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Consumer Taxes on Alcohol:
An International Comparison over Time
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Abstract

Rates of alcohol taxation, and the types of tax instruments used, vary enormously between
countries and have tended to rise in recent times. Within each country, they also vary
between beverages and often between qualities and styles of each beverage. This article com-
putes consumer tax equivalents in U.S. dollars per litre of alcohol and as percentages of whole-
sale prices of representative beverages for 42 high- and middle-income countries. That allows
comparisons across countries of taxes not just for each product on its own, but also relative to
those for other alcoholic beverages. The wide dispersion of rates and differences in tax instru-
ments across countries and products suggest differing strengths of health and welfare lobbyists
and industry groups in influencing government decision-making. (JEL Classifications: D12,
D62, E62, H23, 118, P46)
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1. Introduction

Virtually all countries tax the domestic consumption of some, if not all, alcoholic
beverages (in addition to regulating their consumption using numerous non-price
mechanisms, see Meloni et al., 2019). However, the rates of taxation, and the
types of tax instruments used, vary enormously between countries. Within each
country, they also vary between beverages, and often between qualities and styles
of each beverage. For a comprehensive view of rates of taxation, one needs to
compare across countries not just for each product on its own but also relative to
those for other alcohol beverages.
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In times past these taxes were an important source of government revenue, but in
today’s more advanced economies the main justification offered for such taxes is to
offset negative externalities that alcoholic drinking imposes on society (Sassi, 2015;
Griswold et al., 2018). Such externalities vary not only across countries but also
across beverage types and across drinking/eating patterns (Baxter, 2019). This
ensures the impact of alcohol taxes on different types of households are very
uneven, given differences in consumer preferences, which evidently vary greatly
both between and within countries (Holmes and Anderson, 2017; Anderson,
Meloni, and Swinnen, 2018; Hart and Alston, 2019, 2020).

The purpose of this article is to provide a comparable set of estimates over time of
pertinent tax rates to inform debate about their appropriate sizes and choice
of instrument in each nation’s policy setting. The findings also will assist modelers
of alcohol markets and policies, by providing comparable measures of those tax
rates for many countries.

The article begins with an outline of the basic economics of alcohol taxation. It
then explains various methodological issues involved in comparing tax rates
across countries, beverage types, and tax instruments. Several ways of presenting
the rates are outlined before turning to the data themselves. Estimates of those
various rates in 2008 and 2018 are presented for a wide range of high- and
middle-income countries. These are reported as ad valorem consumer tax equiva-
lents (CTEs) for wine, beer, and spirits, and changes over the past two decades.
They encompass not only wholesale sales taxes/excise taxes but also the consumer
price effects of tariffs on imports. Value-added or goods-and-services tax (VAT/
GST) rates also are reported as a further contribution to beverage retail price differ-
ences across countries. The article concludes by drawing implications of the findings
for future rates of taxation of alcohol consumption as economies grow richer and
develop a wider range of revenue-raising options.

II. The Economics of Taxing Alcohol: The Example of Wine!

The simplest way of modeling the effects of consumer taxation of wine (or beer,
spirits, or any other tradable product) in a small open national economy is to use
a partial equilibrium diagram, assume the country is a price-taking exporter, and
examine the effects on such things as domestic prices, quantities consumed domes-
tically and exported or imported, and national economic welfare. In Figure 1(a),
it is assumed further that there are no externalities associated with producing, con-
suming, or trading wine, so the marginal private and social benefits (MSB; and
MPBy) coincide as do the marginal and social costs of domestic production
(MSC; and MPCy). If Pg is the free-trade price, then, in the absence of government
intervention, OQ; units are produced, OCs units are consumed domestically, and

!This section, and some of the 2008 data reported later, draw on Anderson (2010, 2014).

ssa.d Ausianiun abprquied Aq auuo paysiignd z'020z"@ml/Z 101 0L/Bio 10p//:sdny


https://doi.org/10.1017/jwe.2020.2

44 Consumer Taxes on Alcohol

Figure 1
The Market for Wine in a Small, Open, Wine-Exporting Economy
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Source: Anderson (2010).
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CQyis exported. An ad valorem tax on domestic consumers of 100t percent (or an
equivalent volumetric tax) would lower domestic consumption (and raise exports) by
C¢’Cr units, raise government revenue by area acmn, but reduce consumer welfare by
area admn. Hence there would be a net reduction in national economic welfare of
area acd.

Figure 1(a) may well apply to the fine wine market. Indeed, it may understate the
national welfare cost of such taxation if, as suggested by extensive reviews of the
health science literature, moderate wine consumption can have net positive health
externalities depending on the social setting. That possibility is ignored in
Figure 1(a), where the demand curve is assumed to be unaffected by the consumer
price of basic wine (zero elasticity of substitution between fine and basic wine).

The market for basic wine, by contrast, is illustrated in Figure 1(b), in which (i) the
domestic demand curve (MPB,) is more elastic than in Figure 1(a) because non-
premium beer and spirits are assumed to be substitutes for basic wine, especially
for binge drinkers simply wanting alcohol (see, e.g., Gallet, 2007; Srivastava and
Zhao, 2010; Srivastava et al., 2014; Yang, Zhao, and Srivastava, 2016), and (ii)
the marginal social benefit curve (MSBy,) is increasingly below MPBy, because of
the negative externalities on society associated with excessive alcohol consumption.?
If Py, is the free-trade price for basic wine, then with no government intervention,
OpQy, units are produced, O,Cy, units are consumed domestically, and C,,Qy, units
are exported in this example. An ad valorem tax on domestic consumers of 100t
percent would lower domestic consumption (and raise exports) of basic wine by
Cy’Cy, units, raise government revenue by area eijk, and reduce consumer welfare
by area gijk, but it would reduce the externality on the rest of the society by area
ighe. Hence there would be a net improvement in national economic welfare in
area ghe from this tax on basic wine.

