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Exploiting unique datasets covering over 29,000 tax evaders in the Netherlands, we investigate the dis-
tribution of tax evasion and its implications for the measurement of wealth inequality. Tax evasion is
concentrated at the top of the wealth distribution with over 10% of the wealthiest 0.01% of households
– the ‘‘super rich” – evading taxes. At the top, households evade around 8% of their true tax liability.
The ‘‘merely rich” (P90-P99.9) own 67% of hidden wealth, while the ‘‘super rich” account for only 7%.
Consequently, the correction for offshore wealth has a modest effect on top wealth shares. We describe
a number of explanations for the distribution of tax evasion by Dutch households: low-cost tax evasion
opportunities in neighbouring countries for the ‘‘merely rich”, sophisticated forms of tax evasion for, low
effective tax rates on and migration to low tax jurisdictions by the ‘‘super rich”. Taken together, these
explanations suggest that the distribution of tax evasion strongly depends on a country’s geographical
and institutional settings.
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1. Introduction

As long as there have been taxes, people have tried to avoid and
evade them. Interest in these phenomena has been fuelled by their
effects on public revenues, as well as on the distribution of wealth
and income. One prominent example of tax evasion is hiding
wealth and income in tax havens.1 According to estimates by
Zucman (2013), 8% of global financial wealth, or $5.9 trillion, is held
in tax havens. As hidden wealth is not evenly distributed in the pop-
ulation, it not only affects public revenues, but also wealth and
income inequality and its measurement. Research on inequality
increasingly relies on administrative tax data and statistics on
inequality will be distorted if these data fail to capture wealth hid-
den abroad (Atkinson et al., 2011; Zucman, 2019). In recent years,
leaks containing confidential information from financial institutions
as well as academic research investigating leaks and tax amnesties
have confirmed the popular narrative that tax evasion is concen-
trated among the wealthiest in society (Alstadsæter et al., 2019;
Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha, 2021b).

This paper uses unique microdata to study tax evasion and its
distribution in the Netherlands. We have data on over 27,000 par-
ticipants to the Dutch tax amnesty program between 2002 and
2018. In addition, we have data on almost 2,000 tax-evading
households who were found through a number of different pro-
jects undertaken by the tax administration. We link these data to
administrative data on income, wealth, and demographics covering
the universe of the Dutch population.

The taxation of wealth in the Netherlands differs for different
types of wealth. When a household owns financial wealth such
as bank deposits, bonds or shares, the stock of wealth is typically
taxed at a flat rate of 1.2%2 with no additional tax on the income
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from this wealth. The exception is when a household owns at least
5% of a corporation’s shares, which is referred to as ‘‘substantial
ownership”, a type of wealth particularly prevalent at the top of
the wealth distribution. In this case, there is no tax on the stock of
wealth, but instead there is a tax on dividends and realised capital
gains. This tax system results in a low tax burden on capital com-
pared to other European countries (European Commission, 2020).

We provide two sets of results. First, we document the distribu-
tional patterns of tax evasion in the Netherlands. Our main results
are based on the tax amnesty, but these results are broadly robust
to using alternative sets of tax evaders. We find that tax evasion is
concentrated at the top of the wealth distribution, but to a smaller
extent than previously found in the literature. The top 0.01%,
whom we call the ‘‘super rich”, owns 7% of wealth declared
through the Dutch amnesty, compared to around 50% in
Alstadsæter et al. (2019) and Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha
(2021b). In the Netherlands, top 0.01% evade around 8% of their
true tax liability, less than the 25% found in Scandinavia
(Alstadsæter et al., 2019). Instead, we find substantial evasion
among the ‘‘merely rich” (P90-P99.9), who own around 67% of
amnesty wealth. This pattern is consistent across a number of dif-
ferent projects that the tax administration has undertaken to com-
bat offshore tax evasion. We discuss the importance of accurately
measuring wealth held by households, in particular in relation to
difficult-to-value assets such as unlisted shares. We provide a
new estimate of wealth inequality in the Netherlands by correcting
for wealth hidden offshore, relying on an estimate of the stock of
Dutch households’ offshore wealth by Alstadsæter et al. (2018).
As evasion is not very concentrated at the top, the correction for
hidden offshore wealth is correspondingly small.

The second set of results describes the mechanisms explaining
the peculiar distributional patterns of tax evasion in the Nether-
lands. We are cautious about making causal claims and we take no
strong stance on the relative importance of thesemechanisms given
the descriptive nature of this part of the analysis.We first show that
a substantial amount of the tax evasion undertaken by the ‘‘merely
rich” can be attributed to cross-border evasion opportunities in Ger-
many and Belgium. We then explore three explanations for the rel-
atively small share of offshorewealthheldby the ‘‘super rich”: (i) the
wealthiest households may engage in a more sophisticated form of
tax evasion that escapes both the amnesty and other tax administra-
tion efforts, (ii) the incentive to evade might be small because of a
low effective tax rate at the top of the wealth distribution in the
Netherlands, (iii) wealthy households who particularly dislike pay-
ing taxes may have migrated to low-tax countries in the past.

This paper’s first contribution is to the literature on themeasure-
ment of inequality.While thismeasurement has improved substan-
tially by using administrative data instead of surveys, an obvious
drawback has always been the failure to capturewealth and income
hidden from tax administrations. This issue has been recognised
(e.g. by Atkinson et al. (2011)) and even tentatively addressed (e.g.
by Roine and Waldenström (2008, 2009)), but the data necessary
to properly account for tax evasion was unavailable until recently.
Alstadsæter et al. (2019) and Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha
(2021b) document the distribution of hiddenwealth by linking indi-
viduals found in the PanamaPapers and the Swiss Leaks, aswell as tax
amnesty participants to population-wide administrative records.

The results in this paper represent a test of themethodologyused
in Alstadsæter et al. (2019) to assign hidden wealth to different
households across thewealthdistribution.Wepaint a less optimistic
picture of the suitability of tax amnesties to gauge the entire distri-
bution of wealth still hidden offshore. Evenwhen a data source cap-
tures tax evasion by the ‘‘merely rich” well, it may paint an
incomplete picture of evasion by the ‘‘super rich”.Moreover, the dis-
tribution of tax evasion depends on a country’s geographical and
institutional setting.Whenthis settingchanges, forexample through
2

the automatic exchange of informationbetween countries, the char-
acteristics of amnesty participants, who evaded taxes in the past,
may be different from those households that still engage in tax eva-
sion today.

Our second contribution is to the research on the determinants
of tax evasion. The seminal model of tax evasion is that by
Allingham and Sandmo (1972) and we relate our results to this
model as well as to recent theoretical contributions by Kleven
et al. (2011), Alstadsæter et al. (2019) and Guyton et al. (2021).
The empirical literature has been reviewed extensively by
Slemrod and Yitzhaki (2002) and Slemrod (2007, 2019). Although
mostly descriptive, this paper provides several important insights
in what may drive tax evasion. First, we observe a strong response
to the changes in the amnesty program’s penalty rate. This con-
firms that the policy environment can have a strong impact on
compliance behaviour, as shown by Johannesen et al. (2020) for
the US, Alstadsæter et al. (2022) for Norway, and Londoño-Vélez
and Ávila-Mahecha (2021b) for Colombia.

Second, we demonstrate that the availability of relatively cheap
evasion opportunities in neighbouring countries enables the
spread of offshore evasion beyond the ‘‘super rich”. Wealth off-
shored to countries bordering the Netherlands (Belgium, Germany)
is held almost entirely by households hailing from the ‘‘merely
rich” who live close to those borders. In contrast, there is no ‘‘bor-
der effect” for wealth offshored to Switzerland, which is predomi-
nantly held by households in the more affluent municipalities of
the Netherlands. As emphasised by Alstadsæter et al. (2019), it is
important to also consider the supply of tax evasion services.
When third-party reporting requirements were introduced for
domestic banks, a number of these banks opened subsidiaries in
Luxembourg. At the same time, banks in Belgium and Germany
advertised in Dutch newspapers, listing branches close to the
Dutch border and highlighting their Dutch-speaking staff as well
as the absence of a withholding tax.

Third, we explore different explanations for the relatively small
role that the ‘‘super rich” appear to play in tax evasion in the
Netherlands. Guyton et al. (2021) develop a model in which
high-income individuals adopt more sophisticated evasion tech-
niques. Our analysis confirms this prediction by showing that the
wealthiest Dutch households are considerably more likely to evade
taxes through complex webs of family trusts and private founda-
tions than less wealthy households. We further show that the
effective tax rate on wealth at the top may not be high enough
to induce households to evade taxes, which relates to the work
by Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha (2021a) who show that off-
shore tax evasion increases in response to wealth tax hikes. Finally,
we suggest that migration towards low-tax jurisdictions can be a
substitute to evasion, in line with recent papers studying migration
behaviour in response to wealth taxes (Agrawal et al., 2022;
Jakobsen et al., 2021). We investigate to what extent a potential
undervaluation of unlisted shares affects our results. The distribu-
tion of offshore wealth is found to be robust for inflating the value
of all these shares by as much as 1000%. Still, the exact patterns of
undervaluation can be more complex and this issue will remain a
crucial aspect of future inequality studies.

