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“We are not supposed to be an assembly of gentlemen who have no interests of any
kind and no association of any kind. That is ridiculous. That may apply in Heaven, but
not, happily, here.”

Winston Churchill, characterizing the House of Commons in 1947

I. INTRODUCTION

The role of money in politics is a certral issuein demacracies. To most obseners, the
power of moneyto elect candidates,shape legislation, and gain accesdo valuable govern-
mert information violates the demccratic principle of equal represetation. Demacratic
governmerts therefore attempt to restrict what money can accomplishby criminalizing
sometypes of paymerts to politicians and civil senants (i.e. bribes), restricting the ex-
tent of others (e.g. campaign cortributions), and requiring unusually detailed Pnancial
disclosurefrom both individuals and organzations involved in politics.

Given the importance of moneyin politics it is surprising how little attention hasbeen
given to the Pnancialreturns politicians acually derive from politics. Money is certainly
not the only attraction of politics, but the Pnancialbenebtsavailable to politicians (0" cial
salary, outside income available while in 0"ce, and employment opportunities after they
step down) are an important factor that infBuencesboth who enters politi cs (Schlesinger
1966,Rohde 1979,Fiorina 1994,0sborne & Slivinski 1996,Besley& Coate 1997,Messner
& Polborn 2004, Caselli & Morelli 2004, Besley 2005, Mattozzi et al. 2007) and when
politicians chooseto leave 0"ce (Groseclose% Krehbiel 1994,Hall & van Houweling 1995,
Diermeier et al. 2005). In addition, sitting politicians may make policy decisionsin part
to attract personal Pnancial benebts. High-proble casesof political corruption around
the world conbPrmthat special interestsare often willing to o'er, and somepoliticians are
willing to accept,bribesin return for political favors (Johnson1986,Doig 1984, Tanzi 1998,
Dal Be et al. 2006,Gorodnichenko & Sabrianova 2007). While candidate recruitment and
inBuencepedding are certral to political econony researt, surprisingly few studies have
useddata on the bPnancesof politicians to shedlight on them. (Diermeier et al. (2005),

Querubin & Snyder (2008), and Gagliarducciet al. (2008) are important exceptions.)



In this paper we examinethe wealth of British paliticians in order to assss the extent
to which Members of Parliamernt (MPs) appear to have personally probted from 0" ce.
Our approach is to comparethe wealth at death (measuredby probate values) of former
MPs with that of parliamentary candidateswho were narrowly defeatedand thus never
sened in Parliamert. In very closeelectionsthe winner is chosenalmost at random, sud
that narrowly unsuccessfulcandidatesare quite similar to narrow winners in measured
characteristics sud as age, education, and occupation, as well as in harder-to-measure
characteristics like inherited wealth, well-connectednessand charisma. The lives of nar-
rowly defeatedcandidatesthus illuminate the Oroadnot takenOby MPs Dthe experiences
they passedup by ertering politics. A careful comparisonof the post-election lives of
MPs and narrow loserscan therefore provide a valid estimate of the elects (Pnancialand
otherwise) of servingin Parliamert.

To carry out this comparison,we created an original dataset consistingof the names,
badkgrounds,and electoralfortunesof every politician who stood for the House of Commons
between 1950 and 1970, and we collected the probate values for a subset of relatively
competitiv e candidates(both successfulnd unsuccessfulvho have sincedied. Using both
non-parametric matching methods and a regressiondiscortinuity designto accour for
remaining di'erences between winners and losers,we bPnd that servingin Parliamert in
fact had a large Pnancialbenebtfor membersof the Consenative party but not for Labour
MPs. We estimate that Consenative MPs roughly doubled their wealth by serving in
Parliamert; the medianConsenative MP bequeathedaround 530 000GBP (in 2007prices)
but would have left around 245 000 GBP if he had not beenelected. (For comparison,in
the generalpopulation of England the median male over 65 in 2002had around 120 000
GBP in wealth.)

While oursis the brst study to look in sud depth at the Pnancesof British politicians,
our results are consisten with existing knowledgeabout moneyin Parliamert. The House
of Commonsolers its menbersrelatively modest pay but allows them to engagen almost

any sort of outside Pnancialarrangemen short of outright bribery. It is not unusual (let



aloneillegal) for an MP to earn much more than his parliamentary salary by working as
a (non-executive) board director or Oparlianertary consutantO to private Prms (Jordan
1998,Rush et al. 2001, Norton 2003). Consistert with our Pndings,theselucrative outside
arrangemeits are known to be much more commonamong Consenative MPs than among
Labourites (Doig 1984,Hollingsworth 1991). The British public hasgeneally taken a dim

view of MPsObnancial arrangemerts, with 65% of responderts agreeingthat OmostMPs
make a lot of moneyby using public o"ce improperlyOQin a 1994Gallup poll (Norton 2003,
pg. 367). Three yearslater, public fatigue with perceived conf3ict of interest and Pnancial
Osleaze@mong Consenative MPs cortributed to the ascendancyof Tony BlairOs.abour
Party after eighteen yearsof Consenative rule. It should be well noted that our data do
not permit usto say whetherthe Pnancialgainsenjoyed by Consenative MPs compromised
their independenceor were otherwiseimproper. Our Pndings are howewver consister with

the perceptionthat Consenative politicians disproportionately probtedfrom their political

positions.

While our empirical analysis focuseson the private Pnancial consegiencesof being
electedto Parliament, our results have implications well beyond the politicians involved.
We beliewve that our Pnding of large Pnancialrewards from o0"ce suggestghe needfor are-
evaluation of the read of lobbying at Westminster, which hasbeendownplayed in much of
the British politics literature (King 1984). In addition, the sameapproad can certainly be
applied to other legislaturesand in other time periods, making possibk the comparisonof
Pnancialreturns to 0" cein situations with dilerent degeesof legislative power, legislaor
independence and ethics regulation (e.g., Querubin & Snyder (2008)).

A distinction should be drawn betweenthe approad we employ hereand that of Dier-
meieret al. (2005),who estimatethe value of winning a Congressionased usinga structural
model of legislatasCareerdecisions.Diermeier et al. (2005) used wagesurveysto estimate
the salariesearnedby former legislatorsin their Prst jobs after leaving 0"ce; the extert
of the pay raise awaiting them in the private sector, conbined with legislators@evealed

decisions allowed Diermeier et al. (2005)to impute a non-pecuriary valuethat membersof



Congressascribe to holding o"ce. While their approad is useful for analyzing the career
decisionsof sitting legislators, by the authorswn admissiontheir analysisis silert on the
value of ertering o"ce in the prst place,which is our focusand an important consideration
in the literature on legislative careers. The casewe examine also makes clear that the
innovative approad of Diermeier et al. (2005) may be di"cult to apply in other settings:
when legislatorshave signibcan, hard-to-measureoutsideincome(asis the casein the UK
and many other legislatures(Gagliarducci et al. 2008)), estimatesof the Pnancialrewards
of 0"ce - and therefore many other parametersin their model - will likely be biased. We
beliewve that our estimatesof the elect of o"ce on wealth are highly credible, given that
we rely on few modeling assumptionsand more conplete bPnancial data from individ ual
legislators.

We presen our evidenceand argumert as follows. In the next section, we introduce
our data on the wealth of British politicians. In Section 3 we usethis data to estimate
the elect of servingin Parliament on wealth. In Section4 we considerpossiblechannels
through which MPs likely increasedtheir wealth, focusing on opportunities for earning

outside incomethr ough consultanciesand directorships.

II. THE WEALTH OF CANDIDATES TO THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

A. DATA AND ESTIMATION SAMPLE

The crucial questionfacing any attempt to estimatethe Pnancialrewards of political o"ce
is, OTo whom should legislators be compared?OT he di"cu Ity of bnding a valid cortrol
group is vexing for any obsenational study, whether the treatment under consideraton
be job training, education, or, as here, political o"ce. Our approad is to compare MPs
with unsuccessfutandidaes, many of whom were very similar to MPs in important ways
(including age, education, occupation, ability, and inherited wedth) but, through no par-
ticular fault of their own, newer attained o"ce .

One of the challengesin conparing legislators with unsuccessfulcandidatesis that
history is generally not kind to the losers. While there are extensive datasetsdocumerting

the characteristicsand careertrajectoriesof legislators,very few researtiers have collected
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detailed data about the people those legislators defeatedto obtain o"ce. Fortunately,
until recentlly The Times Guide to the House of Commons, a standard referencein British
politics, published short biographiesof all candidatesrunning for the Houseof Commons,
along with complete election returns, for every generalelection.! Using this rich resource,
we created a databaseof every candidate who ran for the House of Commonsbetween
1950and 1970(some5,729individuals), a period of closetwo-party competition between
the Consenative and Labour parties? For eah candidate, we recordedyear (and often
month) of birth, a detailed set of biographical characteristics, and the completerecad of
the candidateOsampaignsduring this period.

Using the year and morth of birth provided in each candidateOsio, we brst searted
a public databasé for the date of death of 2,904 relatively competitive canddates. At
this stagewe debPnedOcompetitiv e candidatesCasthosewho, not having previously won an
election, either won or lost by fewer than 10,000votesin a generalelection between 1950
and 1970. This restriction was intended to exclude incumberts, unbeatable candidates,
and non-cortenders for whom the implicit courterfactual is not well-debned. We found
near-certain matches for 665 candidates;we were unable to Pnd a record in caseswhere
the candidate had not yet died, died before 1984 (the start of the death record database),
or produced so many matching death records(becauseof a commonname) that we were

not able to identify the right onewith sucient certainty.*

1A sample entry from the Guide’s 1966 edition is shown in Figure 1.

2We chose the time period to maximize the number of candidates for whom we could find probate
values. The Times Guide to the House of Commons started providing candidates’ ages (or years of birth),
which were necessary for finding death records, in its 1950 edition, which prevents us from going back
further than that. We stopped collecting data after the 1970 election because candidates by then were
young enough that a relatively small proportion would have died by now.

