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T
he fair distribution of the tax burden has long been a central issue in policy-he fair distribution of the tax burden has long been a central issue in policy-
making. A large academic literature has developed models of optimal tax making. A large academic literature has developed models of optimal tax 
theory to cast light on the problem of optimal tax progressivity. In this theory to cast light on the problem of optimal tax progressivity. In this 

paper, we explore the path from basic research results in optimal tax theory to paper, we explore the path from basic research results in optimal tax theory to 
formulating policy recommendations.formulating policy recommendations.

Models in optimal tax theory typically posit that the tax system should maximize a Models in optimal tax theory typically posit that the tax system should maximize a 
social welfare function subject to a government budget constraint, taking into account social welfare function subject to a government budget constraint, taking into account 
that individuals respond to taxes and transfers. Social welfare is larger when resources that individuals respond to taxes and transfers. Social welfare is larger when resources 
are more equally distributed, but redistributive taxes and transfers can negatively are more equally distributed, but redistributive taxes and transfers can negatively 
affect incentives to work, save, and earn income in the fi rst place. This creates the clas-affect incentives to work, save, and earn income in the fi rst place. This creates the clas-
sical trade-off between equity and effi ciency which is at the core of the optimal income sical trade-off between equity and effi ciency which is at the core of the optimal income 
tax problem. In general, optimal tax analyses maximize social welfare as a function of tax problem. In general, optimal tax analyses maximize social welfare as a function of 
individual utilities—the sum of utilities in the utilitarian case. The marginal weight for individual utilities—the sum of utilities in the utilitarian case. The marginal weight for 
a given person in the social welfare function measures the value of an additional dollar a given person in the social welfare function measures the value of an additional dollar 
of consumption expressed in terms of public funds. Such welfare weights depend on of consumption expressed in terms of public funds. Such welfare weights depend on 
the level of redistribution and are decreasing with income whenever society values the level of redistribution and are decreasing with income whenever society values 
more equality of income. Therefore, optimal income tax theory is fi rst a normative more equality of income. Therefore, optimal income tax theory is fi rst a normative 
theory that shows how a social welfare objective combines with constraints arising from theory that shows how a social welfare objective combines with constraints arising from 
limits on resources and behavioral responses to taxation in order to derive specifi c limits on resources and behavioral responses to taxation in order to derive specifi c 
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tax policy recommendations. In addition, optimal income tax theory can be used to tax policy recommendations. In addition, optimal income tax theory can be used to 
evaluate current policies and suggest avenues for reform. Understanding what would evaluate current policies and suggest avenues for reform. Understanding what would 
be good policy, if implemented, is a key step in making policy recommendations.be good policy, if implemented, is a key step in making policy recommendations.

When done well, moving from mathematical results, theorems, or calculated When done well, moving from mathematical results, theorems, or calculated 
examples to policy recommendations is a subtle process. The nature of a model is examples to policy recommendations is a subtle process. The nature of a model is 
to be a limited picture of reality. This has two implications. First, a model may be to be a limited picture of reality. This has two implications. First, a model may be 
good for one question and bad for another, depending on the robustness of the good for one question and bad for another, depending on the robustness of the 
answers to the inaccuracies of the model, which will naturally vary with the question. answers to the inaccuracies of the model, which will naturally vary with the question. 
Second, tractability concerns imply that simultaneous consideration of multiple Second, tractability concerns imply that simultaneous consideration of multiple 
models is appropriate since different aspects of reality can be usefully highlighted models is appropriate since different aspects of reality can be usefully highlighted 
in different models; hence our reliance on trying to draw inferences simultaneously in different models; hence our reliance on trying to draw inferences simultaneously 
from multiple models.from multiple models.

In our view, a theoretical result can be fruitfully used as part of forming a policy In our view, a theoretical result can be fruitfully used as part of forming a policy 
recommendation only if three conditions are met. First, the result should be based on recommendation only if three conditions are met. First, the result should be based on 
an economic mechanism that is empirically relevant and fi rst order to the problem an economic mechanism that is empirically relevant and fi rst order to the problem 
at hand. Second, the result should be reasonably robust to changes in the modeling at hand. Second, the result should be reasonably robust to changes in the modeling 
assumptions. In particular, people have very heterogeneous tastes, and there are many assumptions. In particular, people have very heterogeneous tastes, and there are many 
departures from the rational model, especially in the realm of intertemporal choice. departures from the rational model, especially in the realm of intertemporal choice. 
Therefore, we should view with suspicion results that depend critically on very strong Therefore, we should view with suspicion results that depend critically on very strong 
homogeneity or rationality assumptions. Deriving optimal tax formulas as a function homogeneity or rationality assumptions. Deriving optimal tax formulas as a function 
of a few empirically estimable “suffi cient statistics” is a natural way to approach those of a few empirically estimable “suffi cient statistics” is a natural way to approach those 
fi rst two conditions. Third, the tax policy prescription needs to be implementable—fi rst two conditions. Third, the tax policy prescription needs to be implementable—
that is, the tax policy needs to be socially acceptable and not too complex relative to that is, the tax policy needs to be socially acceptable and not too complex relative to 
the modeling of tax administration and individual responses to tax law. By socially the modeling of tax administration and individual responses to tax law. By socially 
acceptable, we do not mean to limit the choice to currently politically plausible policy acceptable, we do not mean to limit the choice to currently politically plausible policy 
options. Rather, we mean there should not be very widely held normative views that options. Rather, we mean there should not be very widely held normative views that 
make such policies seem implausible and inappropriate at pretty much all times. For make such policies seem implausible and inappropriate at pretty much all times. For 
example, a policy prescription such as taxing height (Mankiw and Weinzierl, 2010) is example, a policy prescription such as taxing height (Mankiw and Weinzierl, 2010) is 
obviously not socially acceptable because it violates certain horizontal equity concerns obviously not socially acceptable because it violates certain horizontal equity concerns 
that do not appear in basic models. The complexity constraint can also be an issue that do not appear in basic models. The complexity constraint can also be an issue 
when optimal taxes depend in a complex way on the full history of earnings and when optimal taxes depend in a complex way on the full history of earnings and 
consumption, as in some recent path-breaking papers on optimal dynamic taxation.consumption, as in some recent path-breaking papers on optimal dynamic taxation.

We obtain three policy recommendations from basic research that we believe We obtain three policy recommendations from basic research that we believe 
can satisfy these three criteria reasonably well. First, very high earners should be can satisfy these three criteria reasonably well. First, very high earners should be 
subject to high and rising marginal tax rates on earnings. In particular, we discuss subject to high and rising marginal tax rates on earnings. In particular, we discuss 
why the famous zero marginal tax rate at the top of the earnings distribution is not why the famous zero marginal tax rate at the top of the earnings distribution is not 
policy relevant. Second, the earnings of low-income families should be subsidized, policy relevant. Second, the earnings of low-income families should be subsidized, 
and those subsidies should then be phased out with high implicit marginal tax rates. and those subsidies should then be phased out with high implicit marginal tax rates. 
This result follows because labor supply responses of low earners are concentrated This result follows because labor supply responses of low earners are concentrated 
along the margin of whether to participate in labor markets at all (the extensive along the margin of whether to participate in labor markets at all (the extensive 
as opposed to the intensive margin). These two results combined imply that the as opposed to the intensive margin). These two results combined imply that the 
optimal profi le of transfers and taxes is highly nonlinear and cannot be well approx-optimal profi le of transfers and taxes is highly nonlinear and cannot be well approx-
imated by a fl at tax along with lump sum “demogrants.” Third, we argue that capital imated by a fl at tax along with lump sum “demogrants.” Third, we argue that capital 
income should be taxed. We will review certain theoretical results—in particular, income should be taxed. We will review certain theoretical results—in particular, 
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those of Atkinson and Stiglitz (1976), Chamley (1986), and Judd (1985)—implying those of Atkinson and Stiglitz (1976), Chamley (1986), and Judd (1985)—implying 
no capital income taxes and argue that these fi ndings are not robust enough to no capital income taxes and argue that these fi ndings are not robust enough to 
be policy relevant. In the end, persuasive arguments for taxing capital income are be policy relevant. In the end, persuasive arguments for taxing capital income are 
that there are diffi culties in practice in distinguishing between capital and labor that there are diffi culties in practice in distinguishing between capital and labor 
incomes, that borrowing constraints make full reliance on labor taxes less effi cient, incomes, that borrowing constraints make full reliance on labor taxes less effi cient, 
and that savings rates are heterogeneous.and that savings rates are heterogeneous.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: First, we consider the taxa-The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: First, we consider the taxa-
tion of very high earners, second, the taxation of low earners, and third, the taxation tion of very high earners, second, the taxation of low earners, and third, the taxation 
of capital income. We conclude with a discussion of methodology, contrasting of capital income. We conclude with a discussion of methodology, contrasting 
optimal tax and mechanism design (“new dynamic public fi nance”) approaches. In optimal tax and mechanism design (“new dynamic public fi nance”) approaches. In 
an appendix, we contrast our lessons from optimal tax theory with those of Mankiw, an appendix, we contrast our lessons from optimal tax theory with those of Mankiw, 
Weinzierl, and Yagan (2009), recently published in this journal.Weinzierl, and Yagan (2009), recently published in this journal.

Recommendation 1: Very high earnings should be subject to rising 
marginal rates and higher rates than current U.S. policy for top 
earners.