Taken together, these results show that the geographical con-
text in combination with the institutional setting – in the Dutch
case: the free movement of capital and labour, (lack of) fiscal coor-
dination, tax rates and rules – plays an important role in shaping
the distributional pattern of tax evasion.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2,
we give an overview of the institutional context and describe the
data we use in Section 3. Section 4 presents distributional patterns
of tax evasion and how this affects thewealth distributionwhen off-
shorewealth is accounted for.Weprovide tentative explanations for
these results in Section 5. Section 6 concludes.
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2. Institutional background

2.1. Taxation of income and wealth

The taxation of personal income and wealth in the Netherlands
is governed by the 2001 Income Tax Law, which divides income
into three separate ‘‘boxes” (See Table 1). Each box taxes a different
type of income according to different tax rules. Box 1 taxes labour
income, self-employment income, pension benefits, transfer
income and imputed rental income from owner-occupied housing
at progressive rates varying from 33% to 52%. Mortgage interest
payments related to the owner-occupied house can be deducted
from taxable income in Box 1. Box 2 taxes profits distributed to
and capital gains realised by taxpayers who own at least 5% of a
corporation, which we call a ‘‘substantial ownership” throughout
this paper, at a 25% rate.3 As long as no dividends are paid out
and capital gains are not realised, no income tax is due. Box 3 covers
all wealth with the exception of owner-occupied housing, substan-
tial ownership and pension wealth. Among other types of wealth,
the Box 3 tax base thus includes bank deposits, bonds, non-
substantial ownership of shares, and second homes. When a house-
hold owns at most 4.9% of a corporation’s stock, this is included in
the tax base of Box 3, while an ownership of 5% and over is covered
by Box 2. Effectively, the taxation in Box 3 corresponds to a 1.2%
wealth tax, which was made progressive in 2017 with rates ranging
from 0.8% to 1.6%. Neither pension wealth nor its return are taxed
before disbursement to retirees. Pension contributions are exempt
from the income tax and are taxed at reduced rates in Box 1 when
paid out during retirement.4 Compared to other EU countries, this
system of boxes results in a low tax burden on capital and an average
burden on labour (European Commission, 2020).

When a household’s ownership share in a company exceeds 5%,
the investment is excluded from Box 3 and is instead covered by
Box 2 which only taxes the dividends and realised capital gains
associated with this investment. Incorporation of household
wealth can therefore be an avoidance strategy for households
who intend to accumulate wealth without distributing profits. Fur-
thermore, until 2015 it was possible to distribute incorporated
wealth tax-free by migrating abroad for at least 10 years.5 In addi-
tion, this strategy offers large benefits when the wealth is
bequeathed, as described below.

Inheritances are taxed at progressive rates depending on the
relationship to the deceased person. Since 2010, the tax rates for
inheritances received by partners and children are between 10%
and 20%.6 Inheritances received by others are taxed at rates between
30% and 40%. Wealth can be transferred tax free from parents to chil-
dren, for any purpose (€25,000 a year) or for housing related expen-
diture (up to €50,000 before 2012, €100,000 from November 2013).
The transfer of business wealth is largely untaxed: the first
€1,071,987 is entirely exempt and 83% of the remainder is also
exempt.7
3 Manager directors are required to pay themselves a ‘‘competitive” salary which is
taxed in Box 1.

4 A substantial part of taxes in Box 1 consist of social security contributions.
Individuals above the statutory retirement age do not pay social security contribu-
tions and therefore face lower rates.

5 Upon emigration, a provisional tax claim was imposed on undistributed profits. If
the emigrant remained abroad for at least 10 years, the tax claim would be cancelled
and profits could be distributed without having to pay taxes. This loophole was closed
in 2015.

6 The size of the exemptions also depends on the relationship with the deceased
and can amount to about €600,000 for spouses.

7 For this, certain conditions have to be met. The company must engage in business
activities that exceed the mere management of wealth. In addition, the business must
have been owned by the previous owner for at least one year. The new owners should
remain owners for at least five years.
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2.2. Efforts to combat tax evasion

During the global financial crisis of the late 2000s, the G20
countries vowed to tackle offshore tax evasion and proclaimed
the end of the ‘‘era of banking secrecy”. This determination
resulted in hundreds of new tax information exchange agreements,
America’s Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act, the OECD’s Com-
mon Reporting Standard, and voluntary disclosure programs, or
tax amnesties. In this section we review the different programs
implemented by the tax administration in the Netherlands.

Tax amnesty program At least since the Income Tax Act of
1914, tax payers have been able to avoid criminal prosecution by
voluntarily declaring previously evaded taxes (Feenstra and
Perdaems, 2017). Today, the tax administration can claim back
taxes over a period of 12 years. Between 1998 and 2009, the pen-
alty rate was 0% of evaded taxes in the case of voluntary disclosure
of tax evasion (see Table 2). In July 2009, the government
announced an increase of the penalty rate to 15% of the evaded
tax liability as of January 1st, 2010, while also raising the maxi-
mum penalty rate on involuntarily disclosed tax evasion from
100% to 300%. At all times tax inspectors consider personal circum-
stances that may justify a penalty reduction (e.g. if the taxpayer is
functionally illiterate or suffers from dementia). In February 2010,
the government decided to further increase the rate applied in the
amnesty to 30% in July 2010. In September 2013 the penalty was
temporarily set to zero in order to attract more amnesty partici-
pants. At the same moment, penalty rates of 30% in 2014, and
60% in 2015 were announced. In 2016 the penalty rate was raised
to 120%, before the amnesty program was abolished altogether on
January 1st, 2018.8 As of this date, voluntary disclosure does no
longer guarantee lower penalty rates and the avoidance of criminal
prosecution.

Information exchange and tax treaties The changes in the
amnesty rules reflect the changing international environment.
Until the beginning of the 2000s, the detection probability for off-
shore wealth was essentially zero as offshore centres did not
exchange information with tax authorities.9 While a number of off-
shore centres ultimately conceded to provide financial information
upon request, strict requirements for such requests seriously limited
their effectiveness. In 2013, the Dutch tax authority requested infor-
mation from Switzerland 554 times and received such information
only 11 times (Ministerie van Financiën, 2014).10 Most of the few
cases of detected offshore evasion occurred after data leaks at finan-
cial institutions, such as those at the Luxembourg bank KB Lux in
2000 or the more famous HSBC case known as Swiss Leaks.

In July 2005, the member states of the European Union (EU)
implemented the Savings Directive to support the taxation of for-
eign–held savings and associated interest payments. Under the
Savings Directive, which covered all EU member states and a num-
ber of offshore centres, countries could comply by either 1) auto-
matically exchanging information on foreign households with the
home country, or 2) levying a withholding tax on foreign house-
holds, which is then remitted to tax authorities without revealing
households’ identities. The Savings Directive suffered from impor-
tant limitations in the sense that it could easily be circumvented by
8 It remains possible to make use of the amnesty program when disclosing wealth
and income on pre-2018 tax returns.

9 Before 1987, even domestic banks did not exchange information with the Dutch
tax authority, unless explicitly requested on a case-by-case basis. Kazemier (1990)
finds that between 1977 and 1981 households concealed almost half of their interest
income. When banks were required to report interest income automatically in 1987,
the secular growth in savings deposits came to a halt as households withdrew their
deposits in cash and shifted deposits abroad (Swank, 1988).
10 This already represented a large increase over the number of information
requests sent out in 2011 and 2012: 5 and 31 respectively (Ministerie van Financiën,
2013).



Table 1
Taxation of income and wealth in the Netherlands between 2001 and 2018

Note: The rates shown here are for 2010. Tax brackets and rates vary slightly over the years, but these numbers are
representative for the years that we study. This table is based on Cnossen and Bovenberg (2001).
a Individuals above the retirement age face lower marginal tax rates in the first two brackets (out of a total of four).
b This rate was temporarily reduced to 22% for income below €250,000 in 2007 and 2014.
c As of 2017, an individual’s marginal tax rate depends on their net wealth and ranges from 0.8 to 1.6% in 2017 and
0.6 to 1.6% in 2018.

13 A corporation’s commercial profit can be established by comparing its opening
and closing balance sheets. Commercial profit corresponds to the increase in a
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1) moving assets to countries not covered by the Directive, 2)
transferring the ownership of the assets to an intermediate corpo-
ration or trust, and 3) converting the savings account into an asset
type not covered by the Directive (Johannesen, 2014).

The Savings Directive was repealed in 2015 as it had become
obsolete due to the adoption of a directive on the mandatory auto-
matic exchange of information between tax administrations.11

Under the new directive, EU member states are required to imple-
ment the OECD’s Common Reporting Standard (CRS), which covers
a larger number of countries and assets than the Savings Directive.
The most relevant dates for the Netherlands are 2010, when Belgium
switched from levying a withholding tax on interest payments to
exchanging information; 2015, when Luxembourg did the same;
and 2016 when both countries committed to the CRS. Switzerland
started exchanging information under the CRS for the first time in
2018.

