypothesized impact of 
economic growth to the potential politi-
cal consequences of different patterns of 
equal or unequal growth. We owe this 
‘redistributivist’ turn - which spotlights 
a purported tension between democracy 
and property – particularly to the well-
known work of Acemoglu and Robinson 
(2006) and Boix (2003). These books dif-
fer in various ways, but they begin from 
similar premises: democracy emerges as 
a function of the incumbent autocratic 
elite’s relative fear of redistribution to 
the poor – and the higher the inequality, 
the greater the fear.

This syllogism between democracy 
and redistribution is intuitive and has 
deep philosophical roots, and gained 
credence through Meltzer and Richard’s 
(1981) famous model, which argues 
that because the income distribution is 
right-skewed, a democratic median voter 
will have below-mean income and will 
therefore desire redistribution. By impli-
cation, higher inequality implies greater 
redistributive pressures. This same logic 
underpins redistributivist theories of de-
mocratization: incumbent elites want to 
maintain the autocratic status quo under 
which taxes are zero, and the relatively 
poor median voter wants democracy, 
which entails some redistribution. The 
higher the inequality, the more the au-
tocratic elite have incentives to dig in 
their heels, just as the poor have stronger 
incentives to rebel.

In our new book Inequality and 
Democratization (2014) we suggest 
that the redistributivist approach is both 
theoretically misleading and empirically 
off-target. More importantly, we offer a 
novel argument connecting inequality 
and regime change. In our view democ-
racy is not a function of the monolithic 
elite’s fear of the poor, it is about the 
emergence of splits between incumbent 

and rising economic elites, with the latter 
fearing the very real expropriative power 
of the state far more than they fear the hy-
pothetical redistributive potential of the 
poor. More specifically, while redistribu-
tivist arguments conceive of inequality 
monolithically as the ratio of incomes 
between rich and poor, we differentiate 
between the political consequences of 
land and income inequality. Although 
we concur that land inequality retards 
democratization we suggest that income 
inequality – counterintuitively for the 
conventional wisdom – promotes it. 

The conventional understanding of 
the political consequences of income 
inequality is misleading because schol-
ars have failed to connect social-class 
structures to different Gini coefficients. 
Redistributivist arguments assume that 
a relatively low Gini implies that the 
median voter is a member of a relatively 
large “middle” class, sociologically 
speaking, and that a high Gini indicates 
the opposite - that the middle class is 
relatively small. This is wrong. Histori-
cally, in poor and stagnant societies a low 
Gini does not imply a large middle class. 
It means that nearly everyone is equally 
poor - and that the median voter is a 
member of the impoverished masses. 
In contrast, poor but growing societ-
ies typically see higher Ginis because 
economic development brings about 
greater inter-group income differentials. 
In sociological terms, a high Gini coef-
ficient in a developing country indicates 
a relatively larger middle class.

In a developing society a low Gini 
means that the impoverished masses 
comprise well over a majority of the 
population. Even in wealthy cases such 
as Victorian-era Britain, the (sociologi-
cal) “middle” classes (the bourgeoisie 
and white-collar workers) are not found 
in the (mathematical) “middle” of the 
income distribution but in the top decile, 
or at most the top quintile. The working 

classes comprise at most the next 30% 
(usually much less), while incumbent 
autocratic elites are at most in the top 
1-2%. 

Our approach flips the redistribu-
tive approach on its head. Given that 
in the real world the median voter is 
almost always a member of the poor, 
redistributivist arguments exaggerate 
his or her political relevance. In a de-
veloping autocracy, it is safer to assume 
that the poor majority - Marx’s famous 
“potatoes in a sack” – is politically inert, 
rather than a potential threat to elites 
who control the coercive power of the 
state. Democratization is not about 
the elite’s fear of redistribution by the 
poor. The principal threat to incumbent 
autocratic elites comes from other rela-
tively wealthy citizens - disenfranchised, 
newly-emerging economic groups who 
fear actual expropriation of their wealth 
and property by the incumbent autocratic 
elite, but who also have powerful incen-
tives to organize and mobilize to defend 
their interests and wealth. 