The share of total income going to the top 1 percent of income earners (those The share of total income going to the top 1 percent of income earners (those 
with annual income above about $400,000 in 2007) has increased dramatically from with annual income above about $400,000 in 2007) has increased dramatically from 
9 percent in 1970 to 23.5 percent in 2007, the highest level on record since 1928 9 percent in 1970 to 23.5 percent in 2007, the highest level on record since 1928 
and much higher than in European countries or Japan today (Piketty and Saez, and much higher than in European countries or Japan today (Piketty and Saez, 
2003; Atkinson, Piketty, and Saez, 2011). Although the average federal individual 2003; Atkinson, Piketty, and Saez, 2011). Although the average federal individual 
income tax rate of top percentile tax fi lers was 22.4 percent, the top percentile paid income tax rate of top percentile tax fi lers was 22.4 percent, the top percentile paid 
40.4 percent of total federal individual income taxes in 2007 (IRS, 2009a). There-40.4 percent of total federal individual income taxes in 2007 (IRS, 2009a). There-
fore, the taxation of very high earners is a central aspect of the tax policy debate not fore, the taxation of very high earners is a central aspect of the tax policy debate not 
only for equity reasons but also for revenue raising. For example, setting aside behav-only for equity reasons but also for revenue raising. For example, setting aside behav-
ioral responses for a moment, increasing the average federal income tax rate on the ioral responses for a moment, increasing the average federal income tax rate on the 
top percentile from 22.4 percent (as of 2007) to 29.4 percent would raise revenue by top percentile from 22.4 percent (as of 2007) to 29.4 percent would raise revenue by 
1 percentage point of GDP.1 percentage point of GDP.11 Indeed, even increasing the average federal income tax  Indeed, even increasing the average federal income tax 
rate of the top percentile to 43.5 percent, which would be suffi cient to raise revenue rate of the top percentile to 43.5 percent, which would be suffi cient to raise revenue 
by 3 percentage points of GDP, would still leave the after-tax income share of the top by 3 percentage points of GDP, would still leave the after-tax income share of the top 
percentile more than twice as high as in 1970.percentile more than twice as high as in 1970.22 Of course, increasing upper income  Of course, increasing upper income 
tax rates can discourage economic activity through behavioral responses, and hence tax rates can discourage economic activity through behavioral responses, and hence 

1 In 2007, the top percentile of income earners paid $450 billion in federal individual taxes (IRS, 2009a), 
or 3.2 percent of the $14,078 billion in GDP for 2007. Hence, increasing the average tax rate on the top 
percentile from 22.4 to 29.4 percent would raise $141 billion or 1 percent of GDP.
2 The average federal individual tax rate paid by the top percentile was 25.7 percent in 1970 (Piketty and 
Saez, 2007) and 22.4 percent in 2007 (IRS, 2009a). The overall average federal individual tax rate was 
12.5 percent in 1970 and 12.7 percent in 2007. The pre-tax income share for the top percentile of tax fi lers 
was 9 percent in 1970 and 23.5 percent in 2007. Hence, the top 1 percent after-tax income share in 1970 
was 7.6 percent = 9% × (1 – .257)/(1 – .125), and in 2007 it was 20.9 percent = 23.5% × (1 – .224)/
(1 – .127) and, with a tax rate of 43.5 percent on the top percentile (which would increase the average 
tax rate to 17.7 percent), would have been 16.1 percent = 23.5% × (1 – .435)/(1 – .177).
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potentially reduce tax collections, creating the standard equity-effi ciency trade-off potentially reduce tax collections, creating the standard equity-effi ciency trade-off 
discussed in the introduction.discussed in the introduction.

The Optimal Top Marginal Tax Rate

For the U.S. economy, the current top income marginal tax rate on earnings For the U.S. economy, the current top income marginal tax rate on earnings 
is about 42.5 percent,is about 42.5 percent,33 combining the top federal marginal income tax bracket of  combining the top federal marginal income tax bracket of 
35 percent with the Medicare tax and average state taxes on income and sales.35 percent with the Medicare tax and average state taxes on income and sales.44 As  As 
shown in Saez (2001), the optimal top marginal tax rate is straightforward to derive. shown in Saez (2001), the optimal top marginal tax rate is straightforward to derive. 
Denote the tax rate in the top bracket by Denote the tax rate in the top bracket by ττ. Figure 1 shows how the optimal tax rate . Figure 1 shows how the optimal tax rate 
is derived. The horizontal axis of the fi gure shows pre-tax income, while the vertical is derived. The horizontal axis of the fi gure shows pre-tax income, while the vertical 
axis shows disposable income. The original top tax bracket is shown by the solid axis shows disposable income. The original top tax bracket is shown by the solid 
line. As depicted, consider a tax reform which increases line. As depicted, consider a tax reform which increases ττ by  by ΔτΔτ above the income  above the income 
level  level  z  ** . To evaluate this change we need to consider the effects on revenue and  . To evaluate this change we need to consider the effects on revenue and 
social welfare. Ignoring behavioral responses at fi rst, this reform mechanically raises social welfare. Ignoring behavioral responses at fi rst, this reform mechanically raises 
additional revenue by an amount equal to the change in the tax rate (additional revenue by an amount equal to the change in the tax rate (ΔτΔτ) multiplied ) multiplied 
by the number of people to whom the higher rate applies ( by the number of people to whom the higher rate applies ( N  ** ) multiplied by the  ) multiplied by the 
amount by which the average income of this group ( amount by which the average income of this group ( z  m ) is above the cut-off income ) is above the cut-off income 
level ( level ( z  ** ) so that the additional revenue is  ) so that the additional revenue is ΔτΔτ    N  ** [  [ z  m  –   –  z  ** ]. As we shall see, the top tail  ]. As we shall see, the top tail 
of the income distribution is closely approximated by a Pareto distribution character-of the income distribution is closely approximated by a Pareto distribution character-
ized by a power law density of the form ized by a power law density of the form C/ / z  11++a  where  where a  >> 1 is the Pareto parameter.  1 is the Pareto parameter. 
Such distributions have the key property that the ratio  Such distributions have the key property that the ratio  z  m  / / z  **  is the same for all    is the same for all  z  **    
in the top tail and equal to in the top tail and equal to a/(/(a – 1). For the U.S. economy, the cutoff for the top  – 1). For the U.S. economy, the cutoff for the top 
percentile of tax fi lers is approximately $400,000, and the average income for this percentile of tax fi lers is approximately $400,000, and the average income for this 
group is approximately $1.2 million, so that  group is approximately $1.2 million, so that  z  m  / / z  **    == 3 and hence  3 and hence a == 1.5. 1.5.

Raising the tax rate on the top percentile obviously reduces the utility of high-Raising the tax rate on the top percentile obviously reduces the utility of high-
income tax fi lers. If we denote by income tax fi lers. If we denote by g  the social marginal value of $1 of consumption the social marginal value of $1 of consumption 
for top income earners (measured relative to government revenue), the direct for top income earners (measured relative to government revenue), the direct 
welfare cost is welfare cost is g multiplied by the change in tax revenue collected. multiplied by the change in tax revenue collected.55 Because the  Because the 
government values redistribution, the social marginal value of consumption for top-government values redistribution, the social marginal value of consumption for top-
bracket tax fi lers is small relative to that of the average person in the economy, and bracket tax fi lers is small relative to that of the average person in the economy, and 
so so g is small and as a fi rst approximation can be ignored. A utilitarian social welfare  is small and as a fi rst approximation can be ignored. A utilitarian social welfare 
criterion with marginal utility of consumption declining to zero, the most commonly criterion with marginal utility of consumption declining to zero, the most commonly 

3 This top marginal tax rate is much higher than the current average tax rate among top 1 percent earners 
mentioned above because of deductions and especially lower tax rates that apply to realized capital gains.
4 The top tax rate τ is 42.5 percent for ordinary labor income when combining the top federal individual 
tax rate of 35 percent, uncapped Medicare taxes of 2.9 percent, and an average combined state top 
income tax rate of 5.86 percent and average sales tax rate of 2.32 percent. The average across states is 
computed using state weights equal to the fraction of fi lers with adjusted gross income above $200,000 
that reside in the state as of 2007 (IRS, 2009a). The 2.32 percent average sales tax rate is estimated as 
40 percent of the average nominal sales tax rate across states (as the average sales tax base is about 
40 percent of total personal consumption.) As the 1.45 percent employer Medicare tax is deductible for 
both federal and state income taxes, and state income taxes are deductible for federal income taxes, we 
have ((1 – .35) × (1 – .0586) – .0145)/(1.0145 × 1.0232) = .575, and hence τ = 42.5 percent.
5 Formally, g is the weighted average of social marginal weights on top earners, with weights proportional 
to income in the top bracket.
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used specifi cation in optimal tax models, has this implication. For example, if the used specifi cation in optimal tax models, has this implication. For example, if the 
social value of utility is logarithmic in consumption, then social marginal welfare social value of utility is logarithmic in consumption, then social marginal welfare 
weights are inversely proportional to consumption. In that case, the social marginal weights are inversely proportional to consumption. In that case, the social marginal 
utility at the $1,364,000 average income of the top 1 percent in 2007 (Piketty and utility at the $1,364,000 average income of the top 1 percent in 2007 (Piketty and 
Saez, 2003) is only 3.9 percent of the social marginal utility of the median family, Saez, 2003) is only 3.9 percent of the social marginal utility of the median family, 
with income $52,700 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009).with income $52,700 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009).

Behavioral responses can be captured by the elasticity Behavioral responses can be captured by the elasticity e  of reported income with of reported income with 
respect to the net-of-tax rate 1 – respect to the net-of-tax rate 1 – ττ. By defi nition, . By defi nition, e measures the percent increase in  measures the percent increase in 
average reported income  average reported income  z  m   when the net-of-tax rate increases by 1 percent. when the net-of-tax rate increases by 1 percent.66 At  At 
the optimum, the marginal gain from increasing tax revenue with no behavioral the optimum, the marginal gain from increasing tax revenue with no behavioral 
response and the marginal loss from the behavioral reaction must be equal to each response and the marginal loss from the behavioral reaction must be equal to each 

6 Formally, this elasticity is an income-weighted average of the individual elasticities across the  N  *  top 
bracket tax fi lers. It is also a mix of income and substitution effects as the reform creates both income 
and substitution effects in the top bracket. Saez (2001) provides an exact decomposition.

Figure 1
Optimal Top Tax Rate Derivation

Source: The authors.
Notes: The fi gure depicts the derivation of the optimal top tax rate  τ  *  = 1/(1 + ae) by considering a small 
reform around the optimum which increases the top marginal tax rate τ by Δτ above  z  * . A taxpayer with 
income z mechanically pays Δτ[z –  z  * ] extra taxes but, by defi nition of the elasticity e  of earnings with respect 
to the net-of-tax rate 1 – τ, also reduces his income by Δz = e z Δτ/(1 – τ) leading to a loss in tax revenue 
equal to Δτ e zτ/(1 – τ). Summing across all top bracket taxpayers and denoting by  z  m  the average income 
above  z  *  and a =  z  m  /( z  m  –  z  * )), we obtain the revenue maximizing tax rate  τ  *  = 1/(1 + ae). This is the 
optimum tax rate when the government sets zero marginal welfare weights on top income earners.

Disposable 
income
c = z – T(z)

z* – T(z*)

Mechanical tax increase:
Δτ[z – z*] 

Pre-tax income zz* z0

Top bracket: slope 1 – τ above z*

Reform: slope 1 – τ – Δτ above z*

Behavioral response tax loss:
τΔz = –Δτezτ/(1 – τ) 
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other. Ignoring the social value of marginal consumption of top earners, the optimal other. Ignoring the social value of marginal consumption of top earners, the optimal 
top tax rate  top tax rate  τ  τ  **  is given by the formula  is given by the formula

  τ  *  = 1/(1 + ae).

The optimal top tax rate  τ  *  is the tax rate that maximizes tax revenue from top 
bracket taxpayers.7 Since the goal of the marginal rates on very high incomes is to 
get revenue in order to hold down taxes on lower earners, this equation does not 
depend on the total revenue needs of the government. Any top tax rate above  τ  *  
would be (second-best) Pareto ineffi cient as reducing tax rates at the top would 
both increase tax revenue and the welfare of top earners.

