
Are Disclosures a Panacea for Corruption?

Underassessment of Politicians’ Assets∗

Yongseok Kim† Navid Neshat‡

Abstract

Electoral accountability, a cornerstone of a well-functioning democracy, relies on the availability of

information that enables voters to evaluate the performance of politicians. However, even in the absence

of censorship, politicians can manipulate information that could suggest corrupt practices. Using the

unique institutional setting of South Korea, where politicians are required to disclose their asset holdings

and wealth annually, we find that properties owned by politicians are systematically undervalued in official

assessments. Meanwhile, our analysis of the universe of transactions shows substantial appreciation in

their market values. This underassessment obscures the true extent of wealth accumulation by politicians

during their tenure. To isolate these effects, we analyze address-level data on politicians’ land holdings and

compare properties owned by winners and losers in closely contested elections. Our findings suggest that

mandated information disclosures, a key element of anti-corruption legislative efforts in many countries,

are undermined when politicians can influence their content.
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"In the large, the electorate behaves about as rationally and responsibly as we should expect, given

the clarity and the alternatives presented to it and the character of the information available to

it." (Key, 1966)

1 Introduction

Democratic institutions, in theory, restrain government officials from abuse of power by allowing voters to

remove corrupt politicians from office (Riker, 1988; Myerson, 1993; Persson et al., 1997). The effectiveness

of electoral systems in addressing this agency problem hinges on the availability of information that allows

voters to detect acts of corruption (Ferraz and Finan, 2008, 2011). Despite its social benefits, voters often

do not actively seek political information, as the personal benefits they derive are minimal (Nelson, 1976).

To address this issue, anticorruption efforts are often coupled with transparency-enhancing measures, such

as mandatory asset disclosures by politicians (Djankov et al., 2010; Rossi et al., 2017). While the existing

literature highlights the effectiveness of asset disclosures in curbing corruption (Fisman et al., 2016; Artiles

et al., 2021; Szakonyi, 2023; Malik, 2020; Grossman et al., 2024), a critical question remains: can politicians

leverage their authority to influence the content of mandatory financial disclosures?

A common concern in this context is that politicians may conceal their asset ownership and income,

particularly in countries with weak institutions (Burdescu et al., 2009; Ray and Singh, 2022; Deng et al.,

2023). This paper, in contrast, investigates whether politicians in a highly transparent country can obscure

the value appreciation of their assets, even when they have disclosed their ownership and their values are

subject to routine assessment. If such exploitation occurs, it undermines electoral accountability and implies

that previous empirical studies may have overestimated the impact of policies aimed at reducing asymmetric

information in the political process to curb corruption.1

To investigate this question, we leverage the unique institutional features of South Korea, where politi-

cians are mandated to publicly disclose their asset holdings and wealth annually, including address-level

information for land parcels. Analyzing land parcels owned by winners and losers in closely contested elec-

tions, we provide empirical evidence of significant underassessment in the reported values of land parcels

held by politicians. However, we find no evidence of a decline in the actual market value of these properties.

This underassessment allows politicians to understate the true growth of their wealth during their time in

public office, undermining the transparency and accountability objectives of mandated disclosure policies.

Politicians have incentives to have their assets underassessed for two primary reasons. First, lower
1See, among others, Ferraz and Finan (2008); Reinikka and Svensson (2011); Gentzkow et al. (2006); Strömberg (2004);

Besley and Burgess (2002); Gentzkow (2006); Banerjee et al. (2020); Campante and Do (2014).
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assessed land values reduce property tax liabilities.2 These private benefits create an incentive for politicians

to undervalue their assets. Second, politicians may manipulate asset valuations to avoid voter disapproval of

perceived wealth accumulation. Chauchard et al. (2019) document that voters in India strongly disapprove

of wealth accumulation by politicians while in office, often equating it with corruption. In our context, the

annual assessment of land values for tax purposes directly determines the figures reported in politicians’

asset disclosures. Importantly, city mayors, elected every four years, wield legal authority and significant

discretion over this assessment process. Mayors who manipulate the assessed values of land they or other

politicians own, whether to gain tax benefits or avoid voter backlash, can significantly misrepresent the

growth of their wealth while in public office.

The primary objective of our analysis is to identify the impact of holding public office on the assessed

values of politicians’ land lots. To achieve this, we compile a dataset of land lots owned by politicians and

their family members, using annual asset disclosures from 2010 to 2023. We then track the land lots owned

by incumbent politicians and their family members who run for reelection to the same position, comparing

the assessed values of land lots owned by winning and losing incumbents.

We combine two empirical strategies to address identification challenges. First, we exploit within-land-

parcel variation by analyzing differential changes in assessed values around elections using a difference-in-

differences approach. This method helps rule out alternative explanations tied to time-invariant differences

between land parcels owned by winners and losers. Second, we refine our analysis by focusing on candidates

in closely contested elections. This difference-in-discontinuities design further mitigates concerns that factors

unrelated to holding public office may differentially impact the assessed values of land owned by winners and

losers. In closely contested elections, outcomes are quasi-random, reducing the likelihood that other changes

surrounding the election systematically differ between winners and losers.

We find robust evidence of substantial underassessment in the value of land parcels owned by politicians.

Specifically, the growth in the assessed value of land parcels owned by winners of closely contested elections

is 12 to 15 percentage points lower than that of losers. This effect is confined to land parcels owned by

mayors, who have legal control over land value assessments and the authority to revise these assessments

afterward. The underassessment is economically significant: a back-of-the-envelope calculation shows that,

since land constitutes 9 percent of the total wealth of the median mayor, a 15 percentage points lower growth

in assessed land values could translate into approximately 1.4 percentage points lower overall asset growth.

This reduction is substantial relative to the median wealth growth of 15 percent during their tenure.

A key concern regarding our main finding is the possibility that the market value of land holdings owned
2For example, Avenancio-León and Howard (2022) show that White residents benefit from lower property tax burdens due

to systematically lower assessed property values compared to Black and Hispanic residents.

2



by elected politicians may have actually declined. This could result from elected officials having less time

or fewer resources to invest in improving their land parcels compared to narrowly defeated candidates. To

address this concern, we analyze the universe of land transactions in the country, encompassing over 11

million transactions recorded between 2006 and 2023. Given the infrequent trading of land parcels, we

estimate the market value of each parcel in a given year using transaction prices of parcels traded within the

same neighborhood and year. Neighborhoods in South Korea, dong-ri, are highly granular geographic units,

with a median area of 1.5 square miles.3 In addition, we account for changes in key attributes affecting land

values, such as land use regulations and road conditions.

Using the inferred market values, we find no evidence of a decline in the market value of land owned by

politicians during their time in office. On the contrary, these parcels experienced substantial appreciation,

with values rising approximately 17.5 percentage points more than those of land owned by losing candidates

in closely contested elections. This finding aligns with prior research documenting the private benefits

of holding public office (Fisman et al., 2014). For example, Baldauf et al. (2022) demonstrate that U.S.

politicians outperform not only average homeowners but also sophisticated investors and runners-up in close

elections in their real estate transactions.

Another potential concern in interpreting our findings is that our estimates may reflect effects specific to

cities undergoing a change in leadership, which we refer to as new mayor effects. For instance, newly elected

mayors might seek additional tax revenues to fund their projects, potentially achieving this by increasing

the assessed value of land parcels within their jurisdictions (Chen and Cohen, 2024). We rule out this

alternative explanation by conducting several empirical analyses. For example, we focus on a subsample of

mayors’ lands located outside their jurisdiction. If the observed effects were driven by the influence of newly

elected mayors on local land value assessments, we would expect no evidence of underassessment for lands

beyond their jurisdiction. However, our findings indicate a persistent pattern of underassessment for these

properties as well. In addition, this result implies that politicians can leverage their authority to affect the

assessed value of their land holdings, even when these properties are located outside their jurisdiction.

Moreover, our study investigates whether the value underassessment of land owned by politicians ex-

tends to properties owned by their immediate family members, including spouses and children. Specifically,

we investigate whether lands owned by narrowly elected politicians or their immediate family members are

systematically underassessed in value compared to those owned by their close-election losers and their fam-

ilies. Our results indicate that such value underassessment is not confined to lands owned by the politicians

themselves. Similar findings emerge when we broaden the scope to include the lands owned by immediate
3In South Korea, neighborhoods (dong-ri) are geographic districts within each city. The median land area of these units is

1.5 square miles, with an average of 2.1 square miles. These areas are significantly smaller compared to five-digit ZIP codes in
the United States, which cover an average of 82.25 square miles.
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family members of politicians.

To provide further evidence that politicians exploit public office to influence the assessed values of their

land holdings, we decompose these values into two components: the reference value and its adjustment.

Municipal governments assess the value of each land parcel by first assigning a standard lot to serve as the

reference value, and then adjusting it by multiplying it with an attribute factor to account for variations in

land characteristics. These attribute factors are predetermined by the central government, leaving municipal

governments with minimal discretion in this regard. The assignment of a standard lot as the reference,

however, is where municipal governments can exercise the greatest discretion. Consequently, we expect

value underassessment to arise primarily from differences in the reference value rather than the adjustment

factor. Supporting this hypothesis, we find the reference value for land holdings owned by elected officials is

significantly lower than that for land owned by losing incumbents. Furthermore, there are no differences in

the adjustment component of assessed land values between the treatment and control groups.

What motivates politicians to have the value of their land holdings underassessed? One plausible expla-

nation is that it enhances their prospects of remaining in office. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the public

pays close attention to politicians’ wealth growth, which could influence electoral outcomes. To examine

this further, we investigate whether higher wealth growth among politicians during their tenure negatively

impacts their reelection chances. Our analysis confirms this relationship. Specifically, we find that, among

politicians from the same political party, those who experience greater wealth growth over four years of

public service compared to their peers within the same province receive fewer votes in subsequent reelection

races. This finding is consistent with prior literature indicating that voters strongly disapprove of wealth

accumulation by politicians during their time in public office (Chauchard et al., 2019).

A key contribution of our paper is showing that politicians can leverage public office to manipulate the

official valuation of their assets, thereby obscuring the true magnitude of the private returns accumulated

during their tenure. Many studies in this literature have shown transparency-improving measures, such as

mandatory financial disclosures by politicians, can discipline their behavior. Ex ante, such measures can

deter corrupt individuals from seeking public office (Fisman et al., 2016; Artiles et al., 2021; Szakonyi, 2023),

while ex post, they can reduce corruption through enhanced monitoring (Snyder Jr and Strömberg, 2010;

Enikolopov et al., 2018; Gavazza et al., 2019; Cordis and Warren, 2014; Grossman and Michelitch, 2018).