If the tax on consumption of basic wine also applied to fine wine, the national
welfare gain from the taxing of basic wine would be reduced by the welfare loss in
the fine wine market, namely area acd in Figure 1(a). If both types of wine were
taxed at the same ad valorem rate t (as in several countries, see below), the dollar
tax per litre of wine or alcohol would be higher on the higher-priced fine wine and
so increase the probability of a net loss from such a wine tax. The likelihood of an
overall loss to society is higher the bigger are the ratios of Py to P, and Cy to Cy,
One way to reduce that loss prospect is to have a lower ad valorem rate for fine
wine but, if that is too politically difficult to introduce (e.g., because only richer
people drink fine wine—see Srivastava and Zhao, 2010), then a change from a

21t is common for analysts to represent the adverse social effects of excessive alcohol by raising the mar-
ginal cost curve. In the closed-economy framework of such analyses (e.g., Pogue and Sgontz, 1989; Kenkel,
1996), that will generate the same optimal tax rate as is generated by including them as a reduction in
national marginal benefit. In the small open economy case, however, it is domestic consumption, not pro-
duction, that is generating the externality for the nation. Hence the need to represent that externality on
the demand side of the diagram (Corden, 1997).
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common ad valorem tax to a common volumetric tax would be a more covert way of
achieving a similar outcome.?

The numerous factors affecting the supply and demand curves, especially the rates
of tax on non-wine beverage consumption, vary across countries and over time.
There is thus no reason in principle to expect the optimal wine tax rates to be the
same across countries, or to change in the same way as national income growth,
urbanization, and other structural changes occur at different rates.

Also, the CTE in ad valorem (percentage) terms vary with the price of wine in
those many countries with specific (volumetric) tax rates in place. If the specific
tax is in local currency units per litre of beverage, the CTE per litre of alcohol
also varies with changes in average alcohol content—which has been rising per
litre of wine in recent years (Alston et al., 2015)—and with changes in exchange
rates per U.S. dollar.

Countries also differ in the extent to which they are “small” in the sense of being
price takers in the international market for wine or other beverages. Fine wines espe-
cially, tend to be differentiated products, so a country’s export demand curve for
them would be somewhat downward sloping, rather than horizontal at P; as in
Figure 1(a). Altering that assumption would not affect the above qualitative conclu-
sions regarding the optimal consumer tax, but it would affect the outcome quantita-
tively for producers because the tax would shift more sales to the export market and
thereby depress the price received for them. That means a tax reform that replaced a
uniform ad valorem tax on all domestic wine consumption with a uniform volumet-
ric tax (whose ad valorem equivalent was, therefore, higher than t for basic wine but
lower than t for fine wine in Figure 1) would raise relative returns to producers of fine
wine and hence encourage grape growers and winemakers to upgrade the quality of
their products.

Consumer prices also could be raised by subsidizing wine exports, which is the
equivalent of a consumption tax and a domestic production subsidy at the same

3The optimal rate of a volumetric tax would be difficult to determine even if the only reason for govern-
ment intervention was to overcome the negative externalities associated with excessive/binge alcohol con-
sumption. One reason is that the marginal net gain in Figure 1(b) from raising a tax on basic wine
consumption has to be equated with the marginal net loss in Figure 1(a) from raising a tax on fine
wine consumption. Britten-Jones, Nettle, and Anderson (1987) show that both the slopes of the marginal
benefit curves and the gap between the MSB,, and MPB,, curves affect that calculus. The gap between the
MSB,, and MPB, curves is not independent of other policy initiatives aimed at more-directly curbing
adverse effects of excess alcohol consumption, such as information programs, enforcement of drink-
driving laws, restrictions on advertising alcoholic beverages, liquor licensing laws that regulate on-
premise consumption and ban sales to young people, and the extent of subsidies to health care.
Another complexity is that the slope of the MPB curve depends on the elasticities of substitution
between wine and other alcoholic beverages. The position of the MPB curve is further to the right, the
higher the taxes on such beverages as beer and spirits (and the lower the elasticities of substitution
between wine and alternative stimulants such as illicit drugs).
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rate. In the absence of any positive production externalities, excessive production
would be encouraged, adding to the welfare cost of government intervention in
this market.

More commonly, countries that are net importers of wine (not shown in Figure 1)
can and often do tax their consumers of alcohol with a tariff or non-tariff barrier to
beverage imports. Like an export subsidy, an import tariff is the equivalent of a con-
sumption tax and a domestic production subsidy. It is applied before any excise tax is
imposed on those imports. Where a nation’s climate rules out any likelihood of stim-
ulating domestic wine production, the tariff could serve as an exact substitute for a
wine excise or sales tax.

The earlier analysis applies equally to beer and spirits, using Figure 1(a) for craft
products and Figure 1(b) for standard products. Since the production of both beer
and spirits is not climate-dependent, the use of trade instruments such as an
import tariff is likely to encourage excessive production in addition to curtailing
domestic consumption.

Most countries also now have a VAT or GST system. That instrument is unlikely
to discourage excessive alcohol consumption if the same rate applies to all consumer
products, but it is a further contribution to differences across countries in beverage
retail price.

III. Empirical Methodology

There are various ways to report consumer taxes on wine and other beverages. Since
measures include ad valorem taxes as well as specific taxes (cither of the beverage or of
alcohol per litre), and since prices to which they apply and the alcohol content per
litre of beverage vary between beverage types, it is helpful for comparing across coun-
tries and over time to present the wine CTEs in two formats: U.S. dollars per unit of
alcohol (to which changes in foreign exchange rates also have an influence), and as a
percentage of the wholesale pre-tax price at representative price points and alcohol
percentages. It is also helpful to express the taxes in relative terms, so we show as
well the ratios of the tax on wine to the tax on beer and on spirits.