An increase in the marginal tax rate only at a single income level in the upper An increase in the marginal tax rate only at a single income level in the upper 
tail increases the deadweight burden (decreases revenue because of reduced earn-tail increases the deadweight burden (decreases revenue because of reduced earn-
ings) at that income level but raises revenue from all those with higher earnings ings) at that income level but raises revenue from all those with higher earnings 
without altering their marginal tax rates. The optimal tax rate balances these two without altering their marginal tax rates. The optimal tax rate balances these two 
effects—the increased deadweight burden at the income level and the increased effects—the increased deadweight burden at the income level and the increased 
revenue from all higher levels.  revenue from all higher levels.  τ  τ  **  is decreasing with the elasticity   is decreasing with the elasticity e (which affects the  (which affects the 
deadweight burden) and the Pareto parameter deadweight burden) and the Pareto parameter a, which measures the thinness of , which measures the thinness of 
the top of the income distribution and so the ratio of those above a tax level to the the top of the income distribution and so the ratio of those above a tax level to the 
income of those at the tax level.income of those at the tax level.

The solid line in Figure 2 depicts the empirical ratio The solid line in Figure 2 depicts the empirical ratio a  ==    z  m    /( /( z  m   –   –  z  ** ) with   ) with  z  **    
ranging from $0 to $1,000,000 in annual income using U.S. tax return micro-data ranging from $0 to $1,000,000 in annual income using U.S. tax return micro-data 
for 2005. We use “adjusted gross income” from tax returns as our income defi nition. for 2005. We use “adjusted gross income” from tax returns as our income defi nition. 
The central fi nding is that The central fi nding is that a is extremely stable for   is extremely stable for  z  **  above $300,000 (and around   above $300,000 (and around 
1.5). The excellent Pareto fi t of the top tail of the distribution has been well known 1.5). The excellent Pareto fi t of the top tail of the distribution has been well known 
for over a century since the pioneering work of Pareto (1896) and verifi ed in many for over a century since the pioneering work of Pareto (1896) and verifi ed in many 
countries and many periods, as summarized in Atkinson, Piketty, and Saez (2011). countries and many periods, as summarized in Atkinson, Piketty, and Saez (2011). 

If we assume that the elasticity If we assume that the elasticity e is roughly constant across earners at the top of is roughly constant across earners at the top of 
the distribution, the formula the distribution, the formula ττ  == 1/(1  1/(1 ++  ae) shows that the optimal top tax rate is ) shows that the optimal top tax rate is 
independent of  independent of  z  **  within the top tail (and is also the asymptotic optimal marginal   within the top tail (and is also the asymptotic optimal marginal 
tax rate coming out of the standard nonlinear optimal tax model of Mirrlees, tax rate coming out of the standard nonlinear optimal tax model of Mirrlees, 
1971). That is, the optimal marginal tax rate is approximately the same over the 1971). That is, the optimal marginal tax rate is approximately the same over the 
range of very high incomes where the distribution is Pareto and the marginal social range of very high incomes where the distribution is Pareto and the marginal social 
weight on consumption is small.weight on consumption is small.88 This makes the optimal tax formula quite general  This makes the optimal tax formula quite general 
and useful.and useful.

7 If a positive social weight g > 0 is set on top earners’ marginal consumption, then the optimal rate is 
τ = (1 – g)/(1 – g + ae) <  τ  * . With plausible weights that are small relative to the weight on an average 
earner, the optimal tax does not change much.
8 If the elasticity e does not vary by income level, then the Pareto parameter a does not vary with τ. If 
the elasticity varies by income, the Pareto parameter a might depend on the top tax rate τ. The formula  
τ  *  = 1/(1 + ae) is still valid in that case, but determining  τ  *  would require knowing how a varies with τ. 
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The Tax Elasticity of Top Incomes 

The key remaining empirical ingredient to implement the formula for the The key remaining empirical ingredient to implement the formula for the 
optimal tax rate is the elasticity optimal tax rate is the elasticity e of top incomes with respect to the net-of-tax  of top incomes with respect to the net-of-tax 
rate. With the Pareto parameter rate. With the Pareto parameter a == 1.5 if  1.5 if e  == .25, a mid-range estimate from the  .25, a mid-range estimate from the 
empirical literature, then  empirical literature, then  τ  τ  **    == 1/(1  1/(1 ++ 1.5  1.5 ×× .25)  .25) == 73 percent, substantially higher  73 percent, substantially higher 
than the current 42.5 percent top U.S. marginal tax rate (combining all taxes).than the current 42.5 percent top U.S. marginal tax rate (combining all taxes).99  

9 Using  g  *  of .04, the optimal tax rate decreases by about 1 percentage point.

Figure 2
Empirical Pareto Coeffi cients in the United States, 2005

Source: The authors using public use tax return data.
Notes: The fi gure depicts in solid line the ratio a =  z  m  /( z  m  –  z  * ) with  z  *  ranging from $0 to $1,000,000 
annual income and  z  m  the average income above  z  *  using U.S. tax return micro data for 2005. Income 
is defi ned as Adjusted Gross Income reported on tax returns and is expressed in current 2005 dollars. 
Vertical lines depict the 90th percentile ($99,200) and 99th percentile ($350,500) nominal thresholds 
as of 2005. The ratio a is equal to one at  z  *  = 0, and is almost constant above the 99th percentile and 
slightly below 1.5, showing that the top of the distribution is extremely well approximated by a Pareto 
distribution for purposes of implementing the optimal top tax rate formula  τ  *  = 1/(1 + ae). Denoting by 
h(z) the density and by H(z) the cumulative distribution function of the income distribution, the fi gure 
also displays in dotted line the ratio α( z  * ) =  z  * h( z  * )/(1 – H( z  * )), which is also approximately constant, 
around 1.5, above the top percentile. A decreasing (or constant) α(z) combined with a decreasing G(z) 
and a constant e(z) implies that the optimal marginal tax rate T ′(z) = [1 – G(z)]/[1 – G(z) + α(z) e(z)] 
increases with z.
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The current rate, The current rate, ττ == 42.5 percent, would be optimal only if the elasticity  42.5 percent, would be optimal only if the elasticity e were were 
extremely high, equal to 0.9.extremely high, equal to 0.9.1010

Before turning to empirical estimates, we review some of the interpretation Before turning to empirical estimates, we review some of the interpretation 
issues that arise when moving beyond the simplest version of the Mirrlees (1971) issues that arise when moving beyond the simplest version of the Mirrlees (1971) 
model. In the Mirrlees model, there is a single tax on each individual. With many model. In the Mirrlees model, there is a single tax on each individual. With many 
taxes, for example, in many periods, the key measure is the response of the present taxes, for example, in many periods, the key measure is the response of the present 
discounted value of all taxes, not the response of revenue in a single year. This discounted value of all taxes, not the response of revenue in a single year. This 
observation matters given signifi cant control by some people over the timing of observation matters given signifi cant control by some people over the timing of 
taxes and over the forms in which income might be received. Also, because the basic taxes and over the forms in which income might be received. Also, because the basic 
Mirrlees model has no tax-deductible charitable giving, a tax-induced change in Mirrlees model has no tax-deductible charitable giving, a tax-induced change in 
taxable income involves only distortions from reduced earnings. However, when an taxable income involves only distortions from reduced earnings. However, when an 
increase in marginal tax rates leads to an increase in charitable giving, the gain to the increase in marginal tax rates leads to an increase in charitable giving, the gain to the 
recipients needs to be incorporated in the effi ciency measure (Saez, 2004). Other recipients needs to be incorporated in the effi ciency measure (Saez, 2004). Other 
tax deductions are more diffi cult to consider. In the Mirrlees model, compensation tax deductions are more diffi cult to consider. In the Mirrlees model, compensation 
equals the marginal product. In bargaining settings or with asymmetric informa-equals the marginal product. In bargaining settings or with asymmetric informa-
tion, people may not receive their marginal products. Thus, effort is responding to a tion, people may not receive their marginal products. Thus, effort is responding to a 
price that is higher or lower than marginal product, and the tax rate itself may affect price that is higher or lower than marginal product, and the tax rate itself may affect 
the gap between compensation and marginal product.the gap between compensation and marginal product.

The large literature using tax reforms to estimate the elasticity relevant for the The large literature using tax reforms to estimate the elasticity relevant for the 
optimal tax formula has focused primarily on the response of reported income, either optimal tax formula has focused primarily on the response of reported income, either 
“adjusted gross income” or “taxable income,” to net-of-tax rates. Saez, Slemrod, and “adjusted gross income” or “taxable income,” to net-of-tax rates. Saez, Slemrod, and 
Giertz (forthcoming) offer a recent survey, while Slemrod (2000) looks at studies Giertz (forthcoming) offer a recent survey, while Slemrod (2000) looks at studies 
focusing on the rich. The behavioral elasticity is due to real economic responses focusing on the rich. The behavioral elasticity is due to real economic responses 
such as labor supply, business creation, or savings decisions, but also tax avoidance such as labor supply, business creation, or savings decisions, but also tax avoidance 
and evasion responses. A number of studies have shown large and quick responses of and evasion responses. A number of studies have shown large and quick responses of 
reported incomes along the tax avoidance margin at the top of the distribution, but reported incomes along the tax avoidance margin at the top of the distribution, but 
no compelling study to date has shown substantial responses along the real economic no compelling study to date has shown substantial responses along the real economic 
responses margin among top earners. For example, in the United States, realized responses margin among top earners. For example, in the United States, realized 
capital gains surged in 1986 in anticipation of the increase in the capital gains tax capital gains surged in 1986 in anticipation of the increase in the capital gains tax 
rate after the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (Auerbach, 1988). Similarly, exercises of stock rate after the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (Auerbach, 1988). Similarly, exercises of stock 
options surged in 1992 before the 1993 top rate increase took place (Goolsbee, options surged in 1992 before the 1993 top rate increase took place (Goolsbee, 
2000). The Tax Reform Act of 1986 also led to a shift from corporate to individual 2000). The Tax Reform Act of 1986 also led to a shift from corporate to individual 
income as it became more advantageous to be organized as a business taxed solely income as it became more advantageous to be organized as a business taxed solely 
at the individual level rather than as a corporation taxed fi rst at the corporate level at the individual level rather than as a corporation taxed fi rst at the corporate level 
(Slemrod, 1996; Gordon and Slemrod, 2000). The paper Gruber and Saez (2002) is (Slemrod, 1996; Gordon and Slemrod, 2000). The paper Gruber and Saez (2002) is 
often cited for its substantial taxable income elasticity estimate (often cited for its substantial taxable income elasticity estimate (e  == 0.57) at the top  0.57) at the top 
of the distribution. However, its authors also found a small elasticity (of the distribution. However, its authors also found a small elasticity (e  == 0.17) for  0.17) for 
income before any deductions, even at the top of the distribution (Table 9, p. 24).income before any deductions, even at the top of the distribution (Table 9, p. 24).

When a tax system offers tax avoidance or evasion opportunities, the tax base in When a tax system offers tax avoidance or evasion opportunities, the tax base in 
a given year is quite sensitive to tax rates, so the elasticity a given year is quite sensitive to tax rates, so the elasticity e is large, and the optimal  is large, and the optimal 
top tax rate is correspondingly low. Two important qualifi cations must be made. top tax rate is correspondingly low. Two important qualifi cations must be made. 