Our paper adds to this literature by demonstrating that politicians can, in turn, influence the content of

mandated information disclosure. This exploitation can significantly undermine the effectiveness of these

accountability institutions.

We also contribute to the public finance literature on tax evasion.4 Existing research estimates that
4For a review of the tax evasion literature, see Slemrod (2019).
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approximately 8 percent of global wealth is held in tax havens, utilized by both corporations and individuals

(Zucman, 2013, 2014). While Hanlon et al. (2015) find that tax information exchange agreements (TIEAs)

between countries reduce offshore tax evasion to some degree by facilitating information sharing and en-

forcement, tax evaders often adopt new strategies that undermine the efficacy of these treaties (Johannesen

and Zucman, 2014; Menkhoff and Miethe, 2019). Although access to information is critical in deterring tax

evasion (Pomeranz, 2015), our findings reveal that politicians can influence the content of this information,

further complicating enforcement efforts.

The third contribution of our paper, therefore, lies in advancing the growing body of research on abnor-

mal wealth accumulation by politicians during their time in public office (Fisman et al., 2014; Eggers and

Hainmueller, 2009; Querubin et al., 2011). While existing empirical evidence highlights the private returns

to holding public office, the mechanisms driving such wealth accumulation remain less understood.5 We

present a novel mechanism that helps to explain, at least in part, the private returns associated with holding

public office. Our findings reveal that while the market value of politicians’ real estate properties increases

significantly during their tenure, their tax burden remains disproportionately low because these properties

are systematically assessed at values well below their actual market worth.

2 Institutional Setting and Data

This section provides an overview of the institutional background and details the data used in our analysis.

2.1 Administrative Geographic Divisions

South Korea is divided into 17 administrative regions known as si-do (provinces). Each si-do functions as a

regional local government, with its governor elected by public vote every four years.

Within each si-do, municipal governments called si-gun-gu (cities) serve as local administrative units.

Mayors of these si-gun-gu are also elected through public elections held every four years. As of 2024, there

are 226 si-gun-gus across the country.

At the most granular level are dong-ri (neighborhoods), which operate under the jurisdiction of si-gun-

gus. These units aim to streamline public service delivery and enhance interaction between the government

and residents. However, dong-ris lack independently elected leaders or their own local councils. As of 2024,

South Korea has 18,864 dong-ris.

Figure 1 illustrates the hierarchical structure of administrative divisions. Panel (A) depicts the 17 si-dos,
5One exception is Baldauf et al. (2022), which shows that politicians in the USA outperform both their runners-up and even

sophisticated investors in their real estate transactions.
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with Seoul-si highlighted in orange. Panel (B) focuses on the 25 si-gun-gu within Seoul-si, emphasizing

Jongro-gu in dark red. Panel (C) further zooms in on the 87 dong-ri within Jongro-gu.

2.2 Assessed Values of Lands

Each year, municipal governments assess and announce the value of land lots within their jurisdictions. As in

many other countries, these assessed values serve as the basis for national and local taxation. The assessment

process is conducted as follows.

The central government first selects approximately 500,000 representative parcels, known as standard

lots, from over 30 million land lots nationwide. These standard lots are evaluated by nationally certified

appraisers.6 The appraisers determine the values of these standard lots based on land attributes, transaction

prices of nearby lots, and other relevant factors. The Minister of Land, Infrastructure, and Transport then

publicly announces the assessed values of the standard lots.

Using the assessed values of standard lots as reference points, municipal governments calculate and

announce the assessed values of individual lots in their jurisdictions by the end of May each year.7 Municipal

governments assign a standard lot to each individual lot as a reference.8 Based on annually updated attributes

of each lot, the assessed value is determined using the following formula:

Assessed Value (per m2) = Reference Value (per m2)×
(

Attribute Factor of the Lot
Attribute Factor of the Reference Lot

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Adjustment

, (1)

where the attribute factor is a multiplier that adjusts the assessed value to account for differences in land

attributes, such as land use regulations or surrounding road conditions. The attribute factors are predeter-

mined by the central government, limiting the discretion of municipal governments primarily to the selection

of reference lots. Notably, mayors have the legal authority to revise these assessed values after their initial

determination, such as by reselecting the reference lot.9 This authority provides mayors with additional

discretion to influence the assessed values of land lots.

We obtain annual data on the assessed values and attributes of over 30 million land lots from the Minister

of Land, Infrastructure, and Transport ’s website (https://www.vworld.kr). These datasets encompass
6Comparable to real estate appraisers in the United States, these professionals must obtain a national license, which requires

passing a highly competitive examination, to perform valuation tasks.
7Exceptions exist. For instance, if a land lot undergoes attribute changes after January, the announcement may be postponed

until the end of October.
8Although uncommon, two standard lots may be assigned to a single land parcel.
9According to Article 12 (Correction of Individually Assessed Land Values) of the Act on the Public Announcement

of Real Estate Prices, mayors are required to promptly correct any errors in assessed values upon identifying issues such
as miscalculations, clerical mistakes, errors in the selection of reference lots, or other obvious errors prescribed by Presidential
Decree.
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nearly all land lots across the country from 2007 to 2023, while data on land attributes are available only

from 2011. Additionally, we collect data on the reference lots assigned to each land lot, including their

assessed values and attributes, from the same source. This information is available for the period from 2012

to 2023.

2.3 Asset Holdings by Public Officials

In Korea, high-ranking public officials, including congress members, governors, and mayors, are required to

disclose all their assets as of the end of each year by the following March.10 These mandatory disclosures

typically cover a wide range of assets, including stock holdings, cash holdings, deposits, automobiles, and

real estate properties. While all types of real estate owned by politicians must be disclosed, exact addresses

are provided only for land lots. For this reason, the analysis focuses exclusively on land lots. Immediate

family members of officials are also required to disclose their assets, although they may decline if they are

not financially dependent on the official.

The asset disclosures of public officials have received substantial media attention in the country. For

instance, the Korea Times reports that “69.8 percent, or 1,589, of Korea’s 2,375 high-ranking officials reported

an increase in their personal assets in 2010 despite the sluggish economy.”11 The article also highlights that

“of 15 local administrative chiefs, Seoul Mayor Oh Se-hoon was the wealthiest with assets of 5.8 billion

won, followed by Daejeon Mayor Yum Hong-chul with 2.2 billion won.” This media focus on the growth of

politicians’ wealth aligns with our argument that politicians may have incentives to understate their asset

values. Importantly, Article 4 of the Public Official Ethics Act specifies that the valuation of individual land

lots could be based either on their actual transaction price or their assessed value. However, since land lots

are infrequently traded, in most cases, the disclosed value reflects their “assessed values.”12

We obtain data on the asset holdings of high-ranking public officials from Newstapa (https://jaesan.

newstapa.org), which compiles this information from PDF files released annually by central and local

governments. The dataset spans the period from 2010 to 2023.13 We geocode the disclosed land lots

using KakaoMap’s API (https://apis.map.kakao.com), enabling us to link this dataset to information

on assessed values and land attributes. Figure 2 illustrates the geographic distribution of land holdings by

mayors and non-mayors across the country as of 2017.
10Articles 3 and 4 of the Public Official Ethics Act, which outline the full list of public officials required to disclose their

assets annually and specify the assets subject to disclosure, are detailed in Appendix B.
11https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/nation/2024/12/113_83865.html
12The method for valuing lands is Individual publicly announced land price under the Act on the Public Announcement

of Real Estate Prices, or, if unavailable, the amount calculated based on the announced price under Article 8 of the same
Act) or actual transaction price.

13For city council members, Newstapa has collected data starting in 2021, possibly due to resource constraints given the large
number of city council members.
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Table 1 provides summary statistics on asset disclosures by politicians, i.e., high-ranking officials elected

through public elections. While nearly all politicians and their spouses report their asset holdings, other

family members often decline to disclose this information (Table 1, Panel (B)). The average and median

values of politicians’ net wealth are 17.5 billion KRW (approximately 14.6 million USD) and 6.8 billion

KRW (approximately 5.7 million USD), respectively (Table 1, Panel (C)).

3 Empirical Strategy

The primary objective of our empirical analysis is to identify the effects of holding public office on the assessed

values of privately held land. To do this, we compare the assessed values of land owned by election winners

and losers. While this approach controls for selection into running for elections, a key identification concern

is that winners and losers may differ systematically, leading to potential differences in the land parcels they

own. Consequently, any observed differences in the assessed values of land held by winners and losers could

reflect these pre-existing disparities rather than the causal impact of holding public office.

To overcome this empirical challenge, we employ two identification strategies. First, we leverage within-

land variation by examining differential changes in assessed values around elections using a difference-in-

differences approach. This method accounts for any time-invariant differences between land owned by winners

and losers. Second, we refine the analysis by focusing on differential effects between winners and losers in

closely contested elections. This difference-in-discontinuities approach further mitigates concerns that factors

unrelated to holding public office might differentially influence the assessed values of land owned by winners

and losers around elections. In closely contested elections, the outcome is quasi-random; therefore, it is

unlikely that other changes around the elections systematically differ between winners and losers.

3.1 Sample Construction

To implement our empirical strategy, we construct a matched dataset that combines public election results,

politicians’ land holdings, and the assessed values and attributes of individual land parcels. We begin

with data on election candidates and results obtained from the National Election Commission (https:

//info.nec.go.kr). During the sample period, the regular election years for congressional members are

2012, 2016, and 2020, while those for mayors and other politicians are 2014, 2018, and 2022. For each

election, we identify the land holdings of candidates in the year prior to the election using asset disclosure

data from high-ranking officials. The matching process relies on each candidate’s name and position. By

design, our analysis is restricted to candidates who hold public office prior to the elections, as asset holdings

of candidates without prior office are unavailable. Therefore, we focus on incumbent candidates who run for
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the same position in the same electoral district.

We then track the assessed and actual values, as well as the attributes, of land held by both winners and

losers during the event window [−4, +4] around the elections. Our analysis focuses on candidates whose

vote margin relative to the runner-up (for winners) or the winner (for losers) falls within the range of −25

percent to 25 percent.