During 2015–2018, the Dutch tax administration requested
information from 4 Swiss banks, based on the Dutch-Swiss tax
treaty. After an unsuccessful legal appeal by a UBS client in
Switzerland, information about direct account holders with a resi-
dence in the Netherlands was transmitted to the Dutch tax admin-
istration. Offshore tax evasion appears to have become more risky
for tax evaders. This may have been partially offset by evaders set-
ting up even more opaque structures involving countries not yet
committed to the exchange of information (Johannesen, 2014;
Johannesen and Zucman, 2014).

Tax unit for offshore evasion The Dutch tax administrations
recent efforts to tackle offshore tax evasion can be traced back to
the moment when the Belgian government shared information
on account holders at Kredietbank Luxembourg in 2001. From then
onward, all efforts related to offshore tax evasion were grouped
under one unit named ‘‘Concealed Wealth” (Verhuld Vermogen).
This unit has grown considerably over time, in terms of budget,
number of employees and variety of information sources. These
sources range from foreign governments to financial institutions
and whistleblowers. As of 2020, the unit has raised over €4 billion
in revenues from around 60.000 taxpayers.12 We discuss the pro-
jects that we study in more detail in Section 3.2.
11 Council Directive 2014/107/EU
12 These numbers are taken from a number of online publications by the Dutch tax
administration: (1) ‘‘Belastingopbrengst verhuld vermogen opgelopen tot boven de 4
miljard”, (2) ‘‘Internationale gegevens bij 620.000 personen vooraf ingevuld”, (3) ‘‘190
miljoen aan verhuld vermogen in 2020”, all accessed on 28 June 2021.
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3. Data

3.1. Administrative registers

We use administrative data on income, wealth, residency and
demographic variables maintained by Statistics Netherlands. These
data are available for the entire population of the Netherlands and
can be linked with other datasets through unique anonymised
identifiers at the individual or household level. Appendix E
describes the various datasets we use in more detail.

Thewealthdataare recordedat thehousehold level andmakeuse
of a wide variety of sources. These sources include the income tax
(which includes a tax on household wealth, see Table 1), the corpo-
rate tax (which records wealth held in corporations)13, the Dutch
cadastre (for real estate), and data collected by financial institutions
(required to provide this information to theDutch tax administration).
The wealth data do not cover all wealth in the national accounts. In
particular, it leaves out most pension wealth, which amounts to 40%
of all assets in the Netherlands. Although concerns remain regarding
the potential undervaluation of closely-held assets by relying mostly
on book values in the absence of market values, the measurement of
these assets has improved considerably in recent years.

An important issue in all studies of wealth inequality, including
this paper, concerns the valuation of shares in unlisted busi-
nesses.14 These shares are not traded publicly and therefore not
priced on the market. Quite often these shares are booked at a histor-
ical cost price. To circumvent this problem, some papers multiply
business profits by some capitalisation factor to obtain a more ade-
quate valuation for unlisted shares (see e.g. Saez and Zucman (2016)
and Alstadsæter et al. (2019)). Statistics Netherlands has recently
improved its methodology to value shares in unlisted businesses.
Instead of solely relying on book-value, closely-held businesses’
ownership of real estate and shares in other businesses are valued
at market prices or prices that are supposed to reflect market prices.
corporation’s equity, after accounting for dividends and capital investments. Com-
mercial profits are used to determine taxable profits. For this reason, the Dutch tax
administration has records on corporate wealth.
14 This issue lies behind some of the discrepancies between recent estimates of
wealth inequality in the United States (Saez and Zucman, 2016; Smith et al., 2020;
Saez and Zucman, 2020; Smith et al., 2021; Smith et al., Forthcoming; Saez and
Zucman, 2022).



Table 2
Amnesty penalty rates.

From Until Announcement Amnesty
penalty
rate

January 1st, 1998 December 31st, 2009 0%
January 1st, 2010 June 30th, 2010 July 2nd, 2009 15%
July 1st, 2010 September 1st, 2013 February 16th, 2010 30%
September 2nd, 2013 June 30th, 2014 September 2nd, 2013 0%
July 1st, 2014 June 30th, 2015 September 2nd, 2013 30%
July 1st, 2015 June 30th, 2016 September 2nd, 2013 60%
July 1st, 2016 December 31st, 2017 April 2nd, 2016 120%
January 1st, 2018 September 19th, 2017 300%

Note: This table shows the penalty rates in the amnesty program. The information is
taken from Feenstra and Perdaems (2017) and official government sources.
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However, this improved methodology does not address all potential
issues with the valuation of unlisted businesses, in particular those
related to the valuation of intellectual property and other intangible
assets. We test to what extent our main results are distorted by the
potential undervaluation of unlisted shares in Appendix B. We inflate
the value of closely-held assets by as much as 1000% and find that
the distribution of offshore wealth appears reasonably robust to this
exercise. Still, the exact patterns of undervaluation can be more
complex than the one simulated in Appendix B. Since unlisted shares
are mostly held by top wealth groups, studying their valuation will
remain a crucial aspect of future inequality studies.
3.2. Data on tax evaders

Amnesty data We have access to unique data on the Dutch tax
amnesty program. It covers all the participants to the program
between 2002 and 2018. We observe the following variables: date
of participation to the amnesty program, the amount of previously
undeclared wealth (self-declared) and the amount of revenue that
is recovered through taxes, interest and fines. The amount of hidden
wealth is measured imprecisely: the self-declared amount is not
always reported and missing for all participants before 2011. In
practice, the self-declared amount does not carry any legal mean-
ing: during the amnesty process the tax authority will calculate
an individual’s tax liability based on the documentation provided
by and requested from the amnesty participant as well as any addi-
tional information the tax authority possesses. We use an alterna-
tive approach to verify the amount of hidden wealth that relies
on the amount of tax recovered through the amnesty. By applying
the tax code in reverse and making some assumptions regarding
the duration of tax evasion, we are able to approximate the amount
of hiddenwealth. In particular, we assume that individuals had hid-
den their wealth for at least 12 years, which corresponds to the per-
iod over which the tax authority can recover evaded taxes. In the
case of the Swiss information request (discussed below)we observe
both the account balances of individuals with Swiss bank accounts
and the amount of taxes they had evaded. This allows us to verify
the accuracy of our imputation procedure (see Appendix A).

We restrict the initial sample of participants in the analysis from
Section 4 onwards. First, we consider only participants from year
2008 onward, as we want at least one year with pre-amnesty
wealth andwe cannot observe wealth before 2007. Second, we con-
sider only amnesty participants who have in fact evaded taxes.15
15 A number of individuals participated in the amnesty program but did not have to
pay any additional taxes. This may be due to the fact that their wealth was already
reported (through third-party reporting) or was not subject to taxation (through a
bilateral tax treaty).
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Panel A of Table 3 presents descriptive statistics on the amnesty
data. We observe a total of 27,680 amnesty participants over the
years 2002–2018. Particants are predominantly male (68%) and
are 65 years old on average. The average amount of hidden wealth
is €438,000, while the median is only €144,000. There are no major
differences across years, except for 2012 when the mean hidden
wealth is €1.5 million, due to a small number of very large hidden
wealth holdings. In panel B, we differentiate between amnesty par-
ticipants who declare ‘‘APV” (‘‘Afgezonderd Particulier Vermogen”)
and those who do not. APV is a category of wealth that is entrusted
to a separate legal entity and includes family trusts, private foun-
dations, Stiftungen and Anstalten. Participants who declare APV
wealth through the amnesty report considerably higher concealed
wealth holdings: on average almost €1.9 million, compared to just
over €400,000 for participants without concealed APV wealth.

The number of participants varies a lot from year to year. This is
illustrated in Fig. 1, showing the timing of participation to the
amnesty program. Before 2011, we do not observe the precise date
when participants first register for the amnesty. Instead, we
observe the date when the tax administration starts the amnesty
process. When we observe both, the average difference between
the registry date and the process start date is less than 2 months
(mean: 56 days, median: 24 days). On average, the entire process
lasts 230 days (median: 178 days). Interestingly, the number of
participants by date exhibits large spikes just before the increases
in the penalty rate. This behavioural response to the change in pen-
alty rates is particularly pronounced in 2009 and 2014, just before
the end of amnesty periods with 0% penalty rates. In Fig. 2, we
decompose wealth declared through the amnesty program into dif-
ferent countries of origin. In all years, Switzerland accounts for the
bulk of amnesty wealth, with Belgium and Luxembourg accounting
for most of the remainder.

An important feature of the amnesty is that the declaration of
hidden wealth is voluntary. This may affect the type of evaders that
are found through this program. We have also received access to
data on a number of different projects undertaken by the offshore
unit at the tax administration where the hidden wealth was uncov-
ered involuntarily from the perspective of the evader. In Sec-
tion 4.3, we explore the extent to which the distributional
patterns of tax evasion in the projects that we describe below differ
from that found in the tax amnesty.