10 Alternatively, if the elasticity is e = .25, then τ = 42.5 percent is optimal only if the marginal consump-
tion of very high-income earners is highly valued, with g =.72.
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First, as mentioned above, many of the tax avoidance channels such as retiming First, as mentioned above, many of the tax avoidance channels such as retiming 
or income shifting produce changes in tax revenue in other periods or other tax or income shifting produce changes in tax revenue in other periods or other tax 
bases—called “tax externalities”—and hence do not decrease the optimal tax rate. bases—called “tax externalities”—and hence do not decrease the optimal tax rate. 
Saez, Slemrod, and Giertz (forthcoming) provide formulas showing how the optimal Saez, Slemrod, and Giertz (forthcoming) provide formulas showing how the optimal 
top tax rate should be modifi ed in such cases. Second, and most important, the top tax rate should be modifi ed in such cases. Second, and most important, the 
tax avoidance or evasion component of the elasticity tax avoidance or evasion component of the elasticity e is not an immutable param-is not an immutable param-
eter and can be reduced through base broadening and tax enforcement (Slemrod eter and can be reduced through base broadening and tax enforcement (Slemrod 
and Kopczuk, 2002; Kopczuk, 2005). Thus, the distinction between real responses and Kopczuk, 2002; Kopczuk, 2005). Thus, the distinction between real responses 
and tax avoidance responses is critical for tax policy. As an illustration using the and tax avoidance responses is critical for tax policy. As an illustration using the 
different elasticity estimates of Gruber and Saez (2002) for high-income earners different elasticity estimates of Gruber and Saez (2002) for high-income earners 
mentioned above, the optimal top tax rate using the current taxable income base mentioned above, the optimal top tax rate using the current taxable income base 
(and ignoring tax externalities) would be  (and ignoring tax externalities) would be  τ  τ  **    == 1/(1  1/(1 ++ 1.5  1.5 ×× 0.57)  0.57) == 54 percent,  54 percent, 
while the optimal top tax rate using a broader income base with no deductions while the optimal top tax rate using a broader income base with no deductions 
would be  would be  τ  τ  **    == 1/(1  1/(1 ++ 1.5  1.5 ×× 0.17)  0.17) == 80 percent. Taking as fi xed state and payroll  80 percent. Taking as fi xed state and payroll 
tax rates, such rates correspond to top federal income tax rates equal to 48 and tax rates, such rates correspond to top federal income tax rates equal to 48 and 
76 percent, respectively. Although considerable uncertainty remains in the esti-76 percent, respectively. Although considerable uncertainty remains in the esti-
mation of the long-run behavioral responses to top tax rates (Saez, Slemrod, and mation of the long-run behavioral responses to top tax rates (Saez, Slemrod, and 
Giertz, forthcoming), the elasticity Giertz, forthcoming), the elasticity e  == 0.57 is a conservative upper bound estimate  0.57 is a conservative upper bound estimate 
of the distortion of top U.S. tax rates. Therefore, the case for higher rates at the top of the distortion of top U.S. tax rates. Therefore, the case for higher rates at the top 
appears robust in the context of this model. appears robust in the context of this model. 

Link with the Zero Top Rate Result

Formally,  Formally,  z  m    / / z  **  reaches 1 when    reaches 1 when  z  **  reaches the level of income of the single   reaches the level of income of the single 
highest income earner, in which case highest income earner, in which case a  ==    z  m    /( /( z  m    –  –  z  ** ) is infi nite, and indeed   ) is infi nite, and indeed  τ  τ  **    
== 1/(1  1/(1 ++  ae) ) == 0, which is the famous zero top rate result fi rst demonstrated by  0, which is the famous zero top rate result fi rst demonstrated by 
Sadka (1976) and Seade (1977). However, notice that this result applies only to the Sadka (1976) and Seade (1977). However, notice that this result applies only to the 
very top income earner; its lack of wider applicability can be verifi ed empirically very top income earner; its lack of wider applicability can be verifi ed empirically 
using tax data.using tax data.1111 If one makes the reasonable assumption that the level of top earn- If one makes the reasonable assumption that the level of top earn-
ings is not known in advance, and instead consider having potential earnings drawn ings is not known in advance, and instead consider having potential earnings drawn 
randomly from an underlying Pareto distribution then (as we show in the Appendix randomly from an underlying Pareto distribution then (as we show in the Appendix 
available online with this paper at available online with this paper at 〈〈http://e-jep.orghttp://e-jep.org〉〉), with the budget constraint ), with the budget constraint 
satisfi ed in expectation, the formula,  satisfi ed in expectation, the formula,  τ  τ  **  = 1/(1 +   = 1/(1 + ae), remains the natural optimum ), remains the natural optimum 
tax rate. This fi nding implies that the zero top rate result and its corollary that tax rate. This fi nding implies that the zero top rate result and its corollary that 
marginal tax rates should decline at the top have no policy relevance, a view that we marginal tax rates should decline at the top have no policy relevance, a view that we 
believe is widely shared among public fi nance economists.believe is widely shared among public fi nance economists.1212  

11 If, for example, the second-highest income is only one-half of the highest earner then  z  m  / z  *  = 2 
(and hence a = 2) when  z  *  is just above the second-highest earner, so that convergence of  z  m  / z  *  to one 
really happens only between the top and second-highest earner. The IRS publishes statistics on the top 
400 taxpayers (IRS, 2009b). In 2007, the threshold to be a top 400 taxpayer was $138.8m and the average 
income of top 400 taxpayers was $344.8m so that a = 1.67 at  z  *  = $138.8m, very close to the value of 1.5 
at the top percentile threshold, and still very far from the infi nite value it takes at the very top income.
12 With a known fi nite distribution, the marginal tax rate at the top is zero, but the average tax rate 
between the highest and second-highest earners is so large that highest earner gets no additional utility 
from being more productive than the next-highest earner.
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Should Marginal Tax Rates Rise with Income? 

Assuming away income effects on labor supply, the optimal marginal tax rate Assuming away income effects on labor supply, the optimal marginal tax rate 
formula at any income level (applying to the combination of all taxes) takes a form formula at any income level (applying to the combination of all taxes) takes a form 
that can be expressed directly as a function of the income distribution as follows that can be expressed directly as a function of the income distribution as follows 
(Diamond, 1998):(Diamond, 1998):

  T ′(z) = [1 – G(z)]/[1 – G(z) + α(z) e(z)]

where e(z) is the elasticity of incomes with respect to the net-of-tax rate at income 
level z, G(z) is the average social marginal welfare weight across individuals with 
income above z, and α(z)  ==  (zh(z))/(1 – H(z)) with h(z) the density of taxpayers 
at income level z and H(z) the fraction of individuals with income below z.13 The 
expression α(z) refl ects the ratio of the total income of those affected by the 
marginal tax rate at z relative to the numbers of people at higher income levels. A 
derivation of the optimal formula is presented in an appendix available with this 
paper at 〈http://e-jep.org〉.

For Pareto distributions, For Pareto distributions, α((z) is constant and equal to the Pareto parameter. ) is constant and equal to the Pareto parameter. 
However, the empirical U.S. income distribution is not a Pareto distribution at lower However, the empirical U.S. income distribution is not a Pareto distribution at lower 
income levels. The income levels. The α((z) term is depicted in dotted line on Figure 2 for the empirical ) term is depicted in dotted line on Figure 2 for the empirical 
2005 U.S. income distribution. It is inversely U-shaped, reaching a maximum of 2.17 2005 U.S. income distribution. It is inversely U-shaped, reaching a maximum of 2.17 
at at z  == $135,000, then decreasing and staying approximately constant around 1.5  $135,000, then decreasing and staying approximately constant around 1.5 
above above z  == $400,000. Because social welfare weights are lower for higher incomes,  $400,000. Because social welfare weights are lower for higher incomes, 
G((z) decreases with ) decreases with z. Therefore, assuming a constant elasticity . Therefore, assuming a constant elasticity e across income  across income 
groups, the formula implies that the optimal marginal tax rates should increase groups, the formula implies that the optimal marginal tax rates should increase 
with income in the upper part of the distribution. This result was theoretically estab-with income in the upper part of the distribution. This result was theoretically estab-
lished by Diamond (1998) and confi rmed by all subsequent simulations that use a lished by Diamond (1998) and confi rmed by all subsequent simulations that use a 
Pareto distribution at the top as in Saez (2001) or Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan Pareto distribution at the top as in Saez (2001) or Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan 
(2009). Quantitatively, this increase is substantial. For example, assuming again (2009). Quantitatively, this increase is substantial. For example, assuming again 
an elasticity an elasticity e  == .25 and that  .25 and that G((z) ) == 0.5 at  0.5 at z  == $100,000, corresponding to the top  $100,000, corresponding to the top 
decile threshold where decile threshold where α  == 2.05, we would have  2.05, we would have T ′′  == 49 percent at this income, well  49 percent at this income, well 
below the value of 73 percent for the top percentile as calculated above.below the value of 73 percent for the top percentile as calculated above.

In the current tax system with many tax avoidance opportunities at the higher In the current tax system with many tax avoidance opportunities at the higher 
end, as discussed above, the elasticity end, as discussed above, the elasticity e is likely to be higher for top earners than  is likely to be higher for top earners than 
for middle incomes, possibly leading to decreasing marginal tax rates at the top for middle incomes, possibly leading to decreasing marginal tax rates at the top 
(Gruber and Saez, 2002). However, the natural policy response should be to close (Gruber and Saez, 2002). However, the natural policy response should be to close 
tax avoidance opportunities, in which case the assumption of constant elasticities tax avoidance opportunities, in which case the assumption of constant elasticities 
might be a reasonable benchmark.might be a reasonable benchmark.

13 Technically, Saez (2001) shows that h(z) is the density of incomes when the nonlinear tax system is 
linearized at z. Saez (2001) also shows that a similar but more complex formula can be obtained with 
income effects that is quantitatively close to the equation above.
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Additional Considerations

To some readers, proposing marginal income tax rates on the top percentile To some readers, proposing marginal income tax rates on the top percentile 
of earners, along with a broadened tax base, in a range from 48 to 76 percent may of earners, along with a broadened tax base, in a range from 48 to 76 percent may 
seem implausibly high. One way to judge how seriously to take such numbers is seem implausibly high. One way to judge how seriously to take such numbers is 
to consider whether elements left out in the derivation push for a signifi cantly to consider whether elements left out in the derivation push for a signifi cantly 
different answer. Two key omitted elements are the presence of capital income and different answer. Two key omitted elements are the presence of capital income and 
a longer-run dynamic perspective.a longer-run dynamic perspective.