Swww.thegenealogist.co.uk

4To ensure that the rate of false-positives was the same for winners and losers, we did not use public
information on the dates of death of MPs in collecting these death records. We created a sample of
public figures (scientists, authors, athletes, etc.) whose death dates are publicly available from the Oxzford
Dictionary of National Biography and other sources and whose years of birth match the distribution in
our sample of parliamentary candidates. We then trained our death record collection algorithm (a set of
rules for dealing with ambiguous name matches) to maximize the proportion of accurately identified death
records in this training set. Cross-validation indicated that we could achieve a Type I error rate of around
5%. Once we obtained death dates for our sample of parliamentary candidates using this algorithm, we
checked our collected death dates against the true death dates for successful candidates (which are easily
available from public records) and confirmed that we indeed had an error rate of 5.2%.
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With the death recordswe were then able to Pnd probate valuesfor 561 candidatesin
the probate calendarstored at First Averue Housein London?® Probate valuesallow us to
measurethe total value of a candidateOsstate at deathS We are conbden that probate
valuesgive a good indication of the true wealth of the individuals in our sample. Probate
valuesare widely usedin the economichistory literature to measurewealth, for examplein
studies of economicmobility during the industrial revolution.” Probatesalso provide the
basisfor o"cial data on the current distribution of wealth. In a recer review comparing
methods of estimating the wealth distribution, HM Rewerue & Customs(HMR C) concluded
that the approad basedon probate valuesremains Othebest available means,&urpassing
alternate approades basedon investmer income and direct householdsurveys (HMRC
2007,pg. 3).

Finally, we exclude from our estimation sample 67 candidates who were from minor
parties (36 Liberals and 31 from regional parties) and a further 60 candidateswho were
found to have sened before 1950, which leavesus with 434 candidatesoverall. Of these,
186 candidatesare Ocometitive winnersOin the sensethat they ertered Parliamert in a
race they won by fewer than 10,000votes; the remaining 248 candidatesare Ocomgtitive
losers@n the sensethat at somepoint they camewithin 10,000votes of winnning.® The
candidatesin our estimation sampleare spread quite evenly geogaphically acrossBritain

(with candidatesappearing in 432 out of 658 possible constituenciesbetween 1950 and

5The few missing probates were mostly due to common names. Probates are listed under the quarter in
which they are registered, which might be as much as a year after the date when the death was registered,
and entries in the probate calendar do not list birth dates (unlike death records). As a result, there might
be several possible probate records listed in the year or so following the death of a candidate with a common
name, making it impossible to tell which one is the correct estate. These cases were left missing.

61n the UK, a probate is needed in order for a deceased person’s representative to administer the assets
of the estate. A probate is normally filed for all estates containing real property and/or a single class of
asset worth GBP 5,000 or more. By law, the estate includes the value of all assets and monies at the time
of death, after debts and expenses have been deducted, plus any gifts exceeding GBP 3000 that have been
made within the previous seven years and the value of any trust from which the deceased has received
an income. Jointly held property is also exempt, with certain restrictions. At the time of writing, a 40%
inheritance tax is applied to the estate, with the first 300,000 GBP exempt. Tax avoidance may affect the
reported wealth but this effect is mitigated by the fact that gifts given within seven years of death are
taxable.

"See Owens et al. (2006) for an application, discussion, and many citations.

8We also discarded the very few “losing” candidates who eventually won a seat post 1970. Including
them as winners or losers does not change the results (available upon request).
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1970) and temporally acrossour period (with about 60 candidatesmaking their debut in
eat of the sewen elections between 1950 and 1970). As far as we know, our database
is unique in the richnessof the badkground information and electoral results it provides
about both winning and losing candidatesover seeral elections. With Querubin & Snyder

(2008), we are alsoamongthe brst to collect direct measuresof candidate wealth.

B. WEALTH DISTRIBUTIONS

Table 1 displays the distribution of wealth at the time of death for the candidatesin our
sample. To make the comparisonmearnngful, we corverted the grossvalue of the estate
into real 2007 British Pounds (GBP) using the ConsumerPrice Index from the O"c e for
National Statistics. We bnd that grosswealth at death varies widely acrosscandidates
ranging from 4,597 GBP for the poorest candidate (Consenative Robert Youngson)to
31,070 000 GBP for the richest candidate (Consenative Basil de Ferranti). The median
wealth at death is 264 300 GBP. As a bendimark, the median grossvalue of the estatefor
the whole of England and Walesin 2002was about 80, 388 GBP for malesof all ages.The
median age at death in our sampleis 79 years, so another instructive bendimark is the
median grossvalue of the estate for malesaged 65 and above, which was about 113 477
GBP in 2002? This indicatesthat the medan candidae died more than twice as wealthy
asthe median seniorcitizen in recen years.

Giventhe well-known di'erencesin sccial classbetweenpoliticians from the two parties,
it should not be surprising that Consenative candidates died signibcarly richer than
their Labour counterparts. The medianwealth amongConsenativesexceededhat among
Labourites by 78,000 GBP. The lower right panel in Figure 2 comparesthe two wealth
distributions graphically usinga Quartile-Quantile (QQ) plot. We usea log transformation
given the right skew of the wealth distributions. We Pnd that Consenatives were more
wealthy over almostthe ertire rangeof the data, i.e. at almostevery perceriile of ead party

the Consenative candidate was wealthier. The Labour canddates by no meansdied poor,

9All figures converted to real 2007 prices. Median wealth is computed from HM Revenue & Customs
(HMRC) statistics table 13.2 “Estimated wealth of individuals in the U.K., 2002 (year of death basis),”
which uses the estate multiplier method to estimate wealth from probate values.
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howewer. For example, Eric Hurst, a lawyer and erntrepreneur who unsuccessfullystood
as a Labour candidate in 1951 and 1955, died with 7,926 000 GPB. The median estate
among Labour candidateswas 250 300 GPB (more than twice the nationwide median in
recernt years)and a quarter of the candidatesdied with more than 346 000 GPB.

Next we turn to the comparisonof winning versuslosing candidates(rows 2 and 3 in
Table 1). Quite remarkably, we Pnd that winning candidates died much richer than their
losing courterparts. The median MP died with 332 700 GBP, comparedto the median
losing candidate who passedaway with 250 300GBP. The dilerence betweenthe medians,
82,400 GBP, is roughly as large as the dilerence betweenthe median Consenative and
Labour estates!® The lower left panelin Figure 2 shavs the QQ-plot comparing the log
wealth distributions of winners and losers,indicating again that, percenile by percerile,
winners died richer than losers. The size of the wealth dilerence is striking, although of
courseat this point we cannot rule out that it may be due to dilerences betweenwinners
and losersfor which we have not yet acounted.

When we break the wealth comparisondown by party (rows 4-6 and 7-9 in Table 1),
we Pnd that the pronounceddi'erence in the wealth of winning and losing candidatesis
ertirely driven by the Consenative party. The median Consenative winning candidate
died with 532 200 GBP while his unsuccessfulcounterpart passedaway with a OmereO
257,300 GBP. We detect no sud dilerence for the Labour party; the dilere nce between
the medianlosing and the medianwinning Labour candidate was around 3,400 GBP. The
upper panelsin Figure 2 display the visual comparisonof the log wealth distributions.
For Labour (left panel), most points cluster tightly around the 45 degreeline indicating
that the two distributions are almost identical. For the Consenative party (right panel)
in corntrast, we again Pnd a very pronouncedadditive location shift in the distributions
(on the log scale),indicating that the wealth dilerence betweencandidateswho endedup

servingand canddateswho did not sene holdsover the ertire distribution and grows larger

10As a purchasing power benchmark, the average house price (all dwellings) in the Greater London
area in 2006 was about 300,000 GBP and in the whole of England it was about 200,000 GBP. Regulated
Mortgage Survey (2007) “Table 511: Housing market: simple average house prices, by dwelling type and
region, United Kingdom.” Department of Communities and Local Government.



at higher quartiles (in real terms). This dilerence must ref3ecteither a substartial elect
of 0"ce on wealth or a systematicelecioral preferencefor wealthier candidates;in the next

sectionwe attempt to disertangle thesepaossihilities.

III. ESTIMATING THE EFFECT OF OFFICE ON WEALTH

Sincepolitical 0"ce is not randomly assignecamongcandidates,MPs and losingcandidates
may diler in terms of obsenedand unobsened characteristicsthat are correlatedwith both
wealth and the probability of gaining o"ce. The most obvious reasonwhy winners and
loserswould di'er isthat voterschoosewinnersin a democracy, and voters have preferences
over candidate characteristicsthat are likely to be correlatedwith wealth. If voters prefer
wealthy or wealth-prone candidates, di'erences in wealth at death between winners and
loserscould derive ertirely from this selectionelect rather than the elect of o"ce itself.
The selectionelect in fact likely starts well beforethe generalelection, at the stagewhen
candidatesare chosenby local party organizations. Strong candidatesare more likely to
emergein winnable districts (Rush 1969,Norris & Lovenduski1995), meaningthat even if
voters ignore candidate characteristics we might still expect winnersto be systematically
wealthier or abler than losers. This early-stage selectionelect was probably particularly
strongin Britain in the period we are examiningbecausewith no residencyrequiremert for
being stagedin a particular constituency would-be candidatesoften auditioned in multiple
constituenciesin a quest for the safestdistricts (Rush 1969). As noted in the previous
section, our pbrst line of defenseaganst these selectionissuesis to restrict our sampleto
relatively competitiv e candidates. In this sectionwe describe statistical approadeswe use

to addressremaining confoundingfactors.

