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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter provides an overview of the voluminous literature relating tax
and the supply of effort that has developed since the Meade Report (Meade,
1978) on the UK tax system thirty years ago, with a focus on the empirical
consensus on how taxes and benefits affect incentives.

Our starting point is the traditional view of labour supply, where hours of
work and participation in work are the key measures of effort supplied by
individuals. We discuss the way that economists think about labour supply
conceptually. We begin by imagining a simple world in which individuals
have completely free choice over their hours of work. We then take into
account important real-world features of the labour supply choice, including
fixed costs associated with working, the complications created by the benefits
system, how labour supply choices evolve over time and how decisions take
place in the context of the family. We discuss what such thought experiments
tell us about the effects of tax reform on work behaviour.

We then discuss the ‘New Tax Responsiveness’ literature which takes a more
general view of effort and does not assume that it can be perfectly measured
by hours of work supplied. Here the focus is on how people’s taxable income
responds to the marginal tax rate they pay on every extra pound earned. This
approach recognizes that hours worked are not a very good measure of effort
for people with high levels of autonomy on the job and who already work
long hours, such as the self employed or senior executives. This literature typ-
ically uses a ‘difference-in-differences’ approach, which compares the taxable
income of groups affected and not affected by a particular change in the tax
system, before and after the change takes place. This leads to several problems
because of the impact of temporary changes in income, long-term trends
in the income distribution, and the interrelationship between tax changes
and pre-tax wages. Unfortunately, it is not clear whether these complicating
factors mean that the extent to which labour supply responds to tax changes is
overstated or understated. Efforts to take account of these factors are impor-
tant, but because the specifics of each tax change are different, it is difficult to
generalize from any one of them. This can be seen by applying a consistent
methodology across the full range of tax reforms in the twentieth century.

Finally, we discuss the impact that taxes and benefits can have on longer-
run outcomes which affect standards of living, such as education and training
choices. These effects should be taken into account in analysing or designing
any tax and benefit system.

After discussing the theory, we summarize the relevant empirical esti-
mates and the methodology underlying the studies. We use this work to
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formulate an overall view of the responsiveness of labour supply, and place
by far the greatest weight on work that avoids relying on unrealistic assump-
tions about how the world works, but that tries to develop an explicit
understanding of the underlying processes at work so that the conclusions
can be applied to different circumstances. We consider labour supply as
measured by hours worked, the decision to take a job at all, and taxable
income.

Our conclusion is that hours of work do not respond particularly strongly
to the financial incentives created by tax changes for men, but they are a
little more responsive for married women and lone mothers. On the other
hand, the decision whether or not to take paid work at all is quite sensitive
to taxation and benefits for women and mothers in particular. Within this
chapter we present new estimates for both married and single men based on
the numerous reforms over the past two decades in the UK. We find that the
decision whether or not to work by low education men is somewhat more
responsive to incentives than previously thought. For men with high levels
of education, the work decision is very unresponsive. The amount of taxable
income they earn does seem to be responsive, but more because they shift
their income and spending into non-taxable forms than because they reduce
their work effort. This is economically costly.

3.1. INTRODUCTION

Since the Meade Report (Meade, 1978) and indeed for sometime before then,
there has been an intensive research programme focused on the way labour
supply responds to incentives.! The impact of taxation on work effort is
one of the main sources of inefficiency of a distortionary tax system. The
magnitude of the inefficiency depends on how effort reacts to incentives
as well as how the tax and transfer system changes the incentives to work
and earn. More broadly, if one is to design a tax and benefit system with
some element of optimality one needs to know how individuals react to taxes
and benefits. This implies knowledge of how sensitive effort is to incentives
for different education groups and for both men and women. This chapter
reviews the main issues that have arisen in this voluminous research agenda

! Heckman (1974), Burtless and Hausman (1978), Hausman (1985), Mroz (1987), MaCurdy,
Green, and Paarsch (1990), Blundell and Walker (1986), Blundell, Meghir, Symons, and Walker
(1988), Blundell, Duncan, and Meghir (1998) to mention but a few.
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and offers what we view as the central empirical conclusions about the impact
of incentives on the supply of effort.

In the first part of the chapter we describe the modelling approaches to
labour supply, and we discuss the main implications of these theoretical con-
tributions. We explain how these are relevant to modelling and understand-
ing the incentive effects of taxation and welfare benefits and demonstrate that
policy analysis requires one to consider the incentives implied by the entire
tax and benefit system as an integrated whole.

The key issue is how effort reacts to incentives. However, effort can be
adjusted on many different margins: people can change their hours of work
per week or per year, whether they work at all or not*> and the amount of
effort they put into working. Some may also be able to change the way they
earn income (salary, dividends, capital gains) or how they consume so as
to change the tax liability. For many people hours worked is quite a good
approximation to effort and the study of the incentive effects of taxation is
a study of how hours worked are affected by taxes and transfers. However,
for some higher skill individuals in particular, hours worked is not a good
measure of effort. They can adjust effort by working harder at ideas and being
more creative within a particular time period. In addition, given the way the
tax systems are designed, taxation may provide an incentive to over-consume
items that are tax-deductible or to shift earnings to tax-favoured forms. Thus
the tax incentives of the wealthy have other dimensions than hours of work
and these can be an important source of distortions in the tax system. We
explain the empirical issues relating to estimating the incentive effects on
the various margins of labour/effort supply providing a critical review of the
various empirical approaches.

In the second part of the chapter we review empirical results and offer a
unified view of the consensus that has emerged. We base our description on
elasticities, which reflect the sensitivity of labour supply to small changes in
incentives. These measures are not necessarily sufficient for understanding
the impact of reforms (as we explain in the chapter) but they do offer a way
of providing coherent comparisons across models.’

2 We refer to this as participation or labour force participation. The way we use the term should
not be confused with whether someone is in the labour force (searching for work or working). For
us a participant is someone actually in work.

3 An elasticity of hours of work with respect to the wage, say, is the proportional change in hours
of work caused by a proportional change in the wage. So an elasticity of 1 means that a 10% increase
in the wage will lead to a 10% increase in hours. So suppose for the sake of argument that someone
is facing a 20% tax rate and that his wage elasticity is 0.5. Suppose the tax rate is raised to 22%. This
represents a 2.5% reduction in the after tax wage; with the 0.5 elasticity, this would imply a 1.25%
reduction in hours worked. In Appendix 3A we define several terms that we will use many times
throughout this chapter.
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The review of the literature yields a very interesting picture. Incentives
certainly matter, but the relevant margin differs by demographic and educa-
tion group. For some groups, such as women with young children, taxes and
benefits can affect whether to work or not as well as how many hours they
work. For low education men, tax and benefit incentives are also important,
but only for the participation decision; their hours of work are insensitive to
changes in taxes and benefits. These men either do not work at all (and up
to 25% do not) or work full time—this margin is quite sensitive to how the
tax and benefit system is structured. Among full-time workers there is quite
a dispersion of hours worked, but taxes and benefits have never been able to
explain this effectively. For highly educated and wealthy men, taxes do not
affect whether they work or not and how many hours they put in a week
or even a year. Taxes do, however, affect their total as well as their taxable
income; they respond both by reorganizing their affairs to benefit from the
way different sources of income are taxed and by shifting consumption to
deductible sources. They can also adjust the amount of effort they put into
their work. Empirical approaches differ and data sets differ; however, we
believe there is a broad consensus in these issues, if not at the detail or the
precise numbers, definitely for the overall picture.

3.1.1. Taxes, benefits, and labour supply

We start by considering the basic labour supply model which is at the heart of
the large literature on the incentive effect of taxation. Labour supply models
express the trade-off between market work and leisure.* Under suitable
conditions on preferences, the labour supply function depends on a measure
of non-labour (or ‘unearned’) income denoted by w and the marginal wage
rate w, which represents the amount earned in real terms for an extra hour
of work. Non-labour income may include any source of income that is
unrelated to the work decision of the person in question. Thus it cannot
include means-tested transfers, but it can include universal benefits such
as the UK’s child benefit. Labour supply can also depend on a collection of
background and family characteristics which affect one’s tastes for work and
which we summarize as Z. Thus the Z variables can include the number
and ages of children, education level, and so on. The relationship expressed
is just a reflection of the way individuals are willing to trade off leisure for
pay at a given period of time. Now we need to see how the effects of taxes

4 A better and more accurate term for leisure might be non-market time. However, we use these
terms interchangeably.
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are incorporated within this framework. We will then discuss the role of
fixed costs of work and dynamics or intertemporal trade-offs, making the
framework richer for policy analysis.>

Progressive taxes and tax reform with continuous hours of work

Taxes and means-tested transfers affect the returns to work, often in compli-
cated ways. A key purpose of a labour supply model is to provide a framework
for understanding and measuring the way that tax and welfare systems affect
incentives. In the simplest possible proportional tax system, the marginal tax
rate is a constant; in most cases this will lead to less work, but when the
income effect dominates the substitution effect at high hours of work it may
increase effort. From an empirical/econometric point of view, ignoring taxes
will lead to biased estimates of labour supply effects because we will have
mismeasured the returns to work; from a policy point of view we will have no
framework for understanding how taxes affect behaviour.

However, suppose instead that individuals face a tax on earnings (E) of
the following form: no tax is paid up until earnings A;, earnings between A,
and A, are taxed at a rate of 7, earnings above A, but below A; are taxed
at a rate 7, and earnings above Aj; are taxed at a rate 73 (and perhaps there
are further tax brackets). With this structure and with the tax rates increasing

Post tax
earnings

Ag+(1-14)(Az-Aq) +(1-12)(Ag-A)

Taxrate =t
Art(1=t1) (Ao=Ay) Tax rate = 1 ’
A Tax rate =1
Tax rate =0
At Az As Pre tax earnings

(E)

Figure 3.1. A progressive (convex) tax schedule

> A comprehensive analysis of the issues relating to estimating labour supply models with taxes
can be found in Blunell, MaCurdy, and Meghir (2007).
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we say that the budget set is convex.® Figure 3.1 shows how pre and post tax
earnings relate under this standard tax system.

In this special case the labour supply decision can be expressed as if the tax
system were proportional (not progressive) with the applicable tax rate being
the actual marginal tax rate that the individual faces (71, 75, 73, etc.) and a
suitable adjusted non-labour income, which we call m; (1) where k denotes
the tax bracket to which the person belongs. The value of this adjusted non-
labour income depends on all the tax rates up until the one facing the individ-
ual as well as on the thresholds (A;, A,, etc.). Thus if the individual is facing
a zero marginal tax rate she behaves as if her relevant non-labour income
is mo(w) = p. If she is facing tax rate 71 she behaves as if her non-labour
income is m;(u) = pu+ 71 Ay; if she is facing tax rate 7, her adjusted non-
labour income is 1, () = w + 71 Ay + (72 — 71) A,. Thus behaviour along the
convex budget set (progressive tax system) can be characterized by increasing
marginal rates and increasing non-labour income.” As we explain below this
structure of the tax system implies that changing marginal tax rates have
stronger impacts than they would in a simple proportional tax system.

Box 3.1. Modelling labour supply with convex budget sets—a
technical digression

More formally, suppose the hours of work someone is willing to supply can be
written as h(w, p | Z) with w being the marginal wage for an extra hour of work
and w non-labour income. The form of h and its sensitivity to w and u depends
on individual preferences, partly explained by Z. With progressive taxation, i.e.
when the budget set is convex (as defined in the main text) labour supply can
be shown to depend only on the marginal wage at the tax bracket where she
is positioned and on the special measure of non-labour income, as described
in the main text, which we denote by my(w). Thus we can write h = h((1 —
7r)w, my(w)| Z), where the relevant tax rate 7 is the one at the optimal point
of labour supply; w(1 — 1) is the slope of the budget constraint at that point.
The relevant non-labour income m; (1) depends on the entire set of marginal
tax rates and allowances up until and including the tax bracket k in which the
individual is positioned as shown in the main text.

® There is a simple test of whether a budget set is convex or not. Take any two feasible hours
income combinations and join them with a line; if all points on the joining line are also attainable
then the budget set is convex. Otherwise it is non-convex and the underlying tax system is not
progressive everywhere.

7 Individuals may not always end up at the part of the tax schedule they planned to be. So
the observed tax position may not be the desired one. The implication of this measurement or
misclassification error, originally discussed by Burtless and Hausman (1978) is not discussed in this
chapter.
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The behaviour of one group of individuals is not described by the approach
above: these are individuals who chose hours of work exactly on the kink
where the marginal tax rate changes. The reason this happens is because these
individuals wish to work more than the tax threshold when facing the lower
tax rate and less than the tax threshold when facing the higher tax rate; the
only feasible point is then the kink. In principle there is a mass of individuals at
these points and they cannot be ignored when carrying out policy analysis. In
practice, individuals are rarely found on such convex kinks, but the reason for
this is not clear; it may be because people make small errors, or they cannot find
precisely the job they wish, or perhaps we measure their hours with error.

Within this simple framework there are a number of econometric and
policy issues to deal with. We will discuss the econometric issues later. For
now we take the labour supply function as known, which is akin to saying that
we know preferences (i.e. the utility function) and consider the implications
for policy analysis. In particular take a decrease in the marginal tax rate at
different points in the system. We can distinguish the following simple cases:®

e The tax rate being changed relates to earnings higher than those earned
by the individual. In this case the tax rate change has no impact on her
optimal hours of work (Figure 3.2).

* The tax rate being changed is precisely the one faced by the individ-
ual. In this case the effect on labour supply comes about because both
the marginal wage and the effective non-labour income changes: the
decrease in the tax rate increases the slope of the budget constraint
(the incentive effect of the wage rate) and reduces its intercept, as if the
individual had less non-labour income. Hence, the effects of reduction in
taxation above the non-taxable allowance in the context of a non-linear
tax system can be understood as having the combined effect of increasing
the after tax wage rate and taking away some of the persons ‘non-labour’
income. Now suppose that increasing the after tax wage increases hours
of work.” The effect of the tax decrease is going to be reinforced by
the virtual decline in non-labour income which acts to encourage work.
Figure 3.3 shows this. Thus it seems that a tax rate reduction above a
threshold has a larger impact than the same tax rate reduction if it is

8 In this discussion we will abstract from the possibility that income effects dominate and
counteract substitution effects, leading to negative effects of wages on hours of work. Empirically
this has not proved to be an important issue.

® This means that the standard substitution effect of improved incentives (that make one wish
to work more) dominates the standard income effect of increased net earnings (which would make
one want to work less provided leisure is a normal good, i.e. one that you consume more as income
rises).
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applied to all income (for the same person). The intuition for this is as
follows: the reduction in taxes causes a substitution in favour of work,
because of improved incentives. It also leads to an increase in overall
resources leading to a tendency to reduce work. However, a reduction
in the tax rate that applies only above a certain point involves a smaller
rise in net earnings than if that tax rate applied to all income. Hence, the
magnitude of the income effect that counteracts the substitution effect
will be smaller than in the case of a simple proportional tax. The tax cut
would therefore imply a larger rise in labour supply than if the reduction
in the tax rate applied to all income.

* The tax rate being changed corresponds to a lower income bracket than
the one in which our individual is positioned. In this case there is only an
income effect—individuals receive a windfall increase in net earnings but
without a change in their marginal wage. In this case a decrease in the tax
rate unambiguously decreases labour supply if leisure is a normal good.

e Changes in the thresholds of taxation (Ay) will have pure income effects
for individuals earning above that threshold, but whose marginal tax rate
remains unchanged. However, for some individuals the change in thresh-
olds will lead to changes in the tax rates faced and the effect on labour
supply will again be ambiguous, but will be more likely to involve an
increase in labour supply than under a simple proportional tax system.

Thus, even in this simple framework it becomes apparent that the policy
implications of tax reform cannot easily be summarized by one elasticity.
In the simple world of a tax system with increasing marginal tax rates the
implications of tax reform will depend on both income effects and wage
effects, as well as on the way individuals are distributed over the entire budget
constraint.

In Figures 3.2-3.4 we show what happens to optimal hours of work when
the tax rate changes. In these graphs the straight lines show how after tax
income changes when hours increase and thus in work income increases. This
part is just as in Figure 3.1, except that the horizontal axis depicts hours of
work instead of pre-tax earnings and we have shifted the graph upwards by
the amount of non-labour income u. Thus, as hours (and hence pre-tax earn-
ings) increase, take home pay increases. When the individual earns above the
tax exempt threshold the gradient of the budget line declines by the amount
implied by the tax rate in force. The curved lines are the indifference curves and
represent the rate at which the individual needs to be compensated to accept
to work more. These curves underlie the labour supply functions we estimate
from the data. In Figure 3.2 a tax rate is changed for individuals earning more
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After tax
income W(1-t)
w(1-t)
u
ha=hp Hours

Figure 3.2. A decrease in the marginal tax rate above current earnings

After tax
income
W(1—tb)
_/Z T w(i-ty)
U+A
u+A Xty l
u+A Xty
n
—
ha ho Hours

Figure 3.3. A decrease in the marginal tax rate currently faced

than our worker. She has no incentive to change her work-plans. In Figure 3.3
the tax rate is decreased above the allowance A from ¢, to t,. In effect this can
be interpreted as an increase in the marginal wage (the return to an extra hour
of work) from w(l —t,) to w(l — #,) and a decline in non-labour income
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After tax
income T
_———/
4—
u
hb ha

Hours

Figure 3.4. A decrease in the marginal tax rate below current earnings

from p+ A X t, to u+ A X t. Given the current empirical results this will
lead to an increase in hours of work. Finally, in Figure 3.4 (case C) a tax rate
is reduced for individuals earning less than our worker. For our worker this is
as if non-labour income increased and the marginal return to work remained
unchanged. The implication will be a reduction in hours of work for our
worker. Thus the same type of reform (a decrease in the tax rate in one of the
tax brackets) will have very different effects for individuals at different parts of
the tax system. The final outcome will depend on how sensitive labour supply
is to changes in the marginal return to work and in non-labour income as well
as how individuals are distributed over the budget set.

Allowing for welfare benefits

The UK has a complex system of welfare benefits and tax credits, mostly
means-tested, resulting in potentially large transfers to individuals. Their
aim is to provide a safety net against poverty and sometimes to provide
work incentives at the same time, such as the working tax credit programme
in the UK (and the Earned Income Tax Credit in the US). At the margin,
welfare benefits may act as taxes on individuals, because in many cases the
levels of entitlement vary with earnings or income; whilst this serves to limit
the eligible population to a targeted group it also implies a marginal tax
rate on earnings as benefits are withdrawn. Suppose an individual receives a
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After tax &
benefit income

b

hahp hg ha Hours of work

Figure 3.5. The working tax credit

means-tested transfer. When earnings increase, some of the transfer will be
taken away. This is equivalent to an additional tax on these earnings on top of
any regular income tax they pay. In some cases welfare benefits are associated
with a subsidy over a range of earnings. This is the case in the US tax credit
scheme, where an increase in earnings is associated with an increase in the
benefit for very low earnings. In the UK tax credits offer a maximum benefit
for those working above 16 hours of work with a means-tested amount
tapered at 39% for each extra pound earned. Thus understanding the effect
of means-testing is equivalent to understanding how welfare benefits change
the budget constraint and how changes to the latter affect labour supply
behaviour.

The UK (as well as the US) system leads to a non-convex budget set as
demonstrated in Figure 3.5.1° The jump up represents eligibility for the tax
credit at 16 hours. The magnitude of the jump reflects the amount of the
benefit. The gradient following that point reflects the taper rate. The budget
constraint becomes steeper when all the benefit has been withdrawn and
earnings increase at the rate of the actual hourly wage rate.

On the same figure we also show how a change in the taper rate from 39%
to say 29%, may affect an individual originally in the system and receiving tax
credits (continuous curve) and an individual originally earning too much to
obtain tax credits (dotted curve). The budget set changes in the direction of
the arrows to the dashed line. The person originally receiving the tax credit
now has an incentive to increase hours of work from h, to hy, very much like

10 The nature of the US system is completely different and has no condition attached to hours
of work. The non-convexity arises there only at the point where all the benefit has been withdrawn
through the taper and earnings start increasing at a rate equal to the wage rate.
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the case where the tax rate is reduced. The person originally not receiving tax
credits now finds it preferable to reduce hours of work from h, to hy and
enjoy the increased entitlement of the reformed system. Thus, when budget
sets are not convex it is quite possible that relatively small changes to benefits,
tax credits, or taxes lead to large changes in hours worked (e.g. from h4 to
hg). Thus the non-convexities in the budget set invalidate our ability to carry
out marginal analysis of tax and benefit reforms based simply on the elasticity,
or local sensitivity of hours to a small change in work incentives.