Does the presence of capital income mean that earnings should be taxed signif-Does the presence of capital income mean that earnings should be taxed signif-
icantly differently? When we discuss taxation of capital income in a later section, we icantly differently? When we discuss taxation of capital income in a later section, we 
note that the ability to convert some labor income into capital income is a reason note that the ability to convert some labor income into capital income is a reason 
for limiting the difference between tax rates on the two types of income—that is, an for limiting the difference between tax rates on the two types of income—that is, an 
argument for taxing capital income. Plausibly, it is also an argument for a somewhat argument for taxing capital income. Plausibly, it is also an argument for a somewhat 
lower labor income tax, assuming that labor income should be taxed more heavily lower labor income tax, assuming that labor income should be taxed more heavily 
than capital income.than capital income.

Perhaps most critically, does an estimate based on a single period model still Perhaps most critically, does an estimate based on a single period model still 
apply when recognizing that people earn and pay income taxes year after year? First, apply when recognizing that people earn and pay income taxes year after year? First, 
earlier decisions such as education and career choices affect later earnings opportu-earlier decisions such as education and career choices affect later earnings opportu-
nities. It is conceivable that a more progressive tax system could reduce incentives to nities. It is conceivable that a more progressive tax system could reduce incentives to 
accumulate human capital in the fi rst place. The logic of the equity–effi ciency trade-accumulate human capital in the fi rst place. The logic of the equity–effi ciency trade-
off would still carry through, but the elasticity off would still carry through, but the elasticity e should refl ect not only short-run  should refl ect not only short-run 
labor supply responses but also long-run responses through education and career labor supply responses but also long-run responses through education and career 
choices. While there is a sizable multiperiod optimal tax literature using life-cycle choices. While there is a sizable multiperiod optimal tax literature using life-cycle 
models and generating insights, we unfortunately have little compelling empirical models and generating insights, we unfortunately have little compelling empirical 
evidence to assess whether taxes affect earnings through those long-run channels.evidence to assess whether taxes affect earnings through those long-run channels.

Second, there is signifi cant uncertainty in future earnings. Such uncertainty Second, there is signifi cant uncertainty in future earnings. Such uncertainty 
gives an insurance role for earnings taxation and, as we shall see, also has conse-gives an insurance role for earnings taxation and, as we shall see, also has conse-
quences for the taxation of savings.quences for the taxation of savings.1414 However, the applicability of results for policy  However, the applicability of results for policy 
seems unclear to us.seems unclear to us.

Recommendation 2: Tax (and transfer) policy toward low earners 
should include subsidization of earnings and should phase out the 
subsidization at a relatively high rate.

Transfers are naturally integrated with taxes in an optimal tax problem. Such Transfers are naturally integrated with taxes in an optimal tax problem. Such 
transfers often take the general form of a maximum benefi t for those with no income, transfers often take the general form of a maximum benefi t for those with no income, 
which is phased out at high rates as earnings increase. For example, in the United which is phased out at high rates as earnings increase. For example, in the United 
States, TANF (Temporary Aid to Needy Families) and SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition States, TANF (Temporary Aid to Needy Families) and SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program, formerly known as Food Stamps) operate in this way. A growing Assistance Program, formerly known as Food Stamps) operate in this way. A growing 
fraction of means-tested transfers is now administered through refundable tax credits fraction of means-tested transfers is now administered through refundable tax credits 

14 The “new dynamic public fi nance” analyzes such settings using mechanism design. The new dynamic 
public fi nance has made recent progress on the optimal labor income taxation in the dynamic context. 
See Farhi and Werning (2011).
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such as the EITC (Earned Income Tax Credit) or the Child Tax Credit. Such programs such as the EITC (Earned Income Tax Credit) or the Child Tax Credit. Such programs 
are typically fi rst phased in and then phased out with earnings so that benefi ts are are typically fi rst phased in and then phased out with earnings so that benefi ts are 
concentrated on low-income working families instead of those with no earnings. Many concentrated on low-income working families instead of those with no earnings. Many 
studies have found compelling evidence of substantial labor supply responses to trans-studies have found compelling evidence of substantial labor supply responses to trans-
fers along the extensive margin of whether or not to work. For example, the EITC fers along the extensive margin of whether or not to work. For example, the EITC 
expansions have encouraged labor force participation of U.S. single mothers (Meyer, expansions have encouraged labor force participation of U.S. single mothers (Meyer, 
2010). However, there is much less compelling evidence of behavioral responses along 2010). However, there is much less compelling evidence of behavioral responses along 
the intensive margin—that is, hours of work on the job—for lower-income earners. As the intensive margin—that is, hours of work on the job—for lower-income earners. As 
we shall see, these facts play a critical role in the optimal profi le of transfers.we shall see, these facts play a critical role in the optimal profi le of transfers.

Intensive Elasticities 

In the Mirrlees (1971) model, behavioral responses take place only through In the Mirrlees (1971) model, behavioral responses take place only through 
the intensive margin of the number of hours worked. In that context, it is optimal to the intensive margin of the number of hours worked. In that context, it is optimal to 
provide income to those with no earnings, which is then phased out with earnings, provide income to those with no earnings, which is then phased out with earnings, 
possibly at a high rate—which acts as an implicit tax (see the online appendix with possibly at a high rate—which acts as an implicit tax (see the online appendix with 
this paper at this paper at 〈〈http://e-jep.orghttp://e-jep.org〉〉 for a derivation). The intuition is that a high phase- for a derivation). The intuition is that a high phase-
out rate allows the government to target transfers to the most disadvantaged families. out rate allows the government to target transfers to the most disadvantaged families. 
A high phase-out rate does reduce earnings for low-income families, because they A high phase-out rate does reduce earnings for low-income families, because they 
reduce hours worked. However, because earnings of those in the phase-out are reduce hours worked. However, because earnings of those in the phase-out are 
small to start with, this elasticity applies to a low income base. Therefore, increasing small to start with, this elasticity applies to a low income base. Therefore, increasing 
the maximum benefi t (to those with no earnings) and increasing the phase-out rate the maximum benefi t (to those with no earnings) and increasing the phase-out rate 
is desirable for redistribution, and the behavioral responses create modest fi scal is desirable for redistribution, and the behavioral responses create modest fi scal 
costs relative to the redistributive gains, as long as the phase-out rate is not too costs relative to the redistributive gains, as long as the phase-out rate is not too 
high. Hence, the Mirrlees model of optimal income taxation generates a traditional high. Hence, the Mirrlees model of optimal income taxation generates a traditional 
welfare program where benefi ts are concentrated on non-earners with high phase-welfare program where benefi ts are concentrated on non-earners with high phase-
out rates on low-income workers.out rates on low-income workers.

Extensive Elasticities

However, the optimality of traditional welfare with a high phase-out rate However, the optimality of traditional welfare with a high phase-out rate 
depends critically on the absence of labor supply responses along the extensive depends critically on the absence of labor supply responses along the extensive 
margin, that is, whether or not to work. If labor supply responses are concentrated margin, that is, whether or not to work. If labor supply responses are concentrated 
along the extensive margin, then it is optimal to give higher transfers to low-income along the extensive margin, then it is optimal to give higher transfers to low-income 
workers than nonworkers, which amounts to a negative phase-out rate, as with the workers than nonworkers, which amounts to a negative phase-out rate, as with the 
current Earned Income Tax Credit (Diamond, 1980; Saez, 2002a).current Earned Income Tax Credit (Diamond, 1980; Saez, 2002a).

To see this, suppose the government starts from a transfer scheme with a posi-To see this, suppose the government starts from a transfer scheme with a posi-
tive phase-out rate—that is, the transfer is gradually reduced as earned income tive phase-out rate—that is, the transfer is gradually reduced as earned income 
rises—and introduces a small additional in-work benefi t for low-income workers. rises—and introduces a small additional in-work benefi t for low-income workers. 
Ignoring behavioral responses, such a reform is desirable if the government values Ignoring behavioral responses, such a reform is desirable if the government values 
redistribution to low-income earners. If behavioral responses are solely along the redistribution to low-income earners. If behavioral responses are solely along the 
extensive margin, this reform induces some nonworkers to start working to take extensive margin, this reform induces some nonworkers to start working to take 
advantage of the in-work benefi t. However, because we start from a situation with advantage of the in-work benefi t. However, because we start from a situation with 
a positive phase-out rate, this behavioral response increases tax revenue as low-a positive phase-out rate, this behavioral response increases tax revenue as low-
income workers still end up receiving a smaller transfer than nonworkers. Hence, income workers still end up receiving a smaller transfer than nonworkers. Hence, 
with the availability of a desirable redistribution and a gain in revenue from the with the availability of a desirable redistribution and a gain in revenue from the 
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behavioral response, a positive phase-out rate is not optimal (we provide a more behavioral response, a positive phase-out rate is not optimal (we provide a more 
detailed graphical derivation in the online appendix.)detailed graphical derivation in the online appendix.)

In practice, both extensive and intensive elasticities are present. An intensive In practice, both extensive and intensive elasticities are present. An intensive 
margin response would induce slightly higher earners to reduce labor supply to margin response would induce slightly higher earners to reduce labor supply to 
take advantage of the in-work benefi t, reducing tax revenue. Therefore, the govern-take advantage of the in-work benefi t, reducing tax revenue. Therefore, the govern-
ment has to trade-off the two effects. If, as empirical studies show, the extensive ment has to trade-off the two effects. If, as empirical studies show, the extensive 
elasticity of choosing whether to participate in the labor market is large for those elasticity of choosing whether to participate in the labor market is large for those 
with low incomes relative to the intensive elasticity of choosing how many hours to with low incomes relative to the intensive elasticity of choosing how many hours to 
work, initially low (or even negative) phase-out rates combined with high positive work, initially low (or even negative) phase-out rates combined with high positive 
phase-out rates further up the distribution would be the optimal profi le.phase-out rates further up the distribution would be the optimal profi le.

In recent decades in most high-income countries, a concern arose that tradi-In recent decades in most high-income countries, a concern arose that tradi-
tional welfare programs overly discouraged work, and there has been a marked tional welfare programs overly discouraged work, and there has been a marked 
shift toward lowering the marginal tax rate at the bottom through a combination shift toward lowering the marginal tax rate at the bottom through a combination 
of: a) introduction and then expansion of in-work benefi ts such as the Earned of: a) introduction and then expansion of in-work benefi ts such as the Earned 
Income Tax Credit in the United States; b) reduction of the statutory phase-out Income Tax Credit in the United States; b) reduction of the statutory phase-out 
rates in transfer programs for earned income, as under the U.S. welfare reform; and rates in transfer programs for earned income, as under the U.S. welfare reform; and 
c) reduction of payroll taxes for low-income earners, as in the recent U.S. Making c) reduction of payroll taxes for low-income earners, as in the recent U.S. Making 
Work Pay credit. Those reforms are consistent with the logic of optimal taxation Work Pay credit. Those reforms are consistent with the logic of optimal taxation 
we have outlined, as they both encourage labor force participation and provide we have outlined, as they both encourage labor force participation and provide 
transfers to low-income workers, seen as a deserving group.transfers to low-income workers, seen as a deserving group.

Recommendation 3: Capital income should be taxed.