Specifically, we express the CTE at the following average wholesale pre-tax prices
for still wines: non-premium ($2.50 per litre), mid-range commercial premium ($7.50
per litre), and super-premium ($20 per litre). Taxes are often different for sparkling
wine, so their CTE is expressed separately, at $20 per litre. The alcohol content of
wine in volume terms is assumed to average 12% in 2008 and 12.5% in 2018.
Throughout, wine refers just to grape wine. Since rice wine has a higher alcohol
content than grape wine (or beer), it is considered as part of spirits.

The beer and spirits industries are now following the wine industry in offering
premium products at much higher prices than for standard products, and the
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production of craft beer and craft spirits is booming in many countries, albeit from
very low bases (Garavaglia and Swinnen, 2017; Swinnen and Briski, 2017; Cockx,
Meloni, and Swinnen, 2019, 2020). The premium portion of those industries is
thus still relatively small in terms of volume of sales, so it is not considered separately
in what follows. Rather, the focus is on just standard-quality beer and spirits, at rep-
resentative wholesale pre-tax prices of $2 and $15 per litre of beverage, respectively.
Their alcohol contents in volume terms are assumed to average 40% for spirits and
4% for beer in 2008 and 4.5% in 2018.

When the CTE is defined as the percentage by which the pre-tax wholesale price
has been raised by beverage taxes, that ad valorem CTE would be the same at the
retail level if the wholesale-to-retail margin (like the VAT/GST) was ad valorem.
If, in fact, the ad valorem equivalent of those margins is inversely related to the
product price, however, then our wholesale-level ad valorem CTE will be an overes-
timate of the impact on consumers at the retail level. Similarly, the tax per litre of
alcohol is an underestimate of the specific tax at the retail level to the extent that
the wholesale-to-retail margin is positively related to the product’s price and more
so the higher the ad valorem VAT/GST rate.

An ad valorem estimate of the combined set of taxes paid by the retail consumer
can be found as follows, assuming the domestic product is a close substitute for the
imported product and the wholesale-to-retail margin is ad valorem:

CTE = (1 + m)(1 + t)(1 +v)

where m is the import tariff, t is the excise tax, and v is the value-added tax. This is
the method used to generate Table 3.

IV. Data Sources

The primary sources for excise tax data are the European Commission (2008, 2018)
and the OECD (2008, 2018), plus national government websites. Here the focus is on
the latest data (2018) and on rates a decade earlier. Data on import tariffs are from
the WTO (2019) for 2018 and from the World Bank (2019a) for earlier years.
Unfortunately, we do not have access to the tariff equivalent of non-tariff import
restrictive measures on these beverages. Export subsidies have been used in the
recent past by the European Union (EU)—and in Australia in the inter-war
period, see Anderson (2015, Table 20)—but they have been only a minor source of
market intervention in the EU and so are ignored here.* Some countries impose

4Meloni and Swinnen (2013, Table 2) provide estimates of assistance to the wine industry in the EU from
1985 to 2011. Throughout that period, the extent of wine export subsidies amounted to less than 1% of the
value of wine consumption at the pre-tax wholesale level and is now virtually zero. See also Jensen and
Anderson (2016).
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ad valorem import tariffs on beverages, while others impose specific taxes per litre of
product or per litre of alcohol in the product. The specific rates are converted to ad
valorem rates at specified prices and alcohol contents.

Excise taxes are shown in Appendix Tables Al to A4. Import tariffs are in
Appendix Table AS. Shares of each of four wine types in the volume of wine con-
sumed in each country are shown in Appendix Table A6. Those shares are used to
calculate the national weighted average tax on overall wine consumption. Shares
of wine, beer, and spirits in the total volume of alcohol consumption are provided
in Appendix Table A7: they are used to calculate weighted averages of taxes on all
alcohol. The VAT/GST and nominal exchange rates are in Appendix Tables A8
and A9, respectively.

V. Results

The full set of CTE estimates for the various beverages in 2008 and 2018, expressed
both in dollars and in percentages, are shown in Appendix Tables Al to A4 for a
large sample of 42 high- and middle-income countries. The following points can
be drawn from them.

First, wine is taxed slightly less than beer and much less than spirits in this sample
of countries. The unweighted average CTE across the 42 countries and over the two
years 2008 and 2018 was US$11.40 per litre of alcohol for wine compared with
almost $14 for beer and $25 for spirits. As a percentage of the pre-tax wholesale
price, wine’s CTE averaged 22% behind beer at 29% and spirits at 75% (Table 1).

Table 1 also reveals that taxes on all three beverages have risen over the decade to
2018. The volumetric averages rose by one-ninth in the case of beer and by a little
over one-quarter for both spirits and wine. In ad valorem terms, the average taxes
on both wine and beer rose by more than one-third.

When the excise taxes are added to import taxes (whose averages changed little
between 2008 and 2018), and the value-added tax (which rose slightly over that
decade) is then also imposed, the combined taxes averaged around 50% for wine
and beer in 2008 and 60% in 2018, and around twice that for spirits. The weighted
average across alcohol types of those combined taxes have risen by one-ninth on
average over the decade to 2018 (Table 2).