Swiss information request Between 2015 and 2018, the Dutch
tax administration requested information on households with a
Dutch residency from four Swiss banks (UBS, Credit Suisse, Julius
Bär and BNP Paribas) on the basis of the bilateral tax treaty
between the Netherlands and Switzerland. Households covered
by the information requests had previously been sent a letter by
their Swiss bank asking for a confirmation that their wealth had
been declared to the relevant tax authorities. The data consist of
the account balance on February 1, 2013, December 31, 2013,
December 31, 2014, December 31, 2015 and December 31, 2016,
taxes, fines and interest payments recovered. These data differ cru-
cially from the amnesty data in that tax evasion was uncovered
involuntarily. As such, it may be more representative of undeclared
wealth that has not yet been detected by the Dutch tax administra-
tion. On the other hand, the information request covers only direct
owners of Swiss bank accounts, a relatively unsophisticated type of
tax evasion.

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics on the Swiss information
request. We observe 616 individual accounts, which corresponds
to a very small share of Swiss accounts held by Dutch citizens.16

The average amount hidden is significantly lower than in the
amnesty data (€144,000). There appear to be fewer very large wealth
16 Around 15,000 Swiss accounts are declared to the tax authority each year.



Table 3
Descriptive statistics on tax amnesty.

Year Observations Demographics Hidden wealth Reported wealth

Mean age Women (%) Median Q1 Median Q3 Median Q1 Median Q3

A. Amnesty program
All 27,680 65 32 437,550 48,995 144,108 406,554 1,577,161 326,933 654,684 1,376,409
2002 20 65 5 286,017 75,197 166,420 364,720 - - - -
2003 709 63 25 222,401 21,000 62,741 207,075 - - - -
2004 823 62 29 271,145 19,995 68,325 215,870 - - - -
2005 469 65 29 412,796 41,775 117,666 358,758 - - - -
2006 233 66 34 533,161 46,941 121,966 451,558 915,409 208,951 517,680 978,525
2007 243 67 26 575,773 65,750 168,133 453,408 1,000,720 293,987 607,677 1,099,452
2008 396 66 28 556,549 62,104 188,862 500,054 1,298,707 307,970 630,090 1,256,807
2009 6,322 64 32 493,886 58,852 170,575 469,316 1,145,367 297,602 578,874 1,115,710
2010 1,813 64 31 547,804 45,425 149,450 434,750 1,640,681 351,676 672,165 1,345,470
2011 348 65 39 450,267 43,387 142,841 420,387 1,199,177 268,170 613,557 1,423,765
2012 255 67 37 1,477,926 68,854 244,725 658,537 2,827,555 400,982 789,533 2,027,432
2013 1,570 66 31 647,881 95,614 281,287 674,810 2,087,199 456,883 943,041 2,149,332
2014 10,711 65 33 415,323 57,158 157,258 412,195 1,790,882 346,503 703,711 1,514,993
2015 1,611 65 37 300,115 40,212 105,700 264,400 1,550,792 279,211 590,267 1,320,930
2016 916 64 33 231,851 33,204 89,112 212,870 1,474,668 290,646 596,716 1,209,804
2017 878 63 36 194,866 20,039 53,220 161,756 1,277,900 281,080 545,058 1,153,374
2018 363 63 35 178,981 20,366 50,950 143,433 1,948,411 332,916 669,654 1,336,290
B. Amnesty program, APV
APV 554 65 37 1,869,566 328,197 867,562 1,838,366 4,323,943 674,161 1,730,159 3,926,209
No APV 27,126 65 32 408,304 47,968 140,050 390,106 1,517,727 322,872 645,839 1,341,041

Note: The amnesty dataset contains all the participants to the amnesty program. Hidden wealth is imputed on the basis of the amount of tax recovered by the tax
administration (see Appendix A). Panel B distinguishes amnesty participants with and without ‘‘APV” (‘‘Afgezonderd Particulier Vermogen”, such as family trusts, private
foundations, Stiftungen and Anstalten).

Fig. 1. Amnesty participation by month. This figure shows the number of
declarations of offshore wealth for each month between January 2003 and
December 2018. This number is identical to the number of amnesty participants,
except for a small number of participants who enter the program multiple times.
Due to output restrictions, we cannot disclose the precise number of declarations
for months when this number lies below 10. The penalty rates are denoted in red
(see Table 2).

Fig. 2. Origin of amnesty wealth by year. This figure shows the amount of wealth
declared through the amnesty program, by origin country. Before 2011, the
category ‘‘Missing” includes cases with multiple origin countries.
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holdings, which could be because banks may not have sent letters to
account holders with more sophisticated tax evasion structures,
involving offshore companies or trusts.

Foreign banks The tax administration has received information
on Dutch citizens with bank accounts in Belgium, Luxembourg,
Austria and Switzerland from a number of foreign tax administra-
tions, covering the years 2003–2015. In total, this concerns 842
individuals who evaded taxes with an average concealed wealth
of just over €100,000. As shown in Table 4, the average is consider-
ably higher for wealth held in Austria (€166,000) and Switzerland
(€197,000) than in Belgium (€42,000) and Luxembourg (€101,000).

Debit-Creditcards The tax administration has received data on
all transactions conducted with foreign payment cards in the
Netherlands between 2009 and 2011. These transactions were
used to identify Dutch citizens who use foreign payment cards to
6



Table 4
Descriptive statistics on tax authority projects.

Project Country Observations Demographics Hidden wealth

Mean age Share women Mean Q1 Median Q3

Swiss information request Switzerland 616 65 40 143,561 40,968 84,716 190,012
Foreign banks All 842 68 29 101,745 18,010 36,858 90,952
Foreign banks Belgium 157 65 38 41,653 16,533 28,933 49,625
Foreign banks Luxembourg 564 69 28 100,665 17,272 36,370 93,697
Foreign banks Austria 47 65 21 166,211 35,962 72,800 129,237
Foreign banks Switzerland 74 69 25 196,525 25,770 62,966 181,750
Debit-Creditcards 192 65 25 745,073 65,183 164,850 534,817
HSBC Switzerland 34 64 26 365,788 71,725 298,404 415,822

Note: Hidden wealth is imputed on the basis of the amount of tax recovered by the tax administration (see Appendix A), except for the HSBC project for which precise account
balances are available.
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consume out of their wealth hidden abroad. On average, the 192
individuals identified in this way hid over €745,000 (see Table 4).

HSBC In September 2010, the tax administration started ‘‘Pro-
ject Paris” after receiving the so-called ‘‘Lagarde List”. This list con-
tains information on account holders at HSBC’s Geneva branch. Our
sample includes only direct account holders, in contrast to
Alstadsæter et al. (2019) whose sample also includes corporate
accounts with beneficiary owners in Scandinavia. Dutch individu-
als with HSBC accounts who were found to have evaded taxes
had hidden over €365,000 on average (see Table 4).
Fig. 3. Amnesty program: intensive versus extensive margin. Panel A shows the
fraction of households in each wealth group who participated in the tax amnesty
over the period 2008 to 2018 (extensive margin). Wealth groups are defined in
terms of 2007 wealth. For Scandinavia, the data are taken from Alstadsæter et al.
(2019), Appendix G, Table 2. The Colombian data are taken from Londoño-Vélez and
Ávila-Mahecha (2021b), Table A.1. Panel B shows wealth declared through the
amnesty as a share of total wealth, including amnesty wealth, conditional on
amnesty participation (intensive margin). For Scandinavia, the data are taken from
Alstadsæter et al. (2019), Appendix G, Table 4. The Colombian data are taken from
Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha (2021b), Table A.1.
4. Wealth inequality and tax evasion

4.1. Who evades taxes?

We first describe the characteristics of tax evaders based on the
participation to the amnesty program. We consider the universe of
Dutch households in 2007, and identify households as evaders if at
least one household member participated in the amnesty between
2007 and 2017. In order to rank households in terms of their wealth,
we obtain the total of reported wealth, wealth declared through the
amnesty, and wealth found by the tax administration through the
projects described in Section 3.2. In all rankings, we consider house-
hold wealth at the start of 2007. In Appendix C we show that these
results are robust to changing the year of analysis.

In Fig. 3, we report the likelihood of participating in the
amnesty by wealth group. This likelihood increases strongly with
wealth, from essentially 0 for the bottom 90% to over 10% for the
highest wealth groups. Interestingly, the likelihood drops slightly
for the highest wealth group. Among amnesty participants in the
top wealth groups, wealth declared through the amnesty makes
up around 30% of their total wealth. This share falls to just over
21% for the highest wealth group, as reported in Fig. 3b.

These results differ in some respects from the earlier literature
on Colombian and Scandinavian tax amnesties (Alstadsæter et al.,
2019; Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha, 2021b). While offshore
tax evasion is concentrated at the top in all countries, its preva-
lence is considerably higher among the Dutch ‘‘merely rich” com-
pared to Colombia and Scandinavia. Furthermore, wealth
declared through the amnesty falls as a share of total wealth to a
level far below that in the other countries.