With the standard model for static labor supply decisions, the simplicity of a With the standard model for static labor supply decisions, the simplicity of a 
one-period model and the extensive empirical literature on labor supply elasticities, one-period model and the extensive empirical literature on labor supply elasticities, 
it is possible to provide useful quantitative analysis of optimal marginal tax rates. it is possible to provide useful quantitative analysis of optimal marginal tax rates. 
In contrast, the literature on saving behavior sees a wide variety of basic behaviors, In contrast, the literature on saving behavior sees a wide variety of basic behaviors, 
more widely varying elasticity estimates, and a complexity that comes from the more widely varying elasticity estimates, and a complexity that comes from the 
importance of the future for decisions affected by capital income taxation. Thus, we importance of the future for decisions affected by capital income taxation. Thus, we 
limit our discussion to a single qualitative recommendation: capital income should limit our discussion to a single qualitative recommendation: capital income should 
be subject to signifi cant taxation. This conclusion is important in light of repeated be subject to signifi cant taxation. This conclusion is important in light of repeated 
calls for not taxing capital income. calls for not taxing capital income. 

Academic arguments against capital income taxation typically draw on one or Academic arguments against capital income taxation typically draw on one or 
both of two theoretical analyses: (1) the theorem that the optimum has no asymp-both of two theoretical analyses: (1) the theorem that the optimum has no asymp-
totic long-run taxation of capital income in Chamley (1986) and Judd (1985); and totic long-run taxation of capital income in Chamley (1986) and Judd (1985); and 
(2) the theorem that the optimum has no taxation of capital income in Atkinson (2) the theorem that the optimum has no taxation of capital income in Atkinson 
and Stiglitz (1976).and Stiglitz (1976).1515 For lengthier discussion of these arguments, see Banks and  For lengthier discussion of these arguments, see Banks and 

15 The aggregate effi ciency theorem in Diamond and Mirrlees (1971) is sometimes cited as support 
for not taxing capital income. Taxes on transactions between households and fi rms (that do not vary 
with the particular fi rm) do not interfere with production effi ciency. While taxing all capital income of 
households will generally change the level of savings, and so investment, it does not move the economy 
inside the production possibility frontier. Thus, the aggregate effi ciency theorem, that the optimum is 
on the production frontier, has no direct implications relative to taxing the capital income of households. 
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Diamond (2010). We address each of these in turn. We then address four arguments Diamond (2010). We address each of these in turn. We then address four arguments 
for positive taxation of capital income: the diffi culty of distinguishing between for positive taxation of capital income: the diffi culty of distinguishing between 
capital and labor incomes; the positive correlation between earnings opportunities capital and labor incomes; the positive correlation between earnings opportunities 
and savings propensities; the role of capital income taxes in easing the tax burden and savings propensities; the role of capital income taxes in easing the tax burden 
on those who are borrowing constrained; and the role of discouraging savings in on those who are borrowing constrained; and the role of discouraging savings in 
encouraging later labor supply in the presence of uncertain future wage rates.encouraging later labor supply in the presence of uncertain future wage rates.

Chamley and Judd

In the models analyzed in Chamley (1986) and Judd (1985), with infi nitely-lived In the models analyzed in Chamley (1986) and Judd (1985), with infi nitely-lived 
agents, an asymptotically zero tax on capital income is optimal. In order to evaluate agents, an asymptotically zero tax on capital income is optimal. In order to evaluate 
the relevance of this result for policy purposes, one needs to understand the logic of the relevance of this result for policy purposes, one needs to understand the logic of 
the result, and particularly its robustness to key assumptions. As pointed out in Judd the result, and particularly its robustness to key assumptions. As pointed out in Judd 
(1999), the logic for the result is straightforward. A constant capital income tax rate (1999), the logic for the result is straightforward. A constant capital income tax rate 
creates a growing tax wedge between current consumption and future consumption creates a growing tax wedge between current consumption and future consumption 
as the horizon grows. With interest rate as the horizon grows. With interest rate r and no capital income taxes, a dollar today and no capital income taxes, a dollar today 
is worth (1 is worth (1 ++  r))TT after after T years. If an investor is subject to an annual tax at rate  years. If an investor is subject to an annual tax at rate ττ on  on 
capital income, then the investor can convert one unit of consumption today into capital income, then the investor can convert one unit of consumption today into 
only (1 only (1 ++ (1 –  (1 – ττ))r))TT units after  units after T years. Hence, the tax wedge 1 – (1 years. Hence, the tax wedge 1 – (1 ++ (1 –  (1 – ττ))r))TT//
(1 (1 ++  r))TT grows with  grows with T..1616 For example, with  For example, with r  == .05 and  .05 and ττ  == 30 percent, the tax wedge  30 percent, the tax wedge 
is a modest 13.4 percent when is a modest 13.4 percent when T  == 10, but is a substantial 43.8 percent when  10, but is a substantial 43.8 percent when T  == 40.  40. 
In order to avoid tax compounding that grows without limit as the horizon extends, In order to avoid tax compounding that grows without limit as the horizon extends, 
the optimal average rate must go to zero, although no individual tax rate needs to the optimal average rate must go to zero, although no individual tax rate needs to 
be zero.be zero.

Therefore, the result relies critically on the assumption that individuals make Therefore, the result relies critically on the assumption that individuals make 
consistent rational decisions about savings behavior across very long horizons, as consistent rational decisions about savings behavior across very long horizons, as 
in the standard intertemporal model. When agents have long horizons, modeling in the standard intertemporal model. When agents have long horizons, modeling 
their current decision making using an infi nite horizon model can be mathemati-their current decision making using an infi nite horizon model can be mathemati-
cally more tractable while doing little violence to conclusions that relate to current cally more tractable while doing little violence to conclusions that relate to current 
behavior. In contrast, substituting an infi nite-horizon decisionmaker for a sequence behavior. In contrast, substituting an infi nite-horizon decisionmaker for a sequence 
of fi nite-horizon decisionmakers can make a large difference in the asymptotic posi-of fi nite-horizon decisionmakers can make a large difference in the asymptotic posi-
tion of the economy. In an overlapping generations model with no bequests and tion of the economy. In an overlapping generations model with no bequests and 
so no dynastic linkage, the optimal capital income tax is generally not zero, even so no dynastic linkage, the optimal capital income tax is generally not zero, even 
in the long-run (Diamond, 1973; Atkinson and Sandmo, 1980). Thus, the strong in the long-run (Diamond, 1973; Atkinson and Sandmo, 1980). Thus, the strong 
asymptotic zero tax result of Chamley (1986) and Judd (1985) requires that rational asymptotic zero tax result of Chamley (1986) and Judd (1985) requires that rational 
intertemporal decision making not only holds for entire lifetimes, but extends across intertemporal decision making not only holds for entire lifetimes, but extends across 
dynasties. Both assumptions have been heavily challenged in the empirical literature.dynasties. Both assumptions have been heavily challenged in the empirical literature.

First, the recent behavioral economics literature has cast much doubt on the First, the recent behavioral economics literature has cast much doubt on the 
standard model of intertemporal decision making for a signifi cant fraction of standard model of intertemporal decision making for a signifi cant fraction of 
the population. A growing body of empirical work shows that savings decisions are the population. A growing body of empirical work shows that savings decisions are 

16 While interest income and dividends are taxed in this compounding way, the same is not true for 
capital gains that are taxed on a realization basis. Nor is it true for tax-favored retirement saving, such as 
IRA or 401(k) accounts. 



Peter Diamond and Emmanuel Saez     179

heavily infl uenced by psychological elements (such as self-control) or minor trans-heavily infl uenced by psychological elements (such as self-control) or minor trans-
action costs (like the default effects in employer-sponsored 401(k) plans).action costs (like the default effects in employer-sponsored 401(k) plans).

Second, empirical analyses of gifts and bequests, while clearly showing concerns Second, empirical analyses of gifts and bequests, while clearly showing concerns 
about heirs, are not supportive of the rigorous version of the dynasty model required about heirs, are not supportive of the rigorous version of the dynasty model required 
for the Chamley–Judd result. People leave bequests for many reasons: unintended for the Chamley–Judd result. People leave bequests for many reasons: unintended 
bequests due to lack of annuitization or to love of wealth accumulation per se; bequests due to lack of annuitization or to love of wealth accumulation per se; 
intended bequests arising out of bargaining with heirs, “warm glow” preferences, intended bequests arising out of bargaining with heirs, “warm glow” preferences, 
or altruism. The optimal tax treatment of bequests depends heavily on the mecha-or altruism. The optimal tax treatment of bequests depends heavily on the mecha-
nism behind bequests (Cremer and Pestieau, 2006, provide a survey). For example, nism behind bequests (Cremer and Pestieau, 2006, provide a survey). For example, 
unintended bequests should be taxed heavily because they do not affect donors unintended bequests should be taxed heavily because they do not affect donors 
and inheritances induce donees to work less through income effects. In contrast, and inheritances induce donees to work less through income effects. In contrast, 
if bequests are altruistic and the social planner takes into account both parents’ if bequests are altruistic and the social planner takes into account both parents’ 
and kids’ welfare (as opposed to parents’ only in the traditional dynastic model), and kids’ welfare (as opposed to parents’ only in the traditional dynastic model), 
then it can be desirable to subsidize bequests, especially among the poor (Farhi and then it can be desirable to subsidize bequests, especially among the poor (Farhi and 
Werning, 2010). The dynastic model refl ects special forms of both altruism and the Werning, 2010). The dynastic model refl ects special forms of both altruism and the 
social welfare function and hence likely captures only one aspect of bequest behavior.social welfare function and hence likely captures only one aspect of bequest behavior.

Rejecting the policy relevance of the zero taxation result does not remove the Rejecting the policy relevance of the zero taxation result does not remove the 
relevance of the compounding of capital income taxes noted above. This concern relevance of the compounding of capital income taxes noted above. This concern 
adds support to the case for tax-favored retirement savings accounts coming from adds support to the case for tax-favored retirement savings accounts coming from 
concern of inadequate savings by some (because saving for retirement involves long concern of inadequate savings by some (because saving for retirement involves long 
horizons). Conversely, the presence of such accounts supports higher taxation of horizons). Conversely, the presence of such accounts supports higher taxation of 
capital income than without such a savings option.capital income than without such a savings option.