This dynamic of elite competition, 
rather than conflict between rich and 
poor, is common historically. What 
causes it to emerge? Redistributivist ap-
proaches suggest that inequality results 
from dividing the gains from growth in 
a single-sector economy. We suggest that 
inequality results from the distribution of 
resources both within and between two 
different sectors of a growing economy - 
a stagnant agricultural sector dominated 
by incumbent elites and a growing indus-
trial sector, for example. This allows us 
to explain why different types of inequal-
ity have distinct political consequences. 
As Simon Kuznets famously noted 
decades ago, income inequality tends to 
increase with the onset of industrializa-
tion, because urban working-class and 
bourgeois groups benefit at the expense 
of rural peasants and landowners. 

Feature Essay

continued on page 9
THE POLITICAL ECONOMIST6
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State Capacity and Inequality
Feature Essay

Pablo Beramendi, Duke University
Along with much suffering throughout 
the world, the Great Recession has 
brought back an old acquaintance for 
political economists, namely the idea 
that prosperity and distribution merely 
reflect the long-run impact of structural 
transformations. Seen with sufficient 
hindsight, the progressive welfare state, 
to give just a prominent example, would 
be an exceptional creation of the postwar 
era now under effective dismantling by 
the return of capitalism to its steady 
state. In the most extreme version of this 
interpretation, politics provides at best 
the icing on the cake. There is certainly 
a sense of déjà-vu in this old tune. Built 
on an implicit contrast between social 
and economic processes on the one hand 
and political and institutional factors on 
the other, it shapes scholarly debates as 
if these two sets of factors were inde-
pendent from one another, and it shapes 
empirical work as a race of variables with 

little, if any, analytical push.
For all the talk about the Great 

Recession marking the return of  capi-
talism to its bare, and increasingly 
unconstrained, principles, there remains 
considerable cross-national variation in 
the distribution of economic outcomes 
and opportunities. Figure 1 below (In-
equality and Political Choice) presents 
data on income inequality (Gini coef-
ficient for post-tax and transfers income 
for the working age population around 
2010), the income elasticity of children’s 
income on that of their parents1 (Corak 
2013), and the relative effort govern-
ments make on current consumption and 
long-term investment. Investment refers 
to policies that contribute to increase the 

1  A higher elasticity implies a higher impact of 
parents’ income on that of their children. A lower 
elasticity implies that childrens’ income is less 
dependent on that of their parents, presumably re-
flecting an equalization of economic opportunities.

overall productivity of the economy, and 
includes effort in education, research and 
development, childcare, activation, and 
public infrastructure. Consumption refers 
to policies devoted to boost citizens’ abil-
ity to purchase goods and services in the 
short run.  The balance between these 
two sets of policy instruments provides 
an indicator of the willingness by govern-
ments to sacrifice current consumption 
for future prosperity (Beramendi et al. 
forthcoming). 

Among the most prosperous de-
mocracies on earth, there is quite a bit 
of variation in terms of the trade-off 
between current consumption and fu-
ture prosperity. This variation is highly 
consequential to understand economic 
and distributive outcomes in the postin-
dustrial world. Societies that are able to 
achieve at once high levels of equality 
and social mobility (as represented by a 
lower elasticity of children to parent’s in-

Figure 1

continued on page 8 
Fall 2014
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Beramendi Feature Essay...continued from page 7

come) are those who spend large amounts 
of resources in both universalistic transfer 
programs and progressive investments 
via public services. The former protect 
against economic downturns. The latter 
equalize future economic opportunity. 
By contrast, the dominant political coali-
tions outside the Scandinavian paradise 
generate a different set of outcomes. At 
low levels of public consumption and 
when access to investment policies is 
regressive, as in the USA case, equality 
of both outcomes and opportunity suffer. 
Governments fail to ameliorate the social 
consequences of economic hardship and 
future opportunities are skewed towards 
the top. And the concentration of income 
and wealth at the very top (Piketty 2014) 
becomes a self-sustained process increas-
ingly difficult to curb. 