3.1.2. Family labour supply, taxes, and programme participation

We now turn to describing an approach for modelling family labour supply
and the take-up of welfare benefits. This approach addresses the complexities
that arise in trying to model the incentive effects of taxation and welfare in
a two-person household and offers an insight in how models can simulate
policy in this context.

Observing the distribution of weekly hours one gets the impression that
hours of work are discrete with a number of focal points where people bunch
together. While we are not able to explain why people bunch at certain points,
the discrete labour supply approach at least allows us to recognize the exist-
ence of the phenomenon. And it is certainly convenient because we can use
the apparatus of the so-called discrete choice literature where the individual
chooses among a number of specific alternatives. In this case each choice is a
bundle of hours for each household member and the resulting income.

On the basis of this idea, we outline a model of labour supply for a couple.
Our model is going to be of the unitary type, i.e. where there is a single
household utility function and we ignore the issues relating to intrahouse-
hold allocations of income. However, we will also address one important
policy concern, namely the take-up of means-tested benefits; while taxation
is compulsory, taking up benefits is usually not, making the entire shape of
the budget constraint that an individual is facing a choice of the individual:
individuals who do not take up a benefit, will not face the same budget
constraint as those who do. Understanding the determinants of take-up is
important for properly targeting benefits and for budgetary planning.

Suppose individuals derive satisfaction (utility) from leisure, disposable
income, and programme participation P; the latter entails dissatisfaction
because the process of applying for benefits and receiving them may carry
stigma or other indirect/psychic costs. By allowing for this in the model we
are able to model the decision to take up benefits and how this will depend
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on programme characteristics. It thus offers a mechanism for simulating tax
reform, allowing for the effects on take-up.!!

The budget constraint defines household disposable income Y depending
on the combination of hours chosen by the male and the female and on
the tax and benefit system and its take-up. The budget constraint may also
depend on household characteristics such as the number and ages of children
and the type of housing occupied, because of the way the tax and benefit code

is defined.
Now simplify the problem by assuming that individuals can work certain
specific hours of work, say (0, k', K2, ..., h*) where 0 allows for non-work,

and suppose for illustrative purposes that there is just one means-tested
programme. Given a particular pair of hourly wage rates for the woman and
her partner there are then (k + 1)? possible values of income Y with welfare
programme participation and another (k + 1)> without (although some of
the income points would overlap because not all hour—income combinations
would be affected by the programme). The household chooses hours of work
and programme participation by trading off income against the disutility of
effort (hours of work) and monetary or psychological costs of programme
participation; in other words, it chooses the combination that maximizes
utility.

Apparently identical households facing identical options often make dif-
ferent decisions. As a result there is some chance (probability) of observing
any feasible hours—income—programme participation combination for any
individual with certain observable characteristics. The typical way that this
is accounted for in empirical economic models is to allow for preferences to
vary randomly in the population. The econometric problem of measuring
preferences and stigma costs consists of choosing the parameters that will
make the probabilities predicted by the model equal (or as close as possible)
to frequencies of hours—income—programme participation combinations we
see in the data. From an empirical point of view, identification (i.e. the ability
to recover the actual parameters of the model) will depend on the existence
of variations in the budget constraint and in the costs of programme partici-
pation, shifting the opportunities available to the households in a way that is
unrelated to the unobserved taste components in the data. It is increasingly
popular to use the differential impact of policy reforms across the population
as such a source of variation.

To simulate alternative policy options we need to predict what the prob-
abilities of each alternative hours—programme participation combination

11" See Keane and Moffitt (1998).
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will be with the new tax parameters. Once we have parameter estimates, this
involves recomputing the 2(k + 1)? income possibilities and finding the best
combination for each type of household. We then need to aggregate these
outcomes using as weights the frequency with which each type occurs in
the population. These weights and the types of household are themselves
an outcome of the estimation process mentioned above. This illustrates that
the information required to understand the impact of tax reform is quite
complex. Experience from observing what happened around one reform will
typically not be useful for predicting the effects of another. We really need to
understand the entire structure of preferences for work over a broad range of
hours and incomes.

One of the key issues in family labour supply is understanding how intra-
household allocations of time and consumption actually take place. The
models used typically, including the one described above, work on the basis
that the household is a unit with well-defined preferences (hence the term
unitary model). But this brushes the issue under the carpet and more impor-
tantly does not allow us to understand how policies affect within-household
allocations. Indeed, one of the sources of inequality is within-household and
one would wish to know how policies target individual members. Beyond the
couple the issue extends to resource allocations for children. Tax and welfare
policy may well be designed with the aim of targeting children. But without
knowing how different tax and benefit structures affect resource allocations
within the household it is not possible to know whether the policies are
going to be effective. The empirical issue relates to the fact that we do not
typically observe allocations of consumption within a household; we just
observe total expenditures. So one needs to understand how much we can
learn about intrahousehold allocations based on what is actually observed or
at least observable with better data. Chiappori (1988, 1992) explored the pos-
sibilities using the Collective model, which assumes that whatever outcomes
are observed are efficient; in other words, any change in allocations would
have to imply that improving one member’s position can only be achieved at
the expense of the other. In this context Chiappori (1988, 1992), followed by
Blundell, Chiappori, Magnac, and Meghir (2007), derived conditions under
which observing individual labour supply and total household consump-
tion would reveal the entire intrahousehold decision mechanism. Blundell,
Chiappori, and Meghir (2005) extended the original Chiappori framework
to one where the household spends on public goods (such as children).!?

12 There has been a growing literature in this field. The papers of Thomas (1990) and Browning
etal. (1996) showed the empirical relevance of considering the household as a group of individuals,
rather than one unit.
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Once the mechanism has been estimated, one can ask questions relating to
how taxes and benefits affect not only labour supply but also children’s con-
sumption and within-household inequality. This literature is currently better
developed theoretically than empirically. Blundell et al. (2007) do provide
possibly the only structural model of labour supply in a collective model.
However, their households do not include children. Moreover, they have not
allowed for taxes and benefits. This is very much an active and important
research area that needs further development before we can be confident that
we understand intrahousehold allocations and how they interact with policy.

3.1.3. Intertemporal labour supply decisions and taxes

Continuous hours of work

The majority of work that has taken place on labour supply and taxes has been
static. Introducing dynamics poses a number of interesting questions and
allows us to extend the scope of the analysis to the impact of taxes on other
important life-cycle decisions. Moreover, if we are to address the question
of optimality of tax systems over time, we need to study how labour supply
varies over the life-cycle and how this is affected by tax incentives and this
involves considering people’s saving decisions as well. Here our aim is, of
course, much more circumscribed: we wish to discuss some of the empirical
issues that arise when we view labour supply decisions in an intertemporal
context.

What does the basic labour supply model look like when we allow for sav-
ings? To consider this, suppose preferences are separable over time, meaning
that past choices do not affect current preferences or the budget constraint,
and that within each period preferences just depend on current consumption
and hours of work. Then the labour supply model takes exactly the same form
as in the static case with an important difference in the interpretation of non-
labour income p.!* This is now defined by u = ¢ — wh where c is the value of
consumption in the current period, which itself is a result of an intertemporal
optimization problem. The problem can be described by the following two-
stage budgeting procedure first discussed by Gorman (1959). Individuals first
allocate consumption to a particular time period, and given this choice, they
then decide what should be the optimal hours of work.!* Adding taxation

13 See MaCurdy (1983), Blundell and Walker (1986), and Arellano and Meghir (1992).

4 More precisely the first stage takes place in the knowledge that the second stage will be optimal.
There are a number of conditions under which optimal consumer decisions can be thus broken
down, but this is beyond the scope of this chapter.
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when the budget set is convex is in principle simple and the labour supply
model does not change in form from the one described earlier. In other
words, we simply replace the wage with the appropriate after tax wage rate
and unearned income for the tax adjusted one, starting with p defined above
as the basis. Although the form of the relationship does not change, in that
labour supply can still be expressed as depending upon the marginal wage and
some measure of non-labour income, substantively, things do change because
consumption, which determines the relevant measure of non-labour income,
will now depend on current taxes and future expectations of the tax system.

Thus the simplicity of the problem does not carry over when one wants
to allow for intertemporal substitution. First a change in any aspect of the
tax system will affect the optimal amount of saving, in general. This means
that simulating a tax reform with a fixed p will be insufficient for evaluating
the behavioural impact of a reform. The change in the saving decision will
reflect possible shifts in labour supply to future periods where tax liabilities
are expected to be lower. For example, suppose the higher rate of tax is to be
increased, and that one’s wage rate is expected to decline with age. An increase
in the current tax rate will make the difference between the current and the
future after tax wage rate bigger, implying that work effort now could decrease
relative to that in the future, if we ignore income effects at least. In this simple
model this will be reflected as an increase in the current value of x induced
by a decision to increase current consumption (remember u = ¢ — wh) and a
consequent decline in hours worked, over and above what would be implied
by the static model. This also implies that to estimate the incentive effects of
reforms in a reliable way we need to use consumption data to compute u and
estimate a model consistent with intertemporal optimization.

In the case of convex budget sets the difficulties caused by intertemporal
considerations are confined to simulation. The labour supply model can be
estimated in a straightforward way, by using the suitable definition of y, as
given above. However, the situation is not as simple when the budget set is
non-convex. In this case estimation as well as the evaluation of tax reform
require simulation of the impact of taxation on savings and hence p.'”

These issues may be very important for understanding labour supply
effects. However, to our knowledge little or no work has been done in this
direction, at least from the perspective of simulating tax reforms. Apart from
the computational difficulties involved, the requirements for high quality
data (particularly assets) has been an inhibiting factor in estimating complex

15 In order to evaluate the likelihood function we need to compare the utility achieved at different
parts of the budget constraint. This involves solving the labour supply model in counterfactual
situations, such as not-working.
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intertemporal models that allow for the complete structure of the tax sys-
tem.'® An exception is the work of French (2005) who estimates a life-cycle
model of labour supply, savings, and retirement, accounting for key aspects
of the US tax code including important non-convexities.

Which is the correct elasticity concept?

Often, labour supply sensitivity to incentives is summarized by elasticities.
Indeed, we use them to summarize empirical results. However, there are sev-
eral wage elasticity concepts, depending on what is being kept constant. In a
static labour supply context we can define the wage elasticity that keeps utility
constant (the substitution effect or compensated wage elasticity), the wage
elasticity that keeps non-labour income constant, and the one that keeps full
income constant (total potential earnings plus non-labour income). Once we
introduce intertemporal concerns there are a number of additional elasticities
we could consider as well as modifications of the concepts already defined.
In an intertemporal context, the direct analogy to the static wage elasticity,
which holds constant non-labour income, is the one that keeps consumption
based unearned income (w) constant. Although useful for characterizing the
properties of the estimated labour supply function, this is clearly not the
correct measure for understanding the effects of policy, when adjustments
to savings are to be expected.

We can straightforwardly define at least three additional elasticity concepts
in the intertemporal context, each with a different interpretation. First, we
have a notion of compensated wage elasticity. However, in an intertemporal
context this does not keep life-cycle welfare constant but only within-period
utility constant. Hence it does not have a direct welfare interpretation as the
one we get in the static context. Nevertheless this elasticity is always positive.
One can in principle define a lifetime utility constant elasticity, but this is not
usually done. Second, we have the Frisch elasticity, which keeps the marginal
utility of wealth constant. This elasticity reflects the impact of anticipated
marginal changes in wages on hours of work. Thus it reflects how people
plan to allocate their work effort between different periods of the life-cycle,
depending on the return to work at each point. As such it is clearly not the
elasticity of interest when considering changes in tax policy: considering the
effects of tax policy would require one to compare two alternative tax regimes.

16 Tt is possible to simplify the problem by effectively ignoring savings and either assuming that
consumption equals income or by assuming that individual utilities depend linearly on income. In
this case individuals do not care when the income will arise. However, once taxes are introduced,
which depends very much on when income arises, the simplicity provided by this last assumption is
partly lost.
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However, this elasticity is an upper bound to the wage elasticity which keeps
within-period unearned income (u) constant. Finally, we can also define an
hours elasticity with respect to an unanticipated change in wages. This will
combine the effects of an anticipated change and the wealth effect of the
change in the wage profile. Quite clearly, the magnitude of the effect will
depend on whether the change in wages is perceived to be permanent and
if not on the speed with which wages will revert to the original profile. This
is probably the best elasticity for understanding the overall effects of a tax
change perceived to be permanent.

Generally, to understand how labour supply will change as a result of a
permanent tax reform, we need to understand how savings will change as
well as how sensitive labour supply is given savings.

Taxes and human capital

Taxes and welfare benefits affect more than labour supply. Of course, this
is well understood and it may be thought that in addressing this issue we
are going beyond the scope of this chapter. However, the reason we wish
to consider this issue now is because these decisions are intimately linked
with labour supply and labour market behaviour more generally. In par-
ticular, we have in mind choices relating to education and human capital
investment.

Appropriate models along these lines should include decisions on educa-
tion and labour supply, as well as wage formation. The seminal paper address-
ing the latter two is Eckstein and Wolpin (1989) who model employment and
wages of women when wages depend on experience. Since then these models
have been developed to greater levels of sophistication and now include other
decision margins, such as occupational choice as in Keane and Wolpin (1997)
and education and job mobility as in Adda et al. (2006). We use the latter as
an illustration of some of the issues involved.

Adda et al. (2006) focus on population who, having completed formal
schooling, face the choice of following formal vocational training (which
offers on-the-job and classroom training in return for a reduced wage) or
entering the labour market directly (and receiving no formal training but
a higher initial wage).!” In taking this decision they trade off current earn-
ings of a non-apprentice with working as an apprentice at a lower wage,
while obtaining formal training and then obtaining an improved career path.

17" Utility is linear in earnings making risk and the timing of consumption irrelevant for decision
making, thus bypassing the need to model savings.
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Once the education choice has been made the individual starts his career
(whether qualified through training or directly without a formal training
component). All individuals receive job offers at some rate, which may differ
depending on whether the worker is employed or not. Associated with an
offer are fringe benefits and a wage which defines the initial pay level in
a firm given the person’s skills and experience as well as how well they fit
in the firm. While the worker remains on the job, pay may evolve due to
random unaccounted factors. When out of work the individual has a stream
of transfer income depending on the way unemployment insurance works.
Individual choices include moving between jobs when the opportunity arises
and between work and unemployment, as well as the initial education
choice.

This model, estimated on long-run administrative data following indi-
viduals from the end of their schooling to mid-career, offers an empirical
framework for considering the impact of taxes on life-cycle decisions: a tax or
benefit may affect the decision to train, because future returns are changed.
It could affect job mobility, because the benefits from moving job are, in
effect, taxable. Finally, it can also affect the incentive to work in any given
period. But, more interestingly, the overall employment effect will be different
when we allow for the other effects, from when we condition on education
and do not consider job mobility. This allows for a clear distinction between
short-run effects of taxes and benefits and long-run ones, which can be very
different. The latter certainly need a complex intertemporal model to analyse
them and cannot be measured on the basis of simple experiments or by static
labour supply studies. The empirical work mentioned above demonstrates
that this can be an important issue.

3.1.4. Taxable and total income elasticities

For many individuals, particularly the self-employed and the high earners,
hours of work is just one dimension of work effort. Take, for example, the
executive who spends most of the week in the office and takes work home at
the weekend. She does not have much margin of adjustment for her hours of
work. However, with the right incentives, she may put in more thinking effort
during these long hours, surf less on the Internet, or find ways to become
more creative. In these cases the output of an hour of work (or better an
hour at work) may differ and hence hours supplied are not necessarily a good
measure of effort. In some cases it is also difficult to measure hours of work in
the first place, such as for the self-employed or individuals whose work may
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well be hard to distinguish from leisure time. In these cases the sensitivity
of hours of work to changes in wages or taxes is only a part of the story;
indeed, it may be a small part only. In terms of work incentives the total
income elasticity with respect to taxes is probably more relevant. However,
in terms of revenue and possibly also in terms of welfare the taxable income
elasticity would also be required. Both together would give a more complete
picture as to how individuals change effort and rearrange their income and
expenditure in response to taxes.

Key papers in this field, constituting, the new tax responsiveness literature,
have been written by Feldstein (1995, 1999). He stresses the importance of
considering taxable income for a number of reasons: taxation can distort
not only effort but also the way one organizes the sources of income and
consumption to reduce tax liability. Such reallocations of income from one
source to another (e.g. employee earnings to self-employment) or of con-
sumption from one type to another that is tax deductible (e.g. from non-
housing to housing in the US) affects government revenue and welfare. The
latter is true because individuals are not indifferent to the type of consump-
tion or even to the way that their income is generated. Thus, tax exempt
consumption may not be a perfect substitute for ordinary consumption.
The tax system may encourage individuals to consume more housing, say,
than they intended when interest payments are tax deductible (as in the US)
causing a welfare loss as behaviour is thus distorted. Hence, particularly for
higher income individuals—who, plausibly, have more opportunity to shift
income and consumption to tax favoured forms and whose main labour
supply response is not measured directly through hours of work—a good
way of summarizing the behavioural effects of taxation is through its effects
on taxable income.

However, measuring these effects is fraught with problems, some of
which we discuss now. Perhaps the key difficulty which prevents a struc-
tural economic modelling of these important dimensions is that we do not
observe effort. If we cannot measure effort, we cannot measure the price
of effort (termed the effective wage rate). As this is likely to differ across
the various skill group of workers the unobservability of effort and its
effective wage rate can become a very important confounding factor when
measuring incentives. This does pose a challenge for policy analysis and
evaluation.

The most common estimation approach for the taxable income and total
income elasticities has been difference-in-differences, comparing outcomes
before and after reforms. To see how this works and to illustrate some
important problems, consider a single period model where utility depends
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on income and effort.'® For simplicity suppose we are interested in measuring
the effect of taxes on earnings, the latter being the product of (unobserved)
effort and the price per unit of effort. Conceptually the model is identical
to the labour supply one, with effort substituted for hours. The appropriate
wage rate is the after-tax marginal return to effort and the appropriate meas-
ure of non-labour income is the adjusted other income measure exactly as
in the hours discussion earlier. This adjusted measure does not depend sep-
arately on the price of effort—so the relevant measure of other or non-labour
income is observed. However, the price of effort is not observed. The standard
approach has taken a simplified model, where the price of effort is treated as
an aggregate time effect, common across individuals (like a trend, which is
the same for all) and where the income effect is ignored. The effect of taxes
is estimated by considering what happens to different groups of individu-
als, depending on their marginal tax rates, following a reform. To fix ideas,
suppose a higher rate of tax is reduced by a reform. Individuals are split up
depending on whether in the period before the reform their marginal tax rate
was the one to be reduced or not. In other words, they are split up by past
income. The approach to estimating the taxable income elasticity'® is then
to compare the growth of earnings for the group that was subject to the tax
reform on the basis of their pre-reform income (say the very high earners) to
a group with earnings just below the level at which the tax cut took effect. The
approach reports the proportional change in earnings due to a proportional
change in the share of income retained after tax: the so-called taxable income
elasticity.?

This approach is sensitive to three sources of bias. The first is due to ‘mean
reversion’: the income of individuals is subject to temporary random changes.
Following a large negative shock we can usually expect income to grow again
towards its previous level. Thus among people selected because they have
lower income, some have incomes that are only temporarily low and we
can expect some positive income growth as this temporary negative shock
works its way out. Among those with higher income we can expect negative
income growth as those who had only temporarily high income experience
a similar reversion to their typical income. Both these movements would
happen anyway, irrespective of the tax reform. In our empirical experiment
this mean reversion will be attributed to the tax reform and will lead to an

18 Por further critical analysis of the difference-in-differences method and for examples of use
and extensions see Blundell, Duncan, and Meghir (1998), Blundell and MaCurdy (1999), and Moffitt
and Wilhelm (2000).

19" See Feldstein (1995, 1999) for example.