Averages, though, hide a great deal of diversity in tax rates across and within coun-
tries. Northwest European countries have the highest overall rates of taxation of
alcohol consumption, while the United States, Germany, Italy, and Japan have
among the lowest taxes. The CTE range is from less than 20% to more than 120%
(Figure 2). The changes in the past decade also range widely, from small declines
in a handful of countries to major increases in Nordic countries (Figure 3).
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Table 1
Average Excise Taxes on Wine, Beer, and Spirits,
USS per Litre of Alcohol and Ad Valorem (Percent) Equivalent, 2008 and 2018
(Unweighted Average over 42 Countries and Then the Two Years)

Wine* Beer Spirits
(a) USS per Litre of Alcohol
2008 10.0 13.2 21.8
2018 12.8 14.7 27.5
Average 11.4 14.0 24.7

(b) Percent of Pre-tax Wholesale Price

2008 18.1 24.1 74.8
2018 24.9 33.1 74.8
Average 21.5 28.6 74.8

“Weighted average over the four wine types, using as weights the 2009 shares in volume of total wine consumption, from Appendix Table A6.

Sources: Appendix Tables A1-A4.

Table 2
Ad Valorem CTE of Excise, Import, and Value-Added Taxes” on the Retail Price
of Wine, Beer, Spirits, and All Alcohol, 2008 and 2018
(Unweighted Average over 42 Countries and Then the Two Years)

Wine Beer Spirits

(a) Ad valorem import tariff

2008 7.8 2.2 3.0
2018 7.1 2.3 3.2
Average 7.5 23 3.1
Wine® Beer Spirits All Alcohol®

(b) Combined Ad valorem CTE of Excise, Import, and Value-Added Taxes

2008 49 48 112 62
2018 58 60 112 69
Average 54 54 112 66

“The unweighted average of the VAT was 16.7% in 2008 and 18.0% in 2018. See Appendix Table A8.
"Weighted average over the four wine types, using as weights the 2009 shares in volume of total wine consumption, from Appendix Table A6.

“Weighted average over the three alcohol types, using as weights the 2014 shares in volume of total alcohol consumption, from Appendix
Table A7.

Sources: Appendix Tables A1-A8.

The extent of overall taxation of the three main types of alcoholic beverages is
shown for each country and both years in Table 3. Generally, wine is taxed least
(at almost zero in Europe’s wine-producing countries and not at all in Argentina)
and spirits most. The extent of those differences can be seen by the ratios of those
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Figure 2

Weighted Average of Combined Ad Valorem CTE? of Excise, Import, and Value-Added Taxes
on the Retail Price of All Alcohol (Wine, Beer, and Spirits), 2008 and 2018
(% of Wholesale Pre-Tax Price, Using 2014 Volumes of Alc. Consumption as Weights)
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# CTE stands for ad valorem consumer tax equivalent.
Sources: Table 3 and Appendix Table A7.

taxes, shown in Figures 4 and 5, using the tax on commercial premium wine as an
indicator. The wine/beer tax ratio is less than 0.5 for two-thirds of the 42 countries,
and the wine/spirits tax ratio is less than 0.5 for the majority of the countries too.
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Figure 3

Change in Combined Ad Valorem CTE® of Excise, Import, and Value-Added Taxes
on the Retail Price of All Alcohol, 2008 to 2018
(Percentage Points)®
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# CTE stands for ad valorem consumer tax equivalent.
® The extreme of Turkey, at —~53%, is omitted.
Sources: Appendix Tables A3 and A4.
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Table 3

53

Combined Ad Valorem CTE of Excise, Import, and Value-Added Taxes on the Retail Price

of Wine, Beer, and Spirits, 2008 and 2018

(% of Wholesale Pre-Tax Price)

Wine Wine Beer Beer Spirits Spirits

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018
Argentina 40 45 45 69 57 96
Australia 49 49 74 100 213 206
Austria 26 25 34 35 73 63
Belgium 41 48 33 36 114 130
Bulgaria 26 24 30 26 50 40
Canada 15 15 60 63 38 31
Chile 45 52 45 52 60 66
Croatia 42 29 38 42 48 51
Czech Rep. 25 25 29 30 77 60
Denmark 43 59 40 49 136 101
Estonia 67 89 18 71 85 110
Finland 67 106 71 135 196 202
France 26 25 26 43 96 83
Germany 26 24 24 25 87 65
Greece 24 33 29 63 76 115
Hong Kong 0 0 0 0 100 100
Hungary 26 31 45 44 73 68
Iceland 142 260 168 180 181 480
Ireland 66 98 69 93 230 180
Italy 26 26 36 45 62 60
Japan 32 32 97 114 17 18
Korea, Rep. 68 68 177 177 157 156
Latvia 50 60 18 35 64 74
Lithuania 56 98 18 43 76 81
Luxembourg 20 21 20 23 68 54
Mexico 72 76 73 76 107 113
Netherlands 47 59 33 47 98 82
New Zealand 54 63 68 77 119 142
Norway 140 188 55 59 278 331
Poland 56 44 44 37 95 72
Portugal 17 17 28 27 60 60
Romania 25 23 27 24 55 45
Singapore 42 53 80 100 207 189
Slovakia 25 24 36 31 68 59
Slovenia 26 26 20 59 57 70
South Africa 50 53 35 41 123 153
Spain 21 25 24 28 59 54
Sweden 88 101 65 92 318 226
Switzerland 37 62 26 35 67 93
Turkey 241 160 80 116 380 179
United Kingdom 69 96 63 86 157 138
United States 11 9 11 11 31 27

Sources: Appendix Tables A3, A4, A5, and AS8.
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Figure 4

Ratio of Wine/Spirits and Wine/Beer Excise Taxes in US$ per Litre of Alcohol, 2008 and 2018
(at USS per Litre Product Prices of $7.50 for Wine, $2 for Beer, and $15 for Spirits)
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Figure 4 ( Continued)