In between these two extremes, 
countries such as Italy and, to a lesser 
extent, Germany, feature large budgets 
tilted towards weakly (if at all) progres-
sive insurance systems and effectively 
regressive investment policies. Accord-
ingly, inequality is only moderately 

contained and economic opportunities 
are more and more segmented socially, 
as reflected by the size of the income 
elasticity of parents’ income on that of 
their children. These are well known pat-
terns to students of the political economy 
of inequality, patterns that have been 
around for quite some time amidst com-
mon trends such as aging populations, the 
rise of the service economy, or the rebal-
ance between capital and labor income. 
Against the background of these common 
trends, the persistence of these variations 
reinforces the idea that inequality is, and 
always has been, genuinely political. 

Inequality is genuinely political first 
because its contours depend largely on 
what governments choose to do when 
they have the capacity to opt (as in dif-
ferent combinations of consumption 
and investment policies). But, critically 
beyond the subset of advanced industrial 
democracies, it is political also because it 
is fundamentally shaped by the scope of 
the state as an institution and its impact 
on the incumbents’ choice set. The very 
development of markets, that is the size 

of the pie to be allocated via future politi-
cal struggles, requires effective legal and 
fiscal institutions (Besley and Persson 
2011). Unsurprisingly, the fiscal develop-
ment of the state becomes in itself a major 
political battleground, because inequal-
ity and prosperity around the world are 
as much about what governments can 
do as they are about what governments 
cannot do.

This important point becomes ap-
parent even within the small subset of 
rich democracies captured in Figure 1. 
Countries such as Greece or Portugal, and 
to a lesser extent Spain, are trapped in a 
low capacity, high consumption political 
equilibrium that fundamentally limits 
their ability to undertake public invest-
ments and limit dramatically the govern-
ments’ ability to pursue the equalization 
of either outcomes or opportunities.  The 
centrality of state capacity, however, 
becomes starker when the comparison 
group includes both developed and de-
veloping democracies. Figure 2 below 
(Capacity and Inequality) plots an indica-

Figure 2

continued on page 9 
THE POLITICAL ECONOMIST8
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Beramendi Feature Essay...continued from page 8
tor of tax capacity2 against the overall tax 
revenue yield as a share of the economy 
(left panel) and a measure of post-tax and 
transfers income inequality (right panel).3 
Unequivocally, the institutional capacity 
of the state drives both the level of rev-
enue collection and the ability to combat 
inequality. Interestingly, Southern Europe 
provides a clear transition, a missing link-
age as it were, towards a world in which the 
government’s choice set becomes narrower 
and narrower.

And yet, despite its importance, our 
collective understanding of the processes 
governing the rise of effective state insti-
tutions around the world is fairly sparse. A 
number of recent contributions highlight 
the importance of domestic political con-
flicts (Acemoglu 2005, Acemoglu et al. 
2011, Mares and Queralt 2013, Beramendi 
and Queralt 2014), of wars as shocks to the 
nature of political bargains (Stasavage and 

2  Source: USAID Project on Fiscal Reform. The 
indicator captures the number of tax agency per-
sonnel for every 1,000 inhabitants living in the 
country (circa 2009).
3  Gini Coefficient for post tax and transfer in-
come (Solt 2009)

Scheve 2010, Dincecco 2011), as well as 
that of economic geography as the driver of 
elite preferences for different types of states 
(Beramendi 2012), but there is much work 
ahead in unpacking the connection across 
space and time between state capacity and 
different forms of inequality. Herein lies 
a major research frontier in comparative 
political economy.

Acemoglu, Daron (2005). “Weak and Strong 
States.” Journal of Monetary Economics, 52: 
1199-1226.

Acemoglu, Daron, Davide Ticchi. and Andrea 
Vindigni (2011). “Emergence and Persistence of 
Inefficient States.” Journal of the European Eco-
nomic Association, 9: 177-208.