20 Note that this is not the same as (minus) the elasticity of earnings with respect to the tax rate.
The latter is —f 5.
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underestimate of the effect of lowering taxes. This source of bias is discussed
at length by Gruber and Saez (2000).?' The second source of bias relates
to the possibility that growth in income can be different at different parts
of the income distribution. This is particularly the case for some of the
studies carried out using data from the 1980s when inequality was growing
rapidly. This means that the incomes of those higher up in the distribution
are growing faster than those lower down for reasons that may not be related
to the tax reform directly and this will bias upwards the effect we wish to
estimate. The final source of bias relates to the effect that a tax reform may
have on skill prices and hence on earnings. In general one can show that a
tax reform reducing higher tax rates will lead to a relative reduction in the
skill price of those facing these rates. For example, cutting marginal tax rates
of high skill individuals may increase their hours and effort, which may push
down the price of their labour. This is called the general equillibrium (GE)
effect. This will bias the effect downwards. Thus these three sources of bias do
not all go in the same direction, creating some ambiguity on the credibility of
the results. In Appendix 3B we consider this issue in greater detail.

The above difficulties are compounded by the fact that reforms rarely
involve the change of just one tax rate and, moreover, the impact of the
change may depend on adjusted non-labour income, which is typically
ignored by this approach. Thus, the results obtained, even if unbiased for
a particular reform, are unlikely to have much external validity and are
more of a description of what happened in one specific instance. This was
illustrated clearly by Goolsbee (1999) who applied such a method to all
major tax reforms in the twentieth century for which data was available and
demonstrated that the results differed widely from one reform to another. In
order to derive more general conclusions we need an approach that allows for
the issues discussed above as well as for income effects and other complexities
of the tax system. A credible structural model is imperative in this as in many
other areas of empirical economics.*

Moffitt and Wilhelm (2000), Gruber and Saez (2000), and Blow and
Preston (2002) make the most serious attempt to overcome the numerous
problems we have listed above. In particular they discuss many of the issues
we raise here and they try to account for them, including allowing for income
effects, taking into account differential trends where possible, controlling for
the mean reversion, etc. In addition, Gruber and Saez (2000) use information

21 Note that Feldstein categorizes people on the basis of the pre-reform marginal tax rate. This is
a function of the pre-reform income. Hence although more complicated this is in effect a categor-
ization by initial income and the same arguments apply.

22 See also the discussion of Goolsbee (1999) by Hall and Katz, which follows the article.
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from many tax reforms taking into account the complexity of the changes.
Thus their approach is closest to a structural approach whilst at the same time
using actual reforms to estimate the effects. They cannot, however, get round
the issue of changing effort prices for different skill groups. Finally, they use
two income measures; a broad income measure which reflects mainly changes
in effort and a more narrow measure of taxable income, which also cap-
tures the effects of avoidance. Their estimates are probably the most credible
available. Blow and Preston who consider the self-employed in the UK, also
control for income effects and for mean reversion by grouping individuals by
occupation and region. The key issue is whether their grouping is correlated
with tax liability and it clearly is. We next review the results of this and other
papers.

3.2. A REVIEW OF SOME EMPIRICAL RESULTS
ON LABOUR SUPPLY

Much of the empirical analysis on labour supply focuses on estimating wage
elasticities. Some take account explicitly of taxes. Only a few are directly
designed to ask specific policy questions, such as the effect of benefits. The
aim of this brief review of empirical results is to provide a picture of how
sensitive labour supply is to changes in work incentives and to see if we
can provide a sense of consensus on what is currently known about labour
supply. Our aim is not a formal meta-analysis or even an exhaustive survey.
However, we hope that by providing information on the methods and a
way of assessing reliability we can allow readers to decide for themselves,
whilst providing our own guidance and the results of some ‘representative’
studies.

Individuals who value leisure less and thus work longer hours than others
are also likely to command higher hourly wage rates?® and, abstracting from
those with incomes low enough to be in receipt of means-tested benefits,
are likely to face higher marginal tax rates than those who work fewer hours
(precisely because they like to work more and thus earn more). This creates
a circularity between incentives and effort and constitutes the classic endo-
geneity (or reverse causality) problem that plagues our attempts to estimate
the impact of incentives on hours of work. We will illustrate these issues with
some examples.

2 They probably invested in education more when they were younger.
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Take someone who has a low preference for work and therefore works for
few hours. This person is also likely to have invested less in human capital
accumulation and is thus likely to have a low pre-tax (gross) wage. This
causes a spurious positive correlation between hours and wages leading to
an impression that incentives and hence taxes may matter more than they
actually do; this is the problem of endogeneity of the gross wage. On the
other hand, the progressive tax system will lead us to underestimate incentive
effects if we do not take into account its presence: individuals with a stronger
preference for work will face higher tax rates and hence, all else equal, will
have lower after tax wages. This will cause a negative correlation between
hours and marginal after tax wages, which if not accounted for may lead
to a downward bias in wage elasticities and even reversal in signs, implying
negative incentive effects. The picture is further complicated by the fact that
some persons do not work. Typically those not working will have higher
reservation wages. Workers are thus drawn from the group of individuals
who have a lower dislike for work. More to the point this selection will
generate a spurious correlation between preferences for work and wages or
unearned income (u in our earlier notation): if we observe someone working
at a particularly low wage they will have a high preference for work and vice
versa. This illustrates at least three confounding factors working in opposing
directions and obscuring the genuine incentive effects we need to estimate.
While formal econometric techniques abound for dealing with these issues,
they do not offer magical instant solutions: their effectiveness will depend on
the credibility of the assumptions used when implementing them.

The above examples illustrate the difficulty of estimating wage effects for
labour supply and emphasize that the direction of bias is not known a
priori and cannot be inferred. A number of early labour supply studies**
emphasized the issues of endogeneity of taxes and solved the problem by
explicitly taking into account how work preferences affect the decision pro-
cess that leads individuals to choose to work while facing a specific marginal
tax rate. In other words, they modelled the dependence of tax rates on
individual unobserved preferences components. The most elaborate of these
studies allow for measurement or optimization errors—where the individual
is observed working a number of hours that differs from those planned—
as well as preference heterogeneity. Issues that have not been addressed by
this generation of models include unobserved fixed costs of work (other than
those implied by the tax system) and the endogeneity of the pre-tax (gross)

24 e.g. Heckman (1974), Burtless and Hausman (1978), Hausman (1985), Moffitt (1984),
MaCurdy, Green, and Paarsch (1990).
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wage rate. Ignoring these issues is likely to overstate the incentive effects.
A further issue, which is equally important but a bit more esoteric in nature
has been raised by MaCurdy, Green, and Paarsch (1990): the combination of
estimation methods that impose theoretical consistency of the labour supply
model everywhere in the sample, with restrictive functional forms that do
not allow enough curvature of the relationship between hours, wages, and
unearned income, can lead again to an overstatement of incentives.
Estimating incentive effects in a convincing way thus requires us to find
solutions to all these problems at the same time. This calls for a sufficiently
flexible approach, that allows for fixed costs of work, does not impose theory a
priori everywhere in the sample (thus in a sense increasing model flexibility),
uses exogenous changes to work incentives to identify their effect, and allows
for taxes and benefits. This is of course a large set of requirements, but all have
been shown to be important empirically; in our review of empirical results
we will use these criteria to judge the value of the estimates. However, there
will always be trade-offs in the way the model is implemented empirically.
For example, Blundell, Duncan, and Meghir (1998), rather than solving for
the full solution to taxes, simplify the problem substantially by exploiting
the fact that most working women would find themselves paying a single
basic rate of tax, once one conditions upon having a working husband. This
approximation allowed them to treat the marginal wage as a single endogen-
ous variable; the cost of their approach is that the sample they use is selected
and this has to be allowed for. They then exploit the change in the UK wage
structure and the numerous tax reforms that have occurred to control for
the endogeneity of wages and taxes. Their approach uses the differential time
series variation in after tax wages for different cohorts and different education
groups. Their identifying assumption is that while preferences for work may
be different between education groups and cohorts, these differences are
permanent. Hence differential changes in the labour supply of these groups
can be attributed to differential changes in the incentives they face. Thus, the
argument goes, given permanent differences in the work behaviour of higher
and lower education groups, a change in the relative wage between the two
groups (say because of changes in the tax structure following a reform) will
reflect a pure change in the incentives faced by the two groups and cause a
change in their relative labour supplies. This illustrates the kind of reasoning
and ‘experiments’ that one needs to find in the data to argue that the effects of
incentive have been uncovered. In our view using changes in incentives that
can be credibly considered as exogenous (i.e. unrelated to observed aspects
of preferences for work) and controlling suitably for aggregate changes in
hours of work (time shocks) is the most convincing way of controlling for
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unobserved heterogeneity in this context. The relative merits of treating tax-
ation with a full solution approach or with approximations are less clear.
Here there is a trade-off between putting more structure (and thus making
more assumptions) on the labour supply problem and accurately taking into
account all the details of the tax system.

3.2.1. Empirical results on female labour supply

There have been a large number of studies focusing on female hours of
work in the US, the UK, and many other developed economies. Research has
focused on women for a number of reasons. First, in many countries they
work fewer hours and participate less in the labour market than men; hence
if they were to be drawn into the labour market this could lead to substantial
economic growth. In addition, their hours of work tend to be more dispersed
and there is a belief that they are more responsive to incentives, which implies
that they respond more to tax rate changes this being an important source of
distortions due to the tax system.

Table 3C.1 (see pp. 257-9) presents some of the estimates of elasticities for
married women. It becomes immediately obvious that the range of estimates
is very wide indeed. Very few estimates are, however, larger than 1 and all
are positive. However, those estimates (except Cogan (1981)) that rely on
annual hours of work tend to be higher and clustered close to 1. Those
based on weekly hours tend to be much smaller. This is to be expected
because on an annual basis individuals have more margins of adjustment,
such as weeks per year as well as hours per week, than they do on a weekly
basis.

Key empirical issues are the treatment of censoring (that arises as a result
of some women not working), endogenous wages, and the treatment of taxes.
One of the first studies of female labour supply allowing for endogenous
wages and recognizing the effect on estimation of the fact that some women
do not work is by Heckman (1974, 1974a). In the 1974a study he finds an
annual hours elasticity of 0.8 at 2,000 hours of work and more at lower
hours. He also reports an effect on weeks worked per year, which implies an
elasticity of 1. This study is based on a single cross-section and some of the
identification assumptions may not be used now: he assumes that education
and experience affect wages but not preferences, which may be biasing the
elasticities upwards.

A further important distinguishing feature of the studies is whether they
allow for fixed costs of work. Ignoring fixed costs tends to increase the labour
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supply elasticities. The first study to allow for fixed costs of work is that of
Cogan (1981).%° His annual hours of work elasticity at 1,400 hours is 0.864
which, adjusting for hours, is lower than that of Heckman; other than fixed
costs he uses similar assumptions.

Arellano and Meghir (1992), allow for fixed costs, endogeneity of taxes
and pre-tax wages and non-labour income and they find elasticities for
weekly hours of work in the range of 0.3-0.7, depending on the demographic
group. However, their identification strategy, based on a single cross-sectional
dataset, relies on education not having an independent effect on hours of
work as in the studies mentioned above.

Many of the early results are reviewed by Mroz (1987) who in addition
applies the various methods that had been used up to then to a dataset he
drew from the Michigan Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). He thus
illustrates how sensitive the results can be to different approaches. Of the
estimates that are not rejected by statistical tests the highest wage elasticities
are about 0.12, while the unearned income effect is zero. His estimates, as well
as those he reviews, are based on cross-sectional comparisons, meaning that
differences in incentives can usually be attributed to differences in education
levels or other similar characteristics, that we now believe also affect pref-
erences. Interestingly in all cases where Mroz allows for taxes, the incentive
effects turn out to be negative. We believe this is because the endogeneity of
taxes is not allowed for and the reverse causality effects we discussed earlier
are in effect.

Several more recent studies are based on some time-series variation and
relax many of the assumptions imposed in the earlier studies. For instance,
Blundell, Duncan, and Meghir (1998) use long time-series variation and
allow for the endogeneity of pre- and post-tax wages as well as for fixed
costs, without using the assumption that all education groups have the
same work preferences. In this study the highest elasticity observed for
weekly hours of work is found for those women who have young chil-
dren. For all other married women the wage elasticity is around 0.13,
which implies a very low responsiveness of hours to small changes in work
incentives.

% In the presence of fixed costs of work the individual needs to decide whether to work at all
or not. If she decides to work she works a sufficient number of hours to make it worth her while.
Cogan (1981) termed this reservation hours. Thus wage fluctuations can lead to large jumps from
zero hours to some large positive number, e.g. 20 hours. The same wage fluctuation for workers
may lead to just a small hours adjustment. Thus under fixed costs the hours adjustment is driven
by different factors from the adjustment of whether one works or not. By ignoring fixed costs one is
forcing the model to explain hours and participation changes in the same way, biasing upwards the
effect of wages on hours.
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The prevailing consensus annual labour supply elasticity for women is
close to 1. However, the annual hours results that we report have to be
regarded with some caution because they rely almost exclusively on cross-
sectional comparisons. Weekly hours, on the other hand, respond much less
to changes in wages with elasticities in the range of approximately 0.0-0.30.
These results are based on weaker assumptions than those used in the annual
hours results.

For the purposes of tax simulation and welfare analysis, income elasticities
are also very important both for measuring welfare effects and for obtain-
ing the full behavioural effects of a reform. First, a large income effect will
translate a modest wage elasticity to a large compensated wage elasticity,
which is the source of deadweight loss. In addition the measure of unearned
income will be a function of the tax rate when the tax system is nonlinear as
shown earlier. Thus the change in the tax rate will also affect unearned income
providing an additional channel for a response to a tax change reinforcing the
effects of changes in marginal tax rates. The range of estimates we find in the
literature is quite limited ranging from about —0.1 to —0.3 across all studies
reported, again implying small behavioural effects.

If all these results are put together the picture is of small elasticities for
hours worked per week. For most married women—other than those with
pre-school children—working the mean 25 hours per week, it would take
a 20% increase in the wage rate to induce an increase of 1 hour in the
work week. An elasticity of 0.2 with the income effect at about the same
level implies a compensated elasticity of 0.3. Thus if we just consider hours
the welfare and incentive effects of wage/tax changes are quite small. As
already emphasized, in a non-linear tax system, the impact of a change in
the marginal wage would be reinforced by the income effect. However, this
is also small. Finally, with non-convex budget sets, such as those induced
by tax-credits or other welfare benefits, some individuals may respond to
quite small tax changes by a large repositioning in their hours of work
decisions. Although low elasticities are likely to imply that the number of
these individuals may be small, the final outcome depends very much on the
overall shape of the budget constraint and on the distribution of hours of
work.

The results on annual labour supply show greater responsiveness to wages.
Annual labour supply can be viewed as combining the effect of adjustment
across many different margins: These include hours per week, weeks per
year, as well as participation, the latter because annual hours of work will
vary as the individual takes time off between jobs. So it follows that with
similar methods the annual hours adjustments should be more sensitive
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to wages than any one of these margins, at least if leisure across all these
margins is a normal good. However, we believe that more empirical work
is needed to establish the responsiveness of annual hours of work to work
incentives.

Female participation elasticities

Several studies allow us to look more closely at participation elasticities, and
the results of these suggest that this is an important margin of adjustment
(and may explain much of the difference between weekly and annual hours
results). Table 3C.2 (see p. 260) presents the results of several of the main
studies that look separately at participation responsiveness. Aaberge et al.
(1999) and Arrufat and Zabalza (1986) find results of 0.65 and 1.41 respec-
tively using cross-sectional datasets from Italy and the UK. Both these studies
allow for taxes and their endogeneity but are based on a single cross-section.
Possibly the most comprehensive study here is by Pencavel (1998) which cov-
ers a long period of time, documenting changes in participation for different
schooling groups and estimating participation effects of wages with various
approaches and instrument sets. However, Pencavel does not allow for the
tax system and uses pre-tax wage rates. He finds a range of elasticities from
0.7 to 1.8 with various approaches. Devereux (2004) (who also ignores taxes)
finds a lower degree of responsiveness with the elasticity at the median family
income equal to 0.17. As with Aaberge, he finds evidence that participation is
more elastic amongst women from poorer families, and together their results
suggest that participation is likely to be the key margin of adjustment for
poorer women. We look at this issue below when considering lone mothers.
Thus the overall consensus (with the exception of the result by Devereux)
is that participation elasticities for married women are quite high and that
this margin for adjustment is perhaps more important than weekly hours of
work.

The labour supply of lone mothers

Lone mothers form a demographic group of special policy interest because
they tend to be poor and because they face very high costs of work. Creating
the right conditions and incentives for them to work and thus escape poverty
has been a central concern of the UK government. The main tool for this
purpose has been the Working Families Tax Credit (WFTC) and its successor
Working Tax Credit (WTC). From the perspective of understanding how
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effective such interventions are likely to be, we need to know the extent to
which lone mothers are likely to respond to work incentives.

There have been a number of papers estimating directly the effect of in-
work benefit programmes on lone mother labour supply as well as more
conventional labour supply studies. A collection of some results is presented
in Table 3C.3 (see pp. 261-2). Eissa and Liebman (1996) estimate a participa-
tion elasticity for lone mothers of 1.16, using directly difference-in-differences
based on a reform on the Earned Income Tax Credit in the US. Their
approach has the advantage of using the variation induced by the reform.
However, the control group (single women without children) is sufficiently
different from the treatment group and with such high participation rates
that this puts into question the ability of the approach to control for overall
trends and thus credibly to estimate the effects of the reform. A convincing
alternative approach is given by Brewer et al. (2005) who combine the use of
a structural model of labour supply with the reform to the UK WFTC system
to estimate the impact of the reform to the UK Working Families Tax Credit.
Again the implied participation elasticity with respect to in-work income is
1.02. For the US, one of the most comprehensive studies, which is based on
a long time series of cross-sections and exploits the numerous reforms in the
US over the 1980s and 1990s with cross state variability is that of Meyer and
Rosenbaum (2001). From their specification it is difficult to compute an elas-
ticity of participation with respect to wages, because changing these would
affect disposable income, not only through after tax earnings when in work,
but also through benefit eligibility. However, they conclude that the incentive
effects of taxation and benefits are substantial; over the period 1984-96 they
attribute about 62% of the change in employment of lone mothers relative
to single women to changes in taxation; 25% of the change is attributed to
changes in benefits over the same period.

The other participation elasticities presented in the table are similarly quite
large. It is reassuring that the ones based on actual reforms lead to similar
conclusions as the ones based on comparing individuals facing different
wages. Thus there is a strong consensus in the literature that the participation
elasticity for lone mothers is among the highest of all demographic groups.
This implies that thoughtfully designed policies should be able to attract
quite a few into work, thus improving substantially their long-run standard
of living.

Finally, Blundell, Duncan, and Meghir (1992) estimate a structural model
of lone mother labour supply and provide estimates for the elasticity of
hours with respect to small changes in the wage rate. Although the credibil-
ity of these estimates is undermined by the fact that they rely on a single
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cross-section, the results are quite similar to what we saw before, with the
largest elasticity reported as 0.34, very much like the results on married female
labour supply discussed above.

3.2.2. Male labour supply

There has been a consistent effort to measure male labour supply elasticities.
One key characteristic of male labour supply in many countries is that men
work primarily full time. In the UK, for example, although there is some
variability in actual hours of work, there is a clear lack of individuals working
below a certain level such as 35 hours, as shown in Figure 3.6. In the US one
also observes a great concentration of annual hours of work at the full time
all year work. This does pose a number of generally unanswered questions
relating to why such a concentration exists and how it should be treated in
practice. Most studies ignore these issues and attempt to estimate the labour
supply curve with continuous hours.

The results obtained generally show low income and wage elasticities for
hours of work (see Table 3C.4, pp. 263—4). A variety of methods and datasets
have been used and there is a consensus that the sensitivity of hours worked
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is very small. So although one can start discussing the relative merits of the
approaches taken, existing research will lead to the conclusion that the wage
elasticity of hours of work is close to zero. For example, MaCurdy, Green,
and Paarsch (1990), which represents one of the most comprehensive and
carefully carried out studies, report an elasticity of zero for the US. Pencavel
(2002) reports a number of negative elasticities. At the same time the income
elasticities reported are low and also close to zero. As we reported above,
some groups of women, particularly those with young children, showed wage
elasticities as high as 0.4. No male elasticity is reported as high as that. It
would be a fair description to say that male hours adjustment to changes
in marginal wages is very low indeed and can almost be ignored for welfare
purposes. However, this may not be the right margin to consider. We will
thus also consider employment elasticities which we will show are quite high
for unskilled men, and total income elasticities, which are quite high for high
earning/high skill men (Table 3C.5 (see p. 265)).%¢

Owing to historically very high rates of participation for males, most of
the empirical literature has abstracted from the participation decision and
there are very few estimates of the standard participation elasticity for men.
However, Aaberge et al. (1999) produce an estimate of approximately 0.05.

