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Nice paper!

1. Collect, expand, harmonize wealth and income inequality stats from US and EU

2. Decompose growth in wealth shares
I Asset prices
I Income inequality (split between labor and capital income)
I Savings rates (as a residual)

3. Counterfactual analyses comparing US to France
I Partial out individual growth components to isolate key drivers
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Nice paper!

1. Wealth inequality has grown in US, not in EU

2. Asset prices, income ineq, and savings rate inequality all matter in US

3. Larger role for house price growth in EU

4. Non-financial business assets more important in EU than in US
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Nice paper!
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Nice paper!

Bottom line: First step in an ambitious agenda. Many avenues to explore.
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Comment 1: Missing Ingredients?

Question: Why do the French and American stories diverge?
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Comment 1: Missing Ingredients?

Chicago Hot Dog Saucisson Toulouse
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Comment 1: Missing Ingredients?

Claim: Methodologies and data sources differ substantially
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Fiscal versus Imputed National Income
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Fiscal versus Imputed National Income

Key: US income and wealth series built from tax returns

1. Mechanical correlation in decompositions

2. Tweaks to methodology in one series affect all series
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Fiscal versus Imputed National Income

France
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Fiscal versus Imputed National Income

France
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Unexplored: Role of retained earnings and dividends for top inequality in France
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization

Key: French series rely heavily on household surveys

1. Off-balance sheet (i.e., non-taxable) wealth in France is very important

2. EU surveys known to miss wealthy individuals

3. “Offshore” wealth in France likely bigger at top than in US (my prior)
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization
Garbinti Goupille-Lebret Piketty (2020)
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization
Goupille-Lebret Infante (2018)
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization
Vermeulen (2018)
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization
Greenwald Leombroni Lustig Van Nieuwerburgh (2021)
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization
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Minor Note: Population weighting might bias EU estimates downward
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization

Claim: Differences in methodology and institutions likely amplify US vs. EU gaps

1. Missing equity income held indirectly through businesses, pensions, insurance

2. Relative reliance on surveys vs tax data

3. Different tax incentives for income to appear on tax returns
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Surveys vs. Income Tax Data + Capitalization

Claim: Differences in methodology and institutions likely amplify US vs. EU gaps

1. Missing equity income held indirectly through businesses, pensions, insurance

2. Relative reliance on surveys vs tax data

3. Different tax incentives for income to appear on tax returns

New Puzzle: Given macro forces, how did wealth inequality in France not go up?
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Comment 2: Heterogeneous Returns
Smith Zidar Zwick (2021)
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Result: Ultrarich take more risk, earn higher returns in fixed income portfolios
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Comment 2: Heterogeneous Returns
Smith Zidar Zwick (2021)
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Result: Accounting for heterogeneity affects wealth shares and trends
I (It is possible to construct “standard” errors!)
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Comment 2: Heterogeneous Returns
Smith Zidar Zwick (2021)
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Comment 2: Heterogeneous Returns
Garbinti Goupille-Lebret Piketty (2021)
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Comment 3: What is Wealth?
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Comment 3: What is Wealth?

Key: Suitable wealth definition depends on the question
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Comment 3: What is Wealth?

Key: Suitable wealth definition depends on the question

Example: If we care about calibrating and testing heterogeneous agent models:

1. Unfunded pensions likely resemble wealth to agents → saving behavior

2. Include student debt without human capital asset?

3. How should we treat depreciation?
I Current exclusion makes an implicit incidence assumption
I Krusell Smith (2015) show treatment of depreciation matters for r > g debate
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Comment 4: Housing Returns and Top Wealth
From State-Level Collapses in Smith Zidar Zwick (2021)
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Key: Heterogeneous house price growth → decompositions overstate role of savings
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Comment 4: Housing Returns and Top Wealth
From State-Level Collapses in Smith Zidar Zwick (2021)
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Key: Heterogeneous house price growth → financial wealth 6= utility (Rosen Roback)
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Comments for the Authors

1. It would be great to have an appendix table that summarizes sources and methods for
each country, including income, wealth, asset prices.

2. The methodology for group-by-asset decompositions was pretty unclear to me. What are
the underlying homogeneity assumptions?

3. The definition of “business” versus “financial” was pretty unclear to me. How does this
vary across country? How much private, closely held business shows up in the financial
category for each country?

4. How do the assumptions on transfers in the DINA vary across these countries? What is
the total amount of transfers relative to national income?

5. What is the role of demographic forces in each country? E.g., the aging of the population
and the composition of wealth for older people?
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Nice Paper!

New Puzzle: Why didn’t French inequality go up?

1. Methodological differences
I Heterogeneous returns
I Retained earnings in business wealth
I EU surveys miss top wealth

2. Structure of pensions and education finance → measurement
I Maybe there are no assets backing unfunded pensions
I But individuals definitely view this as wealth
I Is French financing of higher ed more progressive?

3. Behavioral/fundamental differences?
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I EU surveys miss top wealth

2. Structure of pensions and education finance → measurement
I Maybe there are no assets backing unfunded pensions
I But individuals definitely view this as wealth
I Is French financing of higher ed more progressive?

3. Behavioral/fundamental differences?

Bottom line: First step in an ambitious agenda. Many avenues to explore.
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