Ultimately, we are interested in the distribution of hidden
wealth. Fig. 4 reports the share of reported wealth and the share
of amnesty wealth owned by each wealth group. Amnesty wealth
is markedly more concentrated than reported wealth, with the top
10% accounting for the bulk of amnesty wealth and the top 0.01%,
the ‘‘super rich”, owning 7%. However, offshore tax evasion appears
to bemuchmore of a ‘‘merely rich” phenomenon in theNetherlands,
as they own 67% of amnesty wealth, whereas most amnesty wealth
is held by the ‘‘super rich” in Colombia and Scandinavia.
7

4.2. Evasion-adjusted wealth distribution

Statistics Netherlands has published consistent series of wealth
inequality for the universe of Dutch households for the period
2011–2017 (Den Brakel and Pouwels-Urlings, 2019). According to



Fig. 4. Distribution of wealth and amnesty wealth. Panel A of this figure shows
the share of reported wealth and amnesty wealth held by each of the wealth groups.
Panel B shows the share of amnesty wealth held by each of the wealth groups for
the Netherlands, Colombia and Scandinavia. The data for Scandinavia are taken
from Alstadsæter et al. (2019), Appendix J, Table 1. The Colombian data are taken
from Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha (2021b), Table A.1.

Fig. 5. Evasion-adjusted wealth distribution. This figure shows the share of
wealth that is held by each wealth group, before and after assigning offshore wealth
using the amount of offshore wealth held by Dutch households reported by
Alstadsæter et al. (2018) and the distribution of wealth declared through .the tax
amnesty.
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these estimates, the top 10% accounts for 64% of wealth in 2017.
However, pension assets are not included in this definition of
wealth. In more recent work, Statistics Netherlands has estimated
wealth inequality in a manner consistent with the national
accounts for the years 2015 and 2016 (Bruil, 2019). By including
pension assets, the top 10% wealth share falls to the mid-40s. As
such, wealth inequality appears to be relatively low in interna-
tional comparison; the top 10% share is equal to 73% in the US
and 55.3% in France (data from 2014, wid.world).

An important shortcoming of traditional wealth inequality esti-
mates is that they ignore offshore wealth, as it is observed in nei-
ther survey nor administrative data. This issue has been addressed
first by Roine and Waldenström (2008, 2009) for the case of Swe-
den and most recently by Alstadsæter et al. (2018, 2019) for a lar-
ger number of countries. The exercise typically starts by taking an
estimate of total offshore wealth that belongs to a country and
assigning this amount to different wealth groups.

Zucman (2013) estimates that 8% of global financial wealth or
$5.6 trillion is held in tax havens, most of it undeclared to tax
authorities. Alstadsæter et al. (2018) assign this total to individual
countries using statistics collected by the Bank for International
Settlements regarding the owners of deposits held in tax havens.
According to this method, the Netherlands’ offshore wealth is
equal to 6% of GDP in 2007, less than the international average of
8

9.8%. This could be related to the fact that almost 80% of Dutch
assets are real estate or pension assets, neither of which can be off-
shored easily.

The effect of offshore tax evasion on inequality statistics
depends on (i) the amount of offshore wealth and (ii) the concen-
tration of offshore wealth. Alstadsæter et al. (2019) and Londoño-
Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha (2021b) find that offshore tax evasion in
Norway and Colombia is almost entirely concentrated among the
top 0.1%. In Norway, the share in total wealth owned by the top
0.1% increases from 8.4% to 9.8%. The impact in Colombia is even
higher: the top 0.1% wealth share increases from 15.9% to 19.1%
when unreported offshore wealth is taken into account.

Performing this exercise for the Netherlands results in a small
adjustment of top wealth shares as can be seen in Fig. 5: the top
0.1% increases from 8.7% to 9.3%, less than half the adjustment
for Norway and below a fifth of that in Colombia. Mechanically,
the difference can be explained by the fact that wealth declared
through amnesties is substantially less concentrated in the
Netherlands.

Table 5 displays the distribution of wealth for different wealth
concepts. On average, the top 0.01% report wealth holdings equal
to over €53 million. This amount rises to €54 million when we
include wealth declared through the amnesty or otherwise found
by the tax administration. By assigning the aggregate stock of off-
shore wealth, the average amount further increases to over €57
million for the highest wealth group.

After assigning the total of offshore wealth to different wealth
groups, we can calculate the amount of taxes evaded and compare
this to the amount of taxes paid by each wealth group. In almost all
cases, offshore wealth should have been taxed in Box 3, which in
2017 had a top marginal tax rate equal to 1.62% of net wealth.
For 2017, we also observe the amount paid in personal income
tax (Box 1, 2 and 3) by each household. Assuming that all hidden
wealth would have been taxed at 1.62%, we find that the top
0.01% wealthiest households evade around 8% of their true tax lia-
bility (i.e. evaded plus paid taxes). This percentage is substantially
lower than the 25% found for the Scandinavian ‘‘super rich”
(Alstadsæter et al., 2019) and reflects that wealth hidden by Scan-
dinavian households is more concentrated among the ‘‘super rich”.
4.3. Representativeness of the amnesty

A key assumption for assigning offshore wealth to wealth
groups is that the distribution of amnesty wealth is representative



Table 5
Distribution of wealth.

Group Observations Minimum reported, discovered
and assigned wealth

Average reported
wealth

Average reported and
discovered wealth

Average reported, discovered
and assigned wealth

P0-50 3,631,296 - 1,514 1,518 1,531
P50-60 726,277 37,000 61,508 61,553 61,688
P60-70 726,261 91,000 125,883 125,983 126,292
P70-80 726,263 162,000 203,511 203,665 204,146
P80-90 726,263 250,000 318,752 319,138 320,360
P90-95 363,132 412,000 496,853 498,219 502,570
P95-99 290,505 619,000 890,625 898,982 925,967
P99-99.5 36,313 1,567,000 1,858,018 1,900,245 2,038,482
P99.5-99.9 29,051 2,381,000 3,448,759 3,558,272 3,915,155
P99.9-99.95 3,631 6,295,000 7,332,806 7,614,567 8,539,992
P99.95-99.99 2,905 9,627,000 13,750,672 14,263,566 15,959,620
P99.99-100 727 25,073,000 53,036,517 54,050,505 57,423,045

Note: This table reports the minimum and average wealth amounts for different wealth concepts: 1) Wealth reported to the tax administration, 2) Wealth reported to the tax
administration plus wealth found by the tax administration through the tax amnesty or otherwise, 3) Reported wealth, plus wealth found by the tax administration, plus
offshore wealth that has not yet been found. For the stock of offshore wealth, we use the estimate reported by Alstadsæter et al. (2018).
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of the distribution of hidden wealth. Testing this assumption is
complicated by the fact that hidden wealth is, in fact, hidden. Still,
we investigate how the distributional patterns found in the
amnesty compare to other tax evaders discovered by the tax
administration through a number of different projects. These pro-
jects are the 1) Swiss information request, 2) Debit-creditcard pro-
ject, 3) information on foreign banks, and the 4) HSBC leak. In all of
these projects and in contrast to the tax amnesty, the discovery of
tax evasion was involuntary from the perspective of the evaders.
However, the discovery cannot be considered random as it is the
result of a specific enforcement action and legal context, e.g. the
Dutch-Swiss bilateral tax treaty.

As can be seen in Table 3 and 4, the number of households
involved in these projects is substantially lower than the number
of amnesty participants and so we caution for drawing strong con-
clusions on the basis of single data points in the figures below. Still,
Fig. 6 shows that the distributional patterns of tax evasion are
strikingly similar for all of the different projects. In all cases, the
bulk of hidden wealth is accounted for by the ‘‘merely rich” rather
than the ‘‘super rich”. This could signal that tax evasion is simply
not very prevalent among the Dutch ‘‘super rich” or, perhaps more
plausibly, that they find alternative ways to reduce their tax liabil-
ity, either through legal means or through sophisticated structures
that are difficult to detect. This hypothesis is discussed in more
detail in Section 5.2.
Fig. 6. Distributional patterns of tax evasion. Panel A of this figure shows
likelihood of being found to have evaded taxes through the different projects. To
compare the projects, which differ in size, we have normalised the likelihood to that
for the wealth group P90-P99. Thus the top wealth group is more than 10 times as
likely to appear in the Swiss information request as is the P90-P99 wealth group.
Panel B shows the share in hidden wealth for each project by wealth group.
5. Explaining tax evasion

As shown in Fig. 3, our results differ from the earlier literature
in two important ways: 1) evasion is more prevalent among the
‘‘merely rich”, and 2) it is less prevalent among the ‘‘super rich”.
In this section, we combine insights from models of tax evasion
(e.g. Allingham and Sandmo (1972), Kleven et al. (2011),
Alstadsæter et al. (2019), Guyton et al. (2021)) and descriptive evi-
dence to help explain these differences. We are cautious about
making causal claims given the descriptive nature of these
analyses.