Table 2 presents summary statistics for the regression sample. While the methodology for estimating

actual values is described in Section 4.2, it is worth noting that the significant gap between assessed and

actual values of real estate assets is a well-documented pattern in the country. For instance, an analysis of

apartments, where frequent transactions of relatively homogeneous assets are observed, indicates that the

assessed value of apartments averages 64.4 percent of transaction prices in 2024.14

3.2 Empirical Model

Using our regression sample, we estimate the following equation:

log(Yi,j,t) = β · (Winj ×Aftert) + ft(Xj) + µi + λt + εi,j,t, (2)

where Yi,n,t represents the assessed value per square meter of land i held by politician j (or their family

members) in event year t. µi denotes land fixed effects, and λt captures event year fixed effects. Xj is the

vote margin relative to the runner-up (for winners) or the winner (for losers), Winj is an indicator set to one

for politicians winning the election (Xj > 0), and Aftert is an indicator for the election year and subsequent

four years, i.e., t = τ, τ + 1, · · · , τ + 4, where τ is the election year. ft(Xj) represents a flexible function of

Xj to control for the effects of the running variable.

The parameter of interest, β, captures the difference-in-differences between winners and losers in closely

contested elections. Specifically, it captures the differential change in the assessed value per unit between

properties owned by winners and losers around such elections.

We use both non-parametric and parametric approaches to control for ft(Xj). In the non-parametric

approach, we restrict the sample to candidates with a vote margin of less than or equal to 5 percent in the

election and model ft(Xj) as a linear function of Xj :

ft(Xj) =


γXj Aftert = 0

0 Aftert = 1

(3)

14Despite the target rate of 69 percent, the actual rate of assessed value to transaction prices stands at 64.4 percent. YTN,
March 2024.
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In the parametric approach, we model ft(Xj) as a polynomial function of Xj , which is further interacted

with Winj , as follows:

ft(Xj) =


γ1Xj + γ2X

2
j + γ3X

3
j + γ4 (Xj ×Winj) + γ5

(
X2
j ×Winj

)
+ γ6

(
X3
j ×Winj

)
Aftert = 0

0 Aftert = 1

(4)

This parametric approach provides flexibility by accommodating potential non-linearities and interaction

effects with the winner indicator.

We also estimate a first-differenced model:

∆ log(Yi,j) = α+ βWinj + f(Xj) + εi,j , (5)

where ∆ log(Yi,j) represents log(Yi,j,τ+4) − log(Yi,j,τ−1), and τ is the election year. This approach requires

observations at τ − 1 and τ + 4 for each land parcel, and we winsorize ∆ log(Yi,j) at the 1 percent level to

mitigate the influence of outliers. As before, we apply both non-parametric and parametric approaches to

control for f(Xj): In the non-parametric approach, f(Xj) = γXj ; In the parametric approach, f(Xj) =

γ1Xj + γ2X
2
j + γ3X

3
j + γ4(Xj ×Winj) + γ5(X2

j ×Winj) + γ6(X3
j ×Winj).

In the first-differenced model in Equation (5), the parameter of interest, β, captures the growth in the

assessed value per square meter of land parcels owned by winners from one year before the election to four

years after, relative to the corresponding growth for parcels of losers.

4 Results

Using the empirical strategy outlined in Section 3, this section investigates the impact of holding public

office on the assessed values of land privately owned by politicians.

4.1 Baseline Results: Gaps in Assessed Values for Land Owned by Mayors

We begin our analysis by examining whether land parcels owned by mayors and their family members are

underassessed. Our focus on mayors is motivated by their legal authority to determine the assessed values

of land parcels within their municipalities, as discussed in Section 2.

Table 3 presents the baseline estimation results. Columns (1) and (2) report estimates from the difference-

in-discontinuities approach outlined in Equation (2), while Columns (3) and (4) present results from the first-

differenced approach specified in Equation (5). Columns (1) and (3) employ a non-parametric approach,
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restricting the sample to candidates with a vote margin of 5 percent or less in their respective mayoral

races, and include a linear function of the vote margin to account for its effects. In contrast, Columns (2)

and (4) adopt a parametric approach, broadening the sample to candidates with a vote margin of up to 25

percent. This approach incorporates a cubic polynomial function of the vote margin, further interacted with

an indicator for winning candidates.

Across all four specifications, we find robust evidence that land owned by winners of closely contested

mayoral elections are assessed at significantly lower values in the post-election period compared to land

owned by losers. The coefficient estimates range from 0.122 to 0.218 with statistical significance, indicating

that the assessed values of land parcels owned by election winners is, on average, 11.4 to 19.6 percentage

points lower than that of losers during the post-election period. For example, the coefficient estimate in

column (4) provides a more specific insight: the growth in the assessed value per unit of land owned by

election winners from one year before the election to four years after is 19.6 percentage points lower than

the growth observed for parcels owned by losers.

To visually illustrate the dynamics of the value underassessment of land parcels owned by mayors over

the four years before and after elections, we estimate the following equation:

log(Yi,j,t) =

4∑
j=−4

βj · (Winj × 1t=τ+j) + ft(Xj) + µi + λt + εi,j,t, (6)

where 1t=τ+j is an indicator variable set to one if event year t is j years from the election year τ , and ft(Xj)

corresponds to the functional form specified in Equation (4). The coefficient for the year before the election

year (t = τ−1) is omitted to serve as the reference point. This approach allows us to evaluate how differences

in the assessed values of land owned by winners and losers evolve throughout the event window.

The results are presented in Panel (A) of Figure 3. The circles and triangles represent the point estimates,

while the vertical bars denote the 95 percent confidence intervals for each point estimate. First, the patterns

suggest that the timing of the underassessment of land owned by mayors coincides with the election year,

with no significant differences observed during the pre-election period when both candidates hold public

office. This absence of pre-election trends further strengthens our inference that holding public office leads

to differences in the assessed values of land. Second, the underassessment of land owned by mayors persists

consistently throughout their tenure in public office.

Another important concern is that our main results might be driven by a misspecified model of the

running variable, f(X). To address this concern, Panel (B) of Figure 3 visually illustrates the changes in

the assessed values of land around the threshold for winning elections, which is the zero percent point for

the vote share gap. As previously mentioned, the vote share gap represents the vote margin relative to the
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runner-up for winners or relative to the winner for losers, making this gap positive for winners and negative

for losers. In this figure, circles and triangles represent the unconditional means of the changes in assessed

values of land from the year before the elections to four years after, grouped by vote share gap in 1 percent

intervals. The dashed lines depict fitted lines based on a cubic polynomial, with gray shaded areas indicating

the standard errors of these fitted lines. The findings reveal a clear discontinuity around the threshold of

winning an election, characterized by a sharp decline in the future growth in the assessed value of land

parcels for winners after the elections. This clear discontinuity suggests that our main results are robust to

model specifications of the running variable.

4.2 Do Corresponding Decreases in Actual Market Values Exist?

In the previous section, we show that the growth in the assessed value of lands owned by mayors in Korea,

who are legally responsible for land value assessments, is over 10 percentage points lower than that of lands

owned by losers after closely contested elections. While we interpret this as evidence that mayors use public

office to underassess their properties, a key alternative explanation is that the actual value of land owned

by mayors may have genuinely declined after the elections. For instance, elected mayors might invest less in

their properties than election losers due to their commitment to public service. If this “election effect” exists,

the observed lower assessed values of land owned by mayors could arise even in the absence of manipulation

through public office. While this alternative explanation is inconsistent with a large body of existing research

showing positive private returns from holding public office,15 we address it using two approaches: first, by

examining the existence of the election effect using non-mayoral election candidates; and second, by analyzing

differential changes in the inferred actual values of land owned by winners and losers of mayoral elections.

4.2.1 Approach 1: Assessed Values for Land Owned by Non-Mayors

First, we test whether the assessment gaps observed for mayors also appear among non-mayors, who by law

lack the authority to determine the assessed values of land holdings. If the election effect were driving our

main results, similar assessment gaps should be evident when focusing solely on land holdings owned by non-

mayor politicians. To conduct this analysis, we estimate the regression models specified in Equations (2) and

(5), focusing on incumbent non-mayor politicians who run for reelection to the same non-mayoral positions.

Table 4 presents the coefficient estimates, with the regression specifications mirroring those reported in

Table 3. Across all four specifications, we find no evidence of a decrease in the assessed value of lands owned

by elected non-mayor politicians during the post-election period compared to those owned by losers. These
15For example, Baldauf et al. (2022) find that U.S. politicians outperform not only average homeowners but also sophisticated

investors and runners-up in close elections in their real estate transactions.
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results suggest that merely winning an election does not lead to a decrease in assessed value, highlighting

legal control over assessment as the key factor driving our main findings.

To visually examine the dynamics of the assessed value difference between land parcels owned by winners

and losers of non-mayoral elections, we estimate Equation (6) on a subsample of candidates who participated

in close non-mayoral elections, using log(Assessed Valuei,j) as the dependent variable. The coefficient for

the year preceding the election year (t = τ − 1) are omitted to serve as the reference point.

The coefficient estimates are presented in Panel (A) of Figure 6. These estimates indicate that the

assessed value difference between land parcels owned by winners of close non-mayoral elections and those

owned by losers does not increase in the post-election period compared to the prevailing difference in the year

prior to the election. This finding further undermines the alternative explanation that the election effect,

such as reduced investment in land by election winners, could explain the results.

Lastly, we visually test for any discontinuity in the unconditional mean of future growth in the assessed

value of land parcels based on whether the owner won or lost a closely contested non-mayoral election.

Panel (B) of Figure 6 confirms the absence of any discontinuous drops in the future growth of assessed

values for properties owned by winners near the threshold of winning the election, which corresponds to the

zero percent point for the vote share gap. Overall, these findings suggest that the assessment gap is not

observed among non-mayors, who lack authority over land value assessments. These results help to rule out

alternative explanations based on the election effect, highlighting legal control as the key factor driving the

underassessment.

4.2.2 Approach 2: Inferred Market Values of Land Owned by Mayors

Second, we test whether land lots owned by mayors experience a decline in their actual values after elections.

A key empirical challenge in this analysis is that, since land is infrequently traded, the market value of most

parcels is not directly observed. To overcome this challenge, we analyze the complete record of 11 million

land transactions in South Korea from 2006 to 2023, described in detail in Appendix A, and infer the actual

values of land lots owned by winners and losers of mayoral elections from these transaction prices.