A. MATCHING ESTIMATES

Our datasetincludesan unusually rich set of badkground factors for eat candidate, which
makesit possibleto cortrol for many likely dilerences betweenwinnersand losers. In par-

ticular, for every candidatewe recordthe year of birth, gender,party, schooling, university



education, detailed occupation, whether the candidate has an aristocratic badkground,!!
and year of death. Descriptive statistics for the covariates are presened in Table 2. All
characteristics except the year of death and wealth are measuredfrom the Times Guide
to the House of Commons biography that appears for the brst constituency race of eah
candidate. The covariates are therefore Opre-treatmetO in the sensethat they are not
alected by whether the candidate won o"ce. 2

To conduct the estimations and to clarify the assumptons we introduce a minimal
amourt of standardnotation. Let W, beabinary treatment indicator codedoneif candidate
i sernedat leastoneperiod in the Houseof Commons,and zeroif candidatei newer attained
o"ce. X isan(n! k) matrix that includesour k obsened covariates for all n candidates
with row X; referring to the characteristics of candidatei. The variablesY;(0) and Y;(1)
represen the wedth that candidate i would realize with and without gaining political
o"ce (i.e., Omtential outcomesO)Evidently, one of the potertial outcomesis unobsened
for ead candidate. In the following we proceedby assumingunconfoundenesgiven the
obsened covariates, i.e. (Y1,Yy) " W]|X, and commonsupport so0< Pr(W = 1]X) < 1
holds with probability onefor (almost) every value of X (Roserbaum & Rubin 1983).

The validity of the unconfoundenessssumptiondependson the quality of the covari-
atesin capturing the assignmenh medanism. Arguably our unusually rich set of covariates
capturesthe most obvious confaunders. To the extert that wealthier candidateswerebetter
ableto attain o"ce (perhapsby usingtheir connectionsto be placedin more favorable dis-
tricts), the omission of wealth at the time of candidacy may be particularly problematic.
Howewer, while we do not measurepre-existing wealth explicitly (no sud data is avail-

able), many of our covariates Bsud aswhether a candidate was schooled at Eton, studied

11We define aristocratic background as the appearance of the words “Sir”, “Viscount”, “Lady” or “Lord”
in the biography.

120ne question is whether we should condition on the year of death or not given that it is measured
post-treatment and may be affected by wealth and political office. Below we report estimates including the
year of death, but excluding it does not change the results (available upon request). The direction of the
bias introduced by including or excluding year of death as a covariate is somewhat ambiguous. Candidates
who lived longer may have had more time to make money, but on the other hand they may have drawn
down their savings further; winning office, on the other hand, may lead to longer life or it may bring stress
and an earlier demise. In separate tests, we find no systematic effect of gaining office on longevity, which
suggests that post-treatment bias is not a concern.
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at Oxbridge, worked as a barrister, or has an aristocratic badkground D will be highly

correlated with pre-existing wealth and therefore will indirectly cortrol for this omitted

factor. Later in the paper, we employ a dilerent estimation strategy basedon a regression
discortinuity designthat relieson closeelectionsto cortrol for unobsenable factors.

In order to avoid parametric assumptionsand to keep the analysis transparent, we
chose matching as our main method of covariate adjustmert.'® Specibcally we employ
Genetic Matching (with replacenen) following Diamond & Sekhon (2006), becausan our
tests it producesthe highest covariate balancecomparedto other matching techniques!*
Other matching techniques, sud as propensity score matching or regular Mahalanobis
distance matching, led to substartively similar results. Sincethe above Pndingssuggest
that the elect of political o"ce on wealth may depend on party, we conductall estimations

separatelyfor ead party.

A.1. MATCHING RESULTS FOR THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY

Figure 3 presens the balanceresultsfor the Consenative party usingM = 1 (i.e. one-to-
onematching). For eat covariate, we plot standardizedbias asmeasuredby the dilerence
in meansbetweenthe two groups scaledby the pooled standard deviation. Accordingly,
circlesto the right (left) of the dashedvertical line at zeroindicate a higher incidenceof a

certain characteistic in the group of winning (losing) candidaes. As expected, there are

13See Imbens (2004) and Rubin (2006) for reviews. We also provide results from an OLS regression for
comparison. We have tried several other techniques for covariate adjustment such as weighting on the
propensity score and subclassification. All of these techniques lead to very similar results (available upon
request).

14For each candidate we pick the M nearest neighbors according to the following distance metric

d(Xi, X;) ={(Xi # X;)'(STV2)YWS V2(X; # X;)}¥2

where W is a (k! k) positive definite weight matrix with zero in all elements except the main diagonal
and SY¥? is the Cholesky decomposition of S, the variance-covariance matrix of X . Notice that the only
difference between this approach and regular Mahalanobis distance matching is the use of a generalized
weight matrix W. If each of the k parameters in the diagonal of W are set equal to 1, d() is the Mahalanobis
distance. In Genetic Matching, the weights in the diagonal of W are chosen by an evolutionary algorithm
such that balance across treatment and control groups is maximized. Balance is measured by the lowest
p-value across covariate-by-covariate paired t-tests for differences in means and bootstrapped Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests for the equality of distributions. See Sekhon (2007) for details. We also employ the bias
correction via post-matching regression adjustment as proposed in Abadie & Imbens (2002).
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clear di'erences in the distribution of pre-existing characteristics betweenthe two groups
before matching (unblled circles). MPs were more likely than unsuccesful candidates
to have aristocratic badkgroundsand elite educations. Winning candidateswere alsomore
likely to bein white-collar professiongengineering,accouring, or public relations)and less
likely to have businesadgrounds. After matching, howewer, we achieve avery high degree
of covariate balance(Plled circles). Acrossvariables, the standardizedbias is now within
0.1. The lowest p-value acrosspaired t-tests and KS tests is 0.16, which indicates that
the corresponding distributions are similar acrossall covariates. The two matched groups
have very similar obsened characteristics, sud that any remaining dilerence between
the wealth of winning and losing candidatescan plausibly be attribut ed to the elect of
treatment rather than thesepre-existing dilerences!®

The upper panelin Table 3 displays our elect estimates. The brsttwo columnspresen
the results from a simple OLS regression(with robust standard errors) of wealth on the
treatment indicator including all the covariates. Columnsthree and four display the results
from the matching estimator for two quartities of interest: The averagetreatmert elect
(ATE) givenby ! 475 = E[(Y;(1) # Y;(0)] and the averagetreatment elect for the treated
(ATT) givenby ! 4,7 = E[(Y;(1) # Y;(0)|W; = 1] with Abadie & Imbens (2006) standard
errors. Acrossspecibcations,we Pnd a robust and substartial impact of serving on wealth
at the time of death. We estimate that servingin Parliamen increasedwealth at death
by between92 and 148 percen, depending on the specibcation. For all specibcatiors we

soundly reject the null hypothesisof no elect at convertional levels.

A.2. MATCHING RESULTS FOR LABOUR PARTY

Balanceresults for Labour candidatesare reported in Figure 4. Again, we Pnd somepro-
nounceddi'erencesin the covariate distributions betweenMPs and unsuccessfutandidates
beforematching. The discrepanciedbetweenwinners and losersare roughly the reverseof
thosefor the Consenative party: amongthe winning Labourites there is a smallerfraction

of candidates with an Oxbridge educaion, a public school badkground, or a white collar

5The dummy variable for elementary schooling is omitted here because of lack of variation.
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professionthan amongthe unsuccessfutandidates,but a higher fraction of union o"cials

and miners. After matching, these dilerences are almost completely removed. We obtain
a very high degreeof balanceon all covariates, with the lowest p-value acrossall balance
tests being .32.16

The lower panel in Table 3 preserts the matching-basedelect estimatesfor Labour
candidates. Consistert with the QQ-plots shown earlier, we Pnd no elect of serving on
wealth at death. The point estimatesacrossall models are very closeto zero. Although
this null Pnding is not very precisely estimated, it is still striking to to seethat among
Labour candidatesthere appearsto be no Pnancialreward for serving.

Overall the matching results suggestthat the Pnancial returns to political o"ce for
candidatesrunning in our time period were high for canddates of the Consenativ e party,
whosewinning candidatesroughly doubledtheir wealth on averagecomparedto otherwise
similar candidates who did not end up serving. For Labourites we Pnd that winning
0"ce had no elect on wealth. The dilerencein the estimated elects between parties is
strongly statistically signibcan. (The p-value on a one-sidedt-test is below .02 for eah

specibcation.)

B. REGRESSION DISCONTINUITY DESIGN RESULTS

The matching results presened sofar rest on the assumptionof unconfoundednessyhich
fails if conditional on the obsened covariates there remain imbalancesin important unob-
sened factors betweenwinners and losers. Controll ing for unobsened confoundingis im-
possiblein most obsenational studies, but the unique nature of political cortests provides
an opportunity to apply a regressiondiscortinuity (RD) designto the problem (Thistleth-
waite & Campbell 1960). Following pioneeringwork by Lee (2008), we note that in very
closeelections,the assignmen to political o"ce is largely basedon random factors. While
winning candidatesmay generally be dilerent from losing candidatesat the time of the
election (e.g., better looks, more money or greater speaking ability), there is no reasonto

expect that the winners of electionsdecidedby razor-thin margins systematically diler in

18Notice that the measure of aristocratic background is omitted here because of lack of variation.
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theseways from the losers. Very closeelectionsare more likely to be decidedby chance
factors (such as the weather on the election day or the pseudo-ranem timing of world
ewverts) that are uncorrelaed with wealth. The RD designtherefare attemptsto estimate
the di'erence in wealth preciselyat the threshold where winners and losersare decided,
i.e. wherethe margin of victory approateszera If local random assignmen holds at the
threshold, the RD estimate will not be alected by unobsened confoundersand can thus
be ascredible as an estimate from a randomizedexperimert.

In particular, let Z; be the vote margin for candidatei. For winning candidates, Z; is
computed from their Prst successfurace as the dilerence betweentheir own vote share
and that of the runner-up. For losing candidates,Z; is computed from their best race as
the dilerence betweentheir vote shareand that of the winner.'”