However, an extensive literature has also investigated the impact of unem-
ployment insurance on the duration of employment and this has found
significant evidence that a higher replacement rate (i.e. reduced incentives
to work) has a significant effect on duration. Much of this work occurred
in the 1970s and 1980s and has found elasticities in the range of 0.5-1.0
for the duration of unemployment. Taking an initial replacement rate of
50%, a 10% increase in net income when in employment would decrease
unemployment duration by between 2.3% and 4.5%. Hill (1982) argues
that estimates may be upwardly biased however, because many of those
only unemployed for a short duration find jobs before benefit claims are
made or processed, and if their replacement ratio is recorded as zero (as it
would be, based on actual receipts) this leads to a spurious positive corre-
lation between duration and replacement ratio. However, if entitlement is
calculated on the basis of eligibility rules rather than using actual receipts, this
problem can be overcome. Using this approach Nickell (1979) finds an elas-
ticity of between 0.61 and 0.99, similar to previous results. If one assumes that
of prime aged males, a total of 10% are unemployed at any one time (includ-
ing non-participants who would be willing to work), the uncompensated

26 French (2005) shows that male labour supply at certain ages is very elastic, with intertemporal
elasticities as high as 1.2. However, for prime age men the elasticities seem to be consistently lower.
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participation elasticity is approximately 0.04. This low estimate should not
detract from the sizeable impact out-of-work benefits have on unemploy-
ment duration.

We are not convinced that the research on male participation has ade-
quately dealt with the numerous confounding factors. Again most of the esti-
mates are based on simple cross-sectional comparisons and not on exogenous
changes in the incentive structure. This is an important omission and we
here present our own estimates for the UK based on a long time series of
cross-sections and based on the numerous changes in the tax system and the
widening of the wage distribution.

3.2.3. Family labour supply—The collective model

Family labour supply is a particularly difficult area for two reasons. First,
we need to deal with a joint tax system, which can be very complicated
because benefits are often assessed on the basis of family income. As a result,
determining the incentive effects of a reform requires solving jointly over
both partner’s labour supplies in the face of a budget ‘plane” which may be
non-convex. Second, beyond this we also face the conceptual problem of
how to model a household. Should we use the ‘unitary’ framework where the
household is viewed as a unit with a well-defined preference ordering? Should
we recognize the individuality of each member of the household, with their
own preferences and define/model the way they share resources? And if so
should we follow the collective approach, which assumes within-household
efficiency or should we admit inefficient outcomes? There has been a recent
increase in interest in such models. Blundell, Chiappori, Magnac, and Meghir
(2007) estimate a collective model of family labour supply, where the male has
the choice of working or not—hours are not modelled and where the female
chooses hours and participation. The model does not take into account taxes.
The wage elasticity for female labour supply is estimated to be 0.66 and the
non-labour income elasticity 0.72. Donni (2003, 2007) allows for taxes in
a collective model. More recently Lise and Seitz (2007) use the collective
model with taxes to account for changes in within-household inequality,
when considering overall inequality. The reported elasticity of substitution
between consumption and labour supply is over 1, implying strong incentive
effects. Although recent developments are encouraging, we believe a lot more
needs to be done here before we can be confident that we have a reliable family
labour supply model that can be used for public policy analysis. It is a clear
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case where better data on how families share resources and allocate time to
various activities is crucial.

3.2.4. Dynamic models of labour supply

We now turn to models that recognize explicitly intertemporal linkages. In
some cases these linkages are due to savings. In this context intertemporal
substitution is reflected in the Frisch elasticity, which represents the willing-
ness of individuals to postpone leisure in favour of work during periods of
anticipated high wages. As we explained earlier the Frisch (or intertemporal
substitution) elasticity does not have a direct policy implication but it is an
upper bound for the standard wage elasticity that we have been discussing.
In Table 3C.6 (see pp. 266—7) we present some results from the literature.
Most of the results are for male hours, although we also present results by
Heckman and MaCurdy (1980, 1983) and Blundell, Meghir, and Neves (1993)
for women. As we may expect, elasticities are higher than the equivalent
within-period ones.

A study that stands out in this literature (because of the type of data used)
is that of Pistaferri (2003) using Italian data. He uses subjective expectations
data to decompose actual wage changes into anticipated and unanticipated
changes. He finds an intertemporal elasticity of substitution for men of 0.7,
which is larger than usual. He also estimates the elasticity of a complete shift
in the wage profile (i.e. allowing for wealth effects) of 0.5. This is perhaps
the most relevant elasticity for tax reform analysis, if we are to assume that
individuals perceive this to be permanent. Given the quality of the expecta-
tions data the estimate of the intertemporal elasticity of substitution should
be quite robust, unless of course the human capital considerations raised by
Imai and Keane (2004) are important. However, the Pistaferri approach to
estimating the effect of unanticipated changes to the wage profile on hours of
work relies on the assumption that any unaccounted changes to preferences
for hours of work are not correlated with updates to wage expectations;
this may be controversial. Moreover, comparing this to the paper by French
(2005), while Pistaferri does allow for taxes, by using the after tax wage, he
does explicitly not take into account the implications of non-linearities in
the tax code, as French does. Nevertheless, this potential criticism should not
detract from the fact that this study uses unique data on expectations and as
such adds a new dimension to this literature. His estimate is both reasonable
and credible.
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Beyond the intertemporal issues relating to savings there is a growing
literature that introduces other important dimensions. These models, which
include analysis of human capital accumulation, both on the job and dur-
ing formal education, highlight a number of important points, such as the
possible propagation effects of taxation through its impact on job experience
and wages.

Two studies have highlighted the importance of dynamics and ‘non-
separabilities” over time; that is, the case where current choices affect future
preferences for work or future wages (or both). Hotz et al. (1988) show
convincingly that preferences are likely to be non-separable over time. This
means that individuals working a lot today are likely to shift their preferences
in the future and towards more work tomorrow. This may imply that incen-
tive effects are reinforced by habits.

A further important example is provided by Imai and Keane (2004). In
their paper current work hours enhance individual skills and thus lead to
higher wages in the future adding to the work incentives. In their empirical
results the intertemporal elasticity of labour supply with respect to wages is
3.82, which is very much larger than anything previously estimated using
microeconomic data. Theirs is a joint model of savings and labour supply,
where past hours and accumulated human capital affect wages. The economic
implication is that the opportunity cost of leisure for young low paid workers
is very high. As the importance of training declines with the life-cycle this
opportunity cost also declines, but wages increase. Thus despite the sensitivity
of labour supply to wages, hours of work do not vary much over the life-
cycle. Moreover, for the young the opportunity cost of leisure is so high,
due to the loss of future earnings, that it implies that the elasticity for the
young is much lower. Indeed, the labour supply elasticity, allowing for the
implied effects of human capital accumulation, is lower and depending on
age ranges from 0.8 for a 20-year-old to 3 for a 60-year-old. Even with this
consideration, hours would probably vary considerably as a response to a
permanent shift in the life-cycle profile of wages, such as would be implied
by a change in the tax rate, particularly for older individuals where human
capital accumulation is less relevant. This analysis demonstrates the potential
importance of allowing for dynamics in understanding the impact of policy.
However, the specific results may be questionable because the authors do not
allow for any persistent unobserved heterogeneity and all shocks are taken
to be independent over time. To see why this may be of concern consider
that people who work a lot in one period tend to work a lot in following
periods and, moreover, they tend to have higher wages in the future. This
phenomenon can be attributed to two different causes. First, perhaps some
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people are productive and therefore both earn a lot and enjoy their work so
that they work more; this is the unobserved heterogeneity story. On the other
hand, it could be that people work a lot because (as in Imai and Keane (2004))
they realize this will increase their skill and hence their wages.?” The policy
implications of the two cases are quite different and by assuming only the
latter effect operates, there is cause for serious doubt on the robustness of this
empirical analysis and the credibility of the high elasticities found.

A further example of important policy dimensions, beyond the work
incentives, is offered in Adda et al. (2006) who specify a model with human
capital accumulation, job mobility (between firms) and labour force partic-
ipation. The Adda et al. model is estimated using German administrative
data, where individuals are observed from the point when they enter the
labour market and followed up during their whole career.?® This model also
considers the choice to undertake vocational education and thus includes
labour supply, training and job mobility in one integrated framework. This
allows us to address directly the importance or otherwise of tax and benefit
reforms on longer term training decisions, as well as labour supply.

Adda et al. (2006) report the effects of introducing an EITC programme in
Germany. The programme is assumed permanent and they estimate the
effects on cohorts who have not yet completed their training decisions. They
report that a programme characterized by the same parameters as the US
one would increase overall participation by 1%. It would also reduce the
proportion trained by about 6 percentage points as the policy reduces the
life-cycle returns to training at the bottom of the earnings distribution. This
demonstrates that policies designed to support low income individuals may
well have other sizeable effects, which may be unwanted and may work against
the original purpose of the policy design.

3.2.5. Taxable and total income elasticities

We now present results found in the ‘New Tax Responsiveness’ literature
and which relate to the effects of taxation on taxable income. The elasticities
relate either to some broad income measure that includes expenditure on tax
deductible items or to taxable income. All elasticities are with respect to the
share of income retained (i.e. the effect of a percentage change in 1 — ¢t as
opposed to a percentage change in ¢). The distinction matters because away
%7 In the jargon of the literature, all persistence is assumed to be state-dependence. Distinguishing
between this and unobserved heterogeneity is the holy grail of empirical labour economics.

28 To be specific they are dealing with German blue collar workers who have a choice to become
qualified with an apprenticeship degree, or not.
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from a 50% tax rate a 10% increase in the tax rate will not correspond to a
10% increase in the proportion of income retained.?* We already discussed
the theoretical and practical issues underlying this approach. The results in
Table 3C.7 (see pp. 268-9) need to be interpreted carefully and subject to the
caveats already discussed.

In his seminal paper Feldstein (1995) uses a two-period (1985 and 1988)
panel of married individuals with incomes exceeding $30,000 to analyse the
impact of the 1986 tax reform on the taxable incomes of those with middle
and high levels of income. Using a simple difference-in-differences method-
ology, he finds a significant elasticity of taxable income of between 1.1 and
3.05 (depending upon definition), and of broader ‘adjusted gross income’ of
between 0.75 and 1.3. Sillamaa and Veall (2000) use the 1988 Canadian tax
reforms as their source of identifying variation, and break down results by
source of income. For the whole sample, taxable income from employment
has an elasticity of 0.22, whilst self-employment income has an elasticity
of 1.12; restricting the sample to those with high incomes increases gross
taxable income elasticities considerably, but no separate elasticities by source
are given.

Goolsbee (1999) demonstrates the fragility of the difference-in-differences
approach. He used the same approach for a number of reforms in the twenti-
eth century. He shows that the elasticity varies considerably from one reform
to another. This illustrates precisely the difficulty of the approaches being
followed as well as the characterization of the reform as consisting of a single
tax rate. First, the aggregate conditions may differ between each reform. If
the estimator does not control for aggregate effects the biases will differ each
time, sometimes increasing and sometimes decreasing the estimates. Second,
reforms rarely affect just one relevant marginal rate; hence the estimates
will be a function of other factors changing. Third, the constant elasticity
assumption is likely to be invalid. Fourth, the GE effects we mentioned may
be quite different each time, depending on which groups are being compared,
for example.

As we already mentioned, three papers attempt to address the numerous
issues raised above and allow for the economic structure of the problem.
Interestingly all three papers support quite high elasticities of total or taxable
income, although not all as high as one. Moffitt and Wilhelm (2000) using
the Survey of Consumer Finances and based on the 1986 tax reform obtain an

2 Hall and Katz, in their discussion of Goolsbee (1999), emphasize this point: To get to a tax
elasticity and hence to a Laffer type result one needs to multiply the elasticities presented here by
t/(1 — t). For marginal tax rates less than 50% this implies that the tax elasticity is lower than the
elasticity with respect to the share of earnings retained.
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adjusted gross income elasticity (AGI) for the US of about 2, close to the Feld-
stein results when using a similar methodology. They then proceed to control
for mean reversion of income by classifying people based on the pre-reform
value of their house (which is unlikely to be subject to mean reversion in the
short run). They also control for other characteristics; with these adjustments
they obtain even higher elasticities of about 2.5, indeed as we would predict
from our analysis of the difference-in-differences estimator. However, none of
these approaches can control for the rising inequality, which could be driving
part of the increase of the incomes for the richer versus the poorer individuals.
Interestingly they find an annual hours elasticity of 0.2 for middle income
individuals but zero for the ‘rich) which is consistent with all the studies we
have been reporting.*

Gruber and Saez (2000) have presented probably the most comprehensive
study in this literature. There are certain important differences with the
Moffitt and Wilhelm (2000) paper, although not all represent improvements:
first Gruber and Saez pool information from a large number of reforms using
more information. Second, they match individuals on past income as a way of
getting round the mean reversion problem and they predict the tax position
based on past income; this is an interesting approach to the problem, but
not necessarily better than grouping individuals on the basis of constant or
slow-moving characteristics that are correlated with income as Moffitt and
Wilhelm do. Finally, they allow for income effects and take a more struc-
tural and theoretically coherent modelling approach. Probably as a result of
pooling information from many reforms, they obtain a more modest taxable
income elasticity of 0.4 overall. For those on incomes in excess of $100,000
the elasticity is 0.57 which is quite high but well below 1. They also consider
a ‘broad-income’ definition with an estimated elasticity of 0.12 for the whole
sample. Both numbers are of course important, first and foremost because
as Feldstein stressed reallocating income and consumption to avoid tax has
welfare consequences. Indeed, these numbers show that the largest of these
effects is the income reallocation effect and not effort; this is consistent with
the low hours elasticities we have reported. It is noteworthy that the elasticity
for those with high income is as high as 0.57 showing that the revenue to be

30 ‘Adjusted gross income’ (AGI) is a US tax term for an amount used in the calcula-

tion of an individual’s income tax liability. AGI includes all gross income adjusted by cer-
tain allowed deductions, and is an important benchmark determining certain other allowed
benefits. Gross income includes wages, interest income, dividend income, income from cer-
tain retirement accounts, capital gains alimony received, rental income, royalty income, farm
income, unemployment compensation, and certain other kinds of income. Source: Wikepedia
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adjusted_Gross_Income>.



978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 241 0f274 December 16,2009 16:45

Labour Supply and Taxes 241

gained by high marginal tax rates for the ‘rich’ are not very large, at least in
the US, and the welfare consequences may be high.*!

Finally, Blow and Preston (2002) use tax returns of the self-employed in
the UK. They use grouped data by region and occupation to construct a
pseudo-panel over a period that includes major tax changes. By grouping the
data in this way they get round the mean reversion problem and at the same
time create groups that differ in their sensitivity to tax, simply because some
occupations tend to be remunerated better than others. Their model is again
inspired by the standard labour supply model and also allows for income
effects. They find a range of elasticities depending on the group considered.
These are mostly well over 1 implying that the taxable income of the self-
employed is very sensitive to the tax rate and indeed increases in tax rates
may lead to reductions in the revenue raised from this group. This group
has most scope of reallocating income in the UK tax code. Unfortunately,
their specification forces the elasticity to decline with income, which does
go against the main intuition in this literature, namely that elasticities are
higher at high income levels. The Blow and Preston results for the UK are not
necessarily inconsistent with those of Gruber and Saez. The former consider
the self-employed; the latter consider the entire population, which will have
less opportunity to reallocate income to non-taxable activities.

In Table 3C.7 we present numerous elasticities that have been estimated
on the basis of a number of different reforms. They present quite a diversity
of results, consistent with the Goolsbee study. Our view is that the Gruber
and Saez study presents the most reliable set of estimates. In addition Brewer,
Saez, and Shephard (Chapter 2) provide taxable income elasticities for the top
1% of UK earners, likely the group with the greatest potential for avoidance.
They find a range of estimates with the lowest one being 0.46 and the highest
close to 1. This set of numbers is consistent with the American literature
discussed in more detail in this chapter.

3.3. REVISITING MALE LABOUR SUPPLY

In reviewing the literature on male participation it became apparent to us
that there was no clear consensus of robust results. This led us to estimate
a model of male labour force participation using the best methods available
and relying on policy reforms to identify the effects. We thus combine the

31 Note that Gruber and Saez (2000) find very low income effects, which implies that these
elasticities can be taken as compensated ones.
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approaches of Blundell, Duncan, and Meghir (1998) and Blundell, Reed, and
Stoker (2003) to identify the effect of wages, taxes, and benefits on the male

work decision.>?

3.3.1. The model

We specify a model of the probability that someone works. This depends on
total income measures in and out of work. In deciding whether to work or
not he considers what total income he would have if he did decide to work;
this leads to some level of satisfaction while in work. He compares this to
the satisfaction obtained if he decides not to work and obtains whatever
income benefits and other sources will provide. This is a combination of var-
ious means-tested welfare benefits, including the Job Seeker’s Allowance and
Housing Benefit. The latter consists of payments towards rent and on certain
occasions mortgage payments. The total amount of out-of-work income to
which an individual is eligible will depend on housing costs and on family
composition.

The in-work utility/satisfaction is complicated by the fact that, whether
out of choice or chance, individuals can work a number of different hours
of work. In this study we assume that individuals work a random number of
hours and that the only decision they make is whether to work or not. We then
evaluate in-work utility at the expected in-work income. The determination
of actual hours of work will be disregarded here.*® In-work income is thus
constructed as follows. We split hours in intervals 0-60+ and we assign a
probability for each interval consistent with what is actually observed in the
data. We then evaluate income at the average hours of each interval depending
on pre-tax earnings at that point and taking into account all taxes and benefits
(including tax-credits) for which the individual would be eligible if he were to
work that many hours. The measure of in-work income is then the weighted
average of post-tax and benefit income at all these points. It should be noted
that where the individual has a spouse, both the in-work and out-of-work
measures of income take account of the spouse’s actual earnings, without
considering the possibility that she may change her decision as a result of
what he does.

32 The approach we use is similar in spirit to that used by Meyer and Rosenbaum (2001) for lone
mothers in the US. However, they use as explanatory variables predicted taxes and benefits if the
person works and predicted benefits if the person does not, all as separate variables. We use total
income in work and total income out of work as explanatory variables.

3 Formally, the correct model would be to compute the in-work probability as the average
probability of working all possible hours. For the purpose of this study we simplified matters by
computing one probability of working evaluated at the expected in-work income.
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Now consider the impact of a reform. If this reform changes earnings at a
point where there is a high probability of observing a worker it will have a
much larger impact on in-work income than if it changes them at a point
with low probability. While this is realistic, it does not allow for the impact of
a change in hours in response to a reform of taxes or benefits. Nevertheless,
this may be less of a restriction than it sounds at least for reasonably small-
scale reforms, because the overall consensus is that hours are in fact quite
insensitive, particularly for men.

Box 3.2. Estimating a model of male employment

Here we discuss the more technical issue of identifying and estimating the
effects of incentives of the work probability. We start by defining the utility from
working to be

UP =af +7Y" +c7'X
and similarly the utility from not working
UNP = gVP 1 pNPYNP 4 (NP'x 4 o

where Y are YN are measures of total after tax income including any benefits
when in work and out of work respectively. The X variables are taste-shifters
which affect individual welfare differently when the individual works and when
he does not. These include year dummies, to reflect changing preferences over
time, education, and age, as well as region. Similarly, income has a different
impact on utility depending on whether it is received in work or out of work;
this reflects the fact that income may be valued differently when working and
when out of work. Finally, e is an unobserved term expressing the relative
preference for work vis-a-vis non-work and which differs across individuals—
this is the usual econometric ‘error term’. We will assume for simplicity that it is
normally distributed. The work decision compares these two utilities allowing
for the different incomes in and out of work as well as how they are valued:

workife < (a” —a™) + bPYP — NPYNP 4 (P — CNP)’X'

Implementing the estimation of the work probability and identifying the effects
of income in and out of work requires us to observe wages for the entire sample.
Moreover, we wish to allow for the possibility that pre-tax wages are correlated
with (unobserved) preferences for work (endogenous pre-tax wages). This is
addressed by using predicted rather than actual wages for both workers and non-
workers.