Beramendi, Pablo (2012). The Political Geography of 
Inequality. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Beramendi, Pablo, Silja Häusermann, Herbert 
Kitschelt, and Hanspeter Kriesi, forthcoming. “The 
Politics of Advanced Capitalism: An Introduction.” 
In The Politics of Advanced Capitalism. New York: 
Cambridge University Press

Beramendi, Pablo and Didac Queralt (2014). “The 
Electoral Origins of the Fiscal State.” Working 
paper.

Corak, Miles (2013). “Inequality from Generation 
to Generation: the United States in Comparison.” 
In The Economics of Inequality, Poverty, and Dis-
crimination in the 21st Century, edited by Robert 
S. Rycroft. Santa Barbara: ABC-CLIO.

Dincecco, Mark (2011). Political Transformations 
and Public Finances: Europe, 1650-1913. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mares, Isabela and Didac Queralt (2013). “The 
Conservative Origin of Income Taxation.” Work-
ing paper. 

Persson, Torsten and Timothy Besley (2011). 
Pillars of Prosperity: The Political Economics 
of Development Clusters. New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press.

Piketty, Thomas (2014). Capital in the Twenty-First 
Century. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Scheve, Ken and David Stasavage (2010). “The 
Conscription of Wealth: Mass Warfare and the 
Demand for Progressive Taxation.” International 
Organization, 64: 529-561.

Solt, Frederick (2009). Standardizing the World 
Income Inequality Database. Social Science Quar-
terly, 90: 231-242. (SWIID Version 4.0, September 
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new data that the US Treasury could col-
lect at low cost. A modest data collection 
effort would make it possible to obtain a 
better picture of the joint distributions of 
wealth, income, and saving. In turn, this 
information would be of great relevance 
to evaluate proposals for consumption or 
wealth taxation. 

Saez-Zucman Feature Essay...continued from page 5
Kopczuk, Wojciech and Emmanuel Saez “Top 
Wealth Shares in the United States, 1916-2000: 
Evidence from Estate Tax Returns”, National Tax 
Journal, 57(2), Part 2, June 2004, 445-487.

Piketty, Thomas and Emmanuel Saez “Income 
Inequality in the United States, 1913-1998”, Quar-
terly Journal of Economics, 118(1): 2003, 1-39, 
series updated to 2012 online.

Saez, Emmanuel and Gabriel Zucman “Wealth 
Inequality in the United States since 1913: Evi-
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Ansell-Samuels Feature Essay...continued from page 6
democratization, even as land inequality 
retards it; that redistribution in fact falls 
in new democracies with high inequality, 
and that high-income citizens in autocra-
cies who dislike redistribution are often 
democracy’s strongest advocates. In short, 
our argument - which focuses on fear of the 
expropriative threat of those who control 
the state - offers a better approach to the 
comparative study of regime change and 
its contemporary effort to understand the 
complicated interplay between growth, in-
equality, and the politics of democratization 
across time and space.

ean themes from Enlightenment liberalism 
about the symbiotic relationship between 
democracy and property, and suggests that 
liberalization of an autocratic regime oc-
curs when outsider groups demand political 
power commensurate with their growing 
economic influence. 

Once we understand that in a devel-
oping autocracy high Gini coefficients 
indicate the presence of sizable rising 
middle classes, we can better understand 
the relationship between economic growth, 
income inequality, and regime change. The 
empirical analyses in our book confirm 
that income inequality strongly predicts 

What do these rising elites want? 
They want taxation with representation. 
Redistributivist approaches assume away 
a predatory state that expropriates income 
from rising elites and the masses. However, 
the threat to life, liberty and property is 
central to the nature of autocratic regimes. 
Our argument extends North and Wein-
gast (1989) and other neo-institutionalist 
theories of the state to the study of regime 
change. The key political threat in these 
accounts is not that the poor will expropri-
ate the rich but that the incumbent elite 
- through their control of the state - will ex-
propriate everyone else. This echoes Lock-
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Section Awards: Citations