Given this debnition, gaining o"ce is a deterministic function of the margin W, =
1{Z; $ 0}.'® In other words, all candidateswith Z; > 0 are assignedto the group of
winners and enter Parliamernt while candidates who scorejust below the threshold are
assignedto the group of losing candidates and do not erter Parliamert. The average

treatment elect at the threshold Z = 0 is then debPnedas
'rop = lim0E[Y;|Z; = z] # lim 10E[Y;|Z; = z] = E[Y:(1) # Y;(0)|Z; = O] (1)

which is identiPed under the assumption that E[Y(0)|[Z = z] and E[Y(1)|Z = Zz] are

cortinuous in z.'* This assumptionis fairly weak and will fail only if candidatescan

" The application of a regression discontinuity design to a candidate-level outcome such as wealth requires
addressing the fact that many candidates stand for election more than once, and thus losers sometimes
reappear as winners in later elections. Our approach obviates the resulting compliance problems (Angrist
et al. 1996) by defining the assignment variable in the context of a candidate’s entire electoral history: the
best race for losers and the first successful race for winners. This definition implies that close winners will
be compared to the most competitive losers available. As our balance tests later show, close winners and
losers defined in this way do not differ in any observed covariate, including the number of previous races the
candidate has run. We have conducted additional tests using a fuzzy regression discontinuity design, which
uses success in a candidate’s first race as an instrument for serving in Parliament. The point estimates are
somewhat similar but very imprecise given our limited sample size and the efficiency loss incurred. The
fuzzy design is not a very attractive option in the setting of UK elections because new candidates are often
staged in unwinnable districts in order to gain experience, which means that the first race provides only a
very noisy signal of candidate quality.

BThere are no ties in our data.

9Notice that compared to the matching estimates shown above, unconfoundedness holds trivially here
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strategically sort around the threshold. In fact, Lee (2008) shavs that aslong asthe vote
share includes some random componert with a cortinuous density, treatment status is
randomizedat the threshold of winning.

It is important to notice that while the RD designis likely to have a very high degreeof
internal validity, we pay a price in terms of decreasedexternal validity and alsoe"ciency.
Most importantly, ! xpp is a local averagetreatment elect that is informative for marginal
candidatescloseto the threshold. Unlessadditional homogeneiy assumptionsare intro-
duced,the elect estimateis not informative about the elect of gaining 0"ce for candidates
very far away from the threshold of winning.

Figure 5 preserts the graphical resultsfrom the RD designfor Consenative candidates.
Log wealth is plotted againstthe vote sharemargin (Z;). The dotted vertical line at zero
indicatesthe threshold separatingMPs (to the right of the threshold, denotedby squares)
and unsuccessfutandidates(to the left of the threshold, denoted by circles). The solid
lines represem the conditional expectation functions of wealth given the vote shae margin
appraximated using a locally weighted polynomial regressionbtted to both sidesof the
threshold; pointwise .95 conbPdencéounds are indicated by dashedlines. Recall that the
elect of o"ce on wealth in the RD designis the dilerence of two regressionfunctions at
the threshold. The graph indicatesa discortinuity of about 0.7, which is very closeto the
matching results and agan suggeststhat Consenative candidatesroughly doubled their
wealth by winning o"ce. Given the weak assumptionsunderlying this estimate, we have
strong conbdencen this Pnding. It is unlikely that this dilerence in wealth could be driven
by unobsened dilerences betweenthe two groups of candidates, given the local random
assignmen around the threshold of winning (formal balancetests are provided below).

Another notable feature in this graph is that the conditional expectation of wealth

is not steeply increasingin the vote share margin over most of the support of the vote

since W does not vary conditional on Z, but the overlap assumption is violated because the probability of
assignment is either Pr(W; = 1|Z; > 0) =1 or Pr(W; = 1|Z; < 0) = 0 depending on whether a candidate
scores below or above the threshold. By construction, there are no units at the threshold for which Y; (0)
can be observed, but we can simply use units very close to the threshold to infer this conditional expectation
of the outcome. The amount of extrapolation required becomes arbitrarily small in large samples. See
(Imbens & Lemieux 2007) for an excellent discussion.
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sharevariable. Assumingthat post-treatmert wealth is highly correlatedwith pre-existing
wealth (i.e. wedth at the time a candidate ran for o"ce) this would provide evidence
againstthe claim that candidatescould simply buy o"ce via placemen in very safeseats.
The excepqion is the top quartile of the vote sharemargin; candidates who ertered o"ce

with large majorities died quite a bit richer than candidateswho entered o"ce in more
competitiv e races. This could ref3ectthe fact that MPs in relatively safeseatswere freeto
stay in 0"ce longerand weretherefore better able to reap the rewards of being an MP, or
it could rel3ectthe fact that wealthier candidatesusedtheir resourceso get assignedto
run in saferseas. As the bgureshowns, wealth was not increasingin vote margin for the
large majority of candidates, though, which might explain why the RD resultsdo not diler

much from the matching bndings presenied earlier.

Figure 6 displays similar graphical results for the Labour candidates. Again, the RD
Pndingscorresmnd very closelywith the matching results. There is no discortinuity at the
threshold, suggestingthat there is no elect of winning o"ce on wealth amongLabourites.

To formally estimate the dilerence of the two regressiornfunctions at the discortin uity
point, we follow the proposalby Imbens& Lemieux (2007)and bt a local linear regression

of the form:?°

!N
rﬁniné H#th%Z, %h} &Y, # " # #8Z,# | AW, # $&4Z, AW, # WX,)? (2)

GETTE
where! identibesour treatmert elect estimate. The varianceof ! cansimply be estimated
using the standard robust variancefrom the OLS regression.h, the bandwidth around the
threshold of winning, is chosenby the Imbensand Lemieux (two-sided) cross-alidation
criterion.?!’ The optimal bandwidth accading to this criterion is h = .15, meaningthat
the optimal regressionestimatesthe discortinuity by including candidateswho won or

lost by fewer than 15 percenage points.??> We presen results for this regressiorwith and

20See Imbens & Lemieux (2007) for a discussion of alternative estimation strategies. They key issue is
that the RD estimand is a single boundary point, so that nonparametric kernel regression may contain
a high order bias due to slow convergence. Local linear regression provides a practical solution to this
problem and makes estimates less sensitive to points far away from the threshold than other parametric
alternatives such as series regression or sieve methods.

2 Imbens & Lemieux (2007, equation 5.12).

22 As suggested by the flatness of the conditional expectation, our results are fairly insensitive to the choice
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without our full set of covariates (including sdooling, university education, occupation,
gender,year of birth, and year of death). Just asin a randomizedexperimert, we expect
the inclusion of covariates to have only a small elect on the estimate of ! because,in
the closeneighborhood of the threshold, all obsened and unobserved covariates should be
independert of W. Covariates may help to eliminate someresidual bias that is the result
of the inclusion of obsenations further away from the threshold, and they may improve
precisionto the extert that they are predictive of the outcome.

Our RD estimates, presenied in Table 4, mirror the graphical and matching results
preserted above: we bPnd that Consenativesroughly doubled their wealth by winning a
seatin Parliamen, while Labourites did not Pnancially gain from o"ce. We again reject
the null at corvertional levelsbut the standard errors, asexpected, are slightly larger than
in the matching analysis becausethe RD approad focuseson the neighborhood of the
threshold, where there are fewer observations. Also as might be expected, the inclusion of

covariates doesnot changethe substartive conclusions.

C. ROBUSTNESS TESTS FOR RD ESTIMATION

C.1. TEST FOR WEALTH JUMPS AT NON-DISCONTINUITY POINTS

Following the proposal by Imbens and Lemieux (2007), we test for jumps in wealth at
points other than the threshold at which 0"ce wasassigned.We produce RD estimatesat
seweral points along the range of the vote sharevariable, in eat case limiting analysisto
either the winning or losing candidates?® Figure 7 comparestheseplaceho elect estimates
with our estimate of the elect of winning o"ce on wealth. (We focus on Consenative
candidates,sincewe did not Pnd an elect for Labour.) The upper panel preserts the point
estimatesfor eat of the placelo runs cortrasted with the estimate at the true threshold;

the lower panel preseits the correspnding t-values. The true elect estimate clearly stands

of bandwidth, although obviously the standard errors tend to increase as the bandwidth is decreased due
to the smaller number of observations. For example, for the Conservatives the estimated treatment effect
(including all covariates) is .98 (.64) when we use half the optimal threshold (i.e. 7.5 percentage points)
and .54 (.28) when double the optimal bandwidth (i.e. 30 percentage points) is used.

23By focusing on each subsample separately, we follow Imbens & Lemieux (2007, pg. 27), who note that
otherwise our regression function would assume continuity at a point where we know there is a break.

17



out from the placelo elects. The placelo elects are generallynegative and relatively small
in magnitude; all of the them areinsignilcart at corvertional levels. This Pndingincreases
our conbdencehat our estimate measureghe elect of gaining o"ce rather than a random

artifact of the data.

C.2. TEST FOR ZERO AVERAGE EFFECT ON PLACEBO OUTCOMES

Here we assesswvhether winning o"ce appearsto have alected candidate characteristics
(such asyear of birth) that could not possibly have beenalected by serving in Parliamert.
This type of test, which was Prst applied in an RD setting by Lee et al. (2004)2* looks
for evidencethat the winners of very closeelectionsdo not appear to have beenrandomly
selectedjf they were,we would expectto seenotreatment elect ontheseplacelo outcomes.
We repeatedly obtain RD estimatesat the threshold between losersand winners, where
instead of wealth asthe outcomewe usedead of our covariatesin turn. Table 5 displays
the results. For both parties, we Pnd no signiFcart dilerences betweenwinners and losers
at the threshold.

As a furt her robustnesgest, we chedk whetherwinning and losing candidatesappear to
have run in similarly conmpetitiv e seats,measuredoy the vote sharewon by the candidateOs
party in the previous election in the samedistrict. This variable is a good proxy for the
attractiv enessof the seat, which particularly in the British electoral systemis likely to
be correlaed with candidate quality. This covariate is almost perfectly balancedat the
threshold for both parties, which further strengthensour conbdencen the RD assumption
of quasi-randomassignmehto o"ce at the threshold. Finally, we alsochedked whether the
closewinner and losersdiler in the number of racesthe candidae ran beforethe decisiwe
race(i.e. the prst winning racefor winners or the bestlosing racefor losers). Again, there
is no signibcan dilerence at the threshold. Consenatives closewinners on averagemade
about .19 more previous attempts than closelosers(about .65 to .46) but the di'erence is
highly statistically insignibcan; the median closewinner and median closeloser are both

prst-time candidates.