Another straightforward conclusion coming out of the Chamley–Judd model Another straightforward conclusion coming out of the Chamley–Judd model 
is that it is better to tax existing wealth rather than future capital income because is that it is better to tax existing wealth rather than future capital income because 
a tax on current wealth is lump-sum, while a tax on future capital income distorts a tax on current wealth is lump-sum, while a tax on future capital income distorts 
intertemporal choices. While the asymptotic zero capital income tax result has drawn intertemporal choices. While the asymptotic zero capital income tax result has drawn 
great attention, the initial result is largely ignored for policy purposes, although the great attention, the initial result is largely ignored for policy purposes, although the 
same perspective, clearly stated in the literature, lies behind arguments for switching same perspective, clearly stated in the literature, lies behind arguments for switching 
from income taxation to consumption taxation in overlapping generation models as from income taxation to consumption taxation in overlapping generation models as 
a way to transfer wealth away from older cohorts at the time of tax implementation a way to transfer wealth away from older cohorts at the time of tax implementation 
with little in the way of distorting incentives (Auerbach, Kotlikoff, and Skinner, 1983). with little in the way of distorting incentives (Auerbach, Kotlikoff, and Skinner, 1983). 
However, taxing initial wealth as much as the available tax tools allow (whether as a However, taxing initial wealth as much as the available tax tools allow (whether as a 
wealth tax or a capital income tax) strains the relevance of the assumption that the wealth tax or a capital income tax) strains the relevance of the assumption that the 
government is committed to a policy that this taxation of wealth will not be repeated. government is committed to a policy that this taxation of wealth will not be repeated. 
Without a credible commitment (which may not be possible), confi scatory wealth Without a credible commitment (which may not be possible), confi scatory wealth 
taxation would adversely affect saving behavior and have serious effi ciency costs taxation would adversely affect saving behavior and have serious effi ciency costs 
because of concerns that such taxation will return. In short, we do not believe that because of concerns that such taxation will return. In short, we do not believe that 
the modeling assumptions behind the Chamley and Judd results are strong enough the modeling assumptions behind the Chamley and Judd results are strong enough 
to support drawing policy lessons about the appropriate taxation of capital.to support drawing policy lessons about the appropriate taxation of capital.

Atkinson and Stiglitz

In a two-period model with one period of work, the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem In a two-period model with one period of work, the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem 
(1976) states that when the available tax tools include nonlinear earnings taxes, (1976) states that when the available tax tools include nonlinear earnings taxes, 
differential taxation of fi rst- and second-period consumption is not optimal if two differential taxation of fi rst- and second-period consumption is not optimal if two 
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key conditions are satisfi ed: 1) all consumers have preferences that are separable key conditions are satisfi ed: 1) all consumers have preferences that are separable 
between consumption and labor; and 2) all consumers have the same subutility between consumption and labor; and 2) all consumers have the same subutility 
function of consumption. The underlying logic behind the result starts with the function of consumption. The underlying logic behind the result starts with the 
observation that the incentive to earn comes from the utility achievable from observation that the incentive to earn comes from the utility achievable from 
consumption purchases with after-tax earnings. With separable preferences and the consumption purchases with after-tax earnings. With separable preferences and the 
same subutilities for everyone, differential consumption taxation cannot accom-same subutilities for everyone, differential consumption taxation cannot accom-
plish any distinction among those with different earnings abilities beyond what is plish any distinction among those with different earnings abilities beyond what is 
already accomplishable by the earnings tax, but would have an added effi ciency cost already accomplishable by the earnings tax, but would have an added effi ciency cost 
from distorting spending choices. Thus the use of distorting taxes on consumption from distorting spending choices. Thus the use of distorting taxes on consumption 
is a more costly way of providing the incentives for the “optimal” earnings pattern is a more costly way of providing the incentives for the “optimal” earnings pattern 
in equilibrium.in equilibrium.1717 In this two-period model, differential consumption taxation is the  In this two-period model, differential consumption taxation is the 
same thing as capital taxation.same thing as capital taxation.

While the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem requires an absence of a systematic pattern While the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem requires an absence of a systematic pattern 
between earnings abilities and savings propensities, there appears to be a positive between earnings abilities and savings propensities, there appears to be a positive 
correlation between labor skill level (wage rate) and savings propensities. With this correlation between labor skill level (wage rate) and savings propensities. With this 
plausible assumption, implying that those with higher earnings abilities save more plausible assumption, implying that those with higher earnings abilities save more 
out of any given income, then taxation of saving helps with the equity–effi ciency out of any given income, then taxation of saving helps with the equity–effi ciency 
tradeoff by being a source of indirect evidence about who has higher earnings abili-tradeoff by being a source of indirect evidence about who has higher earnings abili-
ties and thus contributes to more effi cient redistributive taxation (Saez, 2002b).ties and thus contributes to more effi cient redistributive taxation (Saez, 2002b).1818

The dimensionality of worker types (relative to tax tools) matters in models of The dimensionality of worker types (relative to tax tools) matters in models of 
capital income taxation. This point can be brought out by contrasting the analysis capital income taxation. This point can be brought out by contrasting the analysis 
of the taxation of capital income in a model with two types of workers in Diamond of the taxation of capital income in a model with two types of workers in Diamond 
(2003) with that in a model with four types of workers in Diamond and Spinnewijn (2003) with that in a model with four types of workers in Diamond and Spinnewijn 
(forthcoming). Both papers use two-period models and assume additive prefer-(forthcoming). Both papers use two-period models and assume additive prefer-
ences, with workers varying in both skill and discount factor. With two types, in the ences, with workers varying in both skill and discount factor. With two types, in the 
optimum, the high earner has no marginal taxes. In contrast, with more types of optimum, the high earner has no marginal taxes. In contrast, with more types of 
workers and diverse discount rates at each earnings level, the optimum has taxa-workers and diverse discount rates at each earnings level, the optimum has taxa-
tion of savings of high earners and subsidization of savings of low earners. The tion of savings of high earners and subsidization of savings of low earners. The 
underlying logic comes from the incentive compatibility constraints, since high-underlying logic comes from the incentive compatibility constraints, since high-
discount types are more willing to work than low-discount types given the same skill discount types are more willing to work than low-discount types given the same skill 
and savings taxes. Recognizing the relevance and importance of heterogeneity in and savings taxes. Recognizing the relevance and importance of heterogeneity in 

17 Laroque (2005) and Kaplow (2006) provide an elegant and straightforward proof of this point. They 
show that one can always move to a system of nondistorting consumer taxes coupled with an appropriate 
modifi cation of the earned income tax and generate more government revenue while leaving every 
consumer with the same utility and the same labor supply. 
18 Banks and Diamond (2010) review evidence on the relationship between savings and skill levels as 
well as psychological evidence on discount factors. Empirical studies of savings behavior mostly fi nd that 
those with higher lifetime incomes do save more, but that the full pattern of savings requires consider-
able complexity in the underlying model (including uncertainties about earnings and medical expenses, 
asset tested programs, differential availability of savings vehicles, and bequest motives) to be consistent 
with the different aspects of savings at different ages. Thus the higher savings rates are consistent with 
the preference assumption of Saez (2002b), but not, by themselves, a basis for necessarily having the 
discount rate pattern that Saez assumes, since these other factors are also present. Golosov, Troshkin, 
Tsyvinski, and Weinzierl (2009) propose a calibration exercise.
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preferences within and across earnings levels, we reject the direct policy relevance preferences within and across earnings levels, we reject the direct policy relevance 
of the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem.of the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem.

Distinguishing between Capital and Labor Incomes

A straightforward argument for taxing capital is that it is often diffi cult to A straightforward argument for taxing capital is that it is often diffi cult to 
distinguish between capital and labor incomes. For example, people spending distinguish between capital and labor incomes. For example, people spending 
time to manage their investment portfolios are converting labor time into antici-time to manage their investment portfolios are converting labor time into antici-
pated capital income. In small businesses, profi ts arise both from the labor of pated capital income. In small businesses, profi ts arise both from the labor of 
owners and returns on assets so that, to some degree, individuals can convert owners and returns on assets so that, to some degree, individuals can convert 
labor income into capital income. For example, after the 1993 Finnish tax reform labor income into capital income. For example, after the 1993 Finnish tax reform 
to a dual income tax with a lower rate on capital income, there were signifi cant to a dual income tax with a lower rate on capital income, there were signifi cant 
shifts of labor income to capital income among the self-employed (Pirttilä and shifts of labor income to capital income among the self-employed (Pirttilä and 
Selin, 2011). In the United States, Gordon and MacKie-Mason (1995) and Gordon Selin, 2011). In the United States, Gordon and MacKie-Mason (1995) and Gordon 
and Slemrod (2000) have found income shifting between the corporate tax base and Slemrod (2000) have found income shifting between the corporate tax base 
and the individual tax base driven by tax differentials. The existence of tax differ-and the individual tax base driven by tax differentials. The existence of tax differ-
entials between labor and capital also creates pressure to extend the most favorable entials between labor and capital also creates pressure to extend the most favorable 
tax treatment to a wider set of incomes. For example, in the United States, compen-tax treatment to a wider set of incomes. For example, in the United States, compen-
sation of private equity and hedge fund managers in the form of a share of profi ts sation of private equity and hedge fund managers in the form of a share of profi ts 
generated on behalf of clients is considered realized capital gains, although it is generated on behalf of clients is considered realized capital gains, although it is 
conceptually labor income.conceptually labor income.

The diffi culties in telling apart labor and capital income are perhaps the The diffi culties in telling apart labor and capital income are perhaps the 
strongest reason why governments would be reluctant to completely exempt capital strongest reason why governments would be reluctant to completely exempt capital 
income and tax only labor income. Christiansen and Tuomala (2008) examine income and tax only labor income. Christiansen and Tuomala (2008) examine 
a model with costly (but legal) conversion of labor income into capital income. a model with costly (but legal) conversion of labor income into capital income. 
Despite preferences that would result in an optimal zero tax on capital income in Despite preferences that would result in an optimal zero tax on capital income in 
the absence of the ability to shift income, they fi nd a positive optimal tax on capital the absence of the ability to shift income, they fi nd a positive optimal tax on capital 
income. Similarly, the Chamley–Judd result of zero capital income taxation does income. Similarly, the Chamley–Judd result of zero capital income taxation does 
not hold in a model with an inability to distinguish between entrepreneurial labor not hold in a model with an inability to distinguish between entrepreneurial labor 
income and capital income in the same basic model (Reis, 2007).income and capital income in the same basic model (Reis, 2007).