Our approach incorporates two key factors that influence land values. First, the inferred actual value of

each parcel in a given year reflects transaction prices of parcels traded within the same neighborhood and

year. Neighborhoods in South Korea, dong-ri, are highly granular geographic units, with a median area of

1.5 square miles. Second, we account for changes in key attributes affecting land values, such as land use

regulations and road conditions.
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Specifically, using the land transaction dataset, we estimate the following equation:

log(Yi,n,t) = αn,t + β · log(Ai) +
∑
z

∑
t

(ζz,t · Zonei,t)

+
∑
c

∑
t

(
κc,t · Categoryi,t

)
+
∑
r

∑
t

(ρr,t · Road Conditioni,t) + εi,n,t, (7)

where i indexes land parcels, n represents neighborhoods, and t denotes the year. The dependent variable,

log(Yi,n,t), is the logarithm of the transaction price per square meter of land i in neighborhood n traded in

year t. The explanatory variables include the geographical size of the land (Ai), as well as land zone (Zonei,t),

land category (Categoryi,t), and road condition (Road Conditioni,t) in a given year. Here, land zone and

land category represent two key forms of land use regulations in South Korea. We allow the coefficients for

land zone, land category, road conditions to be time-varying.16 Additionally, αn,t represents neighborhood

× year fixed effects, and εi,n,t denotes the error term.Table A2 indicates that this empirical model captures

substantial variation in land transaction prices, with an R2 value of 0.81 in column (3).

Figure 4 summarizes the coefficients estimated from Equation (7). Panel (A) displays the average coeffi-

cients for each land zone over the sample period, using Undesignated Area as the reference category. Each

coefficient, therefore, reflects the relative value of land in the corresponding zone compared to land in an

undesignated area within the same neighborhood, with the same land category and road condition. The

results indicate that land is most valuable in commercial areas, followed by residential and industrial areas.

In contrast, land located in zones with development restrictions, such as natural environment conservation

areas, is significantly less valuable. Panel (B) summarizes the average coefficients for each land category over

the sample period. Among the categories, the four highlighted in bold are the most common, collectively

accounting for 89 percent of all land transactions: building sites, rice fields, fields, and forest lands. The

results reveal that, among these four categories, lands categorized as Building Site are the most valuable,

while those designated as Forest Land are the least valuable. Panel (C) reports the average coefficients for

each road condition during the sample period. As expected, land lots tend to trade at higher prices when

the surrounding roads are wider. Finally, Panel (D) illustrates the geographical distribution of the average

coefficient estimates for each neighborhood over the sample period.

Building on these coefficient estimates, we construct the actual market values for each land parcel held

by winners and losers of mayoral elections as follows:

log(Actual Valuei,t) = α̂n,t + β̂ · log(Ai) + ζ̂z,t + κ̂c,t + ρ̂r,t, (8)
16We also explore alternative specifications in which the coefficients for land zones, land categories, and road conditions are

time-invariant. The results remain quantitatively similar.
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where Actual Valuei,t represents the constructed actual value of land i in year t. In this context, n denotes

the neighborhood of land i, z represents the Land Zone of land i in year t, c indicates the Land Category

of land i in year t, and r refers to the Road Condition of land i in year t. The estimated actual value

captures changes in neighborhood-level values over time, along with variations in land use regulations and

surrounding road conditions specific to each land parcel.

Using these estimated actual values, we analyze differential changes in the actual values of lands owned

by winners and losers in closely contested mayoral elections. Specifically, we estimate Equations (2) and (5),

using log(Actual Valuei,t) as the dependent variable.

Table 5 presents the coefficient estimates, with the regression specifications mirroring those reported in

Table 3. Consistently across all specifications, land lots owned by election winners exhibit a statistically

significant increase in their actual values following the elections. For example, the estimate in Column (2)

indicates that the per-unit market value of land owned by elected politicians rises by 20.0 percentage points

more than that of land owned by close election losers. These findings are consistent with existing empirical

evidence suggesting that politicians tend to outperform both average participants and their close runners-up

in the real estate market. Moreover, the results challenge the alternative explanation that the market value

of land holdings owned by politicians might decline following their electoral victories.

To visually illustrate the dynamics of the actual value difference between land parcels owned by winners

of close mayoral elections and those owned by losers, we estimate Equation (6) using log(Actual Valuei,j) as

the dependent variable. The coefficient for the year before the election year (t = τ − 1) are omitted to serve

as the reference point.

The coefficient estimates are shown in Panel (A) of Figure 5. Circles and triangles represent the point

estimates, while vertical bars denote the 95 percent confidence intervals for each estimate. The coefficient

estimates presented in Panel (A) indicate that the actual value difference between land parcels owned by

winners of close mayoral elections and those owned by losers increases in the post-election period, rather

than decreasing, compared to the difference observed one year before the election. This finding further

undermines the alternative explanation that the actual value of land owned by mayors may have declined

after the elections.

Lastly, we visually examine whether the growth in the actual value of land parcels exhibits a sharp

change around the threshold for winning elections. Panel (B) of Figure 5 reveals a distinct discontinuity at

the threshold of winning an election, marked by a sharp increase in the unconditional mean of future growth

in the actual value of land parcels. This pronounced discontinuity further mitigates concerns about potential

model misspecifications of f(X) in these results.

Overall, we find no evidence of a decline in the actual values of land owned by mayors, despite the
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observed decrease in assessed values. Instead, our findings show that land owned by mayors experiences

an increase in actual values. This stark contrast between assessed and actual values strongly supports our

argument that mayors utilize their office to conceal their private returns.

4.3 Do New Mayor Effects Explain the Findings?

Our analysis focuses on incumbent mayors running for reelection and interprets the gap between the assessed

values of land owned by winners and losers as evidence that mayors use their office to conceal their private

returns. However, another important concern regarding our interpretation is that our estimates might

capture effects specific to cities experiencing a change in leadership, which we refer to as new mayor effects.

For instance, newly elected mayors might require additional tax revenues to fund their projects. To facilitate

this, the central government could increase the assessed values of standard lots in jurisdictions with new

mayors, which might, in turn, elevate the assessed values of all individual lots in those jurisdictions, as these

values are tied to the standard lots (Section 2).

This alternative explanation is particularly relevant in our context, given that more than half of the land

owned by candidates is located within the city where they are running for office (Table 2, Panel (B)). We

address this concern using two approaches: first, by examining differential changes in the assessed values

of standard lots in jurisdictions where winners and losers of closely contested mayoral elections run; and

second, by analyzing the subsample of land owned by mayors that is located outside their jurisdiction.

4.3.1 Approach 1: Assessed Values of Standard Lots

First, we examine changes in the value assessment of standard lots in jurisdictions led by winners and

losers of closely contested mayoral elections. For this analysis, we estimate the regression models specified

in Equations (2) and (5), comparing the assessed values of standard lots in jurisdictions with new mayors

(where incumbents lose) to those in jurisdictions where the incumbent mayor remains in office. Table 6

presents the coefficient estimates, with the regression specifications mirroring those reported in Table 3.

The findings do not provide evidence of any significant change in the assessed value of standard lots

during the post-election period in jurisdictions with new mayors compared to those in jurisdictions where

the incumbent mayor remains in office. The estimate of the coefficient of interest is not statistically different

from zero in any of the four regression specifications. These results suggest that during the post-election

period, there is no significant change in the assessed value difference of standard lots between jurisdictions

with new mayors and those with incumbent mayors. Consequently, our findings do not support the notion

that the central government raises the assessed values of standard lots in jurisdictions with new leadership
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after mayoral elections to help new mayors generate additional tax revenue.

Furthermore, we visually examine the dynamics of the assessed value difference between standard lots

located in jurisdictions with new mayors and those in jurisdictions where the incumbent mayor remains in

office. We do not expect to observe a statistically significant increase in this difference during the post-

election years. For this analysis, we estimate Equation (6) using log(Assessed Valuei,j) as the dependent

variable. The coefficient for the year prior to the election year (t = τ −1) is omitted to serve as the reference

point.

The coefficient estimates are presented in Panel (A) of Figure 7. Circles and triangles represent the point

estimates, while vertical bars denote the 95 percent confidence intervals for each estimate. The results indicate

no differential changes in the assessed values of standard lots located in jurisdictions where the incumbent

mayor remains in office compared to those in jurisdictions with new mayors around the elections. This

finding further undermines the alternative explanation that the central government increases the assessed

values of standard lots in jurisdictions with new leadership after mayoral elections to help new mayors

generate additional tax revenue.

Finally, we visually test for any discontinuity in the unconditional mean of future growth in the assessed

value of standard lots when new leadership takes office or the incumbent mayor remains in place. Panel (B)

of Figure 7 confirms that no such discontinuity exists around the threshold of winning the election.

4.3.2 Approach 2: Land Located Outside Mayors’ Jurisdiction

We further address alternative explanations based on the new mayor effects by analyzing the subsample of

land holdings owned by mayors that are located outside their jurisdiction. If the observed underassessment

were driven by the influence of newly elected mayors on local land value assessments, we would expect

no evidence of underassessment for lands located outside incumbent mayors’ jurisdictions during the post-

election period.

For this analysis, we estimate a modified version of the regression models in Equations (2) and (5),

incorporating an indicator variable to denote whether a land parcel is located within the jurisdictions where

winners and losers are running for office. Specifically, the regression models include indicator variables,

Own City and Other Cities, where Own City is set to one for lands located within the jurisdiction where the

candidate is running for office, and Other Cities is set to one for lands located outside the jurisdiction. The

control group for land parcels outside the jurisdiction of election-winning owners can be defined as either all

land parcels owned by the losers or only those located outside the jurisdiction the losers contested. We test

our hypothesis using both control group definitions.

Table 7 presents the coefficient estimates. The findings suggest that the documented underassessment
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of the value of land holdings owned by mayors who remain in office is not solely driven by the influence of

newly elected mayors on the value assessments of lands located within their jurisdictions. The coefficient of

interest is negative and statistically significant across all regression specifications.

For instance, the estimate in Column (4) indicates that during the post-election period, the assessed

value difference between the winners’ lands located outside their jurisdiction and the losers’ lands outside

their jurisdiction decreases by 18.4 percentage points compared to the pre-election period. Column (3) yields

similar results, showing a 14.3 percentage points decrease in the assessed value difference between the winners’

lands located outside their jurisdiction and the losers’ lands during the post-election period. Notably, for land

parcels located within their jurisdiction, the coefficient estimate remains consistent. Specifically, the assessed

value difference between the winners’ lands within their jurisdiction and the losers’ lands also decreases by

14.3 percentage points during the post-election period.

Overall, the findings in Table 7 suggest that the documented underassessment of land values owned

by mayoral election winners during the post-election period is not solely driven by their influence on land

holdings within their jurisdiction. Interestingly, the coefficient estimates suggest that the influence of mayors

on land value assessments extends beyond their own jurisdiction. This finding implies that mayors can

leverage their authority to affect the assessed values of their land holdings, even when these properties are

located outside their jurisdiction.