248ee Imbens & Lemieux (2007) for a discussion.
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IV. DISCUSSION

Basedon the analysisin the previous section, we concludethat servingin the House of
Commonsroughly doubled the wealth at death of Consenative candidateson averagebut
had no elect for candidates of the Labour party. Since our identi Pcation strategy is based
on fairly weak assumptions,our conbdencen which is bolsteredby robustnesscheds, we
are conbcert that we have uncovered a geruine elect of o"ce on wealth rather than an
artifact of candidate selection. This begsthe questionof what explainsthe strong apparert

elect of servingin o"ce on personalwealth.

A. Dib MPs MAKE THEIR MONEY IN OFFICE OR AFTER RETIRING?

As a starting point, we examineour data for evidenceof when Consenative MPs made
their moneyBwhile sitting in Parliamert or after retiring (seeTable 8). We brst regressed
the log wealth on the total time the MP lived after being elected (denoted OYearsas MP
and Former MPO), aswell asthe MPOsyear of birth, margin of winning (in brst successful
race), and indicators for whether the MP attained front bend or cabinet positions and
attended elite educational institutions (reported in column 1). The regressionindicates
that MPs who had longer careersas MPs or ex-MPs died with more money (p-value =
.065). The point estimate suggestgshat living an additional year after entering o"ce (or,
equivalently, erntering o"ce oneyear earlier) is correlated with about a 2 percert increase
in wealth. In a similar vein, the dummy variable for front bend or cabinet serviceenters
positively and with a substartial magnitude, althoughwe lack su”cient precisionto reject
the null at convertional levels. The coe"cients on the other cortrol variables have the
expected positive signs, and the coe"cients on year of birth, Oxbridge education, and
margin of winning are signibcam at corverntional levels. Consistert with the top right
part of Figure 5, we believe that the positive correlation between margin of winning and
wealth somewha rel3ectsthe ability of very wealthy candidatesto securecandidaciesin

more favorable districts.?®

25Note that specification checks suggest that a simple linear model provides a good approximation of
the conditional expectation function. More flexible models did not lead to different conclusions.
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In an attempt to disertangle moneymadein o"ce and after retiring, weran a further re-
gression(reported in column 2) in which we semrated post-electionyearsinto Oyarssened
as MPO and Oarslived as a former MP,Oconditional on the sameset of covariates. We
Pndthat the coe"cients on the two variablesare almost the samein magnitude (indicating
that an additional yearin o0"ce and an additional yearout of 0"ce areboth assaiated with
a roughly 2.3% increasein wealth at death) and statistical signibPcance(p-valuesaround
.09). This is consisten with the interpretation that the Pnancialbenebtof 0"ce cameboth
while an MP wassitting in Parliament and after his or her retiremert. It is alsoconsigen
with the interpretation that MPs made their money after leaving Parliament but their
post-0"ce earningsdependedon the extent of their parliamentary experience. (According
to this interpretation, serning in Parliament could be thought of as an investmen in hu-
man capital that paid o! after retiremert from governmert.) We thereforeconducta third
regressionvherewe interact yearsin o"ce and yearsout of o"ce. If servingin Parliamert
was indeed an investmen in human capital and increasedwealth only by making post-
0"ce employment more valuable, we would expect a substartial positive coe"cient on the
interaction term and a zero coe"cient on Oyarsas MP.OIn fact, asindicated by column
3 of Table 8, the interaction term is essetially zero and the magnitude of the Oyars as
MPO coe"cient doesnot diminish. This suggeststhat extra yearsin Parliamert did not
increasewealth primarily by raising post-o"ce earnings,but rather that an MPOsyearsin

o"ce werethemseheslucrative.

B. How Dip MPs MAKE MONEY IN OFFICE?

Onepossibility to addressmmediately is that MPs('cial pay explainsthe Pnancialbenept
of 0"ce; perhaps Consenative MPs received a signibcarly higher salary than what they
would have earned outside of Parliament. This conjectureis completely at odds with the
evidence,however. Not only wasthe MP salary modest compared to wagesin professions

MPs commonly pursued before ertering o0"ce, 26 Consenativeswere more likely to facea

26Data from a survey conducted among new members of Parliament in 1979 indicate that over three-
quarters of entering MPs took a pay cut to serve in Parliament; at a time when an MP’s salary was
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pay cut after beingeected, giventhat they tendedto comefrom lucrative professionsn law
and business.If salarieswerethe dominart factor, we might expectto seethe union o"cials,
journalists, and lecturers of the Labour party probt, but not the accounants, barristers,
and managing directors of the Consenative party. Given that we seethe opposite, salary
evidertly doesnot explain the obsened pattern of benebtsfrom o"ce.

Instead, the sourceof MPsOpbnancial gains appearsto be outside income earnedfrom
directorships, private sector employmen, shareholdings,and lobby sponsorshipsdirectly
related to their political positions. Consenative MPs took advantage of a relatively lax
system of ethics regulation to accunmulate extensive and often lucrative outside Pnancial
arrangemeits. The Househasforbidden outright bribery sinceat leastthe 17%th certury, but
until the last decadesitting MPs facedessetially no other restrictions ontheir dealingswith
outsideinterests,leaving ampleroom for MPs to usetheir positionsto Pnancialadvantage.
Sitting MPs werefreeto sere on boardsof directors, work as Opaliamentary consultartsO
for private Prms, and evenwork on behalf of lobbyists.?” The only real meansof regulation
hasbeendisclosure.Since1975,MPs have beenrequired to annually disclosurethe names
of outside employersin the Registerof MembersOnterests (RMI); since1996,the Register
has also listed the amourt paid for consultanciesand journalism work. While critics have
claimed that disclosure has beenincomplete and inelective at constraining conflicts of
interest (Strudwick & Cole (2005, pg. 395), Hollingsworth (1991, pg. 165)),2® the RMI
makes clear that, corsistent with our Pndings, Consenatives disproportionately availed
themsehesof lucrative Pnancialopportunities while in o"ce.

Figure 8 depicts the proportion of MPs who reported at least one outside interest in

6,897 GBP, the median backbencher had left a job paying 11,000 GBP (Judge 1984, pg, 68). The New
Earnings Survey, which was first conducted in 1971, indicates that over the last several decades MPs
have consistently earned somewhat more than journalists and university professors but less than legal
professionals and managers in large companies.

27 After the “cash-for-questions” scandal in late 1994, the House of Commons explicitly outlawed “paid
advocacy,” which forced many MPs to stop working for lobbyists. But the new rules explicitly did not
forbid “paid advice” related to the business of Parliament, and as of 2007 over a third of Conservative MPs
reported holding consultancies related to their parliamentary work.

28For example, MP Enoch Powell simply refused to declare his interests until he retired in 1987. He was
not sanctioned for this lack of compliance. The first Nolan report in 1995 also highlighted the insufficiency
of the RMI.
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1975 (the brst year the RMI was published), 1990, and 2007 (the latest available) within
ead of six categories The plots indicate that Consenative MPs (solid line) were much
more likely to report a paid directorship or consulting arrangemen in all three years3°
Overall, 45 percent of Consenative MPs held at leastonedirectorship in the three register
years; the correspnding Pgure for Labour MPs is 6 percennt. Many Consenative MPs
reported multiple directorships,sud that in total 848 Consenative MPs held almost 1000
directorshipsover the three yearsconbined. The averagenumber of directorshipsper MP
amongConsenativesis slightly declining over time from 1.43in 1975,1.14in 1990,to 0.70
in 2007; by cortrast, the correspnding number among Labour MPs is 0.07 overall, with
little variation acrossthe three years. For consultanciesthe dilerencesare equally stark.
Over the three years,48 percent of Consenative MPs had at leastoneconsultancycontr act
comparedto 7 percen for Labourites. The one categorywhere Labour menbers reported
signibcanly more outside arrangemeits was union sponsorships,which had long provided
a steady (if smdl) sourceof incomefor Labour MPs. As ref3ectedin the bgure,the Labour
Party endedthe practice in 1996in part to sharpen its attacks on Consewatives@utside

Pnancialdealings?!

298pecifically, we used Register of Members’ Interests published on 1 November 1975, 8 January 1990,
and 26 March 2007.

30Details on each type of income, and our approach to recording it, are as follows: Directorships include
only remunerated directorships. Consultancies include all remunerated consulting activities classified as
parliamentary affairs advisor, economic advisor, liaison officer, public affairs consultant, parliamentary
consultant, management consultant or advisor for firms when in connection to MP work, public relations
consultant, public relations agents, members of parliamentary panels. Lloyd’s underwriter are also in-
cluded. We excluded all consulting that is declared as unremunerated, charitable, or obviously unrelated
to commercial lobbying (eg. council work). Note that consultancy work for trade union related groups is
included. For 2007, speech engagements that are clearly connected to consulting work are also included. If
a list of clients is declared, then each client is counted as one client (up to a total of 5 clients). Journalism
includes any type of remunerated journalistic activity such as broadcasting, TV appearances, newspaper,
occasional journalism, novelists, documentaries, and scholarly articles, work as editor for the house mag-
azine, and (especially in 2007) also book contracts. Journalistic activities classified as unremunerated are
excluded, and so are activities where fees are reported to be transferred to charities. Employment here
includes part time employment that is declared as unrelated to MP work, such as work as a barrister at
law, a partner in a law firm, medical practitioner, farmer, or family business, etc. Work that is clearly
declared as infrequent (such as occasional work as Queen’s Council) is excluded. Members are required to
register the name of any public or private company or other body in which, to their knowledge, they have
a beneficial interest in a shareholding (a) of more than 15 percent of the issued share capital or (b) worth
more than 100 percent of an MP’s salary (for example 60,675 GBP in 2007).