Allingham and Sandmo (1972) provided the canonical model
that explains tax evasion in terms of the tax rate, the audit proba-
bility, and the penalty rate. While a higher audit probability and
penalty rate deter tax evasion, the effect of tax rates is theoretically
ambiguous. This model has been extended by Kleven et al. (2011)
to incorporate the effect of third-party reporting on the probability
that evasion is detected conditional on being audited. Alstadsæter
et al. (2019) emphasise the importance of suppliers of tax evasion
in shaping the ultimate distribution of tax evasion. Most recently,
Guyton et al. (2021) model tax evasion by allowing individuals to
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invest in a costly technology that better conceals their wealth
and thus reduces the associated detection probability.

5.1. High evasion among the ‘‘merely rich”

In the 1980s, when politicians debated the desirability of third-
party reporting by domestic banks, some of these banks created
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subsidiaries in Luxembourg. Furthermore, foreign banks (mostly
Belgian and German, but also Austrian, and Luxembourgish banks)
started advertising in Dutch national and regional newspapers. In
these advertisements, some of which we have included in Appen-
dix D, banks listed branches close to the Dutch borders, while high-
lighting the presence of Dutch-speaking staff and the absence of a
withholding tax. This highlights the importance of suppliers of tax
evasion, as emphasised by Alstadsæter et al. (2019). Until the late
2000s, there was little information sharing among European tax
administrations. The Savings Directive was implemented in 2005
and Belgium did not exchange information on savings deposits
until 2010, Luxembourg only started doing so in 2015. This lack
of coordination implied that Dutch households could hide their
wealth abroad with limited fear of being detected by domestic
tax authorities.

The geographical distribution of amnesty wealth suggests that
proximity does indeed matter. In Fig. 7 we show the number of
amnesty participants who hid wealth in Belgium, Germany and
Switzerland as a share of each municipality’s population. Tax
evasion through Belgium is concentrated almost entirely along
the Dutch-Belgian border and we find a similar pattern along
the Dutch-German border for German amnesty wealth. Such bor-
der effects are absent for Swiss amnesty wealth, which simply
mirrors the distribution of overall wealth across Dutch
municipalities.

Fig. 8 shows the distribution of amnesty wealth concealed in
Belgium, Germany and Switzerland over different wealth
groups. The concentration of amnesty wealth increases with dis-
tance: most Belgian and German amnesty wealth is held by the
bottom 99%, while the reverse is true for amnesty wealth hid-
den in Switzerland. This result can be rationalised by modifying
the model in Guyton et al. (2021) only slightly: instead of a
concealment technology with fixed cost, the cost depends on
the physical distance between the household and the bank. By
not sharing information with Dutch authorities, Belgium and
Germany enabled the ‘‘merely rich” near the border to evade
income and wealth taxes in a rather uncomplicated manner.
Tax havens can thus undermine the fiscal capacity of countries
in its proximity. This is particularly pressing if such countries
have collectively agreed to guarantee the free movement of cap-
ital and people, which makes it possible to set up bank
accounts abroad and conduct international transactions with
relative ease.
5.2. Low evasion among the ‘‘super rich”

5.2.1. Sophisticated tax evasion
In the model by Guyton et al. (2021), wealthier households

engage in more sophisticated forms of tax evasion. In our analysis
of tax evasion, we rely on tax evaders found by the tax administra-
tion, either through the tax amnesty or through other projects. To
the extent that wealthier taxpayers rely on more sophisticated
concealment technologies, we may underestimate evasion at the
top of the wealth distribution. While the Netherlands is often used
as a conduit country for profit shifting by multinational corpora-
tions (Lejour et al., 2022; Tørsløv et al., 2020), it is unclear whether
wealthy Dutch households can access the same resources.17
17 Anecdotally, there does seem to be some overlap. The Netherlands’s 2nd richest
family Van Der Vorm, who made their fortune after the sale of the cruise line Holland
America Line, based their holding company HAL Holding N.V. in Çuracao, one of the
former Netherlands Antilles. The corporate structure also includes an office in Monaco
and a Bermuda trust. In 2016, a number of Van Der Vorm family members appeared in
the Panama Papers with undeclared Bermuda trusts.
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The evidence presented in Fig. 8 is consistent with the Guyton
et al. (2021)’s prediction as it shows that top wealth groups are
more likely to channel their wealth through Switzerland, which
at least since 2010 can be considered as more secretive than Bel-
gium. This same pattern can be found in the tax administration’s
projects in Table 4: the average amount hidden through Swiss
banks (€144,000, €197,000 and €366,000 respectively) is substan-
tially higher than the average amount hidden through Belgian
banks (€42,000).

A final piece of evidence that supports this notion is the distri-
bution of ‘‘APV” wealth declared through the amnesty. APV refers
to wealth that is entrusted to a separate legal entity such as a fam-
ily trust, private foundation, Anstalt or a Stiftung. As such, evasion
through APV is a far more sophisticated type of evasion than the
use of a simple bank account. Table 3 shows that on average
amnesty participants who declared APV structures declare over 4
times as much as amnesty participants who declared non-APV
wealth (€1,870,000 vs. €408,000). Furthermore, Fig. 9 shows that
APV amnesty wealth is by far the most concentrated form of hid-
den wealth: the top 1% accounts for over 90% of APV amnesty
wealth. Thus, complex tax evasion is concentrated at the top of
the Dutch wealth distribution. To the extent that such complex
cases are underrepresented in our samples of tax evaders, this
could help explain the relatively small share of the ‘‘super rich”
in tax evasion.
5.2.2. Effective tax rate at the top of the wealth distribution
While the effect of the tax rate on tax evasion is theoretically

ambiguous (Allingham and Sandmo, 1972), empirical evidence
suggests that tax evasion is higher when tax rates are higher
(Kleven et al., 2011; Londoño-Vélez and Ávila-Mahecha, 2021a).
It is therefore possible that low evasion at the top is the result of
low effective tax rates on the highest wealth groups. As explained
in Section 2.1, capital income is only lightly taxed in the Nether-
lands. Furthermore, as we show in Fig. 10, the wealth composition
of different wealth groups differs considerably, which affects the
tax treatment of each wealth group’s income. In particular, the
share of real estate in wealth falls with wealth, while substantial
ownership accounts for the bulk of wealth at the top. To obtain a
comprehensive picture, we compute each household’s tax liability,
excluding taxes paid over labour income, using a wide array of eco-
nomic and demographic variables from administrative datasets. In
Fig. 11, we divide the capital tax liability by net wealth for each
wealth group for 2011. Box 1 refers to the net subsidy on owner-
occupied housing wealth. Box 2 is a flat tax on dividends and rea-
lised capital gains from substantial ownership (defined as cases
where a person owns at least 5% of a company’s shares). A business
owner can avoid taxes by simply not paying out dividends and not
realising capital gains. Box 3 is a tax on the stock of household
wealth (excluding owner-occupied housing, pension assets and
substantial ownership in companies). The effective tax rate on cap-
ital income is low and progressive until the top 0.01%, in most part
because housing accounts for a decreasing share of overall wealth
at the top of the wealth distribution. This confirms statistics com-
piled by European Commission (2020) that show that the Nether-
lands has a low tax burden on capital compared to other EU
countries.18 Interestingly, the effective tax rate (expressed as a %
of net wealth) falls for the highest wealth group to less than half a
percent of net wealth, which reflects the fact that most wealth at
the very top is held in the form of substantial ownership of firms.
This could help explain why evasion at the top appears to be so low.
18 Bruil et al. (2022) compute the effective tax rate for different income groups and
find that the effective tax rate falls with income.



Fig. 7. Amnesty participation (% of municipal population) by offshore country. These maps show the number of amnesty participants as a share of each municipality’s
population. In panel A, amnesty participants with hidden wealth in Belgium are shown; Panel B shows those with hidden wealth in Germany; Panel C, Switzerland; Panel D,
countries other than Belgium, Germany and Switzerland. Due to output restrictions, we cannot disclose the precise number of amnesty participants in municipalities when
this number lies below 10. For this reason, we show the share of amnesty participants by commuting zone (COROP) for the Germany map. Note that the scale for Germany
differs from that used in other maps.
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Fig. 8. Share of amnesty wealth with different origin countries by wealth group.
This figure shows the share of amnesty wealth originating from Belgium, Germany,
and Switzerland held by each of the wealth groups.

Fig. 9. Distributional patterns of tax evasion. Panel A of this figure shows
likelihood of being found to have evaded taxes through the different projects. To
compare the different group of amnesty participants, which differ in size, we have
normalised the likelihood of participation to that for the wealth group P90-P99.
Thus the top wealth group is more than 60 times as likely to participate in the
amnesty with APV wealth as is the P90-P99 wealth group. Panel B shows the share
in amnesty wealth held by wealth group for amnesty wealth and amnesty wealth
that is qualified as APV.

Fig. 10. Composition of wealth (% of assets). This figure shows the composition of
wealth for different wealth groups, ranked by 2007 wealth. Each wealth component
is expressed as a share of total assets for that wealth group.