4.4 Anatomy of Assessed Land Values

To further uncover the exact mechanism driving the documented underassessment of land values owned by

mayors, we decompose the assessed values using the identity derived from Equation (1):

log(Assessed Value) = log(Reference Value) + log(Adjustment). (9)

We then separately analyze the two components of the assessed value of land holdings: (i) log(Reference Value)

and (ii) log(Adjustment).

As discussed in Section 2, the legal process for assessing the value of individual land holdings proceeds

as follows. For a given land parcel, the municipal government of the jurisdiction where the parcel is located

first selects a standard lot to serve as the benchmark for the value assessment. The assessed value is then

calculated by adjusting the value of the selected reference lot to account for variations in land characteristics.

This adjustment is performed by multiplying the reference value by an attribute factor. Importantly, these

attribute factors are predetermined by the central government, leaving municipal governments with minimal

discretion in this aspect of the assessment process.
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In the legal process of assessing land holdings, municipal governments led by mayors have the most

discretion in selecting the standard lot that serves as the reference for each land parcel. Consequently,

we expect that the documented differential decrease in the assessed value of lands owned by mayors arises

primarily from a reduction in the reference value, log(Reference Value), rather than from changes in the

adjustment factor.

To test this hypothesis, we estimate regression Equations (2) and (5) using the first component of the

assessed value of land holdings, Reference Value, as the dependent variable. The coefficient estimates are

reported in Panel (A) of Table 9. As in Table 3, the first two columns report estimates from the difference-

in-discontinuities approach outlined in Equation (2), while the last two columns apply the first-differenced

approach specified in (5).

Columns (1) and (3) employ a non-parametric approach, focusing on the subsample of candidates with

a vote margin (Xj) of 5 percent or less in their respective mayoral elections. These models control for the

effects of the vote margin by including a linear function of it. In contrast, columns (2) and (4) analyze all

mayoral candidates with a vote margin of 25 percent or less. To account for the effects of the vote margin,

a cubic polynomial function of the vote margin is incorporated into the regression specifications.

The estimate of the coefficient of interest is negative across all four regression specifications and statis-

tically significant in columns (2) and (4). For instance, the estimate in column (2) indicates that during

the post-election period, the difference in the reference value used to assess the lands of winners relative

to those owned by losers decreases by 11.1 percent point. The coefficient estimate reported in column (4)

suggests an even larger decrease in the reference value selected to assess the value of lands owned by mayors.

These results highlight the role of reductions in the reference value in driving the observed underassessment

of lands owned by mayors.

Next, we estimate regression Equations (2) and (5), using the second component of the assessed value of

land holdings, Adjustment, as the dependent variable. The coefficient estimates are reported in Panel (B)

of Table 9, and the regression specifications mirror those in Panel (A).

The estimate of the coefficient of interest is not statistically different from zero in any of the four regression

specifications. This finding suggests that during the post-election period, there is no significant difference in

the adjustment factor applied to assess the value of lands owned by mayoral election winners compared to

the adjustment factor used for lands owned by election losers.

Overall, Panels (A) and (B) of Table 9 provide empirical evidence supporting our hypothesis: the docu-

mented differential decrease in the assessed value of lands owned by mayors arises primarily from a reduction

in the reference value, rather than from changes in the adjustment factor.
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5 Additional Results

5.1 Politician-Owned Lands vs. Lands Owned by Politicians’ Family Members

In this section, we further investigate whether the documented underassessment of land values owned by

mayors extends to properties owned by their immediate family members, including spouses and children. To

address this, we estimate a modified version of the regression models in Equations (2) and (5), incorporating

an indicator variable that specifies whether a land parcel is owned by the candidate directly or by a family

member. Specifically, the regression models include an indicator variable, either Own or Family, where Own

is set to one for lands owned by candidates running in mayoral elections, and Family is set to one for lands

owned by the candidates’ immediate family members.

The control group for land parcels owned by family members of election-winning politicians is defined

as either all land parcels owned by election losers or only those owned by the family members of the losers.

Consistent with the approach in Table 7, we test our hypothesis using both control group definitions. Table 8

presents the coefficient estimates. The findings reveal that the documented underassessment of land values

during the post-election period for winning candidates in closely contested mayoral elections is not confined

to properties directly owned by the candidates. This underassessment extends to land parcels owned by

the family members of winners. In Table 8, the coefficient of interest remains consistently negative and

statistically significant across all regression specifications.

For example, the estimate in Column (4) indicates that during the post-election period, the assessed

value of land holdings owned by family members of winners decreases by 16.3 percentage points compared

to those owned by family members of election losers. Column (3) yields similar results, showing that the

assessed value of land holdings owned by family members of election-winning politicians is 16.1 percentage

points lower than those owned by either losers or their family members during the post-election period.

Likewise, for land parcels directly owned by the winners, the assessed value decreases by 13.1 percentage

points relative to the same benchmark during this period.

Overall, the findings in Table 8 indicate that the underassessment of land values for winners in closely

contested mayoral elections is not confined to properties directly owned by the winners. During the post-

election period, this underassessment extends to land holdings owned by the family members of the winners.

5.2 Motivations Behind Value Underassessment

What motivates politicians to reduce assessed values of their land during public office? While we interpret

our findings as evidence of politicians’ incentives to obscure private gains during their tenure, alternative
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motivations could also explain the results. For example, mayors might reduce the assessed values of their

land to lower their tax burdens.

Lowering the tax burden as a motivation for influencing the official value assessment of land parcels is

important for several reasons. First, as shown in Table 1, land holdings constitute a substantial portion of the

total wealth of politicians in South Korea. Land holdings account for an average of 17 percent of total wealth

among mayors and 20 percent among non-mayor politicians. Second, in South Korea, the value assessment

of land holdings serves as the basis for several taxes, with property taxes being the most significant.17

Citizens are required to pay property taxes calculated as Assessed Value of Land Lot×70%× (0.2%−0.5%).

Importantly, the tax rate is progressive, as is common in many countries. Consequently, a 10 percent

reduction in the assessed value of a land parcel results in at least a 10 percent decrease in property taxes.

Although these alternative motivations cannot be entirely ruled out, we provide suggestive evidence

indicating that the desire to conceal private returns is likely a significant concern for mayors. But why would

mayors care about concealing private returns to their real estate assets acquired during their tenure in public

office? One plausible explanation is that doing so enhances their chances of remaining in office. To explore

this possibility, we examine whether higher wealth growth among politicians during their tenure negatively

impacts their reelection prospects. For this analysis, we estimate the following equation:

Vote Share Gapj,τ = α+ β

(
Wealthj,τ−1

Wealthj,τ−4
− 1

)
+ γVote Share Gapj,τ−4 + εj , (10)

where the dependent variable is the vote share gap of incumbent mayor j running for reelection in year τ .

The independent variable, Wealthj,τ−1 (Wealthj,τ−4), represents the combined wealth of mayor j and their

partner in year τ − 1 (τ − 4).18 Vote Share Gapj,τ−4 denotes the vote share gap of the incumbent mayor in

the previous election, held in year τ − 4.

In regression Equation (10), the coefficient of interest, β, captures the effect of mayors’ wealth growth

during their tenure on their electoral performance in the subsequent election. Table 10 summarizes the results.

We find a statistically significant negative association between the electoral performance of incumbent mayors

and their wealth growth during their tenure.

For instance, the coefficient estimate in Column (2) suggests that a 10 percentage points increase in

the wealth growth of mayors and their partners over their tenure in public office is associated with a 0.5

percentage points decrease in the vote share gap in the next mayoral election. These findings indicate that,

among politicians from the same political party, those who experience greater wealth growth during four
17In the context of the United States, Avenancio-León and Howard (2022) document that gaps in assessed values of properties

across races lead to racial inequalities in tax burdens.
18We exclude the wealth of other immediate family members to avoid capturing changes arising from refusals to disclose

wealth.
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years of public service tend to receive fewer votes in subsequent election races compared to their peers within

the same province.

Overall, the findings in Table 10 indicate that greater wealth accumulation by politicians during their

time in public office is significantly correlated with a smaller vote share gap in the subsequent election. These

results support the view that higher wealth growth for a politician during their tenure negatively impacts

their reelection prospects.

6 Conclusion

The determinants of government responsiveness to citizens are a central concern in political economy. In

democracies that periodically elect their rulers, the resolution of political agency problems relies heavily

on the availability of information that enables voters to effectively evaluate politicians. Anti-corruption

legislative efforts worldwide are, therefore, often accompanied by transparency-enhancing measures, such as

mandatory asset disclosures by politicians.

Our findings provide empirical evidence that politicians may exploit their office to manipulate the as-

sessed value of their land holdings, thereby concealing the true extent of private gains acquired during their

tenure. This abuse of power undermines electoral accountability by limiting voters’ ability to hold officials

accountable. Furthermore, the underassessment of politicians’ land holdings reveals a novel mechanism

that contributes to the abnormal wealth accumulation by politicians during their tenure in public office, as

documented in the existing literature.

References

Artiles, M., Kleine-Rueschkamp, L., and León-Ciliotta, G. (2021). Accountability, political capture, and selec-

tion into politics: Evidence from peruvian municipalities. Review of Economics and Statistics, 103(2):397–

411.

Avenancio-León, C. F. and Howard, T. (2022). The assessment gap: Racial inequalities in property taxation.

The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 137(3):1383–1434.

Baldauf, M., Favilukis, J. Y., Garlappi, L., and Zheng, K. (2022). Profiting from real estate: So easy a

congressman can do it. Available at SSRN 3801378.

Banerjee, A., Duflo, E., Imbert, C., Mathew, S., and Pande, R. (2020). E-governance, accountability, and

22



leakage in public programs: Experimental evidence from a financial management reform in india. American

Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 12(4):39–72.

Besley, T. and Burgess, R. (2002). The political economy of government responsiveness: Theory and evidence

from india. The quarterly journal of economics, 117(4):1415–1451.

Burdescu, R., Reid, G. J., Gilman, S., and Trapnell, S. (2009). Income and asset declarations: tools and

trade-offs. Stolen Asset Recovery (StAR) Initiative) The World Bank Washington, DC.

Campante, F. R. and Do, Q.-A. (2014). Isolated capital cities, accountability, and corruption: Evidence

from us states. American Economic Review, 104(8):2456–2481.

Chauchard, S., Klašnja, M., and Harish, S. P. (2019). Getting Rich Too Fast? Voters’ Reactions to Politicians’

Wealth Accumulation. The Journal of Politics, 81(4):1197–1209.

Chen, H. and Cohen, L. (2024). Assessing assessors. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Cordis, A. S. and Warren, P. L. (2014). Sunshine as disinfectant: The effect of state freedom of information

act laws on public corruption. Journal of public economics, 115:18–36.