31 James Blitz, “Labour poised to end trade union sponsorship of MPs,” Financial Times, February 28,
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Since1996,the RMI has provided further detail on the amounts of outside incomere-
ceived from consultancy and journalism feesobtained through Oprwiding servicesin the
capacity of a Member of Parliamert.O Table 6 summarizesthe total amourt reported from
both categoriesconbined for the year 200732 Qutside income from journalism and con-
sultanciesvarieswidely acrosscandidates,with somereporting no incomeand the highest-
earning MP reporting an annual total of 713,000GBP. The distributions are highly skewed.
For Consenatives,about 65 percen of MPs report no fees,about 23 percert report feesup
to 10,000GBP, another 10 percen report feesbetween10,000and 50,000GBP. The top 3
MPs report an annual outsideincomeof morethan 200,000GBP. (As a bendmark, the MP
salary in 2007was 60,675GBP.) In the Labour party, reported outside income from both
journalism and consultanciedss generallysignibcanly lower, exceptfor the top earnerswho
earnmorethan 75,000in fees.It is important to note that the RMI earnings Pguresdo not
include compensationfor directorships,disclosureof which is not required under RMI rules.
Basedon public recordsand anecdotalaccours, though, directorships were lucrative. In
1990the averageannual feefor outside directors wasabout 15,000GBP plus benebts with
somedirectorshipspaying over 60,000 (Hollingsworth 1991,pp. 21,157)3* Consideringhow
much more commondirectorshipswere amongConsenative MPs, the dilerence in outside
incomebetweenthe parties was likely to be signibcarly greaterthan the RMI indicates.

It bearsnoting that the dilerence in earningsbetweenwinnersand loserswas likely to
be quite a bit larger than the dilerence in estimatedwealth. As noted above, we estimate
that the median Consenative MP, who died with around 530,000GBP, would have died
with about 245,000GBP if he had not sened. Only a fraction of earnings ultimately
is bequeathed;using US probates from the 19600and 197008/enchik & David (1983)

estimated the marginal propensity to bequeath from earningsat about .25 for the top

1996.

32Farnings are reported within bands of 5,000 GBP; we used midpoint values unless the actual amount
for an engagement was reported (eg. so for the 45,001-50,000 band, 47,500 GBP is used).

33Conservative MP Sir Geoffrey Rippon, the sixth wealthiest person among the Conservative candidates
in our estimation sample, had a directorship with the Britannia Arrows financial group that paid him
Pounds 60,000 in 1986 Hollingsworth (1991, pg. 21). According to the RMI of that year, Rippon had
accumulated 33 directorships overall.
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quintile of his sample. If Mencik & David (1983)Oslata is an appropriate rough guide
in this cortext, the median MP would have had to earn an additional 1.1 million pounds
comparedto an unsuccessfutandidatein order to raisehis wealth at death by the estimated
amourt. Giventhat the medianMP in our sampk livedfor 39yearsafter beingelected,this
would require the medianConsenative MP to earnaround 30,000GBP extra (compared to
an unsuccessfutandidate) each year from the time he was electedto Parliament until his
death. We beliewe this is plausible given what we know about the opportunities available
to MPs asa result of their o"ce.

Anecdotal evidencesuggestshat the pattern of outside interests revealedby the prst
Registerof MembersOnterestsin 1975extendsbadk well beforethen. While the pattern of
MPs serving as corporate directors was evidert by the late 19th century,** the rise of the
MP-as-loblyist appearsto date from the prst few decadesafter World War 11 (seeStewart
(1958)for an early study). In 1950the Attlee Commission(cornvenedto investigateoutside
interestsand lobbying in the Houseof Commons)concludedthat commerciallobbyists were
Ofewin number,Obut by 1962, Finer warned in his landmark study of a rising OarnyO of
professionallobbyists and MPs under cortract, noting that ORarliament is not OabveQhe
battle betweenasseiationsand courter-assaiations; it is the cockpitO (Finer (1962,pg. 43),
alsoseeStewart (1958) for evidenceon sponsoredMPs in the 1950s).1n 1961,Labour MP
FrancesNoel-Baker estimatedthat the number of MPs employed by advertising and public
relations Prmshad risenfrom 18in 1958to 27in 1961Noel-Baker (1961),and Hollingsworth
(1991, pg. 113) put this number at at least bfty in 1965. The Business Background of
MPs, periodically published by journalist Andrew Roth beginningin 1957, conbrmsthat
the disproportionate involvemert of Consenativesin consulting, directorships,and public

relations was consisten throughout the careersof the MPs in our sample(Roth 1957%.

34 Already in 1896 the Economist complained that “Notoriously, men are often placed on boards of
directorship simply and solely because they are Members of Parliament and are, therefore, believed to be
able to exercise unusual influence.” The Economist, April 18, 1896.
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C. WHY WERE CONSERVATIVE MPS VALUABLE?

Consideringthe evidenceabove, why were Consenative MPs so valuable to private brms
D both more valuable than Labour MPs and more valuable than losing Consenative can-
didates? The most convincing interpretation is that Consenative MPs weremore elective
at selling policy inBuenceand policy information to outside Prms. About 40% of the Con-
senative MPs in our sampleeither senedin the cabinetor in a frontbend position, which
provided them with the opportunity to infBuencepolicy on behalf of outside interests. Even
badkbenth MPs, who are often thought to have little autonomy and policy inBuence(Sear-
ing 1994,Butt 1969, Wiseman1966,Rush et al. 2001), could further a clientOolicy goals
through intervertions in committee meetingsor by using their acces2o ministers. Aside
from inRuencingpolicy, MPsCconnedions give them accesdo valuable information about
governmert policy; they could sene asan outsideinterestO®epsand earsin WestminsterO
(Finer 1962, pg. 52), providing advanceintelligenceabout the direction in which policy is
moving (seealso Davies 1985, Rush 1990, Judge 1993, Moloney 1996, Marsh 2004). Con-
senative MPs might have beenmoreelectivein sellingboth policy and information in part
becausetheir party was in power for almost 70% of the period in which the MPs in our
samplesened (1951-1964,1970-19741979-1997).Moloney (1996) arguesthat the program
of deregulationand privatization introduced by the Thatcher governmert in 1979created
unprecedeted opportunities for Prmsto obtain probts by lobbying the governmert, which
undoubtedly openedup income sourcesfor Consenative MPs. In separateregressionsve
do not Pnd a relationship betweenwealth and whether the party was in power when an
MP was serving, although with limited data our tests have low power againstthe null.
The ideathat Consenative MPs made outside money by selling policy and information

about policy is conbPrmedby anecdotalevidence.A month after leaving 0"ce asChancellor
of the Exchequerin the wake of the 1964 generalelection, Reginald Maudling accepteda
position as executive director of a merchant banking bPrm, with feesestimated at over bve
times his MP salary. Andrew Roth notedthat Othebrm madeit clearto the Pnancialwriters

presen that it was very usefulindeedto have on tap the knowledgeand contacts made
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by a former Cabinet Minister who had been Chancellor of the Exchequerand Presidert

of the Board of TradeO(Roth 1965, pg. xii). As Consenative MP Anthony Courtney
candidly explained in 1968,0Electionto the Houseof Commonsnot only consolidatedbut

alsoimproved my businessalairs. | had acquiredfor the benebtof the brmswith which

| was connectedimproved personalcortact with the Board of Trade and other ministers.O
(Courtney 1968,pg. 63) Three months after steppingdown as Chancellorof the Exchequer
in 1989(but while still in 0"ce asan MP), Nigel Lawsonbecamea non-executiwe director

at Barclays Bank PLC with a salary of 100,000GBP; the afternoon his appointment was
announced,BarclayOsnarket value roseby nearly 90 million pounds,indicating the extert

of the serviceshe was expectedto render (Hollingsworth 1991, pg. 150).

There are a number of reasonswvhy Labour MPs would have beenlessequippedto oler
lucrative servicesto outside interests. In addition to the fact that they held power less
often during the period we examine,their sccialist policy platform (particularly in early
years)wasfor the most part inconsistert with the interestsof regulated Prms. While brms
might havewanted to buy the support of opponerts (Dixit & Londregan1996),the penalties
resulting from beingfoundto sene corporate interestswere extremely high for many Labour
MPs P a lack of support from the party and likely an end to union sponsorship(Stewart
1958). Further, while Labour MPs had accesgo Labour ministers and therefare to civil
senants, they generallycameto o0"ce with much morelimited connectionsin businesghan
their Consenative colleagues.Not only would this make it more di"cult for Labourites
to accessopportunities outside of Parliamert, but it would make them lessvaluable to
businessfor whom the combination of governmert and private sectorconnectionsof many

Consenativ e politicians was particularly valuable.

V. CONCLUSION

In a recern review of developmers in political econony, Merlo (2006, pg. 33) raised Oa
fundamertal question: What are the returns to an individual from a careerin politics?0
Surprisingly little work has beendewted to estimating this key quartity of interest. In

this paper we have taken a brst step in this direction by compating the wealth at death of
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successfulnd unsuccessfutandidatesrunning for the British Houseof Commonsbetween
1950and 1970. We bndthat servingin Parliament almostdoubledthe wealth of candidates
of the Consenative Party, but had no elect for Labour candidates,and we argue that

the Pnancialbenebtsof 0"ce were largely due to paymens from private Prmsto sitting

legislators. Business-acquaited Consenative MPs Pnancially benebtedfrom directorships
and consulting work that accruedto them asa result of servingin political 0" ce. Outside
Pnancialdedings werefar lesscommonamongLabourites, whoseworking classbadgrounds
and closeconnectionto the trade unions preverted them from reaping signibcan Pnancial
rewards from o"ce.

Our Pndingcallsinto questionthe commonview that moneyonly played a limited role
in post-war British politics and suggestsa re-ewaluation of the reat of lobbying in the
Houseof Commons. Future work should explore further the extert to which MPsCoutside
Pnancial dealingswere related to policy dewvelopmernts.®> In particular, more evidenceis
neededto determine the extert to which MPsQearnings depend on accessto the levers
of policy, and how MPs(policy priorities relate to their outside arrangemers. Anecdotal
evidencesuggestghat MPs with outside businesslealingsweresignibcarly lesslikely to be
presen for voting in the Houseof Commons?® but more systematic analysisis necessary
in order to determine to what extent outside income alects legislative productivity and
priorities.