Fig. 11. Capital taxes as a share of net wealth (%). This figure shows the effective
tax rate in 2011, expressed as a percentage of net wealth, by wealth group. Box 1
refers to the net subsidy on owner-occupied housing. Box 2 refers to taxes paid over
dividends from substantial ownerships. Box 3 refers to taxes paid over household
wealth (excluding owner-occupied housing, pension wealth and substantial
ownerships).
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5.2.3. Migration
A radical alternative to tax evasion that is not yet incorporated

in most models of tax evasion is migration. Rather than breaking
the law, households can escape the law entirely by moving one’s
residence. Kleven et al. (2020) reviews a growing body of research
that studies the interaction of taxation and migration and points to
an increasing number of favourable tax schemes for wealthy for-
eigners. Agrawal et al. (2022) and Jakobsen et al. (2021) study
migration behaviour in response to wealth taxes. As explained in
Section 2.1, emigration makes it possible, under some circum-
stances, to distribute profits without having to pay taxes. Geo-
graphical and cultural proximity to countries such as Belgium,
the United Kingdom and Switzerland make it less costly for the
wealthiest Dutch households to emigrate. An individual who emi-
grates has to deregister from their municipality in the Netherlands,
but does not lose their Dutch citizenship. While the exact tax con-
sequences depend on the bilateral tax treaty between the Nether-
lands and the emigration destination, income or wealth outside of
the Netherlands will not be taxed by the Netherlands. As an illus-
tration of this potential channel, panel A of Fig. 12 presents overall



Fig. 12. Emigration rate (%) by wealth group and destination country. Panel A
shows the overall probability to emigrate between 2007 and 2021 by wealth group,
defined by wealth in 2007. Panel B shows the probability to emigrate between 2007
and 2021 to specific countries, by wealth group defined by wealth in 2007.
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emigration rates, defined as the probability of a household member
to emigrate at least once between 2007 and 2021, for different
wealth groups (defined by 2007 wealth). The overall emigration
gradient is U-shaped, but this masks substantial heterogeneity by
destination country which we show in panel B. We present gradi-
ents for the most common emigration destinations in addition to
Switzerland which is particularly popular at the top of the distribu-
tion.19 The wealth gradient of migration depends on the destination
country: it is U-shaped for Belgium, the United Kingdom, and
Netherlands Antilles, mostly decreasing for Germany, and increasing
for Spain and the United States. The gradient is most pronounced for
Switzerland, with a rate increasing from virtually 0 to a fairly high
level of 1% for the top 0.05%. To the extent that migration can be
an alternative to tax evasion, this could partly explain the result
we observe. If we do not observe a lot of very rich evaders today,
it may be because they may have legally migrated in the past.20
19 Since we use administrative data from Statistics Netherlands, we can only show
data points that represent at least 10 observations. This is why the smallest wealth
group is P99.95-P100 instead of P99.99-P100 as this would leave us with too few
observations when focusing on specific countries.
20 Migration among the highest wealth groups was sufficiently common for the
Dutch rich list Quote 500 to introduce a separate ranking for wealthy Dutch
individuals living abroad in 2014. In earlier years, the Belgian town Brasschaat with a
population of less than 40,000 and located fewer than 10 kilometres from the Dutch
border accounted for 18 of the list’s 500 members.
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6. Conclusion

While tax administrations have made considerable progress in
fighting it, tax evasion remains a seemingly inextricable part of
our world. The measurement of inequality has to account for this
fact and this paper attempts to do so for the Netherlands. We apply
the same methodology as Alstadsæter et al. (2019), which leads to
only a small adjustment of top wealth shares. More so than in
other countries, tax evasion in the Netherlands appears to be an
activity for the ‘‘merely rich”, at least in part enabled by ample eva-
sion opportunities in neighbouring countries.

Our finding emphasises the importance of the assumed distri-
bution of hidden wealth. As we have shown in this paper, the dis-
tribution of specific types of tax evasion depends on the
geographical and institutional setting, in particular as it pertains
to taxation and information sharing, at home as well as abroad.
In essence, distributional patterns of tax evasion are context-
dependent. Current developments in fiscal coordination across
the globe will in turn reshape the distribution of tax evasion as
households and industries adapt to new rules as well as their
enhanced enforcement.

Tax amnesties can structurally raise taxes paid by amnesty par-
ticipants. For a comprehensive evaluation of tax amnesties, how-
ever, it would be necessary to compare this revenue gain to a
potential loss of revenue as tax amnesties may induce households
to start evading taxes (Langenmayr, 2017).

In any case, our results suggest that current compliance actions,
which are ultimately the source of our data, leave the Netherlands’
wealthiest households relatively unaffected. Our analysis does not
allow us to conclusively distinguish between explanations that rely
on tax incentives, the sophistication of tax evasion or a higher
desire to comply with tax laws among the very rich. Future
research could explore these competing explanations, which in
turn could inform the compliance actions undertaken by tax
administrations. By expanding the study of amnesties, leaks and
information exchange to more countries and cases, we can reach
a better understanding of the different types of tax evasion and
their distinct distributional patterns.
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Appendix A. Construction of the hidden wealth variable

This appendix describes the construction of the hidden wealth
variable in the amnesty data presented in Section 3. The dataset
contains information on tax evaders who voluntarily entered the
program. They would then declare the wealth they had hidden
from the tax administration, and pay taxes plus an additional pen-
alty. The penalty rate is applied to the amount of taxes evaded and
depends on the date of participation to the program (the schedule
is presented in Table 2).

We have the following information regarding wealth hidden
abroad. First, we have the amount of hidden wealth that is
reported by the amnesty participant when they first register for
the amnesty program. Second, we have the different components
of the amount that is ultimately claimed by the tax administration,
i.e. taxes, interest on those taxes, and a penalty. We can use the tax
code to approximate the amount of hidden wealth using the tax
component.

The first measure may not be entirely accurate as it is self-
reported and there is no explicit verification of this amount.



Fig. A.1. Comparison of imputed wealth and Swiss bank account balances. This
figure compares bank account balances from the Swiss information request with
imputed wealth based on taxes paid. The red dotted line denotes the 45 degree line.
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Instead, the tax authority requests extensive documentation from
the amnesty participant, which is used to establish their tax liabil-
ity. We observe a large number of missing or unrealistically low
amounts, suggesting that participants may not report their hidden
wealth accurately - possibly because they may not know the exact
amount when they first enter the amnesty. The second measure is
based on the amount of evaded taxes ultimately established by the
tax administration. To convert this amount into the stock of hidden
wealth, we need to make assumptions on the number of years cov-
ered by the taxes. In most cases, taxes can be recovered up to
12 years before the participation to the amnesty. Households can
legally amend their tax returns up to two years after filing, which
means that taxes would cover at most 10 years.21 We then impute
hidden wealth by dividing the amount of taxes recovered by 10 and
then by 1.2%, the tax rate relevant for most cases of hidden wealth. In
a small number of cases, people enter the amnesty when receiving
hidden wealth as part of an inheritance. In those cases, no wealth
tax is due, but we can use the inheritance tax to approximate the
amount of hidden wealth. The highest tax rate on inheritances
received by children is 20% and so we approximate hidden wealth
by multiplying inheritance taxes paid by a factor of 5.

All the results of the paper are computed based on this imputed
amount of hidden wealth. This choice is driven by two main rea-
sons. First, we consider the imputed amount as more reliable as
it based on taxes actually paid as opposed to a self-reported
amount. Second, the declared wealth variable is only available
from 2011 onwards, while we can use the imputation method for
all years.

We can test our imputation method using our data from the
Swiss information request. These data contain both individuals’
tax liability, which is the key input for our imputation procedure,
as well as their Swiss bank account balances. In Fig. A.1 we com-
pare individuals’ account balances to imputed values. Due to out-
put restrictions, we are required to average variables across
groups of 10 individuals. Overall, our imputed values lie close to
the true account balances. If anything, our imputed values are
slightly higher than the corresponding account balances. This can
be explained by the fact that some individuals may own offshore
accounts at banks not covered by the information request or in
countries other than Switzerland. In these cases, their offshore
wealth is higher than their Swiss bank account balance and we
would expect the imputed value to reflect this.

As a further robustness test, Figs. A.2 and A.3 present sensitivity
analyses for the two possible measures of hidden wealth: declared
amnesty wealth and amnesty wealth imputed on the basis of
evaded taxes. As these measures are subject to very different
sources of measurement error, consistency between the two vari-
ables is somehow reassuring, as it shows that the measurement
errors do not induce major systematic biases.

Panel A of Fig. A.2 presents the imputed wealth as a function of
the declared wealth, averaged across wealth bins, along with the
45 degree line and a simple OLS estimation of imputed wealth over
declared wealth. The relationship between the two variables is
strong (coefficient of 0.84 for the regression). The imputed value
is higher for higher level of declared wealth. This may be due to
the fact that large hidden wealth portfolios are typically more com-
plex, which makes it harder to report their value accurately.