Deng, Y., Wei, S.-J., Wu, J., and Zhang, R. (2023). Secrets in asset purchases: Estimating the unofficial

incomes of officials. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Djankov, S., Porta, R. L., Lopez-de Silanes, F., and Shleifer, A. (2010). Disclosure by Politicians. American

Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 2(2):179–209.

Eggers, A. C. and Hainmueller, J. (2009). Mps for sale? returns to office in postwar british politics. American

Political Science Review, 103(4):513–533.

Enikolopov, R., Petrova, M., and Sonin, K. (2018). Social media and corruption. American Economic

Journal: Applied Economics, 10(1):150–174.

Ferraz, C. and Finan, F. (2008). Exposing corrupt politicians: the effects of brazil’s publicly released audits

on electoral outcomes. The Quarterly journal of economics, 123(2):703–745.

Ferraz, C. and Finan, F. (2011). Electoral accountability and corruption: Evidence from the audits of local

governments. American Economic Review, 101(4):1274–1311.

Fisman, R., Schulz, F., and Vig, V. (2014). The private returns to public office. Journal of Political Economy,

122(4):806–862.

23



Fisman, R., Schulz, F., and Vig, V. (2016). Financial disclosure and political selection: Evidence from india.

Unpublished manuscript, Boston Univ.

Gavazza, A., Nardotto, M., and Valletti, T. (2019). Internet and politics: Evidence from uk local elections

and local government policies. The Review of Economic Studies, 86(5):2092–2135.

Gentzkow, M. (2006). Television and voter turnout. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 121(3):931–972.

Gentzkow, M., Glaeser, E. L., and Goldin, C. (2006). The rise of the fourth estate. how newspapers became

informative and why it mattered. In Corruption and reform: Lessons from America’s economic history,

pages 187–230. University of Chicago Press.

Grossman, G. and Michelitch, K. (2018). Information dissemination, competitive pressure, and politician per-

formance between elections: A field experiment in uganda. American Political Science Review, 112(2):280–

301.

Grossman, G., Michelitch, K., and Prato, C. (2024). The effect of sustained transparency on electoral

accountability. American Journal of Political Science, 68(3):1022–1040.

Hanlon, M., Maydew, E. L., and Thornock, J. R. (2015). Taking the long way home: Us tax evasion and

offshore investments in us equity and debt markets. The Journal of Finance, 70(1):257–287.

Johannesen, N. and Zucman, G. (2014). The end of bank secrecy? an evaluation of the g20 tax haven

crackdown. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 6(1):65–91.

Key, V. O. (1966). The responsible electorate: Rationality in presidential voting 1936–1960. Harvard Uni-

versity Press.

Malik, R. (2020). Transparency, elections, and pakistani politicians’ tax compliance. Comparative Political

Studies, 53(7):1060–1091.

Menkhoff, L. and Miethe, J. (2019). Tax evasion in new disguise? examining tax havens’ international bank

deposits. Journal of Public Economics, 176:53–78.

Myerson, R. B. (1993). Effectiveness of electoral systems for reducing government corruption: a game-

theoretic analysis. Games and economic behavior, 5(1):118–132.

Nelson, P. (1976). Political information. The Journal of Law and Economics, 19(2):315–336.

Persson, T., Roland, G., and Tabellini, G. (1997). Separation of powers and political accountability. The

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112(4):1163–1202.

24



Pomeranz, D. (2015). No taxation without information: Deterrence and self-enforcement in the value added

tax. American Economic Review, 105(8):2539–2569.

Querubin, P., Snyder, J. M., et al. (2011). The control of politicians in normal times and times of crisis:

Wealth accumulation by us congressmen, 1850-1880. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic

Research.

Ray, S. and Singh, R. (2022). Do wealthy politicians underreport their income? evidence from general

election data. Evidence from General Election Data (November 30, 2022).

Reinikka, R. and Svensson, J. (2011). The power of information in public services: Evidence from education

in uganda. Journal of Public Economics, 95(7-8):956–966.

Riker, W. H. (1988). Liberalism against populism: A confrontation between the theory of democracy and the

theory of social choice. Waveland press.

Rossi, I. M., Pop, L., and Berger, T. (2017). Getting the full picture on public officials: a how-to guide for

effective financial disclosure. World Bank Publications.

Slemrod, J. (2019). Tax compliance and enforcement. Journal of economic literature, 57(4):904–954.

Snyder Jr, J. M. and Strömberg, D. (2010). Press coverage and political accountability. Journal of political

Economy, 118(2):355–408.

Strömberg, D. (2004). Radio’s impact on public spending. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 119(1):189–

221.

Szakonyi, D. (2023). Indecent disclosures: Anticorruption reforms and political selection. American Journal

of Political Science, 67(3):503–519.

Zucman, G. (2013). The missing wealth of nations: Are europe and the us net debtors or net creditors? The

Quarterly journal of economics, 128(3):1321–1364.

Zucman, G. (2014). Taxing across borders: Tracking personal wealth and corporate profits. Journal of

economic perspectives, 28(4):121–148.

25



Seoul−si Other 16 si−dos

(A) South Korea

Jongro−gu Other 24 si−gun−gus in Seoul−si

(B) Seoul-si (605.2 km2)

(C) Jongro-gu (23.9 km2)

Figure 1: Administrative Divisions in South Korea

This figure illustrates the levels of administrative divisions in South Korea. Panel (A) shows the 17 sidos, with
Seoul-si highlighted in orange. Panel (B) provides a closer view of the 25 si-gun-gu within Seoul, with Jongro-gu
highlighted in dark red. Finally, Panel (C) zooms in further to display the 87 dong-ri within Jongro-gu.
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Non−Mayor

Mayor

Figure 2: Geographic Distribution of Politicians’ Land Holdings in 2017

This figure illustrates the geographic distribution of land holdings by mayors and non-mayors across the country.
Red circles represent 971 land lots owned by 143 mayors and their immediate family members, while blue triangles
denote 5,246 land lots owned by 755 non-mayors and their immediate family members, as of 2017.
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Figure 3: Gaps in Assessed Values of Land Parcels Owned by Mayors

This figure illustrates the differential changes in the assessed values of land lots owned by winners and losers in
closely contested mayoral elections. Panel (A) presents the results from estimating Equation (6), where the dependent
variable is log(Assessed Value). The coefficient for the year preceding the election year (t = τ − 1) is omitted as
the reference point. Circles and triangles represent the point estimates, with vertical bars denoting the 95 percent
confidence intervals for each estimate. Panel (B) depicts the changes in log(Assessed Value) from t = τ−1 to t = τ+4.
Circles and triangles represent the unconditional means, grouped by vote share gap in 1 percent intervals. Dashed
lines indicate fitted lines based on a cubic polynomial, while gray shaded areas represent the standard errors of these
fitted lines.
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Figure 4: Analysis of Land Transaction Prices

This figure presents the coefficients for land attributes influencing transaction prices, estimated using Equation (7).
Panel (A) displays the average coefficients for each land zone across the sample period. Panel (B) summarizes the
average coefficients for each land category during the sample period, highlighting the four most common categories
in bold, which collectively account for 89 percent of all land transactions. Panel (C) reports the average coefficients
for each road condition over the sample period. Finally, Panel (D) illustrates the geographical distribution of the
average coefficients for each neighborhood throughout the sample period.
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Figure 4: Analysis of Land Transaction Prices (Continued)
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Figure 5: Gaps in Actual Values of Land Parcels Owned by Mayors

This figure illustrates the differential changes in the actual values of land lots owned by winners and losers in closely
contested mayoral elections. Panel (A) presents the results from estimating Equation (6), where the dependent
variable is log(Actual Value). The coefficient for the year preceding the election year (t = τ − 1) is omitted as
the reference point. Circles and triangles represent the point estimates, with vertical bars denoting the 95 percent
confidence intervals for each estimate. Panel (B) depicts the changes in log(Actual Value) from t = τ −1 to t = τ +4.
Circles and triangles represent the unconditional means, grouped by vote share gap in 1 percent intervals. Dashed
lines indicate fitted lines based on a cubic polynomial, while gray shaded areas represent the standard errors of these
fitted lines.
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Figure 6: Gaps in Assessed Values of Land Parcels Owned by Non-Mayors

This figure illustrates the differential changes in the assessed values of land lots owned by winners and losers in closely
contested non-mayoral elections. The analyses follow the same approach as in Figure 3, with the key difference being
the focus on land parcels owned by candidates running in closely contested non-mayoral elections instead of mayoral
elections.
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Figure 7: Gaps in Assessed Values of Standard Land Lots in Jurisdictions with Newly Elected Mayors

This figure illustrates the differential changes in the assessed values of standard land lots located in jurisdictions where
incumbent mayors either win or lose in closely contested mayoral elections. The analyses follow the same approach
as in Figure 3, but here the focus is on standard land lots within each jurisdiction rather than land lots owned by
the candidates.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics: Politicians’ Asset Holdings

This table presents summary statistics on asset holding disclosures by Korean politicians from 2010 to 2023. Panel
(A) displays the number of individuals in the dataset across various political positions, including congress members,
governors, mayors, the president, state council members, and city council members. Panel (B) reports the number
of politicians and their family members who consented to disclose their asset holdings and those who declined to do
so. Panel (C) presents summary statistics on asset holdings by categories. The unit is 1 million KRW.

(A) Number of Politicians

Congressman Governor Mayor President State Council Member City Council Member

2010 293 15 221 1 831 0
2011 292 16 219 1 804 0
2012 294 16 220 0 846 0
2013 295 17 213 1 842 0
2014 291 17 224 1 785 0

2015 289 17 218 1 776 0
2016 297 17 220 1 783 0
2017 286 14 212 1 780 0
2018 289 16 226 1 828 0
2019 290 17 216 1 812 0

2020 296 16 222 1 818 0
2021 289 14 218 1 817 2,817
2022 296 17 224 1 873 2,982
2023 289 17 223 1 858 2,941

Total 4,086 226 3,076 13 11,453 8,740

(B) Refuse Rate by Relationship

Disclosed Refused Refuse Rate (%)

Self 27,594 0 0.00
Partner 24,929 97 0.39
Child 18,456 5,877 24.15
Mother 10,421 3,945 27.46
Father 4,082 2,985 42.24

Grandchild 423 1,822 81.16
Grandmother 138 67 32.68
Mother-in-law 111 60 35.09
Father-in-law 44 46 51.11
Grandfather 33 24 42.11

Others 1 3 75.00
Daughter-in-law 0 7 100.00

Total 86,232 14,933 14.76
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Table 2: Summary Statistics: Regression Sample

This table presents summary statistics for our main regression sample. Panel (A) displays the wealth of candidates
in the year before the election and their election results, categorized by those running for mayoral and non-mayoral
positions. The sample is restricted to candidates whose vote margin relative to the runner-up (for winners) or the
winner (for losers) falls between −25% and 25%. Panel (B) provides summary statistics on the land holdings of these
candidates as of the year before the elections.