We hope that our study is merely a brst step towards a broaderresearth agenda. While
our application benebtsfrom data resourcesunique to the UK, our generalapproad is
broadly applicable and could be usedto measurethe Pnancial benebtsof political o"ce
in other political systems. This includes an exploration of how the Pnancial returns to
political o"ce depend on the nature of the electoral system, ethics regulation, lobbying
restrictions, legislator independenceand partisan dynamics,among other political factors,

as well as how these Pnartial opportunities alect legislator career decisions,legislative

35As Dennis F. Thompson has written, any ethical objection we might make to the financial benefits
legislators derive from office “must not be to personal gain as such, but to its effects on legislative judgment”
(Thompson 1987).

36 Anthoney Barnett, “Moonlighting MPs easily double Commons’ salaries” Observer , December 1, 2002.
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behavior, and the quality of public policy.
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VI. BIOGRAPHIES OF SOME SUCCESSFUL CONSERVATIVE MPs

To further illustrate the links betweeno"ce, outsideearnings,and personalwealth, we pro-
vide short biographiesof a selectionof Consenative MPs with extensiwe outside interests.

¥ Sir Peter Emery was born in 1926, the son of a small clothing manufacturer in

London. After high sdool, where he supported himself by working as a labourer,
sheetmetal worker, and arc-welder, he joined the Royal Air Forceduring WWI | and
on demobilization won a scholarship to Oriel College,Oxford. He beganpolitical life

asa coundllor in the north London borough of Hornseyand was evertually returned
from Readingin 1959. He sered over 40 yearsas a Consenative MP, represerting

Reading, Honiton and Devon East until retiremert in 2001. He spernt most of his
political career as a bakbender, but under Heath held a seat on the Opposition
front bend, as spokesmanfor the Treasury Economicsand Trade, and also sered
as a junior minister in the early 1970s. Throughout his serviceas MP, Emery pur-

sued a businesscareerthat was sometimescortroversial. The House of Commons
Public Accourts Committee censuredhim twicein 1980for grossprobteeringby his
compary, ShenleyTrust Services (formerly Emery & Emery), on a Government con-
tract to run the Underwater Training Certre at Fort William.3” Emery also earned
a storm of criticism for acceptingindirect paymernt from the South African govern-
mert for secretlyrepreseting in London the so-calledindependen Homeland States,
Bophuthatswana. He wrote an article for the The Times praising the regime with-

out disclosingthat he wasin its pay.®® Earlier cortroversy had arisen when he had
visited Ghanaasa member of an o"cial parliamertary delegation. He admitted us-
ing the visit to negotiate privately a road-building cortract for a British bPrm with

which he had businesslinks. Emery also accurnulated seweral directorships during
his political careerbwith Winglaw Group (1984-2000),Property Growth Insurance
(1966-72),and Phillips Petroleum-UK (1963-72). In 1995, he opposedthe proposal
of the Nolan report that MPsOoutside earnings be published. The Obsener had
reported his 500,000GBP in bonusesfor property dealsin 1989-92while chairman
of the Winglaw Property group, on top of his annual salary He died in 2004 as the
23rd richest Consenative candidatein our estimation sanple with an estate value of
about 2.3 million GBP.%"

¥ Sir Mi chael Gryllsdiedasthe 59th richestConsenative candidatein our estimation
samplewith an estate value of closeto 900 000 GBP. Born in 1934 as the son of a
brigadier, Grylls was educatedat St. RonanOgreparatory sdool, Hawkhurst, and
the Royal Naval College,Dartmouth, and senedin the Royal Marines (1952-55). He

3THe refuted allegations of making a 70 per cent profit, claiming it to be only seven per cent. The case
was re-opened, but the charge was confirmed, and Emery was again censured.

38 The Times, October 18, 1983.

390bituary Sir Peter Emery, The Guardian, December 11, 2004. Obituary Sir Peter Emery, Telegraph,
December 13, 2004. Also see Hollingsworth (1991, pg. 38-43,45-46).
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entered the Commonsas a Consenative in 1970 sened for 27 years, during 16 of
which he wasthe chairman of the Consenative MPsQrade and industry committee.
During his otherwisesuccessfuparliamentary careerGrylls wasoften criticized for his
involvemert in lobbying work. Someof the campaignshe underto ok were the result
of his position as consultart for the pharmaceuticalsindustry; others were prompted
by his work as a consultart to the lobbying compary run by lan Greer, notably
his warnings against a GEC takeover of Plesseyand his campaign against unitary
taxation, which led to an amerdmernt to the 1985FinanceBill. In 1997,Grylls found
himself among those criticized by the inquiry into the Ocash-for-questionsécandal
which had engulfedthe Consenativesin the run-up to the generalelection. In a
report into Mr. GreerOsctivities, the Parliamertary Commissionerfor Standards,
Sir Gordon Downey; stated that Grylls had OseriouslymisledOthe selectcommittee
on menbersOnterests in 1990% He had done this by understating the number of
paymerts he had received for introducing clients to ministers. Grylls accunulated
four directorshipsbeforeretiring from the Housein 1997 *!

¥ Sir Mar cus Fox represered Shipleyfrom 1970to 1997. The sonof a transport man-
ager, he wert to grammar sdool, skipped university, sened in the Green Howards
during the SecondWorld War. Before gaining his seatat Westminster, he held jobs
at the Midland Bank asa bank clerk, at WoolworthOsand with the Yorkshire confec-
tionery businessof JosephTerry. During his political careerhe accunulated six direc-
torships and numerous consultancies.In particular after resigningfrom his position
asDefenceand Environment minister in 1981,he and fellow MP Keith Speedcreated
the public alairs consultancy Westminster Communications Ltd., which according
to the RMI from various yearssened a long list of clients with political lobbying.*?
Before the SelectCommittee on Members Interest, he stated OWe thouglt if we, as
Members of Parliamert, were actually cortrolling the compary we could ensurewe
only acted for those clierts who we were corvinced were of good standing.OHe also
claimedthat OThereis a needfor a lobbying industry. That is proven by the success
of the companies,their growth and the fact that peopleare preparedto pay for this
sort of information and the amourt of time that is spent in often putting a good case
forward.3® He died asthe 90th richest consenative candidate in our sample, with
an estate value of about 510,000GBP.

400Obituary: Sir Michael Grylls, The Independent, Mar 5, 2001. Also see Hollingsworth (1991, pg. 60-
62,129-31,166).

41RMI of January 31st, 1997.

42RMI of January 13th, 1986, RMI of December 14th, 1991, RMI of January 31st, 1997.

43Evidence to Select Committee on Members’ Interest, HC 44-vii, p. 200-202. Also see Hollingsworth
(1991, pg. 21,69,70-74,105-107,120-122).
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TABLES

Table 1: GrossWealth at Death (Read 2007 GBP) for Competitive CandidatesWho Ran
for the Houseof CommonsBetween1950-197((Estimation Sample)

Min. 1st Qu. Median Mean  3rd Qu. Max. Obs

Both Parties:
All Candidates 4,597 186,400 264,300 708,800 539,700 31,070,000 434
Winning Candidates | 12,110 236,100 332,700 1,028,000 811,800 31,070,000 186
Losing Candidates 4,597 179,200 250,300 469,500 340,900 8,339,000 248
Conservative Party:
All Candidates 4,597 195,400 328,400 1,022,000 898,100 31,070,000 233
Winning Candidates | 34,860 253,700 532,200 1,410,000 1,409,000 31,070,000 121
Losing Candidates 4,597 179,700 257,300 601,800 492,400 8,339,000 112
Labour Party:
All Candidates 12,110 179,200 250,300 346,000 300,400 7,926,000 201
Winning Candidates | 12,110 188,400 253,700 315,500 365,900 1,036,000 65
Losing Candidates 40,600 173,300 249,800 360,700  2,96,000 7,926,000 136
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Table 2: Characteristicsof Competitive CandidatesWho Ran for the Houseof Commons
Between1950-197(QEstimation Sample)

Mean SD Min Max
Year of Birth 1919 9.83 1888 1945
Year of Death 1996 6.38 1984 2005
Female 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Teader 0.12 0.32 0.00 1.00
Barrister 0.11 031 0.00 1.00
Solicitor 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
Doctor 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00
Civil Senant 0.01 0.11 0.00 1.00
Local Politician 0.24 043 0.00 1.00
Business 0.14 035 0.00 1.00
White Collar 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00
Union O"cial 0.03 0.16 0.00 1.00
Journalist 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00
Miner 0.01 0.10 0.00 1.00
Public School 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00
Eton 0.06 0.23 0.00 1.00
Grammar Sdool 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00
Elemertary Sdool 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00
University: Not coded | 0.46 050 0.00 1.00
University: Tecnical | 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
University: Other 0.23 042 0.00 1.00
University: Oxbridge | 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00
Aristo crat 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00

Note: All covariates except year of death are measured at the
time of the candidates’ first race between 1950-1970.
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Table 3: Matching Estimates: The Elect of Servingin the Houseof Commonson (Log)
Wealth at Death

Consenativ e Party

OLS Matching Matching

ATE ATE ATT
Elect of Serving 0.65 0.75 0.91
Standard Error 0.20 0.25 0.36
Obs 232 232 232
Covariates X X X
Percent Wealth Increase| 92 112 148
95 % Lower Bound 29 30 23
95 % Upper Bound 183 246 403

Labour Party
OLS Matching Matching

ATE ATE ATT
Elect of Serving 0.14 0.08 0.01
Standard Error 0.13 0.17 0.18
Obs 199 199 199
Covariates X X X
Percent Wealth Increase| 15 8 1
95 % Lower Bound -11 -22 -29
95 % Upper Bound 48 51 44

Note: Covariates include all covariates listed in table
2. ATT=Average Treatment Effect for the Treated,
ATE=Average Treatment Effect, OLS=Ordinary Least
Squares. Matching results are from 1 : 1 Ge-
netic Matching with post-matching regression adjustment.
Robust/Abadie-Imbens standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 4: RegressionDiscortinuity Design Results: The E! ect of Servingin the House of
Commonson (Log) Wealth at Death