(cont.)
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Box 3.2. (cont.)

We specify a wage equation of the form
Inw;, = dfd + de/A,-t + yedRegion + u;, (1)

where A;; is age effects and Region is a set of region dummies and the super-
script ed signifies a parameter which varies according to which education group
a person belongs to. Thus the wage equation is specific to each education
group and all coefficients vary with time. The main conceptual difficulty with
estimating this equation here is the fact that wages are observed for workers
only. To correct for selection we use the well-known Heckman (1979) two-step
estimator. The key assumption that allows us to do this is that the income that
one would gain when out of work can be taken as random once we take as
given family composition, housing tenure, and region. The randomness comes
partly from government policy changes and the way that changes in the housing
market conditions affect the level of benefits to be received. More formally the
instrument for correcting for this selectivity bias is defined by

_ vy NP
Zi =Y =Gy

where we have defined E (YNP|Family composition, tenure, region, time) =

‘v, with G;, representing the variables in brackets and where the time
dummies enter additively with no interactions with the other variables.
By taking the residual rather than the level of non-work income we avoid
the endogeneity problem arising from the potential correlation of family
composition and region with wages. Thus we start by estimating a reduced
form probit equation for participation including time effects interacted with
region and education and the instrument Z;; defined above. On the basis of
this reduced form probit we construct the inverse Mills ratio, which we then
include in the wage equation. Using the estimated wage equation (1) we predict
wages for all individuals, whether they work or not.

We will use these wages to construct in-work income for each individual.
Each person is assigned a predicted wage. Then for each person we evaluate
income, whether working or not, allowing for all benefits and taxes (depending
on personal circumstances) and based on this predicted wage for hours 0,
23, 37, 41, 46, 51, 63. Note that actual income earned based on actual hours
for workers is disregarded, making the measure comparable for workers and
non-workers.

Following the computation of the two measures of income, in-work and out-
of-work we can estimate the participation probability using a probit model.
However, there is still one important difficulty here. We cannot take these
measures as exogenous for the participation equation, even if they are based
on predicted wages: higher preferences for work due to unobservables will tend
to be related to higher marginal tax rates; this is but one example of reverse
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causality. We thus use a ‘two stage least squares’ approach, where the two
measures of income are predicted using appropriate instruments. To motivate
the instruments we need to explain the policy context and the reforms of the
1980s that subsequently affected the evolution of transfer income right through
the period of our investigation (1994 to 2004).

Where does the variability of income come from?

To estimate the effects of taxes and benefits credibly we need to argue that
these incomes vary across time and individuals for reasons that are unrelated
to work preferences. Over the sample period of our data numerous reforms
took place changing the levels of benefits and taxes at various points in time.
In itself this is not sufficient because the effects of the policy reforms could be
confounded with aggregate shifts in hours of work. However, these reforms
have affected different groups of individuals differently as argued in Blundell,
Duncan, and Meghir (1998). One such reform is crucial to identification
and has been used in particular by Blundell, Reed, and Stoker (2003). In
the 1980s public housing rents started growing at the market rate following
a reform by the then government. The implication is that housing benefit,
which compensates one for rents, started rising in line with these increases.
As the housing market moved in different ways across different parts of the
country this meant that out-of-work income would change in differential
ways across the country too. Once we control for aggregate time effects and
region we rely on this residual variation (i.e. region—time interactions) to
identify the impact of out-of-work income on labour supply. The same set
of reforms will also help identify the effect of in-work income, which also
depends on housing benefit. However, further reforms, including tax credits
and changes in the tax rates will induce further variability in this measure,
which will affect individuals in different cohorts differently.

Given the above discussion, there will be substantial differential effects on
benefit entitlement due to the reforms in different parts of the country. Thus
instead of using the actual in-work and out-of-work income measures, which
depend on actual housing costs which may be endogenous (in the sense
that they relate to household preferences and past choices), we predict these
and thus average them over different types of households; we only use the
variation over time for different regions and education groups. Moreover,
we never use actual in-work income; rather we use in-work income derived
by using predicted wages and taking averages over all possible hours inter-
vals, with weights for the observed distribution of hours. The participation
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equation excludes time-region and time—education interactions, allowing
only for constant region and education effects in labour supply as well as
additive time effects. This assumes that preferences for work do not exhibit
different trends across groups. Although levels may differ across groups.

The data

Our data source is the Family Resources Survey (FRS). This is an annual
cross-sectional survey of approximately 23,000 households in Great Britain
and has been designed specifically for socio-economic research with a focus
on income, expenditures and employment. We use eleven annual waves of
the FRS from 1994 to 2004 and choose a sample of men, either single or
living with partners and aged between 22 and 59 inclusive. We exclude the
self-employed, those in full-time education, and those entitled to disability
benefits as well as those living in Northern Ireland. This leaves us with a
sample of 31,461 single males (with an average age of 35), and a sample of
91,372 men with partners (with an average age of 41).

The in-work and out-of-work net incomes are calculated using the IFS
tax and benefit model (TAXBEN) and are derived using the full set of deter-
minants of taxes and benefits as observed in the FRS. This model combined
with the FRS is remarkably accurate at predicting tax revenues and benefit
expenditures.

Results

In Table 3.1 we present the ‘marginal effects’ of increasing the two income
measures on the probability of participation by education group and marital
status of the man.** Thus each number represents the increase (or decrease
for negative numbers) of the probability of work as a result of a percentage
increase in out-of-work or in-work income respectively. First, note that deal-
ing with endogeneity of in-work income in particular is very important and
indeed the bias is the direction one would expect: the positive correlation
between the tax rate faced and the propensity to work means that everything
else equal, those most favourable to working for reasons of preference also

3 These are changes in probability of work corresponding to unit increase in the income
measure. Each person has two income measures: one is the predicted income were he to work
(in-work income) and one is the predicted income were he not to work (out-of-work income).
The combination of these two measures together with their coefficients reflects the return to work
for each individual. The participation probability does not depend on the difference in incomes, but
on the income measures individually with separate weights: each income measure has a different
weight because income is valued differently when in work than when out of work.
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Table 3.1. Wage and income participation elasticities for men (UK)

Income exogenous Income endogenous

Log out-of-work  Login-work  Log out-of-work  Log in-work

income income income income
Single Men

Low Education —0.1837 —0.0243 —0.2517 0.1683
(0.0079) (0.0302) (0.0509) (0.0936)

Medium Education —0.0583 —0.1359 —0.1411 0.3081
(0.0086) (0.0325) (0.0418) (0.0770)

High Education —0.0300 —0.1402 —0.0061 0.0732
(0.0061) (0.0276) (0.0304) (0.0469)

Married or Cohabiting Men

Low Education —0.2220 0.3636 —0.1698 0.3182
(0.0041) (0.0066) (0.0348) (0.0644)

Medium Education —0.1039 0.1526 —0.1246 0.1267
(0.0052) (0.0092) (0.0274) (0.0480)

High Education —0.0608 0.1152 —0.0515 0.0341
(0.0039) (0.0081) (0.0292) (0.0413)

Standard errors in parentheses.

end up with lower after tax in-work income (because of taxation), causing a
negative bias. This is clearly the case for single men where the results in the
first two columns, that do not allow for endogeneity, give negative incentive
effects. Once we deal with this issue the incentive effects of higher in-work
income become apparent (last column).

The results in the last two columns are sensible. First, income incentives
matter most for the lower educated individuals. The participation probability
of higher educated persons responds less to both changes in out-of-work
and in in-work income. Indeed, for those with college education the effects
are not significant at conventional levels and the point estimates are very
small. However, for those with statutory education the marginal effects are
large. At a participation rate of 60%, which is about the number for the
unskilled, the elasticity of participation with respect to in-work income is
0.27 for single men and about 0.53 for married men. The out-of-work income
elasticities for the two groups are 0.42 and 0.60 respectively. These are quite
high numbers and imply that welfare benefits can have substantial effects on
the work behaviour of unskilled men and even for men with high school
education. However, as we argued earlier simple elasticities like that can be
quite misleading as far as evaluating specific reforms. Moreover, reforms we
are likely to consider in practice may affect incomes at many parts of the
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budget constraint and there may be interactions with other welfare benefits.
In the next section we undertake a simple illustrative exercise and we use our
model to predict the impact of a couple of simple reforms to give an idea of
what these results imply.

Simulating reforms

The model we have estimated ignores the hours dimension, taking hours to
be drawn randomly from the observed distribution. In other ways, however,
the model is more sophisticated than many in the literature in that it allows
for the complete structure of the tax and welfare-benefit system, whilst at
the same time allowing for the endogeneity of both hourly wages and post
tax incomes. It achieves this by using the information from a number of tax
reforms over time and the different way they have affected different types of
individual living in different parts of the country.

Within the context of this model, simulating a tax reform implies changing
the required parameters of the tax and welfare-system and then computing
how this will change the out-of-work and expected in-work income of each
individual and the resulting work probability. The purpose of this section is to
illustrate what a model such as this has to say about tax reform. It also empha-
sizes the fact that knowing the elasticity alone is not sufficient to predict what
the effects will be. If anything, the reform will typically change the in-work
and out-of-work incomes of different types of individuals in different ways:
making tax credits more generous will affect low wage individuals but not
higher wage ones for instance.

The baseline British tax system which we will ‘reform’ can be described
as follows: there is a non-taxable earnings allowance (£4,745 at the time)
beyond this (in 2004) there is a 10%, a 22%, and a 40% tax bracket. In
addition to these taxes individuals contribute to National Insurance, a tax
which is justified as funding pensions. The employees’ National Insurance
(NI) rate is 11% and declines to 1% beyond a particular level of earnings
called the Upper Earnings Limit (UEL). This means that effectively the
marginal tax rates were 21%, 33%, and 41%, abstracting from employers’
National Insurance contributions. Both National Insurance (NI) and income
tax payments are assessed on individual income and there are no deductions
allowed for consumption or mortgages. In addition there are a number of
welfare benefits, including housing benefit and tax credits which are assessed
on the basis of family income. In particular the Working Tax Credit (WTC)
is a means-tested tax credit for those working a qualifying number of hours
per week, whilst the Child Tax Credit (CTC) provides means-tested support
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Table 3.2. Probit results for male participation—marginal effects

Flat Tax Reform: Integrated Income Tax National Insurance and Tax Credits

Flat-rate income tax of 31% (36.65% for married men) on all income exceeding
increased personal allowance. Removal of UEL on National Insurance contributions.
Tax Credit not tapered away at additional rate.

Single Men Cohabiting Men
Overall 42% marginal tax rate Overall 47.65% marginal tax rate

to families with incomes up to approximately £57,000. For more information
on the UK tax and benefit system see Adam, Browne, and Heady (Chapter 1)
and O’Dea, Phillips, and Vink (2007).

To illustrate the implications of the estimates we will carry out a relatively
sweeping reform where the system described above will be replaced by a flat
tax. We consider two sets of tax parameters: one is revenue neutral for single
men and the other for married/cohabiting men. The employment behaviour
of the female partner is taken as fixed here. Table 3.2 provides the details of
the reform, while Figures 3.7 and 3.8 show graphically how the reform affects
single and married men.*

The flat tax has distinctly different impacts upon the net-income of the
single man and the cohabiting man (with one child); this is because of the
differing entitlements to tax credits which are fully integrated and tapered
away as part of standard income tax payments in this reformed system.
The single man, eligible only for working tax credit (when working at least
30 hours per week), faces a higher tax rate implying lower net income at
hours less than 30 as well as above 55 when the working tax credit has been
‘tapered away’

For the cohabiting man, on the other hand, the new system involves higher
transfer income in the form of the more generous working tax credit for
couples and the child tax credit. Below 35 hours, the marginal tax rate is
lower because tax credits are no longer being tapered away at their pre-reform
37% rate. Despite a 47.65% marginal tax rate, ‘universal tax credits’ ensure
that with a £10 hourly wage, income is considerably higher in the reform
system even at 70 hours per week. The reform is financed by individuals
with higher wages. Figures 3.7 and 3.8 illustrate the impact of the reform
on the budget constraint of a single and a cohabiting man with one child
respectively.

%5 TIn these figures the man is assumed to earn £10 per hour. The spouse (if there is one) works 20
hours at £6 per hour; their child is aged 10.
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Figure 3.8. Cohabiting men

Overall the reforms reduce the income of those not entitled to tax credits
and increases the incomes of those eligible, particularly those in couples with
children. Table 3.3 shows the estimated effect of the reform, separately for
single and cohabiting men. This uses the actual FRS data and consequently
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Table 3.3. Probit results for male participation —
marginal effects

Group Estimated Overall Impact
%
Single Men
Lowest Quartile —0.20
Quartile 2 0.65
Quartile 3 0.66
Highest Quartile 0.08
Overall 0.31
Cohabiting Men
Lowest Quartile 2.02
Quartile 2 0.68
Quartile 3 —0.02
Highest Quartile —0.25
0.61

the results are representative of the population and include all observed
demographic groups with their frequencies as found in the data. The results
are broken down by quartile of wages.

The reform has a modest positive impact on the employment probabil-
ity, with this being more notable for men with partners. For single men
the small positive employment effects are observed for those with wages in
the second and third quartiles. However, the reform predicts a substantial
positive employment effect for low wage cohabiting men, with some small
negative employment effects for higher wage individuals. The reform does
not discourage participation for those paying for the reform basically because
their work probability is so high. So it looks as if this reform has the important
advantage of encouraging work for the lowest wage individuals but has little
cost in terms of lost employment by those who pay for it. The conclusion,
however, may be misleading because our model is incomplete in at least two
important dimensions. First, we do not allow hours to change. Second, we do
not allow non-hours effort to change. Finally, a reform such as this is likely to
have longer-term effects on investment in human capital as well as possible
General Equilibrium effects. These would need to be evaluated carefully if
such a reform is to be considered seriously. Nevertheless, our aim was not so
much to discuss the merits of such a reform, but to illustrate the implications
of our estimates for the sensitivity of participation to a major reform and to
show what the magnitude of the parameters would mean for a major change
to the tax system.
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3.4. CONCLUSIONS

The study of labour supply is key to understanding the welfare and rev-
enue effects of taxation. However, there are many dimensions to labour
supply and each seems to be most relevant for a different group of per-
sons. We have thus considered hours of work per week and per year, labour
force participation, and total taxable income. The picture that emerges
is very interesting. Incentives matter and taxation can generate important
distortions.

Male hours of work are almost completely irresponsive to changes in
work incentives; however, male participation, particularly for those with low
or medium levels of education can be responsive. The number of people
working among the low skilled can be sensitive to the design of welfare
benefits and tax credits as operated in the UK with an hours condition,
for instance. Hours of work and labour force participation for women with
young children and particularly for lone mothers are also quite sensitive
to tax and benefit incentives. Participation elasticities (work/non-work) are
positive and demonstrate quite a lot of sensitivity to incentives for the
decision to work or not. For highly educated individuals the sensitivity of
both hours of work and participation to work incentives are almost zero.
However, for higher income and higher skill individuals the total income
elasticity is substantial, but probably less than one. Thus for low skill men
the structure of the benefit system is likely to affect their work probabil-
ity. For high skill men higher rates of taxes are likely to discourage effort
and creativity quite substantially to imply important efficiency effects of
taxation.

In our chapter we have also tried to give a flavour of the complexity of
estimating the effects of tax and benefit reforms, particularly when the system
has elements of regressivity. The size of the elasticity is not sufficient to give us
a complete view of the labour supply effects of tax and benefit reforms. The
magnitude of the responses will also depend on the whole structure of the
budget constraint. Non-convexities, such as those induced by the tax credit
system, can induce large behavioural responses, even if the elasticities are
quite small. So a complete analysis of the effort/hours responses of reforms
requires simulation taking into account the whole structure of the tax and
transfer system.

Finally, it is important to remember that taxes and welfare benefits
affect more than just work effort. They can change other decisions, includ-
ing most importantly the decision to accumulate human capital. We have
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presented some evidence that such a margin of adjustment may be impor-
tant. However, this adjustment is ‘hidden’ because its impact is much longer
term which, likewise, makes it more difficult to estimate due to the dif-
ficulties in disentangling the impact of tax reforms from secular trends.
Genuine policy analysis has to address the longer-term issues, which could
prove to be the most important for behavioural and welfare effects. A well-
designed tax and benefit system will need to recognize that all groups in
the population can be quite sensitive to taxes and benefits in many different
dimensions.

APPENDIX 3A

Some technical terms explained

* Budget set: in this context, a relationship between hours worked and the amount
of income this provides.

Utility function: a utility function is the economists’ way of representing indi-
vidual preferences over different goods; for given quantities of each good a
utility function implies a rate that the individual is willing to trade one good
for another (consumption for leisure in our case)—the marginal rate of substi-
tution. Individuals choose a point on their budget set so as to maximize their
utility. The size of the marginal rate of substitution is directly related to the
impact of incentives on the supply of effort.

Marginal tax rate: the tax rate that would be paid on a small additional amount
of income (i.e. at the margin). This may be higher or lower than the average
tax rate which is the total amount of tax paid at a given income divided by that
income.

¢ Income and substitution effects: suppose the tax rate is increased. The income
effect is the effect of the reduction in net income implied by higher taxes. It
implies one would work more because one is poorer. The substitution effect, on
the other hand, causes one to work less because the trade-off between work and
leisure (i.e. the net wage) has been made less favourable. In this case, the two
effects work in opposite directions but this is not always so.

Elasticity: this is the ‘proportional change in X, given a “1%” change in Y. In this
context, the labour supply elasticity with respect to the wage is the ‘proportional
change in labour supply, given a “1%” increase in the (net hourly) wage rate’.
An elasticity of 1 means labour supply increases by 1% for a 1% rise in the net
wage; an elasticity of 0.1 means a 0.1% rise for a 1% increase in the net wage.

16:45
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The size of the elasticity is determined by the income and substitution effects
detailed above.

Further concepts and terms are defined in the relevant sections of the chapter.

APPENDIX 3B

The difference-in-differences estimator and the
taxable income elasticity

In this appendix we look in some detail at the difference-in-differences estimator
that has been used to estimate the impact of reducing higher marginal tax rates.
When we refer to the treatment group we refer to individuals who benefit from a
tax reduction (or more generally change). The control group is the group to whom
these are compared. Specifically what is frequently estimated is some version of the
following double log specification

log Eis = ag + Blog ps + Blog(1 — tis) + us (1)

where E;; stands for earnings for individual 7 in period s, p; is the unit price of
effort in period s, and t;; is the tax rate faced by the individual.’” The last term u;;
is unobserved and constitutes the random income shock. The nature of this shock
plays an important role in our attempts to understand incentive effects. In this
simplified framework, the effect we wish to estimate is 8, namely the proportionate
effect on earnings (or taxable income in other contexts) of a percentage change in the
proportion of earnings retained after tax.>® The approach to estimating 8 followed in
the literature® is to compare the growth of earnings for a group that was subject to
a tax reform (say the very high earners) to a group with earnings just below the level
at which the tax cut took effect. This approach ignores the fact we do not observe the
price of effort p and treats it as a common factor affecting every group in the same
way; hence it drops out when we compare across groups of individuals.

To see how this works, suppose we have two populations operating in the same
labour market, but one consisting of individuals who earn less initially so that they
face lower tax rates than the members of the other group. Suppose a policy reform
is introduced whereby the tax rate of the higher earners is reduced. The lower-
earnings group with incomes not targeted by the reform will constitute the control

37 Notice that by the properties of logs the log of the after tax price of effort is log((1 — t)p) =
log p +log(1 —t).

38 Note that this is not the same as (minus) the elasticity of earnings with respect to the tax rate.
The latter is —f 5.