(A) Wealth

Mayor Non-Mayor

Obs. Mean Median Std. Obs. Mean Median Std.

Wealth (1M KRW) 237 1750.15 1063.13 2327.93 1,679 3327.47 951.36 49972.67
Wealth Growth (τ − 4, τ − 1) 216 0.32 0.20 0.54 667 0.48 0.15 4.03
Land Ratio 237 0.17 0.09 0.19 1,679 0.20 0.13 0.20
Vote Share Gap 237 0.01 0.01 0.12 1,679 0.03 0.03 0.12
Win 237 0.51 1.00 0.50 1,679 0.61 1.00 0.49

(B) Land

Mayor Non-Mayor

Obs. Mean Median Std. Obs. Mean Median Std.

Assessed Value
(1K KRW, per m2) 1,512 124.32 18.50 428.36 10,322 200.57 22.00 1535.25

Actual Value
(1K KRW, per m2) 1,481 230.10 40.36 1192.74 10,149 217.20 45.21 868.06

Reference Value
(1K KRW, per m2) 953 194.94 28.00 574.08 6,340 295.07 31.50 1913.14

Geographical Size (m2) 1,512 3846.07 660.50 16978.61 10,312 4267.00 815.50 20935.14
Family’s 1,512 0.38 0.00 0.49 10,322 0.41 0.00 0.49
Own City 1,512 0.68 1.00 0.47
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Table 3: Are Land Parcels Owned by Mayors Underassessed During Their Tenure in Public Office?

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equations (2) and (5), where the dependent variable is
log(Assessed Value). Winj is an indicator set to one if the politician wins the election, while Aftert indicates the
election year and the subsequent four years. Columns (1) and (2) analyze differential changes in log(Assessed Value)
for land owned by winners and losers of closely contested mayoral elections during the event period [−4, 4] around
the elections. Columns (3) and (4) use a first-differenced model, where the dependent variable is the change in
log(Assessed Value) from one year before the election (τ − 1) to four years after the election (τ + 4). Columns (1)
and (3) focus on the subsample of election candidates with a vote margin of 5 percent or less, controlling for the
candidate’s vote margin relative to the runner-up (for winners) or the winner (for losers) using a linear function.
Columns (2) and (4) extend the analysis to candidates with a vote margin of 25 percent or less, incorporating a
polynomial function of the vote margin interacted with Winj . Standard errors are clustered by land in columns (1)
and (2), while they are heteroskedasticity-robust in columns (3) and (4). t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *,
**, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels, respectively.

Dep. Var.: log(Assessed Value) ∆ log(Assessed Value) (τ − 1, τ + 4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Win×After −0.1215∗∗∗ −0.1542∗∗∗
(−3.06) (−4.02)

Win −0.1847∗∗∗ −0.2180∗∗∗
(−3.11) (−4.15)

Sample: |∆| ≤ 5% 25% 5% 25%
f(∆) Linear Cubic Linear Cubic

Land FEs X X
Event Year FEs X X

Obs 3,482 12,027 288 1,047
Adj. R2 1.00 0.99 0.05 0.03
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Table 4: Are Land Parcels Owned by Non-Mayor Politicians Also Underassessed During Their Tenure in
Public Office?

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equations (2) and (5), where the dependent variable is
log(Assessed Value). Winj is an indicator set to one if the politician wins the election, while Aftert indicates the
election year and the subsequent four years. Columns (1) and (2) analyze differential changes in log(Assessed Value)
for land owned by winners and losers of closely contested non-mayoral elections during the event period [−4, 4]
around the elections. Columns (3) and (4) use a first-differenced model, where the dependent variable is the change
in log(Assessed Value) from one year before the election (τ − 1) to four years after the election (τ + 4). Columns
(1) and (3) focus on the subsample of election candidates with a vote margin of 5 percent or less, controlling for
the candidate’s vote margin relative to the runner-up (for winners) or the winner (for losers) using a linear function.
Columns (2) and (4) extend the analysis to candidates with a vote margin of 25 percent or less, incorporating a
polynomial function of the vote margin interacted with Winj . Standard errors are clustered by land in columns (1)
and (2), while they are heteroskedasticity-robust in columns (3) and (4). t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *,
**, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels, respectively.

Dep. Var.: log(Assessed Value) ∆ log(Assessed Value) (τ − 1, τ + 4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Win×After 0.0065 −0.0016
(0.55) (−0.14)

Win 0.0920∗∗ 0.0666∗

(2.35) (1.89)

Sample: |∆| ≤ 5% 25% 5% 25%
f(∆) Linear Cubic Linear Cubic

Land FEs X X
Event Year FEs X X

Obs 20,900 69,857 527 2,831
Adj. R2 1.00 1.00 0.01 0.00
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Table 5: Does the Actual Value of Land Parcels Owned by Mayors Decline During Their Time in Office?

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equations (2) and (5), where the dependent variable is log(Actual Value).
Winj is an indicator set to one if the politician wins the election, while Aftert indicates the election year and the
subsequent four years. Columns (1) and (2) analyze differential changes in log(Actual Value) for land owned by
winners and losers of closely contested mayoral elections during the event period [−4, 4] around the elections. Columns
(3) and (4) use a first-differenced model, where the dependent variable is the change in log(Actual Value) from one
year before the election (τ −1) to four years after the election (τ +4). Columns (1) and (3) focus on the subsample of
election candidates with a vote margin of 5 percent or less, controlling for the candidate’s vote margin relative to the
runner-up (for winners) or the winner (for losers) using a linear function. Columns (2) and (4) extend the analysis to
candidates with a vote margin of 25 percent or less, incorporating a polynomial function of the vote margin interacted
with Winj . Standard errors are clustered by land in columns (1) and (2), while they are heteroskedasticity-robust in
columns (3) and (4). t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10
percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels, respectively.

Dep. Var.: log(Actual Value) ∆ log(Actual Value) (τ − 1, τ + 4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Win×After 0.1583∗∗ 0.1822∗∗∗

(2.31) (2.82)

Win 0.2144∗∗ 0.1843∗

(2.03) (1.77)

Sample: |∆| ≤ 5% 25% 5% 25%
f(∆) Linear Cubic Linear Cubic

Land FEs X X
Event Year FEs X X

Obs 3,109 10,785 284 1,019
Adj. R2 0.95 0.96 -0.00 0.04
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Table 6: Is There an Increase in the Assessed Value of Standard Lots in Jurisdictions with Newly Elected
Mayors?

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equations (2) and (5), where the dependent variable is
log(Assessed Value). Winj is an indicator set to one if the politician wins the election, while Aftert indicates the
election year and the subsequent four years. Columns (1) and (2) analyze differential changes in log(Assessed Value)
for standard lots located in jurisdictions with newly elected mayors compared to those in jurisdictions where the
incumbent mayor remains in office during the event period [−4, 4] around the elections. Columns (3) and (4) employ
a first-differenced model, where the dependent variable is the change in log(Assessed Value) for standard lots from
one year prior to the election (τ − 1) to four years following the election (τ + 4). Columns (1) and (3) focus on the
subsample of election candidates with a vote margin of 5 percent or less, controlling for the candidate’s vote margin
relative to the runner-up (for winners) or the winner (for losers) using a linear function. Columns (2) and (4) extend
the analysis to candidates with a vote margin of 25 percent or less, incorporating a polynomial function of the vote
margin interacted with Winj . Standard errors are clustered by city. t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *, **,
and *** denote statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels, respectively.

Dep. Var.: log(Assessed Value) ∆ log(Assessed Value) (τ − 1, τ + 4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Win×After 0.0216 −0.0158
(0.49) (−0.36)

Win 0.1023 0.0388
(1.28) (0.50)

Sample: |∆| ≤ 5% 25% 5% 25%
f(∆) Linear Cubic Linear Cubic

Land FEs X X X X
Event Year FEs X X X X

Obs 884,812 3,138,978 68,337 253,390
Adj. R2 1.00 1.00 0.03 0.01
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Table 9: Anatomy of Land Assessed Values

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equations (2) and (5), where the dependent variable is
log(Reference Value) in Panel (A) and log(Adjustment Value) in Panel (B). Winj is an indicator set to one if the
politician wins the election, while Aftert indicates the election year and the subsequent four years. In each panel,
columns (1) and (2) examine differential changes in the dependent variable for land owned by winners and losers of
closely contested mayoral elections during the event period [−4, 4] around the elections. Columns (3) and (4) use
a first-differenced model, where the dependent variable is the change from one year prior to the election (τ − 1) to
four years following the election (τ + 4). Columns (1) and (3) focus on the subsample of election candidates with a
vote margin of 5 percent or less, controlling for the candidate’s vote margin relative to the runner-up (for winners)
or the winner (for losers) using a linear function. Columns (2) and (4) extend the analysis to candidates with a vote
margin of 25 percent or less, incorporating a polynomial function of the vote margin interacted with Winj . Standard
errors are clustered by land in columns (1) and (2), while they are heteroskedasticity-robust in columns (3) and (4).
t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and
1 percent levels, respectively.

(A) Reference Value

Dep. Var.: log(Reference Value) ∆ log(Reference Value) (τ − 1, τ + 4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Win×After −0.0505 −0.1177∗∗
(−0.99) (−2.41)

Win −0.1164 −0.2453∗∗∗
(−1.48) (−3.21)

Sample: |∆| ≤ 5% 25% 5% 25%
f(∆) Linear Cubic Linear Cubic

Land FEs X X
Event Year FEs X X

Obs 1,807 7,177 146 580
Adj. R2 1.00 1.00 0.16 0.05

(B) Adjustment

Dep. Var.: log(Adjustment) ∆ log(Adjustment) (τ − 1, τ + 4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Win×After −0.0431∗ −0.0332
(−1.65) (−1.15)

Win −0.0180 0.0220
(−0.37) (0.44)

Sample: |∆| ≤ 5% 25% 5% 25%
f(∆) Linear Cubic Linear Cubic

Land FEs X X
Event Year FEs X X

Obs 1,807 7,177 146 580
Adj. R2 0.96 0.95 0.03 0.01
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Table 10: How Politicians’ Wealth Growth During Public Office Influences Subsequent Election Outcomes

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equations (10), where the dependent variable is Vote Share Gap.
Wealth Growth(τ − 4, τ − 1) captures the growth in the total wealth of mayors and their partners from year τ − 4
to year τ − 1. Previous Vote Share Gap represents the vote share gap of the incumbent mayor in the prior election.
The regression analysis investigates whether greater wealth accumulation by politicians during their time in office
adversely impacts their reelection prospects. Standard errors are heteroskedasticity robust. t-statistics are reported
in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels,
respectively.