Consenative Labour
Party Party
Elect of Serving 077 071 -14 -22
Standard Error (0.33) (0.38) (0.32) (.28)
Obsenations 158 158 153 152
Covariates X X

Percert Wealth Increase| 116 103 -13 -20
95 % Lower Bound 13 -3 -54 54
95 % Upper Bound 312 328 63 39
Note: Effect estimate at the threshold of winning ! rpp =
E[Y(1)# Y (0)|]Z = 0] obtained from local linear regres-
sion with rectangular kernel (equation 2); bandwidth is 15
percentage point of vote share margin. Robust standard

errors in parentheses.
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Table 5: The Elect of Servingon Placelo Outcomes

Consenative Party

Labour Party

Placelo Placelo

Placelo Outcome Elect 95.LB 95UB Elect 95.LB 95UB
Year of Birth 1.86 7.44 #3.72 142 8.20 #5.35
Year of Death 1.03 5.15 #3.08 165 595 #264
Female #0.04 0.11 #0.19| #0.06 0.04 #0.15
Teader #0.09 0.06 #0.25| #0.26 0.00 #0.52
Barrister 0.11 0.29 #0.07 #0.08 0.05 #0.21
Solicitor #0.17 0.03 #0.38 0.04 0.19 #0.10
Doctor 0.00 0.14 #0.14 0.03 0.16 #0.10
Civil Senant 0.04 0.10 #0.02| #0.04 0.04 #0.11
Local Politician 0.02 0.28 #0.24 0.10 042 #0.23
Business #0.06 0.20 #0.31 0.03 0.16 #0.09
White Collar #0.00 0.20 #0.20| #0.00 0.13 #0.13
Union O"cial 0.01 0.06 #0.04| #0.01 0.15 #0.17
Journalist #0.11 0.02 #0.25 0.03 0.30 #0.24
Miner 0.03 0.08 #0.03| #0.03 0.03 #0.08
Public School #0.02 0.19 #0.23 0.01 0.11 #0.09
Eton 0.06 0.22 #0.09| #0.05 0.02 #0.12
Elemertary Sdool 0.00 0.22 #0.22
Grammar Scdool #0.03 0.12 #0.18| #0.00 0.33 #0.33
University: Not coded #0.05 0.26 #035| #0.05 0.29 #0.40
University: Tednical 0.05 0.12 #0.02 0.16 0.36 #0.05
University: Other #0.08 0.17 #0.33| #0.07 0.27 #0.40
University: Oxbridge 0.07 035 #0.20| #0.03 024 #031
Aristo crat 0.05 0.20 #0.10

Vote Margin in Previous Race 0.00 0.05 #0.04| #0.04 0.02 #0.10
Number of Previous Races 0.20 059 #0.20 0.31 0.87 #0.26

Note: Every row shows a placebo treatment effect estimated at the threshold of winning
'rpp = E[Y(1)# Y (0)|Z = 0] obtained from local linear regression with rectangular kernel
(equation 2); bandwidth is 15 percentage point of vote share margin. UB and LB refer to
the upper and lower bound of the .95 percent confidence interval (based on robust standard
errors). Empty cells indicate variables that are constant within a particular party so that
placebo effect estimates are not feasible.
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Table 6: Declared Annual Outside Income of Members of Parliamert in 2007

Labour Consenatives
GBP Range Count Fraction Count Fraction
0 303 0.910 129 0.655
1-1,000 1 0.003 21 0.107
1,001-5,000 9 0.027 16 0.081
5,001-10,000 8 0.024 7 0.036
10,001-25,000 6 0.018 9 0.046
25,001-50,000 4 0.012 10 0.051
50,001-75,000 0 0.000 2 0.010
75,001-200,000| 1 0.003 0 0.000
200,001-713,000 1 0.003 3 0.015

Note: Figures in real 2007 GBP. Information based on Reg-
istry of Members’ Interests March 26, 2007. Members are ex-
pected to register the amount of their outside earnings only
where they are “providing services in the capacity of a Mem-
ber of Parliament.” Outside income includes income obtained
from journalism and consultancies only; outside income from
directorships is not reported.
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Table 7: Characteristics of the Political Careersof Members of Parliament (Estimation
Sample)

Mean Min 1st. Qu Median 3rd. Qu Max

Consenative

Cabinet 0.13 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Front Bench 0.27 0 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Lifepeer 0.16 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Front Bench or Cabinet 0.40 0 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Age Entered O"ce 41.00 27 36.00 41.00 46.00 59.00
Year Entered O"ce 1958 1950 1951 1958 1964 1970

Year Retired from Last O"ce 1977 1955 1966 1974 1987 2001
Yearsas MP and Former MP | 38.00 14 3200 39.00 4500 5500

Yearsas MP 19.00 2 9.00 20.00 27.00 5100
Yearsas Former MP 19.00 0 10.00 18.00 2800 45.00
Year of Birth 1916 1895 1912 1916 1921 1940
Labour

Cabinet 0.14 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Frontb ench 0.29 0 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Lifepeer 0.21 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Front Bench or Cabinet 0.43 0 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Age Entered O"ce 42.00 31 38.00 4200 46.00 57.00
Year Entered O"ce 1963 1950 1962 1964 1966 1970

Year Retired from last O"ce 1982 1951 1979 1983 1987 1997
Yearsas MP and Former MP | 34.00 18 29.00 34.00 39.00 50.00

Yearssened as MP 19.00 1 13.00 19.00 26.00 3300
Yearsas Forme MP 15.00 0 6.00 14.00 20.00 46.00
Year of Birth 1920 1901 1915 1920 1927 1935
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Table 8: The Correlatesof Wealth: Estimatesfor Consenative MPs (Estimation Sample)

Dependen Variable Log Wealth Log Wealth Log Wealth
Model Number () (2) (3)
Front Bench or Cabinet 0.31 0.30 0.30
(0.22) (0.23) (0.23)
Yearsas MP and Former MP 0.02
(0.012)
YearsSened as MP 0.02 0.03
(0.01) (0.02)
Yearsas Former MP 0.02 0.02
(0.01) (0.02)
Yearsas MP aYearsas Former MP -2e 4
(le7?)
Eton or other Public Scool 0.42 0.43 0.43
(0.24) (0.24) (0.25)
Oxbridge 0.14 0.14 0.13
(0.22) (0.23) (0.22)
Margin of Winning 1.79 1.78 1.79
(0.89) (0.89) (0.90)
Aristo cratic Background 0.53 0.53 0.54
(0.38) (0.38) (0.39)
Year of Birth 0.02 0.02 0.02
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Intercept -33.08 -32.33 -31.70
(27.16) (28.35) (28.69)
N 118 118 118

Note: OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses.
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FIGURES

Figure 1: Typical Entry from the Times House of Commons, 1966

DUDLEY
Elecrorate 74,964. [964: 74,562
*Wige, G. E. C. (Lab) 32,693
Williams, W. D. (C) 22 671
Lab Majority 10,022

Total Vote 55,364, Turnout 73:9%—Lab
So1%, C 40-9% —Maj 18:1%.
Swing +0-10%,

No Change

1964: ToraL Vore 57,059 (76:5%)—Lab
30,250 (53:0%,), C 19,980 (35-0%). L 6,829
(12:0%)—Lab Maj 10,270 (18-0°,).

Mr. George Wigg,
Paymaster General
from 1964, with special
responsibility for co-
ordination of home
information services,
was elected for Dudley
in 1945 and was Par-
liamentary private
secretary to Mr. Shin-
well in  successive
Ministries. Born No-
vernber, 1900; edu-
cated at Fairfields Council School and Queen
Mary’s School, Basingstoke. Joined the
Tank Corps as a regular soldier at the age of
18 and was discharged in 1937. He rejoined
the Army in 1940, serving with the Royal
Army Educational Corps. Was vice-chair-
man of the parliamentary Labour Party de-
fence committee. Former member of the
Horserace Totalisator Board.

Mr. Donald Williams is a chartered ac-
countant. Born October, 1919; educated at
the Royal Grammar School, Worcester.
Held offices with South Worcestershire and
Malvern Conservative Associations,
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Figure 2: QQ-Plots Comparing (Log) Wealth at Death for Competitive Candidates that
ran for the Houseof Commonsbetween1950-1970
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Figure 3: Covariate Balancefor Consenative Candidates Before and After Matching (1:1
Genetic Matching)

® Matched
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Aristocrat

University: Oxbridge )
University: Other o)
University: Technical [o)
University: Not coded
Grammar School o
Eton
Public School
Miner
Journalist o
Union Official
White Collar o)
Business o)
Local Politician
Civil Servant
Doctor o
Solicitor o
Barrister [e)
Teacher o)
Female fo) )
Year of Death

Year of Birth o) )
[ I
10.4 10.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

e

Standardized Bias
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Figure 4. Covariate Balancefor Labour CandidatesBeforeand After Matching (1:1 Genetic
Matching)

1 Matched
1 Unmatched

University: Oxbridge |

University: Other

University: Technical 1

University: Not coded 1
Elementary School
Grammar School 1 1

Eton 1

Public School

Miner ]

Journalist 1
Union Official
White Collar 1
Business 1
Local Politician

Civil Servant

Doctor

Solicitor |

Barrister 1

Teacher 1

Female 1

Year of Death
Year of Birth

10.4 10.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

Standardized Bias
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Figure 5: RegressiorDiscortinuity Design: The Elect of Servingin the Houseof Commons
on (Log) Wealth at Death for Consenatives Candidates
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Figure 6: RegressiorDiscortinuity Design: The Elect of Servingin the Houseof Commons
on (Log) Wealth at Death for Labour Candidates
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Figure 7: Testing for Jumps at Non-discortinuity Points: Estimatesfor Consenative Can-
didates
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Figure 8: Fraction of Members of Parliamert that declaredOutside Interests 1975,1990,
and 2007 (fractions by party; dashed(solid) line decalesLabour (Consenatives))
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