39 See Feldstein (1995, 1999) for example.
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group. It is assumed that we observe the same set of individuals before and after
the reform; the classification in treatment (those affected by the reform) and control
group (those not affected) is based on their original income. We ignore observed
unearned income, which in practice we can control for. The difference in these two
groups will be reflected in differences in the mean of u in the pre-reform period
(i.e. the mean of u;y); the method indeed needs to assume that this mean affects
outcomes in both periods in exactly the same way. In technical jargon this means
that any changes in income are permanent. The difference-in-differences estimator
for the effect of the tax reduction is based upon the difference in the change (A)
in log earnings in the treatment group (log E;) from that of the control group, i.e.
Alog E, — Alog Ey. This is then scaled by the percentage change in the proportion
of earnings taken home (1 — t), or more accurately the change in log(1 — t). This
calculation aims at obtaining an estimate of . However, there are three important
difficulties with the interpretation of the results: (a) income shocks are unlikely to be
permanent; (b) the price of effort may change differently for each of the groups; and
(c) aggregate economic trends may differ across lower and higher earning individuals.
The approach described has to assume all these issues away. The expression below
summarizes the problems by including three different confounding components. To
do this in a simple way we have expressed the way the income shocks persist from
one period to the next as u;; = pujo + &1. This means that in period 1 (after the
reform) a proportion p of the income shock that occurred in period 0 continues
to affect the observed level of income. The approach assumes that this proportion
is 1, i.e. that the shock is permanent. Suppose there is a tax reform and call D
the percentage change in the proportion of earnings that the person in the High
income group can keep minus the same for the Low income group.*’ Formally,
D = Alog(1 — t)# — Alog(1 — t)*. Thus what the method really estimates is

AlogEH — Alog EL
D

=B+(p—1)

(' —ug) (g —gh)  Alog(p"/ph)
D D D
)

where a superscript H denotes those with a higher income in the first period and
L those with a lower one. u! is the average first period random income ‘shock’ for
those classified as high income in the first period (the treatment group) and similarly
ull for the low income individuals. So for example A log E ¥ is the earnings growth
of those classified as ‘high income’ in the pre-reform period. In what follows we will
suppose that the reform reduced the tax rate faced by the higher income individuals
relative to that of the low income individuals; thus D > 0.

The first term in (2) reflects mean reversion of incomes. Unless all shocks are per-
manent (p = 1) we expect this term to be negative and will bias downward the effect
we are seeking to estimate. This is the bias caused by mean reversion and is discussed

40" The High and Low categories are defined by the income position before the reform took place.
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at length by Gruber and Saez (2000).*! The second term reflects the aggregate growth
rate of individuals in different parts of the initial income distribution. So during
periods of increasing inequality, such as the 1980s in the US and the UK, this term
will be positive; this means that the incomes of those higher up in the distribution
are growing faster than those lower down for reasons that may not be related to
the tax reform directly and this will bias upwards the effect we wish to estimate.
The final term has to do with whether individuals at a lower part of the income
distribution offer a different type of skill to those at a higher part. In the extreme,
all these individuals just offer the same type of skill, more or less effectively, and then
the adjustment A log 2L \ill be zero because the price for a unit of effort across the
two groups grows in the same way. However, under reasonable assumptions A log £+ 20
will be negative when the tax rate relating to the higher earning individuals is
cut.*? This can occur because the decrease in tax for the higher income group will
increase their supply of labour and will lead to a shift in the demand for labour from
the lower skill to the higher skill group. In equilibrium one can show that A log ﬁ—é
is then negative. The result is a downward bias for the estimated earnings elasticity.
Thus accounting for such general equilibrium effects would lead to larger elasticities
(B) than those implied by the difference-in-differences framework. The approach we
described above is thus fraught with problems: mean reversion in income and general
equilibrium effects bias downward the elasticity, while aggregate trends can go either
way. For the specific case of the reforms analysed in the US (the 1986 reform in
particular) the increase in inequality would bias the elasticity upwards.

APPENDIX 3C

Supplementary tables

41 Note that Feldstein categorizes people on the basis of the pre-reform marginal tax rate. This is
a function of the pre-reform income. Hence although more complicated this is in effect a categor-
ization by initial income and the same arguments apply.

2 To show this we have taken a CES production function with two types of labour. The labour
supply elasticities of the two groups can differ.



16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 257 of 274 December 16, 2009

257

Labour Supply and Taxes

(r1u02)
sdurures snurwr
uondunsuod
Aypueynuis Apfoom Suniqeyoo 10
90°0— | €T°0:+TT PIYP 3sa8unox SUW0DIAA0 0) (JI0T0D pue 3[qeanp-uoN :x patirew 0g—(g pade
€10 UOT)EONPI UO PIseq) J0JBWIISD H10r0 | ‘pakojdurs-uou cg¢/
01°0— :01—6 prryo 3s98unog | Surdnois sygouaq pue soxe) 10§ | dwmnIaAo pue Led pakordue 18791 (8661)
LT°0— | £€0:S—7 pPliyo 3s98unox | S}uUnodde $10Y0d pue UONeINPd | [ens() Xe} 1oye:p\ | ozis ojdures :76—8/61 1ySoN
61°0— | 17°0:7—0 Py 3s98unog ULIP[IYD 10 S[OIIUOD SIPNPUL |  SWIIIAO X SINOY £aang amytpuadxy X ‘uedun(g
0 FT°0 {UIPTIYD ON ‘A1ddns oqey reaur] o-Tuag Appeam Tensn) ‘1 Arure N qepunig
saoua1dja1d wopuer
pue paxy {(‘TINIA) pooyIy
WNUWIXeW UOT)BULIOJUT [[1]
PUB P3]02110d UBURIIH 10q
90°0— | ££°0:wopuey ‘UeunPIH | ‘sadem pajorpaid Jou op s1yl0 swoout [eyrdes
S0°0— 860 :PAXI] ‘s)Jouaq pue $aXe) J0J [0IIU0D pue s)youaq patLrew 66—cz a3y
nerpenb ‘ueunpoy suonedynads awos s198pnq snjd swoour pakordus (0661)
VT 0— 6270 “PaXT] TINIL Ieaul] 2S1M231d X9AU0D-UON jou s asnodg :x 0%9 ‘S6/ dz1s ojduues Z)IMISNI
€0'0— 98¢°0 PaXI] URUDIH pue xaauo)) ‘Ajddns SS 98 M 1861 £oaIng Surary -UOSSUBE]
SUBIA] JB pajenyesq INnoqe[ d1jeIpeny) X Jeaur] SInoy [enuuy JO [oAdT ysIpams | g 3snbwojg
pafojdwe-uou
€ro— ypeoxdde 00Z€1
Al Susn swoour pauresun eI ‘pakordurd G611
£€°0 sueawr ojdwres pue soem snoudafopud | oFem [eUTSIRIA M ‘parrrews 6G—0g 28y
]V "UBWIOM pUE UIP[IYD SMOT[E ‘Ieaur] ostmadard 9INSBIW JUWI0OUT €861 A2AIng
Jo o8e uo Gurpuada | pue XoAuod pawunsse 1as J93png 12730 paseq 9310 INOQET pue (2661)
{51500 oIB3S QO pUE §)S0D PIXTY uondumsuo)) :x Aoang armyrpuadxy mySaN
07’ 0— 01 €1°0— 14001620 ym A[ddns moqey So-1urag simoy Apeam ‘H Aure N X Oue[[aIy
Ayorserg swoouy | Ayonserg a8ep -durooupn [PPOIN A[ddng amoqeT Pasn) so[qerTes sidureg/ereq Apmig

(sannse(d sioy snonunuod) A[ddns mogqe| s[ewd) paLLIRN 1*D€ d[qeL,




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 258 of 274 December 16, 2009

Costas Meghir and David Phillips

258

10] juasaxd asnods
PAIUNO0DDE SIJAUIQ IO SIXE) ON awoour POLLIBW—UIUWOM
Addns INoqe[-uou ATYM 00T°T
T (S2aMm G 1e) Inoqey apew d[qeredas-uoN pue sSurured USWIOA 10J 2961
00 1294 19d paIOM SN uonouny 93em UOT)BAIISAT spueqsny :x dudLIdXY YI0M JO
a8em orewr UaAI3 8°0 1ea£ 12d simoy pue 33em Jo UOTJBUINISD a8em A[IMOH 1\ | 4aAaIng [eurpmyiSuo (eFL6T)
109J2 dwodU] 000°T 38 PR[IOM SINOH] POOYI[NI] WNWIXBIA sInoy [enuuy :H [euoTeN UBUDDIH
uInjax
068 J& PAIEN[BAD
SWOOUT J0SSE paLLIeW
pue I9JSUBI], X syuedmonred-uou
195 398pnq SS 016 ‘syuedonired
10— 906°0 (53500 PaxXL}) XOAUOI-UON 9em A[INOH M G/ az1s odures
pue (1eaut] as1mMad31d) JIom Jo 1G/6T SoTweu ([ (1861)
121°0— 566°0 xoAu0)) ‘A[ddns 1noqey reaury sInoy [enuuy awoou] Jo [oued SN uBWISNEE]
syuowrded Jjouaq 10 saxe) SINIOM-UOU
10J JUNODDE JOU S0P £5)S0D PIXT 6€6 PUE SINIOM 868
990 $'Z | 10J1UNODOE 0] SINOY UOT)BAIISIT s3urures '6¢—0¢ pade uowom
1502 PIXY ON 0 123[qns Ajddns 1noqe| sppueqsny :x PaLLIRIA :£961
91°0 $98°0 PUE {UODIIII0D UOTI[RS Sursn a8em A[IOH M USUIOAA MBI JO
1ea4 19d sinoy pajorpaid sadem ¢(sioy ur JI0Mm Jo Apmyg TeurpnIduoT (1861)
000°0T$ IV 00%‘T ueaws Je AJonseq 1eaur)) A[ddns moqe] So[-1urag sInoy [enuuy [euoneN SN uedoD)
o3em snouadoxod
{51500 paxy IpnUT Ued S)JoURq
s90ua19j01d WopUERI (S)jouaq pue swoour
£Q paonpuI SANIX2AU0I-UOU 1ou sasnodg :x patirew )9—g1 pade
sa1oudr Jnq UonEXE) SS pue ofem paAordurs-uou /18
70— G0"( 153502 PaXI] 10§ SJUNODDE JUIBIISUOD Jou AMOoH M | ‘pakorduas ¢/1¢T oz1s (0661)
¢0— 1 :9[f1s-uewsneyq 198pnq reaury asimadard smoy opduues :gg6 1 £2aIng seudeN
70— €0 53190, x2Au0d ‘A[ddns 1moqef 1eaur] | Apeam [ewION :H | 90104 Inoqe] youal] | uoudmdinog
Ayonseyg swoouy | Aynserqg 98epy ‘dwooun [°poIN A[ddng 1noqe7 Pasn saqerrep srdureg/ereq Apmg

(‘1u02) *1°D€ 9[qeL,




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 259 of 274 December 16, 2009

259

Labour Supply and Taxes

STOTIONPIP AILINDIS [BID0S SIPN[IUT 9FeM JON §S "PISN INSBIUT JWOIU] X PIsN 2INSBIUT IFBAA I\ PISN JINSBIWT YTOM /STNOH :H 210N

(suri RIE]
10113 uo spuada(]) SNOu250Xa dWOdUT I9Y)0 ‘SPUDPIAIP ‘SJUDI paLLIBW GG—G7
87°0 01970 ‘Apeyeredas saSem payndwt pue WoIJ JWodU] :{ pade pakojdura-uou
LT°0— 0361 0— TN SaSeMm [en)Oe sasn ($)1JaUaq pue §S “@8em Apmoy €97 ‘pakordurd
SIXE) 10§ SJUNOdIE 35 123pnq oferoay i\ | ST/ :ozis odures ¢g61
IRAUT] 3STMIDATd pue XAU0D sqol Tre soTureuA (] duoouy
61°0— €0°0 Al ‘Ajddns moqef tesury | ‘smoy A[resg :H Jo Apmig pPuEd SN | (0661) ISAML
aWO0OUT INOQR[-UOU Sunyiom
pue sadem snousSopud awodur 8TV MM ‘G/61
770 pue s3s0d> paxy 10 SUIMO[[e ployasnoy ur 09 pue (¢ jo sagde
(3[10M JO SINOY OOE‘T Surpnpur ‘SpoyIou JUIPIP JIM-UON] ‘X A} U2IM)Dq USWIOM
je) [opowu o[qeidadoe Auewr Sursn stsATeue A)1ANTISUIG a3em ATIMOY M 9)TYM POLLIBW ¢G/,
00 ur £3onse[d 93em Xey *A[ddns 1noqef 1eaur] Sofrwag sioy [enuuy :H 9,61 AISd SN (£861) ZOIN
[eades pue POLLIBW PII21-UOU
‘sygouaq ‘syual | ‘pakojdurd-uou 877
woxy owodu] :§ | ‘pakordwd 9/(°T dz1s
SS opduues :¢g6T oUR]
195 198pnq Teaur] astmadard 93em A[INOH M SIWOU0DH-01008 (2661)
10— F0'T xaauo)) A[ddng moqeT 1eaury sinoy [enuuy :H UBULIID) RERERENI |
JIoMawe]
(£315138819 SSOID Z1°0) Aqrurey Arejrun (s)youaq
61°1 suondumnsse 10 $3XB) 10J JUNODJE J0U S0P
V/N Areyrun Gursoduy (s93eM SNOUAIZOXD {SINTeA UBIUI awoout FS—Gg pade
(L310135B[2 SSOID G£0°0—) | WOIJ SPOUIIYIP AqQ S[ETIUDIPIP paureaun :x UJUIOA PILLIBJA (FL61)
716°0 Surxoid ‘srenuazogip a3em ATIMOY M uonendog URUNIH
V/N SUBIJA[ J® pajenyeay ur reaur A[ddns moqeT suonedonied :{ Josnsuad) 0961 S | X9 IoIPJUAYSY




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 260 of 274 December 16, 2009

Costas Meghir and David Phillips

260

‘uonnINsqng jo ANse[ JueIsuo))

1§D “Aoaing uonemndod 1uarny g0 :§4D “Leaing arnirpuadxy A[rure] Y (S “PASN 2INSBIW JWOOU] X PIsn 2INSIUT IFBAA 1A\ PISN 2INSBIUT YIOA /SINOH] :H 210N

P2399.1105-UOT}I3[2S
jou snouaSopud
978’ UOIedINP?I 10§ pue snoua8oxa Yyjoq se pajear)
[OTIU0D IIM 2A0qe Se—AT | $9Tem S)Jauaq 10 $IXe) 10J JUNOII.
768°0—16£°0 "UOTIII[IS JOU S20P {UOTJEINPD BIA JOIJO
10 P2)O2110D ‘UOHBINPD aSem 10211pul pue £IBA 0) PIMO][E 09—5¢ pade uawom
pue adue[eq dpeI} SN—AT uoneonpa ¢(3(goid s8em umo sey | WOOUT INOQR[-UON] :X :uomnoaes ajdureg
6£8°0—LL0 110102 [oe?) 110y0d pue d3e 10§ a8em A[INOH M $6-5/61 (8661)
UOT}23[3s 10J PJIAII0 ‘STM |  sjonuod Ajddns moqef resur-3o] uonedonied :H SdD UdIeIN SN [eABOUR]
G9—91 udW 0}
syuedonred-uou patirewr 09—97 pady
10§ sadem pajorpaid ‘sygouaq 2WOodUT 19Y)0 SINOY 0197 (£861)
pue saxe) 30q I10j SJUN0dde {(31qoL, | paseq-uondumnsuo)) :x 66 ‘pahordwa 9701 g8y
80°0 o[pINH d[qno | Jo uomnexepar) juowriojdwoun YiIm | SIFem Jou [BUISIRIA A\ | USWIOM PILIIBW [[0C X wey
%070 11907, [opowt £[ddns 1noqef reaurj-uoN uonedonied :H | 1861 £AINS SHIMN | TPPUNIg
pueqsny snjd swodur | 9 uey) $s9[ spueqsny
S)JOU(q JOU JNq $IXB) 10] SJUNOIOE pauzeaun paisn(py :x | Im (9 uey sso] pasde
<f11oua801319Y dUdI1J21d pue $93BM SSOID) A\ | USWOM PILLIBW S6HC (9861)
s10119 uonjezrundo Gurensuod uonednnied £2AIng ployasnoy ez[eqey
FT0— 11 :o[dures jo ueday | 398pnq xoAuo0d uondpUNy AIMN SO / sIoy Ao :H [BIOUdD) F/61 N | 3 Ieyniry
swoout
paureaun pue safem snouagoxd
£(SUONNITISUI/PULLUIP) SJUTEIISTOD 060> AWodUl
Addns pue simoy ‘sjyouaq Jjuowrorduro-ypos
1S0°0— | T€0°0 9muadiad awoour yip6 pUe S9XE} I0J SJUNODIL JUIBIISTOD ‘0/—07 pa3e sarIuue]
960°0 7H2°0 somuaorad |igg—qiTT | 398pnq xeauod-uou A[ddns moqey QWOdUT YO X /86T YI[ed\\ pue (6661)
00°Z— | £€£8'7 9muadiod swoour Q| TeQUI[-UOU ‘SUOT)ILI)SAI AIB)TUn 0} sadem 1N 1M SWOdU] P[OYISNOF] Te1
$10°0— $59°0 :ordures Jo ueajy 103(qns jou A[ddns 1noqef A[rureg udAI3 10N :H Jo AoaIng uerpe)| a81aqey
Aonserg
awroou] Ayonserq a8ep ‘dwooun [PPOIN A[ddng amoqeT Pasn) so[qerTes ordureg/ere(q Apmig

sanonsep uonedonred—A Ajddns moqey ofewdg ‘7€ d[qeL



16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 261 0f274 December 16, 2009

261

Labour Supply and Taxes

(1u02)

(saSem jou yjog)
1 *SIq 10§ A[qI3rppuy

(yuowrorduwoun

[BUOISaI) S[OI}UOD JPIS-PUBUIP
SOPN[OUI £Pa3OALI0D-UOIIII[IS
UeUIY ‘sa8em pajorpaid
S[I0M JO 13S0 Paxyy SapN[oOUl
<rouuew payIdurs e ur s)yauaq

syurod JuaIayIp Je
Paren[ead awoour JoN X

‘pakordurd
996 )M SISYJOW JUO[

8°T :SIJ 10§ a[qI31q pUB S3Xe) 10J SJUNOII. H{IOM-JOU adem AJIoy 19N M 790°T :AaaIns proyasnoy | (166T) WSLIM

£°1 :Lyonserg uonedoned PUEB YI0M JO 010U 2)10SI(] 10U 10 YIOM :H [e1oUD) 78—¢/6T N 3 yosTuLIg
ULI0J2I 98V, S SUImoj[oy

JNOYIIM ISOY) PUB UIP[IYD SINOY 2)2I0SIP Je

ym asoy) Jurredwod J0jewInse | PajeN[eAd JWOdUI JON X UIPIYD YIIM (9661)

OUIYIP-UI-IDUIIYI( [opowr adem A[InoH M uawom 9[3uIS "16-6861 UBWIQIT

o1°1 :Aydnserg uonedonreg | Addns moqef femionmns jo1pdxs oN uonedmonred :{ pue /8-6861 SdD VSN 39 BSST
S)Jouaq MO 10 Y31y
Sey 9)e)S IYJOYM £q pajusuwnisur

JIOM 0] UINIdI—A] $10] PAJUNOIIE SINOY 212I0SIP Je sjasse

G¢'0 [IOM 0) SUINJI WOIL] sjouaq pue saxe) syutod sINOY | pajen[ead dwodur N X Y31y y3tm 3soY) opnpxg (S661) Z[oYdS