Ratio of Wine/Spirits and Wine/Beer Excise Taxes in US$ per Litre of Alcohol, 2008 and 2018
(at USS per Litre Product Prices of $7.50 for Wine, $2 for Beer, and $15 for Spirits)

(b) Wine/beer
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Figure 5

Consumer Taxes on Alcohol

Ratio of Wine/Spirits and Wine/Beer Percentage Ad Valorem Excise Taxes, 2008 and 2018
(at USS per Litre Wholesale Prices of Average-Priced Wine and $2/Litre Beer)
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Figure 5 (Continued)

Ratio of Wine/Spirits and Wine/Beer Percentage Ad Valorem Excise Taxes, 2008 and 2018
(at USS per Litre Wholesale Prices of Average-Priced Wine and $2/Litre Beer)
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Figure 6
Correlation Between Wine’s Share of Alcohol Consumption Volume and the Average Tax on
Wine in USS$ per Litre of Alcohol, 2008 and 2018

Wine's % of alcohol consumption volume 2014 (vertical axis) vs. wine
tax ($/LAL, horizontal axis) 2018
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Sources: Based on Appendix Tables A1, A3, and A7.

All the traditional wine-focused countries are in the bottom half of those charts,
and mostly it is non-wine-producing countries near the top of those charts (although
so is Chile). Since national per capita wine production and consumption volumes are
highly correlated, that suggests there is a negative relationship between wine taxes
and the share of wine in alcohol consumption. Figure 6 shows that this is indeed
the case, even though the extent of correlation is not high.

Finally, there are differences in the rates of tax on sparkling versus still wines, and
according to the type of tax. Specifically, four countries taxed their wine consumers
with an ad valorem tax in 2018: Chile (20.5%), Mexico (26.5%), Australia (29%),
and Korea (33%). As can be seen from Appendix Tables Al and A2, that means
their CET in terms of dollars per litre of alcohol, and hence per bottle, is very high
for super-premium still and sparkling wines (nearly three times the 42-country
average) and very low for non-premium wines (less than one-half of the 42-country
average).

VI. Discussion

The rise in alcohol taxes since 2008 is, in part, due to an alliance of government and
temperance interests. Having largely won the anti-tobacco war in many countries,

ssaud Aussaniun abpuquied Aq auluo payslignd z'0z0z'aml/£ L01°01/B10"10p//:sd1y


https://doi.org/10.1017/jwe.2020.2

Kym Anderson 59

health lobbyists have turned their attention to alcohol. They argue that the negative
effects of alcoholic drinking on individual consumers’ health and their social behav-
ior, and the externalities that can impose on their household and on society more gen-
erally, require high taxes on alcohol consumption in addition to other regulations.

Governments, meanwhile, are always on the lookout for extra tax revenue.
Evidently, industry counter-lobbying has been uneven and/or has been successful
in making the case that wine consumption is generally less harmful than other
alcohol consumption, as taxes are generally lower on wine than on beer and even
more so on spirits and, where the wine rates have risen since 2008, it is mainly in
non-wine-producing countries.

Assuming richer people tend to consume premium relative to non-premium wines,
ad valorem taxation could be seen as an income redistributive measure. Yet govern-
ments have far more efficient tax instruments available for redistributing income.
More importantly, by encouraging quantity rather than quality consumption, it is
the opposite of what an optimal wine tax structure should be to reduce the negative
consumption externalities referred to earlier in the context of Figure 1(b). Ad
valorem taxation, as distinct from the specific taxes on the volume of alcohol in a
bottle or can, also does not discourage producers from raising the level of alcohol
in wine (Alston et al., 2015).

Aswell, ad valorem taxation has obvious implications for producers of lower- versus
higher-priced wines. It also encourages (discourages) exports of premium (non-
premium) wines from such countries and has the opposite impacts on wine imports.

Designing optimal policies to curb the worst adverse impacts of alcohol consump-
tion clearly is far from straightforward (Pogue and Sgontz, 1989; Kenkel, 1996). But
it is equally clear that ad valorem taxation is not likely to be the first-best tax instru-
ment. It will be interesting to see when and where increased health lobbying is able to
bring about a change from ad valorem to specific taxation of alcohol consumption.
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Appendix Table A1
Excise Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages per Litre of Alcohol for Wine, Beer, and Spirits, 2008
USS$ at the Wholesale Pre-Tax Prices Shown in Column Heads

NP Wine"  CP Wine*  SP Wine® Sparkling, Beer, Spirits,
$2.50/Litre  $7.50/Litre ~ $20/Litre 820/ Litre 82/Litre  $15/Litre
Argentina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 6.9
Australia 6.0 18.1 48.3 48.3 29.3 53.5
Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 11.0
Belgium 44 44 44 15.0 4.8 18.8
Bulgaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 9.4
Canada 43 4.3 4.3 43 26.0 9.2
Chile 3.1 9.4 25.0 25.0 7.5 10.1
Croatia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 7.9
Czech Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 4.2 18.2
Denmark 6.0 6.0 6.0 8.9 5.9 17.7
Estonia 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 28.0 21.4
Finland 18.2 18.2 18.2 18.2 20.1 30.2
France 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.8 2.9 16.2
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.9 2.2 13.9
Greece 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 15.6
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 37.5
Hungary 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 10.4 18.7
Iceland 41.9 41.9 41.9 40.9 55.9 11.1
Ireland 22.3 22.3 22.3 45.1 19.7 38.9
Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.8 9.5
Japan 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4 43.6 49
Korea, Rep. 6.9 20.6 55.0 55.0 46.8 35.1
Latvia 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 10.8 14.6
Lithuania 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 13.1 18.4
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 10.6
Mexico 5.2 15.6 41.7 41.7 12.5 18.8
Netherlands 5.5 5.5 5.5 18.7 59 16.4
New Zealand 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.7 21.0 32.0
Norway 42.1 42.1 42.1 42.1 11.9 60.6
Poland 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 9.0 11.0
Portugal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 5.2
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 29 3.5 11.3
Singapore 49.6 49.6 49.6 49.6 34.0 49.6
Slovak Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 7.2 16.5
Slovenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6
South Africa 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 5.1 9.0
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 10.8
Sweden 20.1 20.1 20.1 20.1 16.1 53.8
Switzerland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 16.4
Turkey 30.3 30.3 30.3 103.7 26.4 90.9
United Kingdom 20.1 20.1 20.1 28.2 19.3 31.6
United States 3.8 3.8 3.8 9.4 5.3 9.2
Unweighted avg. 8.1 9.1 11.6 16.0 13.2 21.8