“Racial Diversity and Redistribution: Explaining (White) Americans Continued Support for Trade Protection,” 
Alexandra Guisinger (University of Notre Dame) 

"The Impact of Recentralization on Public Services: A Difference-in-Differences Analysis of the Abolition of Elected 
Councils in Vietnam," Edmund Malesky (Duke University), Ahn Tran (Indiana University), and Cuong Viet Nguyen (Na-
tional Economics University of Vietnam)

Committee: Chair - Kathleen Bawn (University of California, Los Angeles), Julia Gray (University of Pennsylvania), 
and John Patty (Washington University in St. Louis)

Fiona McGillivray Award 
(given for the best paper in political economy presented at the previous year's APSA annual meeting)

Mancur Olson Award 
(given for the best dissertation in political economy completed in the previous two years)

“Urban-Rural Bias and the Political Geography of Distributive Conflicts,” Jan Pierskalla (Ohio State University)

Committee: Chair - Sebastian Saiegh (University of California, San Diego), Xiaobo Lu (University of Texas, Austin), 
and Rachel Wellhausen (University of Texas, Austin)

William H. Riker Award 
(given for the best book on political economy published during the past three calendar years)

The Wartime President: Executive Influence and the Nationalizing Politics of Threat, (University of Chicago Press, 2013), 
William Howell (University of Chicago), Saul Jackman (Stanford University), and Jon Rogowski (Washington University 
in St. Louis)  

Honorable Mention: Political Institutions and Party-Directed Corruption in South America: Stealing for the Team, 
(Cambridge University Press, 2013), Daniel Gingerich (University of Virginia)

Committee: Chair - Catherine Hafer (New York University), Sean Gailmard (University of California, Berkeley), and 
Johannes Urpelainen (Columbia University)

Michael Wallerstein Award 
(given for the best published article in political economy in the previous calendar year)

"Trade, Institutions, and Ethnic Tolerance: Evidence from South Asia" (American Political Science Review 107 (4), 
November 2013), Saumitra Jha (Stanford University)

Committee: Chair - Kenneth Shotts (Stanford University), Torun Dewan (London School of Economics), and 
Oeindrila Dube (New York University)
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General Announcements
Call for Submissions

Fiona McGillivray Award

The Fiona McGillivray Award is given for the best paper in political economy presented at the previous year's APSA 
annual meeting. 

Award Committee Member: 
Alexandra Guisinger 
University of Notre Dame 
guisinger.1@nd.edu

Award Committee Chair: 
Lloyd Gruber 
London School of Economics 
l.gruber@lse.ac.uk
 

Award Committee Member: 
Milan Svolik
Univerisity of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 
msvolik@illinois.edu

Mancur Olson Award

William H. Riker Award

Michael Wallerstein Award

The Mancur Olson Award is given for the best dissertation in political economy completed in the previous two years. 
Nominations should be submitted by March 1, 2015. The Award Committee will be announced shortly on the Section's 
webpage. 

The William H. Riker Award is given for the best book on political economy published during the past three calendar 
years. Nominations should be submitted by March 1, 2015. 

The Michael Wallerstein Award is given for the best published article in political economy in the previous calendar year.  
Nominations should be submitted by March 1, 2015. 

Award Committee Chair: 
Lisa Martin 
University of Wisconsin, Madison 
llmartin3@wisc.edu
 

Award Committee Chair: 
Jeffry Frieden 
Harvard University 
jfrieden@harvard.edu
 

Award Committee Member: 
Bonnie Meguid
University of Rochester 
bonnie.meguid@rochester.edu

Award Committee Member: 
Armando Razo 
Indiana University 
arazo@indiana.edu

Award Committee Member: 
Giovanni Capaoccia 
University of Oxford 
giovanni.capaoccia@politics.ox.ac.uk

Award Committee Member: 
Jeff Milyo 
University of Missouri 
milyoj@missouri.edu