Dep. Var.: Vote Share Gap

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Wealth Growth (τ − 4, τ − 1) −0.0407∗ −0.0506∗∗ −0.0419∗ −0.0513∗∗
(−1.72) (−2.50) (−1.75) (−2.52)

Previous Vote Share Gap 0.1247 0.0248
(1.18) (0.27)

Party FEs X X
Province FEs X X

Obs 278 275 270 267
Adj. R2 0.00 0.38 0.01 0.37
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A Land Transaction Data

Since January 1, 2006, whenever land or a building is sold in Korea, the transaction price must be reported

to the jurisdictional city within 30 days. The reported prices are subsequently verified by officials, and late

or false declarations incur monetary penalties for the real estate agent, seller, and buyer. These institutional

features ensure accuracy of both the transaction value and timing.

Transaction prices are publicly disclosed through the Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, and Transport ’s

Transaction Price Disclosure System (https://rt.molit.go.kr). Using this system, we obtain a complete

record of 11 million land transactions in Korea from 2006 to 2023. Although the exact lot of each transaction

is masked, we observe information on (i) the neighborhood (dong-ri), (ii) land zone, (iii) land category, and

(iv) road condition of the transacted lot. Here, land zone and land category represent two key forms of land

use regulations in Korea.

In Table A1, we present summary statistics of the land transactions. Table A2 reports the regression

results from estimating Equation (7).
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Table A1: Summary Statistics: Land Transactions in South Korea from 2006 to 2023

This table presents summary statistics on land transactions in Korea from 2006 to 2023.

Obs. Mean Median Std.

Transaction Value (1M KRW) 11,080,237 112.78 27.00 1304.21
Size of Transacted Land (m2) 11,080,237 1796.83 492.56 12291.16
Unit Price (1K KRW, per m2) 11,080,237 276.72 60.49 1585.81

Table A2: Analysis of Land Transaction Prices

The table presents coefficient estimates from Equation (7), where the dependent variable is log(Land Size). Standard
errors are clustered by neighborhood. t-statistics are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 10 percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels, respectively.

Dep. Var.: log(Unit Price)

(1) (2) (3)

log(Land Size) −0.1627∗∗∗ −0.1232∗∗∗ −0.1230∗∗∗
(−111.00) (−102.81) (−102.63)

Neighborhood×Year FEs X X X
Zone FEs X
Category FEs X
Road Condition FEs X
Zone×Year FEs X
Category×Year FEs X
Road Condition×Year FEs X

Obs 11,073,678 11,073,678 11,073,674
Adj. R2 0.74 0.81 0.81
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B Public Official Ethics Act

Article 3 (Persons Obligated to Register Property)

1. The following public officials (hereinafter referred to as “persons obligated to register”) must register

their property in accordance with this Act. <Amended February 3, 2009; July 29, 2011; December

11, 2012; March 23, 2013; December 30, 2014; December 29, 2015; July 26, 2017; December 10, 2019;

April 1, 2021; December 26, 2023>

(a) Political appointees at the national level, such as the President, Prime Minister, State Council

Members, and National Assembly Members.

(b) Political appointees at the local government level, such as heads of local governments and members

of local councils.

(c) General public officials of grade 4 or higher (including those in the Senior Civil Service) in the

central and local governments, and special service officials with equivalent remuneration (including

those in the Senior Civil Service).

(d) Diplomats designated by presidential decree, officials of grade 4 or higher at the National Intelli-

gence Service, and security officers of the Presidential Security Service.

(e) Judges and prosecutors.

(f) Constitutional researchers of the Constitutional Court.

(g) Military officers of the rank of colonel or higher and equivalent civilian military personnel.

(h) Among education officials, university presidents, vice presidents, graduate school deans, college

deans (including those in universities), heads of specialized colleges, heads of schools equivalent to

universities, and superintendents and directors of education in metropolitan cities, special cities,

and provinces.

(i) Police officers of the rank of senior superintendent (including senior superintendents in autonomous

police) or higher and fire service officials of the rank of fire commander or higher.

(j) Term-limited public officials under Article 26-5 of the “State Public Officials Act” and Article 25-5

of the “Local Public Officials Act,” appointed to positions corresponding to those listed in Items

3 through 7 and Item 9.

(k) Heads, deputy heads, standing directors, and standing auditors of public enterprises under the

“Act on the Management of Public Institutions” (hereinafter referred to as “public enterprises”); the

Governor, Deputy Governor, Auditor, and Monetary Policy Committee-recommended members
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of the Bank of Korea; the Governor, Deputy Governors, Assistant Governors, and Auditor of the

Financial Supervisory Service; and the heads and standing auditors of the National Agricultural

Cooperative Federation and the National Federation of Fisheries Cooperatives.

(l) Executives of public institutions as defined in Article 3-2 of this Act (hereinafter referred to

as “publicly affiliated institutions”). 12-2. Employees of publicly affiliated institutions, such

as the Korea Land and Housing Corporation under the “Korea Land and Housing Corporation

Act,” involved in real estate-related duties or information, as specified by presidential decree.

However, employees recognized as having no potential to acquire real estate-related information,

such as janitors, building managers, and professional athletes, as defined by presidential decree,

are excluded.

(m) Other public officials in specific fields and employees of publicly affiliated institutions as deter-

mined by National Assembly rules, Supreme Court rules, Constitutional Court rules, Central

Election Commission rules, and presidential decrees.

Article 4 (Property Subject to Registration)

1. The property that a person obligated to register must declare includes the property of the following

individuals (including property factually owned regardless of the name under which it is held, as well

as property contributed to non-profit organizations and property located abroad; the same applies

hereinafter). <Amended July 29, 2011>

(a) The individual themselves.

(b) The spouse (including a person in a de facto marital relationship; the same applies hereinafter).

(c) The direct ascendants and descendants of the individual. However, this excludes married female

descendants, maternal great-grandparents, maternal grandparents, maternal grandchildren, and

maternal great-grandchildren.

2. The types of property that must be registered by the obligated person are as follows. <Amended

August 27, 2019; June 13, 2023; July 18, 2023>

(a) Ownership rights, superficies rights, and leasehold rights related to real estate.

(b) Mining rights, fishery rights, aquaculture rights, and other rights subject to the same rules as real

estate.

(c) The following types of movable property, securities, claims, debts, and intellectual property rights:
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i. Cash (including checks) amounting to 10 million won or more per owner.

ii. Deposits amounting to 10 million won or more per owner.

iii. Securities such as stocks, government bonds, corporate bonds, and public bonds amounting

to 10 million won or more per owner.

iv. Claims amounting to 10 million won or more per owner.

v. Debts amounting to 10 million won or more per owner.

vi. Gold and platinum (including gold and platinum products) amounting to 5 million won or

more per owner.

vii. Jewelry valued at 5 million won or more per item.

viii. Antiques and artworks valued at 5 million won or more per item.

ix. Membership rights valued at 5 million won or more per item.

x. Intellectual property rights generating annual income of 10 million won or more per owner.

xi. Automobiles, construction machinery, ships, and aircraft.

(d) Equity shares in partnerships, limited partnerships, and limited liability companies.

(e) Stock options.

(f) Virtual assets as defined in Article 2, Paragraph 1 of the “Virtual Asset User Protection Act”

(hereinafter referred to as “virtual assets”).

3. The methods for valuing or specifying the types of property subject to registration under Paragraph 1

are as follows. <Amended May 28, 2013; January 19, 2016; December 3, 2019; June 13, 2023>

(a) Land: Individual publicly announced land price under the “Act on the Public Announcement of

Real Estate Prices” (or, if unavailable, the amount calculated based on the announced price under

Article 8 of the same Act) or actual transaction price.

(b) Housing: Publicly announced price under Articles 16, 17, and 18 of the “Act on the Public

Announcement of Real Estate Prices” or actual transaction price.

(c) Commercial properties, buildings, and officetels: The sum of the land value based on individual

publicly announced land prices and the highest of officially announced building values or actual

acquisition value, or the actual transaction price.

(d) Rights subject to real estate rules: Actual transaction price or expert valuation, including type,

quantity, and details.

(e) Cash, deposits, claims, and debts: Corresponding amounts.
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(f) Securities such as government bonds, public bonds, and corporate bonds: Face value.

(g) Stocks traded on exchanges or similar markets: Closing price on the property registration date;

for unlisted stocks, calculated based on the issuing corporation’s assets and earnings.

(h) Equity shares in partnerships, limited partnerships, and limited liability companies: Contribution

amount, equity ratio, and recent annual sales.

(i) Gold and platinum: Actual transaction price or current market price on the declaration date,

including type, purity, and weight.

(j) Jewelry: Actual transaction price or expert valuation, including type, size, and color.

(k) Antiques and artworks: Actual transaction price or expert valuation, considering artist, size, and

production period.

(l) Membership rights: Acquisition price; for golf memberships, standard market price under the

“Income Tax Act” or actual transaction price.

(m) Vehicles, construction machinery, ships, and aircraft: Actual transaction price or depreciation-

adjusted expert valuation, including type, year of manufacture, manufacturer, and registration

number.

(n) Stock options: Type and quantity of stocks to be received, exercise price, exercise period, and

conditions.

(o) Virtual assets: Value calculated based on trading volume and methods, as prescribed by presi-

dential decree.

4. For property types and valuation methods not specified in Paragraph 3, additional methods and re-

quirements shall be determined by presidential decree.

5. Registered property must include acquisition dates, acquisition details, and sources of income per

owner. However, public officials involved in real estate-related duties or information must also document

acquisition details for real estate, as specified by presidential decree. <Amended December 3, 2019;

April 1, 2021>

6. Among properties subject to registration under Paragraph 1, the following must be separately indicated.

<Amended December 30, 2014>

(a) Property contributed to non-profit organizations (the obligated person’s position in the organiza-

tion must be specified).
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(b) Deposits in accounts for the receipt and expenditure of political funds under Article 3, Paragraph

1 of the “Political Funds Act.”

7. If necessary to register stocks under Paragraph 2, the obligated person may request the issuing entity

for total assets and other information as determined by presidential decree. The issuing entity must

comply.
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