“ NP, CP, and SP refer to non-premium, commercial premium, and super premium still wines whose wholesale pre-tax prices are assumed to
be US$2.50, $7.50, and $20 per litre of wine.

Sources: Compiled from European Commission (2008) and the OECD (2008), plus national websites.
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Appendix Table A2
Excise Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages per Litre of Alcohol for Wine, Beer, and Spirits, 2018
USS$ at the Wholesale Pre-Tax Prices in Column Heads

NP Wine” CP Wine*  SP Wine* Sparkling,  Beer, $2/  Spirits,
82.50/Litre ~ $7.50/Litre ~ $20/Litre 320/ Litre Litre $15/Litre

Argentina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 13.2
Australia 5.8 17.4 46.4 46.4 36.2 61.9
Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 5.6 13.5
Belgium 6.7 6.7 6.7 23.1 5.6 33.6
Bulgaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22 6.3
Canada 3.9 3.9 3.9 39 24.5 9.2
Chile 4.1 12.3 32.8 32.8 9.1 11.8
Croatia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 79
Czech Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 3.4 12.2
Denmark 14.1 14.1 14.1 1.8 8.5 22.7
Estonia 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.3 19.0 28.2
Finland 344 344 344 34.4 39.9 53.8
France 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.8 8.3 19.6
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.2 2.2 14.6
Greece 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 14.0 27.5
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 12.1
Iceland 83.6 83.6 83.6 83.6 56.0 138.0
Ireland 38.2 38.2 38.2 76.4 25.3 47.8
Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.5 11.6
Japan 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 44.5 3.6
Korea, Rep. 6.6 19.8 52.8 52.8 46.8 35.1
Latvia 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.1 16.3
Lithuania 14.8 14.8 14.8 14.8 8.0 18.7
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 11.7
Mexico 5.3 15.9 424 42.4 0.5 19.9
Netherlands 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9 9.7 18.9
New Zealand 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 20.6 37.6
Norway 57.3 57.3 573 57.3 12.0 91.7
Poland 33 33 33 33 5.2 15.1
Portugal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 15.6
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 2.0 8.1
Singapore 63.8 63.8 63.8 63.8 43.5 63.8
Slovak Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.2 4.0 12.1
Slovenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 14.8
South Africa 2.5 2.5 2.5 8.1 7.7 15.3
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 10.3
Sweden 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 23.6 60.3
Switzerland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 29.3
Turkey 14.5 14.5 14.5 98.3 37.0 50.5
United Kingdom 29.6 29.6 29.6 37.9 24.5 36.8
United States 3.8 3.8 3.8 9.3 49 10.0
Unweighted avg. 10.3 11.4 14.0 18.3 14.7 27.5

“NP, CP, and SP refer to non-premium, commercial premium and super premium still wines whose wholesale pre-tax prices are assumed to be
US$2.50, $7.50, and $20 per litre of wine.

Sources: Compiled from European Commission (2018) and the OECD (2018), plus national websites.
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Appendix Table A3
Ad Valorem CTE of Excise Taxes on Wine, Beer, and Spirits, 2008
% of the Wholesale Pre-Tax Prices in Column Heads

NP Wine® CP Wine” SP Wine®  Sparkling, Beer, Spirits,

82.50/Litre  $7.50/Litre 320/ Litre 820/ Litre $2/Litre $15/Litre
Argentina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.4 22.0
Australia 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 58.5 171.0
Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.5 44.0
Belgium 21.0 7.0 2.6 9.0 9.6 77.0
Bulgaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 25.0
Canada 20.7 6.9 2.6 2.6 52.0 31.0
Chile 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 27.0
Croatia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 21.1
Czech Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.2 8.4 49.0
Denmark 28.6 9.5 3.6 5.4 11.9 89.0
Estonia 45.1 15.0 5.6 5.6 0.0 57.0
Finland 87.5 29.2 10.9 10.9 40.1 143.0
France 1.5 0.5 0.2 0.5 5.7 64.0
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 4.5 57.0
Greece 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 48.0
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 20.8 44.0
Iceland 201.1 67.0 25.1 24.5 111.8 26.0
Ireland 106.8 35.6 134 27.0 39.3 173.0
Ttaly 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 35.0
Japan 25.8 8.6 32 3.2 87.2 11.0
Korea, Rep. 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 93.6 93.6
Latvia 26.9 9.0 34 3.4 0.0 39.0
Lithuania 33.1 11.0 4.1 4.1 0.0 49.0
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43 46.0
Mexico 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 50.0
Netherlands 26.4 8.8 33 11.2 11.8 66.0
New Zealand 70.4 23.5 8.8 8.8 42.0 85.4
Norway 201.9 67.3 25.2 252 23.8 202.0
Poland 28.6 9.5 3.6 3.6 18.1 60.0
Portugal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.5 43.0
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 7.0 30.0
Singapore 238.3 79.4 29.8 29.8 68.1 187.0
Slovak Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 14.5 41.0
Slovenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.0
South Africa 9.1 3.0 1.1 1.1 12.8 24.0
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 37.0
Sweden 96.4 32.1 12.1 12.1 32.1 234.0
Switzerland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 55.0
Turkey 145.6 48.5 18.2 62.2 52.8 304.0
United Kingdom 96.4 32.1 12.1 16.9 38.6 119.0
United States 18.4 6.1 2.3 5.7 10.5 31.0
Unweighted avg. 38.8 14.6 7.0 9.6 24.1 74.8

“NP, CP, and SP refer to non-premium, commercial premium, and super premium still wines whose wholesale pre-tax prices are assumed to be
US$2.50, $7.50, and $20 per litre of wine.