68°0 :DLIA aanisod 7 pue uonedonred-uou a8em A[Inoy ssoi1o) iz "UIPIIYD YIIM USTOM pue Iasnoy

woy Aypnsefy uonedonreg I2A0 010D AJAIOSI(T uonedonred : A18u1S "0661 ddIS VSN QINPIQ

asn 2IBdPIIYD
Snoud3opud {sjyauaq pue Soxe) 10§
syunodoe cuonedonred surwerdord

SINoY 9)a.I3sIp Je

PaIqestp
jou pue pakojdura-jjos jou

(6007) za1eng

JI2A0 90T0TD JUTO[ PUB $I)ISB) | PIJBN[BAD JUIOOUT JN X ‘09 > pade s1ayjow JUo] x ‘preydays
70°'T :Q1onse[g SN02U25019)9Y ‘510D PAXJ {SINOY a8em A[IMOYH M 8STCT :7007—S661 4oAIng ‘aedun(y
uonednie swoour 1N 2A1150d G 12A0 010D J2IISI] sInoy Appeam [ensn) :H $90IN0SAY A[Twre] N TomaIg
P1291103-UOT)II[IS
$1°0 sagem pue ‘snouaSopud pakordura-jas ou
sayoung, sioy Surpnpxg 2WOdUT pue sa5em (§)Jouaq J0u paseq uondwnsuoy) :x SIDUIOW dUOT "FG9T 9IS | (7661) MYSIN
$€°0 :SIdI0W dUO[ [[Y Jnq UOTEXE) 10§ SJUNODIL UOTdUN] ofem Aoy iz | opdures 198611861 £2AINg X ‘uedun(g
91°0 :s1akedxe) aje1 d15Rg uonmNIsSqns Jo d)el [eurdIejy sinoy Apjeam [ensn) :H ammyrpuadxy Afrwred N ‘epunig
Ayonserg
a8ep ‘paresuadwooun [opoN 4]ddng 1noqeT PIs() SI[qeLIBA spduwres/ereq Apnig

Addns 1noqe[ s1yjow U0  *¢*DE d[qeL,




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 262 0f274 December 16, 2009

Costas Meghir and David Phillips

262

9861 JO WLIOJAI XB) §() U} 98V Y.L, "Sortreus(J awoou] jo Apnig [pued S0 :qISd 4oAIng ployasnor]
[eIoUD) Y :SHO 4oaIng armyrpuadxy Arure] Y :SH ‘vonednonie] suwrureSold pue auodu] Jo £A9AIng SN :JJIS “PASN dINSBIUT JWOJU] :X “Pasn dINseaus 9Fepp M

pasn 2INSeaJN YIOM /STNOH :H "IPAID) XB], SW0dU] PauIeqg S oY) DT

"W)SAS JYAUAQ YIOM UT M) ) 10 sureu A[1ea ue quawrdjddng swroouy A[rure :S1q 270N

(dwoour 19u)

Pa1221100
UOo1)29[3s 10U “pasn sadem pajorpaid
{S)1JoUaq 10J SJUNOIIL H{IOM-1OU

I0M JO JNO pue Ul
P21BN[EAS JWOOUT JAN] ‘X
a8em AlInoy sso1o) iz

SISUIOW JUO[ 67/ T
M £9aIng armyrpuadxy

£°0 :Lonserg uonedonieg PUE YIOM JO 9DTOTD J2ISI(J JOU 10 YIOM H Aureg $8—6£61 DN | (0661) 1oTeM
Ayrsorouad swrwrerdord ur uonerrea
3)1$-SSOID JO UOT)BIYTIUIPT
{SID[IOM-UOU JOJ soTem
pa1o1paid fsaxe) Jou Inq $}yaUIq 10] s)asse
syunoooe ‘uonednnred sururerdord SI0OM JO JNO pue ur ySIy [IIM 3501} apn{xXy
16'T-L¥'1 arejjom pue A[ddns moqe[jo | pajenyeas awoour 9N X
78°1 :sononse[y [e10], uoIs19p [Ppowt jurof syurod sinoy a8em A[Inoy sso1o) iz UDIPIYD YIIM Udwwom | (866T) WYJOIN
96°0 :Ayonserg uonednonied 2A1IS0d OM] JOAO 2010 JAIOSI(] own jxed 10 g :H o8uIS 4dIS ¥66T VSN pue duedy

(sa8em sso13 pogq)

¥l

:Lydnse[y yIom dwn-[ng
08'T :Lyonserg vonedonieg

P1921100-UOT}II[IS
‘syuedonred-uou 103 safem
pa1orpaid saxe) jou Inq s)goudq
10§ SJUNODDE $5)S0D PAXY SIPN[OUT
‘(yuotufordws pue uonyedonred)
[opow a[pany s[qnop ‘syurod smoy
2A1150d OM] I9A0 010D AJAIDSI(]

IOM JO JNO pue uT
PaleN[eAd SWOOUT 12N ‘X
a8em A[Inoy sso1o) iz
owmy jaed 10 g :H

yuowfordwo ur 616 YIm
‘SIOYIOW JUO[ G¢7°T :AdAINg

syuared U0 6861 NN | (T66T) sunfud(

Aionserg
a8ep\ paresuadwooun

[PPOIN A[ddng amoqeT

Pas() So[qeLIeA

srdureg/ereq Apmig

(u09) *¢*DE Qe



16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 263 0of 274 December 16, 2009

263

Labour Supply and Taxes

("1u02)
(454
UO01)291109-UO01}I3[3S Jo orduues (g9—cg
ou [)Im 33em ([enidoe) paje[noed a8em UoW paLLIBUI
SISN UOT)BXR) PUR SJYIUIQ A[noy paremoe)) M ‘pakordwa [1e 861
I0J SMO[[e {(S[qenUaIJIP WOdUT JJAUAq | A2AING JONIBIA-UON (z66T1)
10— pue 1eauT] 951Mada1d) XoAU0D PUEB SWOdUT JASSY X pue JayIe]N ApmpeN
01%0°0 12°0 01 67'0— SIWY)LILSO0[-1WdS PUR 1BIUIT | YIOM JO SINOY [BNUUY :H | P[OYISNOH [SIPIMG X POO[]
a8em snoua3oxa {$3500
PaxXy apnpour ued saoua1ajard 7661 St
WOPUERI $$)1JaUaq £q paonpur az1s ajdures {)9—81
SNIXdAUOD-UOU s310ud INq pade pariiew
UOT)BXE) 10 SJUNOIIE. JUTRIISUOD) a8em Jou A[INOH M pakordwo e (0661)
1o8png (189U SIMADAI]) soouemo[e A[Iwe] :X | G861 £oaIng 0104 oeudey 3
10°0— °0 :suedw Je pajenfeag xoauoy) ‘A[ddng moqeT 1edur] | SINOY APPam [eurIoN H moqeT ypuar] | uoudnidinog
pasn sadem [enioe as 15pnq SIABM ¢
a1} 1940 AJeornjowrered-uou o8em | sSOIdE 17ET Y09-0T
PAIBUITISI (SATTXIAUOI-TIOU A[noy paremoe) M pade parirew
00— J[[BWS, 10} ouEMOTE SWOdULIO X ‘0661 ‘0861 (2002)
([opouwx 1M JUTRIISUOD 193PNq XIAU0D NIOM | ‘€61 £oaing Surary AamoN
dLnoweIR]) 80°0—90°0 ‘A[ddns moqe[ otnowrered-uoN Jo sImoy [enuuy :H JO [9AT ysipams | g Istnbworg
y1omoure
A[rurey £1ejrun £$3jouaq
10 S9XE) 10J JUNOIIL J0U S0P
‘saSem snoudZoxs {sanfeA UBIUI ¥5—6T
UI0I) SOUIPIP £q S[RIIUAIDJIP 2UWIOOUT PAUTLAU( X paSe uawr parrrew (¥L61)
Surdxoid ‘sfenyuaroyIp a8em A[IMOH M ‘uonrendog UBUDPIH X
I1°0— | 9070 :SuedW Je pajenfesy ur reaurt] A[ddns 1noqe sInoy [enuuy ;[ | JO snsud) 0961 SN I9)[pJuaysy
Ayonserg Ayonserg
awoduy adep dwooun) [opoIN 41ddng 1noqeT Pas() sa[qeLIep sidures/ereq Apmig

(sanonse(d sinoy snonunuod) Addns moqey sa[eI]N D¢ 3[qeL




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 264 of 274 December 16, 2009

Costas Meghir and David Phillips

264

*Pasn 2INSEIUT AWIOOU] :X ‘PASN INSLIW IFBAA I\ PST 2INSLIW NIOA /SINOL] ‘H :2JON

0T°0 =oerd
81°0— MYM (9)
L1T°0— e[
20°0— Py M (V) 1V 2[qel (8661 ) [2ABIUY{] Se o%em
pacuarapI Isi] | yoeoidde AT oures sonsiia)oeIRYd A[Inoy pajenoreD) :pm UdATS
7170 oerd siyderSowap 10§ sjonuod ‘(Ayonsepd jou az1s ojdureg
ST°0 PIYM (9) SapnpuI sa5em [enIoe SWasAs o8em "dwooun | sorewr pakojdws [y
71°0— oerg JJauaq PUE Xe) JO JUIWILdT) pIepue)s 10j) SWOdUI 6661-8961
F1°0— 2YM (V) yo1dxe ou urernsuod 128png aSem-uou Juarmy) :x £aamg vonemndog (2007)
uonouny £[ddng 1noqe reaur] (A[ddns 1moqef reaur[-307 | 1om jo sinoy enuuy :H juaIIn)) VSN [PABOUR]
a8em
S)IPaId Xe) pue A[noy pajenoeD i\ | SS—G¢ paSe parrrewr
SIXE) 10§ SJUNODIL ¢ PIYIXIAUOD, 039 ‘Qwoour | “‘pakorduwd e £10°T (0661)
suontod xoAuo0d-uou 4as sasnods ‘SpuapiAIp az1s apduures :G/61 yosieeq
7€0°0-¥2°0— 198pnq 9[qenULIAYIp pue JedUl| 9sa19)Ul QUY X SOTWRUA(] dWOodU] xR ‘UID
10°0— :SUBIUI )& Pajenyesq as1madatd ¢A[ddns 1moqey 1eaur] | Yiom Jo sioy [enuuy :H | Jo Apmg [pued VSN “ApmDeN
J0U 6¢6
‘pakordurd 7g¢ T jo
oem | opdwes ‘paimai-uou
A[noy pajenore)) M ‘patirew
syuowided 19jsuen pue ‘€861 [ouRq
00— (reaury osimadard) | ‘owoour rejrded ‘syudy X JIUIOU0I0120G (2661)
87°0— SUBIW Je Pajen[ear XOAUO0D-UOU PUE X9AUOD) | YIOM JO SINOY [ENUUY UBULIDD) “Te 30 1asTey]
Aonserg Aionserg
Qwoou| a8ep dwooupn [PpoIN A[ddng moqeT Pas() So[qeLIeA spdureg/ereq Apmig

(‘1u02) D€ 9[qeL,



16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 265 0f274 December 16, 2009

265

Labour Supply and Taxes

"Pasn 2INSBIUT AWIODU] :X ‘PISN JINSBIW IFBAA A\ “PISN JINSLIW NIOA /STNOH] :H :2J0N

awoour
pauIeaun pue soSem snoudZoxd
{(SuOIMITISUT / PUBLIAP) SJUTRIISUOD
Ajddns pue sinoy ‘s)gauaq

907> duwodul
juswfordura-jfos

$10°0 10°0— 2[muao1ad awoour Ylo6 pUE saXE) 10 SJUNOJJL UILI)SUOD ‘0,—07 pade sarfiure]
00— 15070 semuadiad 68— T 198pnq xaauoo-uou (Ajddns mnoqe | swodur PYIQ X /86T I[EIM pue
10°0— €600 a[mu01ad dwoour YO | TeQUI[-UOU ‘SUOTOLIISAI ATe)run saSem JON 1M AWOoOU] P[OYISNOL] (6661) Te 12
€00°0— 9%0°( “UBIN 03 103[qns jou 4ddns mnoqey A[rure] uaATS JON ‘H Jo AoaIng ueryel] a810qey
Aionserg
awroouy Ayonserg a8ep “dwooun PPOIN A[ddng moqeT Pasn soqerTes ordureg/ereq Apmig

(senmnsep uonedonred) A[ddns moqey ofe]N *S*D¢ 9[qel.



16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 266 of 274 December 16, 2009

Costas Meghir and David Phillips

266

(yueoyTudisur) 91°0—£0'0—

JOII2 JUSUINSBIW [BISSL[D-UOU
103 sponyuod jey) yoeordde
Al ‘snouds3oxa saSem ‘sjjouaq

ar0qe
SB JWES—SINOY [eNUUY :H
simoy anxy, papraoid

98—0861 Sp[oyssnoy
Jo peay ‘so[e]N

10113 JUSWIAINSBIW 10 S9XE) 10J JUNOIIL JOU SI0P Iafojduws pue (payiodar elep (¥002)
10j Sutjonuoy) ‘Ajddns rmoqe] yost1 1esur] 3o se) a8em A[INOH i\ | UONEPIEA pue qISd VSN youaIg
(9rerrdoxdde axowr oq Lewr
pmbry s35983ns 1nq [e10)
GG'( pauIRIISUO)) $9Xe] 10J JUNOJIE 10U S0P AI[Nn UO SND0J) SYJ01S 1SSV X
Suimolrog apnpxyg s[qeredas-uou pue s[qeredas Yam sImoy [enuuy ‘4 Y661 PUe ‘6861
6%"0—61°0 SIISSE [B10) MOT suoreoyads sapnpout cuorenby (s13{10M %861 uo paseq ajdures (9002)
67°0—¢€"0 s19sse pmbip mo] Ia[ng 3y Jo uonezLreaul-30] paLIe[es 10] Paje[no[ed) )IM speay pjoyasnoy usapo[g
9710 ofdures ng ‘syuren)suo)) Surmoriog aSem AJIoH M arewr (1S VSN x (lowrog

saSem Xe) 19)Je [eUISIR]A
$1502 Paxy Ajurerreoun

U9UIOM PoLLIRJA

(€661) $949N

CTT-08°0 UIPTIYD TIM pue suonN[os 19103 10 SUIMO[[E SOy AP[PIM ‘H ¥8—0L6T SHA XN Wwoly R TYSIN
8G"() UDIP[IYD ON saoua1do1d Jo uonesymads J[qIxd[] a8em IO :\\ | pajonmsuod [pued-opnasq ‘Ppunig
uondwnsuod 661 UI (9 uey}
AQq paIUDWNIISUL SJASSY :X I9P[O 10 896 UI G UeY)
S¢'0—00°0 yoroidde uonouny SI0M JO SINOY [PNUUY :[{ | SS9 OU pade uawr parrIejy (9861)
uonewnss £q SaLIeA Arddns moqef yostry So s[qno(g argoid a8em ALMOL] :p 18—896T (IISd VSN {uoyy
S)goudq uduI [[V
IO SXE) 10 JUNOJOE JOU S0P PaAI13sqO JON X 18-0461
‘porrad urgym pue Addns moqe[ | (swmisao Surpnpur) JIom Juowfodwy jo £oAIng (s661)
a[o4o-ay1] ‘uoneoy1dads 2UIIIIP Jo smoy A[ra3end) ;| uonerdpajuo)) srafordurg IYSoN ¥

F1°0 :Sueall Je pajenjeAyq

151 im Addns 1noqey reaury 3o

a8em A[Imoy pajenoreD p

Sureaurduy ysrpamg

[P3Y-wnpy

Aionserg
a8ep (yostry) duray-1ayuy

[PPOIN A[ddng oqeT

Pas() SA[qeLIRA

ordureg / eyeq

Apmig

(s1ewIdy pue opewr) senpuse[o A[ddns moqey rerodwaliviuy ‘9D dqel,




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 267 of 274 December 16, 2009

267

Labour Supply and Taxes

“oudLiadxy 1a3IeIA JoqeT Jo Apnig [eurpmyiuo [euoneN SN HINTS TN
*SOTUIRUA (T Woou] Jo Apmi§ [pued S :(qISd “oamg armyrpuadxy Arure] Y :SH.] ‘PIST dINSBIW SWOOU] :X ‘PIST JINSBIUT IFBAN 1A\ “PISN INSLIW YIOM /SINOH] :H 210N

1570
aSueypd oem pajedonueun

suonyedadxe

2A102(qns uo paseq syuduodwod
paredonueun pue pajedpnue

03 saem ur saSueyp sasodwodoq

65—97 9Se ‘Udw PILLIBIA

0£°0 Liomisepd safem [eurdrew xe) 19)Je s3s) sanoy APPIM H €6—6861 MIHS £[®1] JO (€007)
yost1] [erodurayraiuy uonenbs 1a1ng paziresur]-3o] o8em A[IOI M | Yueg ) JO UOTIOIS [oUB] 1119J)STq
SaTwIuInp W)
pue 98e ‘uoneonpa ‘punoidyoeq
Aqrurey Sursn 98em uo AJ SINOY [eNuUy 1 /96T Ul s1edh 9F—G7 98y
*(uonpuny 1NN §g0) sgurures 9/—/961 USUI PILIIRUI (1861)
€T0-01°0 A1ddns moqey yosti 8of a[qno(q [enuue o8eIOAY I\ ym 9e ownid qsd ApmpeN
S)JaUdq 10 SIXE) 10 JUNOIIL sInoy [enuuy :H S0P 67 Uaux
Jou $20p ‘sa3em [en)oe ‘serq a[dures (s1{I0M [IV paoueequn (06—/961
9)1UY 10J UOT}IITIOD {PIOUIIIP paLIe[es 10] Paje[nofed) £8/°G UaWI [[y pasue[eq
(0G°( :SUBIW Je pajen[eaq 151y A[ddns 1noqey reaurf-So] aSem AJIoH M 9/—/961 AISd VSN (1007) 9971
€—8°0 09-0C uapuadap 21e)s 03 paynqrije juswforduroun
a3ue1 93y uonenuwmooe ST 2oud)sIsIad [[y ‘uonenunioe Jo spotiad ou ‘ejep
Teaides uewny ysSnoay [earde> uewny ysSnoay) safem 0038 19SSV X SNONUTIUOD JO SILAL 9 (¥002)
SIATIUDUT 10J SUIMO[TY JUS1IND SUTDY. YI0M JO SINOY sIoY [enuuy :H | YIM +(0g PoSe Ua]y IMYM oueay|
78°¢ sueawr Je pajenfesy | Ised [IIm [opoul [BINIONIIS DTWRUA(] a8em A[Iox M S6—6.61 TNTISTIN VSN 3 reu|
S)JOUDq 10 $3XB) J0J JUNOdI. a[yoxd 19ssY X TL9 IMYM

JOU $20P JUIRIISUOD Jo3pNq Iedur]

uonedmonred

G9—(0¢ paSe uawrom

(€861 ‘0861)

SUOTIN[OS JAUI0D 10J SUIMO][E [opOour pUE SINOY [enuUUyY :H paLLIeW A[Snonunuoy) ApmDeN
Q' :SUBIWI J& PajenyeAq Addns aoqey yostag reaur-o1 argoid aSem Aoy M 6/—-8961 ISd VSN 3 UBUDIL
$0°T :sa8exoed simot/aSep
€¢'1 :[opowW pIepuel§ sadexoed simoy/a8em
:09 38y P31} SIOPISUOD {PIALI0D UONII[S o[yoxd 1ssY X
61°0 :sadexded smor/aSepy sagem ‘syuawrapniud uorsuad uonedonred
£€°0 ;[opow pIepuelg 2138 pue jeard 10] pue apod Xe} pUE SINOY [BNUUY 1 1661 pue (5007)
2% SN Y3 Jo syoadse £y 10§ S)UNO2OY a8em A[INOH M 896T U2aM3I2q (IS VSN YouaIg




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 268 of 274 December 16, 2009

Costas Meghir and David Phillips

268

WI0jox

a3 uo Surpuadap SULIOJO1 68—7761 ("S3e) (6661)
701¢— UWodUT J[qexe], QUON Y0g$ < awoouy SNOLIBA $ONSHeIS Xe, | ‘[ 19 99QS[00D)

6861

J0s$ < smroouy pue G861 [oued
S0 WO0dUI J[qeXe], wooul a8eIdAY | GG—G7 PaSe paLLIely €6 V9O XeJ, AINseary, (8661) 101D

MOSTS ¥661
€¢'0—1°0 :uni Suog suondo yoois < AWOOUI 9466 0} 1661 29Xq (0002)
[ :unijioys pUe sasnuoq ‘saSepp swroour aferoay $29xq 93e10dIoD) €6 V4O *d10D) jo oueg 99Qs[005)

¥661
asuodsax 01 6861 [oueq (L66T) IaUTp
uni-3uof o197 OV QUON 79 > 38y €6 V4O XeJ, AINSeal], | g ourjIewwues