Panel B of Fig. A.2 presents the distribution of imputed and
declared amnesty wealth. Both distributions are very similar,
except at the bottom of the distribution where there are more
observations for the imputed variable.
Fig. A.2. Comparison of declared and imputed amnesty wealth. Panel (a)
presents imputed amnesty wealth as a function of the average declared amnesty
wealth for different wealth bins. The black dotted line presents the 45 degree line
and the red line present the results (constant and slope) of a linear regression of
imputed amnesty wealth on declared amnesty wealth. Panel (b) presents the
distribution of imputed amnesty wealth and declared amnesty wealth.

21 Based on discussions with the tax administration, the actual average number of
years lies slightly, but not much below 10. For this reason, our imputed value can be
interpreted as a lower-bound.
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Fig. A.3. Distribution of self-reported and imputed amnesty wealth. This figure
compute the wealth shares of hidden wealth by wealth group (see Section 4 for
details) for the imputed and declared amount of hidden wealth.
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Finally, Fig. A.3 presents the distribution of imputed and
declared amnesty wealth across wealth groups. Reassuringly, hid-
den wealth shares are very similar for the two definitions.
Fig. C.1. Probability to participate in amnesty by 2007 and 2017 wealth groups.
This figure shows the fraction of households in each wealth group who participated
in the tax amnesty over the period 2008 to 2018 (extensive margin). Wealth groups
are defined in terms of 2007 and 2017 wealth.
Appendix B. Sensitivity to undervaluation of listed shares

The patterns in offshore tax evasion that we have documented
depend crucially on the accurate measurement of wealth. A partic-
ular concern lies in the valuation of unlisted shares since, by their
very nature, they lack market prices. We rely on wealth estimates
by Statistics Netherlands. These estimates have been improved
recently and do not solely rely on book values. Instead, real estate
and shares in other businesses are valued at market prices or prices
that are supposed to reflects market prices. If for whatever reason,
unlisted shares were still undervalued, we would mistakenly rank
owners of unlisted shares below their true rank in the wealth dis-
tribution. Tax evading owners of unlisted shares would in our ter-
minology be classified as ‘‘merely rich” rather than ‘‘super rich”.

We should note that offshore wealth is included in the measure
of wealth used to rank households. Therefore, if a household
belongs to the 95th percentile of the wealth distribution, their off-
shore wealth cannot be much larger than a few hundred thousand
Fig. B.1. Share of amnesty wealth for different valuation of unlisted shares. This
figure shows the share of amnesty wealth held by each of the wealth groups, for
different scenarios for the valuation of unlisted shares. The value of this wealth
category is inflated by different values (form 100% to 1000% increase).
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euros or else they would have ranked higher on the basis of their
offshore wealth alone.

Still, we investigate how our results are affected if we assume
that unlisted shares are generally undervalued. We inflate the
value of unlisted shares by a range of different percentages in
Fig. B.1 and find that the distribution of offshore wealth is reason-
ably robust to this. In all scenarios the bulk of offshore wealth is
held by the ‘‘merely rich”. This suggests that, if anything, owners
of unlisted shares are less likely to engage in offshore tax evasion
and so when we move them up the wealth distribution, the share
of offshore wealth accounted for by the super rich falls.
Appendix C. Results for 2007 and 2017

In our baseline analysis, we rank households according to their
reported wealth in 2007 to which we add the discounted value of
hidden wealth they declare in later years. Here, we show how the
basic patterns of evasion change when instead we use households’
reported wealth in 2017. Hidden wealth disclosed before 2017
ig. C.2. Amnesty wealth as a share of total wealth by 2007 and 2017 wealth
roups. This figure shows wealth declared through the amnesty as a share of total
ealth, including amnesty wealth, conditional on amnesty participation (intensive
argin). Wealth groups are defined in terms of 2007 and 2017 wealth.
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Fig. C.3. Share of amnesty wealth by 2007 and 2017 wealth groups. This figure
shows the share of amnesty wealth held by each of the wealth groups. Wealth
groups are defined in terms of 2007 and 2017 wealth.
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should be part of reported wealth in 2017, though the value may
have changed since it was uncovered. Furthermore, previously
evading households may have transferred some of their wealth
16
to others like their children. Some of these households may have
died or emigrated since disclosing their hidden wealth so that
we are not able to link them to data on reported wealth in 2017.
All of this may explain why evading households look slightly less
wealthy when ranking according to their 2017 wealth compared
to the 2007 ranking. In any case, the finding that most evasion is
done by the ‘‘merely rich” instead of the ‘‘super rich” appears
robust to changing the base year (see Figs. C.1, C.2, C.3).
Appendix D. Advertisements by foreign banks

In the 1980s and 1990s, it was not uncommon for foreign banks
to advertise in Dutch national and regional newspapers.22 These
advertisements can be found today through the Dutch newspaper
archive www.delpher.nl. To take one bank, Deutsche Bank, and one
regional newspaper, Limburgsch Dagblad, as an example: the first
advertisement appears on 29 May 1982 and is aimed at cross-
border workers. In the subsequent decade, Deutsche Bank placed
72 advertisements in this one regional newspaper, emphasising
the bank’s close proximity to the Netherlands and assuring that their
employees speak Dutch. From 1988 onwards, the advertisements
explicitly state that investments at the bank are exempt from with-
holding taxes. (see Fig. D.1).
22 The idea of including this section was inspired by Ogle (2020).



Fig. D.1. A sample of advertisements by Deutsche Bank in the newspaper Limburgsch Dagblad.
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Appendix E. Data appendix

The administrative datasets that are used in this paper are
maintained by Statistics Netherlands (CBS). Different datasets can
be linked through a unique anonymized identifier. Each dataset
is accompanied by extensive documentation in Dutch available at
https://www.cbs.nl/nl-nl/onze-diensten/maatwerk-en-microdata/
microdata-zelf-onderzoek-doen/catalogus-microdata. The key
administrative datasets that we rely on are VEHTAB (for wealth),
INPATAB (for income), GBAADRESOBJECTBUS (for residence), and
GBAMIGRATIEBUS (for migration). This appendix provides detailed
information on the variables contained in and sources used for
these datasets.

VEHTAB This dataset contains information on wealth for all
households present in the Netherlands on January 1st of each year.
Wealth is observed on January 1st of each year between 2006 and
2020. Wealth consists of financial assets, real estate, business
assets, substantial ownerships and other assets minus liabilities.
Most data are supplied by the Dutch tax administration. Real estate
(including owner-occupied housing) is registered in the national
cadaster. Municipalities are tasked with (re-) valuing all real estate
annually. These valuations are used for both municipal (property
tax) and national taxes (income tax, corporate tax, inheritance
tax). Most financial wealth held by households is taxed in Box 3
(see Section 2.1 for a detailed exposition of taxation of income
and wealth in the Netherlands). Financial institutions are required
to report account balances of bank accounts, equity portfolios,
mortgages and other financial instruments to the tax administra-
tion. Increasingly, the Dutch tax administration receives informa-
tion about financial wealth held abroad through the automatic
exchange of information. For the self-employed and individuals
with substantial ownerships, information on wealth in their busi-
nesses is taken from corporate balance sheets constructed for the
purposes of the corporate tax (see footNote 13 for an explanation
as to why corporate balance sheets are constructed for this pur-
pose). These balance sheets are adjusted by valuing real estate
according to the municipal valuation (which is supposed to mirror
market prices). Importantly, pension entitlements (funded and
unfunded) are not included in this dataset.23

INPATAB This dataset contains information on income, taxes
and transfers for all households present in the Netherlands on Jan-
uary 1st of each year. These variables are observed for the years
2011–2020. Most data are supplied by the Dutch tax administra-
tion. For this paper, we use the variables taxable income, divi-
dends, imputed rent and mortgage interest to compute each
household’s tax liability on capital income.24

GBAADRESOBJECTBUS This dataset contains the addresses
associated with all individuals registered as residents in the
Netherlands between 1995 and 2021. The main data sources are
the population registry (Basisregistratie Personen) and the address
registry (Basisregistraties Adressen en Gebouwen). Each observa-
tion corresponds to an individual’s address with start and end date.
An individual appears multiple times if they moved within the
Netherlands between 1995 and 2021.25

GBAMIGRATIEBUS This dataset contains all migratory move-
ments into and out of the Netherlands between 1995 and 2021
as measured by registration in and deregistration from the popula-
tion register. When immigrating into the Netherlands it is compul-
sory to register at a municipality and an equivalent deregistration
23 Further documentation is available in Dutch at https://www.cbs.nl/-/media/cbs-
op-maat/microdatabestanden/documents/2021/51/vehtab.pdf
24 Further documentation is available in Dutch at https://www.cbs.nl/-/media/cbs-
op-maat/microdatabestanden/documents/2022/17/inpatab.pdf
25 Further documentation is available in Dutch at https://www.cbs.nl/-/media/cbs-
op-maat/microdatabestanden/documents/2022/14/gbaadresobjectbus.pdf
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requirement exists in cases of emigration. Each observation corre-
sponds to an individual’s migration spell with start and end date,
as well as the country of origin or destination. When a new migra-
tory movement takes place, an end date is added to an observation
and a new observation is created.26
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