Sources: Compiled from European Commission (2008) and the OECD (2008), plus national websites.
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Appendix Table A4
Ad Valorem CTE of Excise Taxes on Wine, Beer, and Spirits, 2018
% of the Wholesale Pre-Tax Prices in Column Heads

NP Wine® CP Wine*  SP Wine® Sparkling,  Beer, $2/  Spirits,
82.50/Litre  87.50/Litre ~ $20/Litre 320/ Litre Litre $15Litre

Argentina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.3 35.1
Australia 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0 81.4 165.0
Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 12.7 36.0
Belgium 33.7 11.2 42 14.4 12.7 89.7
Bulgaria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 16.8
Canada 194 6.5 2.4 24 55.1 24.5
Chile 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 31.5
Croatia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 21.1
Czech Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 7.7 325
Denmark 70.4 23.5 8.8 1.1 19.1 60.6
Estonia 66.4 22.1 8.3 8.3 42.8 75.1
Finland 172.1 57.4 21.5 21.5 89.9 143.4
France 1.7 0.6 0.2 0.5 18.8 52.2
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.6 5.0 39.0
Greece 9.0 3.0 1.1 1.1 31.6 73.4
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Hungary 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 32.4
Iceland 417.9 139.4 523 52.3 126.0 368.0
Ireland 190.9 63.6 239 47.7 57.0 127.6
Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.1 30.9
Japan 28.5 9.5 3.6 3.6 98.1 9.6
Korea, Rep. 33.0 33.0 33.0 33.0 93.6 93.6
Latvia 35.1 11.7 44 4.4 11.4 434
Lithuania 74.0 24.7 9.3 9.3 18.0 49.9
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 31.2
Mexico 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 53.0
Netherlands 39.7 13.2 5.0 5.0 21.8 50.5
New Zealand 82.6 27.5 10.3 10.3 46.4 100.3
Norway 286.7 95.6 35.8 35.8 26.9 244 4
Poland 16.7 5.6 2.1 2.1 11.6 40.2
Portugal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.0 41.6
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 4.5 21.5
Singapore 318.9 106.3 39.9 39.9 87.0 170.1
Slovak Rep. 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 9.1 324
Slovenia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.6 39.6
South Africa 12.6 4.2 1.6 5.1 17.4 40.8
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.7 27.4
Sweden 122.5 40.8 15.3 15.3 53.2 160.8
Switzerland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.1 78.1
Turkey 72.7 242 9.1 61.4 83.3 134.7
United Kingdom 148.0 49.3 18.5 23.7 55.0 98.3
United States 18.8 6.3 24 5.8 11.0 26.5
Unweighted avg. 55.9 20.4 9.3 12.1 331 74.8

“NP, CP, and SP refer to non-premium, commercial premium, and super premium still wines whose wholesale pre-tax prices are assumed to
be US$2.50, $7.50, and $20 per litre of wine.

Sources: Compiled from European Commission (2018) and the OECD (2018), plus national websites
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Appendix Table A5
Ad Valorem CTE of Import Tariffs on Wine, Beer, and Spirits, 2008 and 2018
(% of the Wholesale Pre-Tax Price)

Wine Beer Spirits

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018
Argentina 20.0 20.0 13.0 20.0 10.0 20.0
Australia 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0
Austria 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Belgium 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bulgaria 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chile 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Croatia 16.2 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Czech Rep. 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denmark 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estonia 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Finland 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
France 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Germany 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greece 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hungary 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Iceland 1.4 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ireland 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Italy 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Japan 19.1 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Korea, Rep. 15.0 15.0 30.0 30.0 20.7 20.1
Latvia 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lithuania 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Luxembourg 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexico 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Netherlands 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
New Zealand 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Norway 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Poland 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Portugal 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Romania 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Singapore 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Slovak Rep. 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Slovenia 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
South Africa 25.0 25.0 5.0 5.0 57.9 57.9
Spain 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sweden 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Switzerland 27.0 50.0 10.7 10.7 0.3 0.3
Turkey 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.7
United Kingdom 4.6 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
United States 2.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unweighted avg. 7.8 7.1 2.2 2.3 3.0 3.2

Sources: WTO (2019) for 2018 and from the World Bank (2019a) for 2008.
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Appendix Table A6
Shares of Wine Types in Total Volume of Wine Consumption, 2009 (%)