JGT$ < swoduy 6861
1560 WIOdUI J[qexe], 1894 9seq ur ‘d10o pue 6861 [Pued (2661)
150 WOdUT SSOI) awodur 3oy apnouy §-uou ‘66—z Iy 98 VY.L xe], AInsearr, [[o1eD-uaIny
€661 (9661)
pue 7661 BIRp S10quaag
1 SWIooUT 9[qeXe], QUON awroout y3ry €6 V44O paysiqnd sy1 X UIaISp[aq
NGT$ < swoduy €861 PUB 0861 (S661)
80 UW0dUT J[qexe], swroout aferoay patLIeN 18 VI [Pued Xel, Y949N [MeiseN

(Pwodur 1248y, )
G0'¢ 01 (Pwodur Y0¢$ < auwroouy

IOMOT) 1T WOOUI J[qeXe], d1oo g-uou 8861 Pu® G861 (c661)
€160 19V 9QUON paSe-uou ‘paLLIejy 98 VUL [Pued XB[, YHIN UILISped

¥8—0861

9° :[eNUd)D) SUOI1D9G-SS0I)
SLTS0'1 SWIOSUT S[qeXE], QUON Js§ < 19V 18 VLI xey, pajeadoy | (£861) Aespury

UOTSIIAY UBIN
Elestelleg pue uonnqrisiq aSueyD

S)Nsay AomIse[g JO UONIUYd(] | SWOdUJ I0J S[OIIU0D) ordureg XeJ, (s1e3)) B1R(q (1) TOYINY

SIMIOTSL]D UIOOUT 20} PUL J[qeXe], /D¢ [qeL




16:45

978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 269 of 274 December 16, 2009

/90 *IJTATIG INUIANY
N [eUINU] :$Y] "YDIBISRY dTUIOUO0IH JO NeaIng [euoneN ~JIgN "2Wodu] sso1n) (paasn(py) :[9(V) "(1002) 19V UOTBI[IDU0Y JAI[Y Xe], PUE [}MOID) JIWOU0dT 'V Y LOT
“(L661) 1V Jo1y 104edXe], 126 VYL (€661) WV UONPIIDUO0INY SNQIUWQ) €6 VIO (9861) 1V WIOJRY X[, :98 VYL (186T) 1PV XL, A1A009y dIWOU0dY 118 VIIH 10N
03
UOISIIAI UBW 10 ‘[Pueq $00T 03 2661
(00°0) 20— (gS) uni 3uor :1007 S[OIIUOD ON] "SIjel XeJ,Jo 05 doy VILIOd dwroonoaxyg pue
(28°0) 61°0 (4S) uni 3uor :¢661 Xej-Iajje aImnj pue saruedwod 0og ‘L6 VYL | €00T—C661 [Pued (9007)
OV dWwodul pauiey | pue JudLINd SapNPU] d28S JO S2ATINDAXY ‘€6 VIGO0 xe], AInsearr, Z}1915) g BSSI
0661
aWIOdUT 10J S[OIIU0D BLIDILD 1DYIO 98 01 6/61 [Pued
Q Ie3UI[-UOU ‘QuIodUl sxeak-pred ur Vi1 pue Xe[, UeSIYdIN (S002)
M 15020 WO0dUI J[qeXe], JUSIIND 9PN[OU] | SNJLIS [BILIBW LS 18 VINA Jo Ay1s10ATUN) ynzodoy
= 0 awroour agep Jwoout
= 70 swodur qexey, | jo sperwoudjod pue €861 01861
M/ 70 OV swoout Jo[ apnpuy | sa[3urs pue paLirely | Sei( [eost] [Pued xel, JIIN (€007) zoes
=y 0¢'1 [D dWOodUI-YSIH
W.. (40! dwoour /S
ﬂ Qwoout yoeordde sajqerrea +59 6861 01 9861
W 720 Juowkoduug [BruswnIsuy $9—67 pady £oAIng urwpy
.M ¥1°0 SwIoout S[qexey, “Teaf aseq ur (ueD) s79¢ 88 VY.L [eurpmIsuo] (0007) TTeaA
~ SzT0 WodUI SSOIL) swoout o[ apnpuy < pred xey, [e19pag ueIpeue)) ueIpeUR)) 33 BRUWE[[IS
(Swoour mMO[) 81°0
(swoour ySry) £6°0 aurds adard-Q 98
70 WO0dUI J[qeXe], B PUR S109J9 PUaI} s1eak-parred ur VYL pue 0661 01 661 (0002)
71°0 Luwodul peoig, QuwIoour S0[ opNOU] | SNJe)S [BILIBW JWIeS 18 V.INA [Pued Xel JHIN | Zoe§ X Ioqnio
(0007)
7°0 PaYIoMm SInOH SjUdWINIISUL sauwroour Y3y 6861 pue W_Y[IM
z IOV | JO )9 SnoLIea s Jo SurduresiaQ 98 VML | €861 Pued I0S 3 NYPYON
Jwoout
70 awoou] d[qexe], Jo sperwioudjod pue 8861 PUB G861
G700 oV swoour o[ apnpuy | sa[3uls pue patirely | Sei( [eost] [Pued xel, JIIN (6661) zoeS




978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 270 of 274 December 16,2009 16:45

270 Costas Meghir and David Phillips

REFERENCES

Aaberge, R., Colombino, U., and Strom, S. (1999), ‘Labour Supply in Italy: An Empir-
ical Analysis of Joint Household Decisions, with Taxes and Quantity Constraints),
Journal of Applied Econometrics, 14, 403-22.

Ackum-Agell, S., and Meghir, C. (1995), ‘Male Labour Supply in Sweden: Are Incen-
tives Important?, Swedish Economic Policy Review, 2, 391-418.

Adda, J., Dustmann, C., Meghir, C., and Robin, J-M. (2006), ‘Career Progression and
Formal versus On-the-Job Training), IZA working Paper.

Altonji, J. G. (1986), ‘Intertemporal Substitution in Labour Supply: Evidence from
Micro Data,, Journal of Political Economy, 94, S176-S215.

Arellano, M., and Meghir, C. (1992), ‘Female Labour Supply and On-the-Job Search:
An Empirical Model Estimated Using Complimentary Datasets, Review of Eco-
nomic Studies, 59, 537-59.

Arrufat, J. L., and Zabalza, A. (1986), ‘Female Labour Supply with Taxation, Random
Preferences and Optimization Errors, Econometrica, 54, 47—63.

Ashenfelter, O., and Heckman, J. (1974), “The Estimation of Income and Substitution
Effects in a Model of Family Labor Supply’, Econometrica, 42, 73-85.

Auten, G., and Carroll, R. (1999), ‘The Effect of Taxes on Household Income’, Review
of Economics and Statistics, 81, 681-93.

Blomaquist, S., and Hansson-Brusewitz, U. (1990), ‘The Effect of Taxes and Male and
Female Labor Supply in Sweden’, Journal of Human Resources, 25, 317-57.

and Newey, W. (2002), ‘Nonparametric Estimation with Nonlinear Budget
Constraints, Econometrica, 70, 2455-80.

Blow, L., and Preston, I. (2002), ‘Deadweight Loss and Taxation of Earned Income:
Evidence from Tax Records of the UK Self Employed’, Institute for Fiscal Studies
Working Paper WP02/15.

Blundell, R., Chiappori, P., Magnac, T., and Meghir, C. (2007), ‘Collective Labour
Supply: Heterogeneity and Nonparticipation, Review of Economic Studies, 74,
417-45.

and Meghir, C. (2005), ‘Collective Labour Supply with Children) IFS
Working Paper, WP02/08.

—— Duncan, A., and Meghir, C. (1992), ‘Taxation in Empirical Labour Supply
Models: Lone Mothers in the UK, Economic Journal, 102, 265—-78.

——————(1998), ‘Estimating Labor Supply Responses Using Tax Reforms),
Econometrica, 66, 827-61.

—— Ham, J., and Meghir, C. (1987), ‘Unemployment and Female Labour Supply’,
Economic Journal, 97, supplement, 44—64.

and MaCurdy, T. (1999), ‘Labor Supply: A Review of Alternative Approaches),

in Handbook of Labor Economics, Ashenfelter and Card (eds), 3A.

and Meghir, C. (2007), ‘Labour Supply Models: Unobserved

Heterogeneity, Nonparticipation and Dynamics, forthcoming, Handbook of

Econometrics, Heckman and Leamer (eds).




978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 271 0f274 December 16,2009 16:45

Labour Supply and Taxes 271

—— Meghir, C., and Neves, P. (1993), ‘Labour Supply and Intertemporal Substitu-
tion, Journal of Econometrics, 53, 137-60.

———— Symons, E., and Walker, 1. (1988), ‘Labour Supply Specification and the
Evaluation of Tax Reforms), Journal of Public Economics, 36, 23-52.

Reed, H.,and Stoker, T. (2003), ‘Interpreting Aggregate Wage Growth: The Role of

Labor Market Participation’, American Economic Review, 93,1114-31.

and Walker, 1. (1986), ‘A Life Cycle Consistent Empirical Model of Family
Labour Supply Using Cross Section Data), Review of Economic Studies, 53, 539-58.

Bourguignon, E, and Magnac, T. (1990), ‘Labor Supply and Taxation in France,
Journal of Human Resources, 25, 358—89.

Brewer, M., and Browne, J. (2006), ‘The Effect of the Working Families’ Tax Credit
on Labour Market Participation’, IFS Briefing Notes, No. 69.

—— Duncan, A, Shephard, A., and Suarez, M. (2005), ‘Did Working Families’ Tax
Credit work? The final evaluation of the impact of in-work support on parents’
labour supply and take-up behaviour in the UK, IFS report for HMRC.

Browning, M., Bourguignon, F., Chiappori, P.-A., and Lechene, V. (1996), ‘Incomes
and Outcomes: A Structural Model and Some Evidence from French Data, Journal
of Political Economy, 102, 1067-96.

Burtless, G., and Hausman, J. (1978), ‘The Effect of Taxation on Labor Supply:
Evaluating the Gary Negative Income Tax Experiment,, Journal of Political Economy,

86, 1103-30.

Chiappori, P.-A. (1988), ‘Rational Household Labor Supply, Econometrica, 56,
63-89.

——(1992), ‘Collective Labor Supply and Welfare’, Journal of Political Economy, 100,
437-67.

Cogan, J. (1981), ‘Fixed Costs and Labor Supply, Econometrica, 49, 945-63.

Devereux, J. (2004), ‘Changes in Relative Wages and Family Labor Supply’, Journal of
Human Resources, 39, 696—722.

Dickert, S., Houser, S., and Scholz, J. (1995), ‘The Earned Income Tax Credit
and Transfer Programs: A Study of Labor Market and Program Participation in
Poterba, J. (ed), Tax Policy and the Economy, NBER and MIT Press.

Domeij, D., and Floden, M. (2006), ‘The Labor-Supply Elasticity and Borrowing
Constraints: Why Estimates are Biased’, Review of Economic Dynamic, 9, 242—62.
Donni, O. (2003), ‘Collective Household Labor Supply: Nonparticipation and

Income Taxation, Journal of Public Economics, 87, 1179-98

—— (2007), ‘Collective Female Labour Supply: Theory and Application’, Economic
Journal, 117, 94—119.

Eckstein, Z., and Wolpin, K. (1989), ‘Dynamic Labour Force Participation of Mar-
ried Women and Endogenous Work Experience), Review of Economic Studies,
56 (3).

Eissa, N., and Giertz, S. (2006), “Trends in High Incomes and Behavioural Responses
to Taxation: Evidence from Executive Compensation and Statistics of Income Data’,
Congressional Budget Office Working Papers, No. 2006—-14.



978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 272 0f274 December 16,2009 16:45

272 Costas Meghir and David Phillips

Eissa, N., and Liebman, J. (1996), ‘Labor Supply Response to the Earned Income Tax
Credit, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 111, 605-37.

Ermisch, J., and Wright, R. (1991), ‘Welfare Benefits and Lone Parents’ Employment
in Great Britain), Journal of Human Resources, 26, 424-56.

Feldstein, M. (1995), ‘The Effects of Marginal Tax Rates on Taxable Income: A Panel
Study of the 1986 Tax Reform Act), Journal of Political Economy, 103, 551-72.

——(1999), ‘Tax Avoidance and the Deadweight Loss of the Income Tax), Review of
Economics and Statistics, 81 (4).

and Feenberg, D. (1995), ‘The Effects of Increased Tax Rates on Taxable Income
and Economic Efficiency: A Preliminary Analysis of the 1993 Tax Rate Increases),
NBER Working Paper Series, No. W5370.

Flood, L., and MaCurdy, T. (1992), ‘Work Disincentive Effects of Taxes: An Empirical
Study of Swedish Men), Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy.
French, E. (2004), ‘The Labor Supply Response to (Mismeasured but) Predictable

Wage Changes’, Review of Economics and Statistics, 86, 602—13.

—— (2005), ‘The Effects of Health, Wealth, and Wages on Labour Supply and
Retirement Behaviour’, Review of Economic Studies, 72, 395-427.

Goolsbee, A. (1999) ‘Evidence on the High-Income Laffer Curve from Six Decades of
Tax Reform, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 1999, 1-64.

—— (2000), ‘What Happens when you Tax the Rich? Evidence from Executive
Compensation;, Journal of Political Economy, 108, 352-78.

Gorman, W. (1959), ‘Separable Utility and Aggregation, Econometrica, 27, 469-81.

Gruber, J., and Saez, E. (2000), “The Elasticity of Taxable Income: Evidence and
Implications, NBER Working Paper Series, No. 7512.

Hausman, J. (1981), ‘Labour Supply: How Taxes affect Economic Behaviour’, Tax and
Economy, The Brookings Institution.

—— (1985) ‘The Econometrics of Nonlinear Budget Sets, Econometrica, 53,
1255-82.

Heckman, J. (1974), ‘Effects of Childcare Programs on Women’s Work Effort’, Journal
of Political Economy, 82, S136-S163.

—— (1974a), ‘Shadow Prices, Market Wages and Labor Supply, Econometrica,
42, 679-94.

—— (1979), ‘Sample Selection Bias as a Specification Error, Econometrica, 47,
153-61.

and MaCurdy, T. (1980), ‘A Lifecycle Model of Female Labor Supply’, Review of
Economic Studies, 47, 47-74.

—— —— (1983), ‘Corrigendum on A Life Cycle Model of Female Labour Supply,
Review of Economic Studies, 49, (Oct., 1982), 659-60.

Hill, S. (1982), ‘Estimating the Relationship Between Unemployment Compensation
and Duration of Unemployment: The Problem of Non-Filers), Journal of Human
Resources, 17, 460-70.

Hotz, V. ]., Kydland, E. E., and Sedlacek, Guilherme, L. (1988), ‘Intertemporal Prefer-
ences and Labor Supply’, Econometrica, 56, 335-60.




978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 273 0of274 December 16,2009 16:45

Labour Supply and Taxes 273

Imai, S., and Keane, M. (2004), ‘Intertemporal Labor Supply and Human Capital
Accumulation’, International Economic Review, 45, 601—41.

Jenkins, S. (1992), ‘Lone Mothers’ Employment and Full Time Work Probabilities’,
Economic Journal, 102, 310-20.

Kaiser, H., Spahn, P., and van Essen, U. (1992), ‘Income Taxation and the Supply of
Labour in West Germany’, Jahrbiicher fiir Nationalokonomie und Statistik.

Keane, M., and Moffitt, R. (1998), ‘A Structural Model Multiple Welfare Participation
and Labor Supply’, International Economic Review, 39, 553—89.

and Wolpin, K. (1997), ‘“The Career Decisions of Young Men’, Journal of Political
Economy, 105, 473-522.

Kopczuk, W. (2005), ‘“Tax Bases, Tax Rates and the Elasticity of Taxable Income,
Journal of Public Economics, 89, 2093—119.

Lee Chul-In (2001), ‘Finite Sample Bias in IV Estimation of Intertemporal Labor
Supply Models: Is the Intertemporal Substitution Elasticity Really Small?’, Review
of Economics and Statistics, 83, 638—46.

Lindsey, L. (1987), ‘Individual Taxpayer Response to Tax Cuts: 1982-1984, with
Implications for the Revenue Maximizing Tax Rate’, Journal of Public Economics,
33, 173-206.

Lise, J., and Seitz, S. (2007), ‘Consumption Inequality and Intra-household Alloca-
tions, IFS Working Papers, W09/07, Institute for Fiscal Studies.

MaCurdy, T. (1981), ‘An Empirical Model of Labor Supply in a Life-Cycle Setting),
Journal of Political Economy, 89, 1059-85.

—— (1983), ‘A Simple Scheme for Estimating an Intertemporal Model of Labor
Supply and Consumption in the Presence of Taxes and Uncertainty’, International
Economic Review, 24, 265—89.

—— Green, D., and Paarsch, H. (1990), ‘Assessing Empirical Approaches for Analyz-
ing Taxes and Labor Supply’, Journal of Human Resources, 25, 415-90.

Meade, J. (1978), The Structure and Reform of Direct Taxation: Report of a Committee
chaired by Professor ]. E. Meade for the Institute for Fiscal Studies, London: George
Allen & Unwin. http://www.ifs.org.uk/publication/3433

Meyer, Bruce, Rosenbaum, D., and Dan, T. (2001), ‘Welfare, the Earned Income Tax
Credit, and the Labor Supply of Single Mothers, Quarterly Journal of Economics,
116, 1063-114.

Moffit, R. (1984), ‘The Estimation of a Joint Wage-Hours Labor Supply Model’,
Journal of Labor Economics, 2, 550—66.

—— (1984), ‘Profiles of Fertility, Labor Supply and Wages of Married Women: A
Complete Life Cycle Model, Review of Economic Studies, 51, 263-78.

and Wilhelm, M. (2000), ‘Taxation and the Labor Supply Decisions of the
Affluent’ in Slemrod, J. (ed.), Does Atlas Shrug? The Economic Consequences of
Taxing the Rich, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mroz, T. (1987), ‘The Sensitivity of an Empirical Model of Married Women’s
Hours of Work to Economic and Statistical Assumptions, Econometrica, 55,
765-99.




978-0-19-955375—4 03-IFS-c03 Pinch-Crown (Typeset by SPi, Delhi) 274 of 274 December 16,2009 16:45

274 Costas Meghir and David Phillips

Navratil, J. (1995), ‘The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981: Evidence on Individual
Taxpayer Behavior from Panel Tax Return Data, Unpublished Harvard Thesis (see
Gruber and Saez (2000) for discussion).

Nickell, S. (1979), ‘“The Effect of Unemployment and Related Benefits on the Dura-
tion of Unemployment, Economic Journal, 89, 34—49.

O’Dea, C., Phillips, D., and Vink, A. (2007), ‘A Survey of the UK Benefit System,
Institute for Fiscal Studies.

Pencavel, J. (1998), ‘The Market Work Behaviour and Wages of Women: 1975-94,
Journal of Human Resources, 33, 771-804.

——(2002), ‘A Cohort Analysis of the Association between Work Hours and Wages
among Men), Journal of Human Resources, 37, 251-74.

Pistaferri, L. (2003), ‘Anticipated and Unanticipated Wage Changes, Wage Risk, and
Intertemporal Labor Supply’, Journal of Labor Economics, 2003, 21, No. 3.

Saez, E. (1999), ‘The Effect of Marginal Tax Rates on Income: A Panel Study of
“Bracket Creep”’, NBER Working Paper 7367.

——(2003), ‘The Effect of Marginal Tax Rates on Income: A Panel Study of “Bracket
Creep”’, Journal of Public Economics, 85, 1231-58.

Sammartino, E, and Weiner, D. (1997), ‘Recent Evidence on Taxpayers’ Response to
the Rate Increases in the 1990’s’, National Tax Journal, 50, 683-705.

Sillamaa, M., and Veall, M. (2000), ‘The Effect of Marginal Tax Rates on Taxable
Income: A Panel Study of the 1988 Tax Flattening in Canada, QSEP Research
Report, No. 354.

Thomas, D. (1990), ‘Intra-Household Resource Allocation: An Inferential Approach,
Journal of Human Resources, 25, 635—64.

Triest, R. (1990), ‘“The Effect of Income Taxation on Labor Supply in the United
States’, Journal of Human Resources, 25 (Special Issue), 491-516.

Walker, L. (1990), ‘The Effect of Income Support Measures on the Labour Market
Behaviour of Lone Mothers’, Fiscal Studies, 11, 55-74.

Ziliak, J., and Kniesner, T. (1999), ‘Estimating Life Cycle Labor Supply Tax Effects),
Journal of Political Economy, 107, 326-59.