Non-Premium  Commercial-Premium  Super-Premium  Sparkling — Total

Argentina 77 18 1 4 100
Australia 30 43 16 11 100
Austria 23 37 32 8 100
Belgium 32 51 9 8 100
Bulgaria 63 28 2 7 100
Canada 29 44 24 3 100
Chile 69 20 10 2 100
Croatia 69 28 2 2 100
Czech Rep. 69 28 2 2 100
Denmark 10 59 29 2 100
Estonia 69 28 2 2 100
Finland 14 51 28 8 100
France 44 31 13 12 100
Germany 67 15 3 15 100
Greece 20 55 25 0 100
Hong Kong 0 5 90 6 100
Hungary 70 16 7 7 100
Iceland 24 58 14 4 100
Ireland 5 58 34 3 100
Ttaly 67 24 5 4 100
Japan 0 50 41 9 100
Korea 0 34 63 3 100
Latvia 69 28 2 2 100
Lithuania 69 28 2 2 100
Luxembourg 32 51 9 8 100
Mexico 13 51 21 14 100
Netherlands 54 42 2 2 100
New Zealand 23 48 21 9 100
Norway 24 58 14 4 100
Poland 69 28 2 2 100
Portugal 64 30 5 1 100
Romania 88 9 1 2 100
Singapore 0 5 92 3 100
Slovak Rep. 69 28 2 2 100
Slovenia 69 28 2 2 100
South Africa 39 49 10 3 100
Spain 52 38 5 5 100
Sweden 24 58 14 4 100
Switzerland 19 48 29 5 100
Turkey 48 39 10 3 100
United Kingdom 10 84 2 5 100
United States 27 50 19 5 100
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Appendix Table A7

Consumer Taxes on Alcohol

Shares of Wine, Beer, and Spirits in Total Volume of Alcohol Consumption, 2014 (%0)

Wine Beer Spirits Total
Argentina 45 47 8 100
Australia 36 43 22 100
Austria 34 52 14 100
Belgium 34 52 14 100
Bulgaria 16 40 44 100
Canada 26 49 26 100
Chile 31 43 26 100
Croatia 53 36 11 100
Czech Rep. 21 55 25 100
Denmark 46 38 17 100
Estonia 12 39 50 100
Finland 21 54 25 100
France 57 21 22 100
Germany 28 53 19 100
Greece 52 28 20 100
Hong Kong 22 45 32 100
Hungary 30 36 34 100
Iceland 27 62 11 100
Ireland 28 52 20 100
Ttaly 64 24 12 100
Japan 5 19 76 100
Korea, Rep. 1 23 76 100
Latvia 11 45 44 100
Lithuania 10 36 54 100
Luxembourg 34 52 14 100
Mexico 4 74 21 100
Netherlands 36 46 18 100
New Zealand 37 37 26 100
Norway 37 43 20 100
Poland 8 60 32 100
Portugal 63 28 8 100
Romania 31 55 14 100
Singapore 20 67 13 100
Slovakia 22 31 47 100
Slovenia 51 42 8 100
South Africa 21 70 9 100
Spain 23 47 30 100
Sweden 49 37 14 100
Switzerland 48 33 19 100
Turkey 9 58 33 100
United Kingdom 35 41 24 100
United States 18 47 35 100

Source: Anderson, Nelgen, and Pinilla (2017, Tables 40-42).
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Appendix Table A8
VATIGST Rates, 2008 and 2018 (%)

2008 2018
Argentina 21.0 21.0
Australia 10.0 10.0
Austria 20.0 20.0
Belgium 21.0 21.0
Bulgaria 20.0 20.0
Canada 5.0 5.0
Chile 19.0 19.0
Croatia 22.0 25.0
Czech Rep. 19.0 21.0
Denmark 25.0 25.0
Estonia 18.0 20.0
Finland 22.0 24.0
France 19.6 20.0
Germany 19.0 19.0
Greece 19.0 24.0
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0
Hungary 20.0 27.0
Iceland 24.5 24.0
Ireland 21.0 23.0
Ttaly 20.0 22.0
Japan 5.0 8.0
Korea, Rep. 10.0 10.0
Latvia 18.0 21.0
Lithuania 18.0 21.0
Luxembourg 15.0 17.0
Mexico 15.0 16.0
Netherlands 19.0 21.0
New Zealand 12.5 15.0
Norway 25.0 25.0
Poland 22.0 23.0
Portugal 12.0 13.0
Romania 19.0 19.0
Singapore 7.0 7.0
Slovakia 19.0 20.0
Slovenia 20.0 22.0
South Africa 14.0 14.0
Spain 16.0 21.0
Sweden 25.0 25.0
Switzerland 7.6 8.0
Turkey 18.0 18.0
United Kingdom 17.5 20.0
United States 0.0 0.0
Unweighted Avg. 16.7 18.0

Sources: European Commission (2019 and earlier) and the OECD (2008, 2018).
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Appendix Table A9
Nominal Exchange Rates, 2008 and 2018
(LCU per US$)
2008 2018
Argentina 3.14 28.09
Australia 1.20 1.34
Austria 0.68 0.85
Belgium 0.68 0.85
Bulgaria 1.34 1.66
Canada 1.07 1.30
Chile 523.54 641.28
Croatia 4.94 6.25
Czech Rep. 36.47 30.27
Denmark 5.10 6.31
Estonia 0.68 0.85
Finland 0.68 0.85
France 0.68 0.85
Germany 0.68 0.85
Greece 0.68 0.85
Hong Kong 7.79 7.83
Hungary 172.11 270.21
Iceland 43.51 68.40
Ireland 0.68 0.85
Italy 0.68 0.85
Japan 103.39 110.42
Korea, Rep. 1100.86 1100.56
Latvia 0.68 0.85
Lithuania 0.68 0.85
Luxembourg 0.68 0.85
Mexico 11.15 19.24
Netherlands 0.68 0.85
New Zealand 1.43 1.45
Norway 5.64 8.13
Poland 5.13 5.03
Portugal 0.68 0.85
Romania 2.52 3.94
Singapore 1.41 1.36
Slovak Rep. 0.68 0.85
Slovenia 0.68 0.85
South Africa 8.26 13.25
Spain 0.68 0.85
Sweden 6.60 8.69
Switzerland 1.08 0.98
Turkey 1.30 4.70
United Kingdom 0.55 0.75
United States 1.00 1.00

Source: World Bank (2019b).
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