Borrowing Constraints

The models discussed above had perfect capital markets—including an The models discussed above had perfect capital markets—including an 
absence of borrowing constraints.absence of borrowing constraints.1919 But borrowing constraints are relevant for tax  But borrowing constraints are relevant for tax 
policy, providing another reason for positive capital income taxation. Since capital policy, providing another reason for positive capital income taxation. Since capital 
income taxes fall on those who are not borrowing constrained (because they have income taxes fall on those who are not borrowing constrained (because they have 
capital), raising revenue from a capital income tax allows for a lower earned income capital), raising revenue from a capital income tax allows for a lower earned income 
tax, including the tax on those who are so constrained—allowing for an effi ciency tax, including the tax on those who are so constrained—allowing for an effi ciency 
gain when taxes are collected. For example, Aiyagari (1995) and Chamley (2001) gain when taxes are collected. For example, Aiyagari (1995) and Chamley (2001) 
consider borrowing-constrained agents in an uncertainty setting in an infi nitely-lived consider borrowing-constrained agents in an uncertainty setting in an infi nitely-lived 

19 Zeldes (1989) shows that, contrary to the predictions of the consumption-smoothing model with no 
liquidity constraints, consumption paths track predictable changes in income for low-wealth groups. 
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agent model and show that capital income taxation is desirable when consumption agent model and show that capital income taxation is desirable when consumption 
is positively correlated with savings.is positively correlated with savings.2020

Uncertain Future Earnings

Uncertainty about future earnings opportunities is large and pervasive (Banks Uncertainty about future earnings opportunities is large and pervasive (Banks 
and Diamond, 2010). When some consumption decisions are taken before earnings and Diamond, 2010). When some consumption decisions are taken before earnings 
uncertainties are resolved, the Atkinson and Stiglitz (1976) result does not hold uncertainties are resolved, the Atkinson and Stiglitz (1976) result does not hold 
and, in a two-period model, second-period consumption should be taxed at the and, in a two-period model, second-period consumption should be taxed at the 
margin relative to fi rst-period consumption. The underlying logic of this result is margin relative to fi rst-period consumption. The underlying logic of this result is 
that welfare is enhanced by providing insurance about future earnings opportuni-that welfare is enhanced by providing insurance about future earnings opportuni-
ties through the tax system. When leisure is a normal good, more savings, ceteris ties through the tax system. When leisure is a normal good, more savings, ceteris 
paribus, will tend to reduce work later on. Thus, discouraging savings enhances paribus, will tend to reduce work later on. Thus, discouraging savings enhances 
the ability to provide insurance against future poor labor market possibilities. The the ability to provide insurance against future poor labor market possibilities. The 
advantage of discouraging savings is present in models with longer time horizons as advantage of discouraging savings is present in models with longer time horizons as 
well. The extent of insurance is limited by moral hazard concerns.well. The extent of insurance is limited by moral hazard concerns.

The literature making this point has two strands. First, the optimal tax strand The literature making this point has two strands. First, the optimal tax strand 
considers optimal linear taxation of capital income along with optimal nonlinear considers optimal linear taxation of capital income along with optimal nonlinear 
earnings taxes. Provided an individual’s plan with less future work is accompanied earnings taxes. Provided an individual’s plan with less future work is accompanied 
by more savings, introducing such taxation raises welfare (Mirrlees and Diamond, by more savings, introducing such taxation raises welfare (Mirrlees and Diamond, 
1982; Diamond and Mirrlees, 2000). A second strand commonly called “the new 1982; Diamond and Mirrlees, 2000). A second strand commonly called “the new 
dynamic public fi nance” (Golosov, Kocherlakota, and Tsyvinski, 2003) has made dynamic public fi nance” (Golosov, Kocherlakota, and Tsyvinski, 2003) has made 
uncertain future earnings opportunities a central concern, an element largely uncertain future earnings opportunities a central concern, an element largely 
lacking in the optimal tax approach. It uses the mechanism design approach of lacking in the optimal tax approach. It uses the mechanism design approach of 
social welfare optimization with the government controlling individual consumption social welfare optimization with the government controlling individual consumption 
and labor, subject to incentive compatibility constraints and aggregate resources. and labor, subject to incentive compatibility constraints and aggregate resources. 
With additive preferences, a robust fi nding of this literature is the “Inverse Euler With additive preferences, a robust fi nding of this literature is the “Inverse Euler 
Equation,” which implies that in the absence of restrictions, an individual would Equation,” which implies that in the absence of restrictions, an individual would 
want to save more than called for by the socially optimal plan. To implement such want to save more than called for by the socially optimal plan. To implement such 
an allocation one needs to have a “wedge” refl ecting implicit marginal taxation of an allocation one needs to have a “wedge” refl ecting implicit marginal taxation of 
future consumption relative to earlier consumption, and so an implicit marginal tax future consumption relative to earlier consumption, and so an implicit marginal tax 
on savings or capital income. In this way, making it less attractive for someone with on savings or capital income. In this way, making it less attractive for someone with 
higher future earnings skills to imitate someone with lower earnings skills improves higher future earnings skills to imitate someone with lower earnings skills improves 
the equity–effi ciency tradeoff. the equity–effi ciency tradeoff. 2121

The mechanism design approach generates the allocation that is optimal, The mechanism design approach generates the allocation that is optimal, 
which is then supplemented by analysis of ways to implement such an optimum, which is then supplemented by analysis of ways to implement such an optimum, 

20 This correlation is always positive in the Aiyagari (1995) model with independent and identically 
distributed labor income, but Chamley (2001) shows that the correlation can be negative theoretically.
21 The “Inverse Euler equation” is that the reciprocal (inverse) of the marginal utility of consumption 
is equal to the expectation of the reciprocal (inverse) of the future marginal utility of consumption—
that is, 1/u ′( c 1 ) = E {1/u ′( c 2 )}. In a certainty model, the Inverse Euler equation and the familiar Euler 
equation are the same. However, with uncertainty, the marginal utility of present consumption is less 
than the expected marginal utility of future consumption when the Inverse Euler equation holds. The 
Inverse Euler condition comes from optimally balancing the incentives for today’s work coming from 
additional compensation today with anticipated changes in future resources as a consequence of today’s 
additional earnings, because the inverse of marginal utility is the resource cost of increasing utility. 
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sometimes using familiar tax tools. In Mirrlees and Diamond (1982) and Diamond sometimes using familiar tax tools. In Mirrlees and Diamond (1982) and Diamond 
and Mirlees (1986), the authors implement this approach through the adjustment and Mirlees (1986), the authors implement this approach through the adjustment 
of retirement benefi ts as a function of the age at retirement in a setting where the of retirement benefi ts as a function of the age at retirement in a setting where the 
alternatives are a particular job or no work at all and there is uncertainty about alternatives are a particular job or no work at all and there is uncertainty about 
the ability to hold the job. Implicitly taxing both work and savings allows for more the ability to hold the job. Implicitly taxing both work and savings allows for more 
redistribution to those who should retire early by discouraging savings done in redistribution to those who should retire early by discouraging savings done in 
order to take advantage of an early retirement pension. The implicit tax comes order to take advantage of an early retirement pension. The implicit tax comes 
from a benefi t level that grows at less than an actuarially fair rate with continued from a benefi t level that grows at less than an actuarially fair rate with continued 
work. Golosov and Tsyvinski (2006) study optimal disability insurance and recog-work. Golosov and Tsyvinski (2006) study optimal disability insurance and recog-
nize a role for an asset test, as is widespread in programs for the poor. However, nize a role for an asset test, as is widespread in programs for the poor. However, 
in a many-period model with a rich stochastic dynamic pattern of wage rates, full in a many-period model with a rich stochastic dynamic pattern of wage rates, full 
implementation of a mechanism design optimum calls for a complex, sophisticated implementation of a mechanism design optimum calls for a complex, sophisticated 
tax structure. When there can be alternative ways to implement a mechanism design tax structure. When there can be alternative ways to implement a mechanism design 
optimum, without further research it is not clear which approach sheds light on optimum, without further research it is not clear which approach sheds light on 
how to levy taxes in more realistic settings with limited tax tools.how to levy taxes in more realistic settings with limited tax tools.2222

The bottom line is that uncertain future earnings opportunities argue against The bottom line is that uncertain future earnings opportunities argue against 
zero taxation of capital income, as do savings preference heterogeneity, limited zero taxation of capital income, as do savings preference heterogeneity, limited 
distinctions between capital and labor incomes, and borrowing constraints. It is true distinctions between capital and labor incomes, and borrowing constraints. It is true 
that these arguments are based on life-cycle analyses, and that the empirical literature that these arguments are based on life-cycle analyses, and that the empirical literature 
fi nds that the life-cycle approach, while helpful, is limited in its success in explaining fi nds that the life-cycle approach, while helpful, is limited in its success in explaining 
savings behavior. The belief that many people do not save enough for their own savings behavior. The belief that many people do not save enough for their own 
retirements often leads to policies to encourage savings, particularly retirement retirements often leads to policies to encourage savings, particularly retirement 
savings. The most widely employed method is some form of forced saving through savings. The most widely employed method is some form of forced saving through 
mandatory contributions to a retirement system. This is often complemented with mandatory contributions to a retirement system. This is often complemented with 
a combination of taxing capital income and having tax-favored retirement savings a combination of taxing capital income and having tax-favored retirement savings 
(including some subsidies) targeted to those liable to save too little.(including some subsidies) targeted to those liable to save too little.

Public Finance Methodology

If we were helping to set tax policy, we would need to reach concrete conclusions If we were helping to set tax policy, we would need to reach concrete conclusions 
on tax bases and tax rates. In our role as part of the general discussion of taxation on tax bases and tax rates. In our role as part of the general discussion of taxation 
that may infl uence the tax-setting process, we look to inform thinking about taxes that may infl uence the tax-setting process, we look to inform thinking about taxes 
without necessarily getting to a concrete recommendation. In deciding what issues without necessarily getting to a concrete recommendation. In deciding what issues 
to promulgate and what supportive arguments to put forth, we draw on parts of the to promulgate and what supportive arguments to put forth, we draw on parts of the 
optimal tax literature. We also recognize a role for theoretical analyses in rebutting optimal tax literature. We also recognize a role for theoretical analyses in rebutting 
arguments that do not seem to be a good basis for making tax policy. This approach, arguments that do not seem to be a good basis for making tax policy. This approach, 

22 An example of a complex implementation is derived in Kocherlakota (2005). It calls for the taxes in any 
period to depend on the full history of earnings up to that period and has linear capital income tax rates 
that have a regressive relationship to contemporaneous earnings, and which collect no revenue in aggre-
gate. This implementation discourages savings by making the return to savings stochastic even though the 
rate of return on investment is determinate. And the regressivity of the tax rate is designed to discourage 
savings by providing a higher return when marginal utility is lower. Werning (2011) proposes a tax imple-
mentation with a progressive capital income tax that can be made independent of past earnings shocks.
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drawing on multiple research sources for partial insights, seems appropriate given drawing on multiple research sources for partial insights, seems appropriate given 
the complexity of issues that are relevant for good tax policy, much less the even the complexity of issues that are relevant for good tax policy, much less the even 
richer set of issues that would also recognize the role of arguments in a complex richer set of issues that would also recognize the role of arguments in a complex 
political process.political process.

As a good model for addressing the many issues that matter for good tax policy, As a good model for addressing the many issues that matter for good tax policy, 
we think of the Meade Report (Meade, 1978). Chapter 2 of the Report, “The Charac-we think of the Meade Report (Meade, 1978). Chapter 2 of the Report, “The Charac-
teristics of a Good Tax Structure,” is divided into six sections: Incentives and economic teristics of a Good Tax Structure,” is divided into six sections: Incentives and economic 
effi ciency; Distributional effects; International aspects; Simplicity and costs of admin-effi ciency; Distributional effects; International aspects; Simplicity and costs of admin-
istration and compliance; Flexibility and stability; and Transitional problems. To istration and compliance; Flexibility and stability; and Transitional problems. To 
consider direct taxation in the United Kingdom, the Meade Committee examined consider direct taxation in the United Kingdom, the Meade Committee examined 
each of these issues and then combined the insights into a policy recommendation. each of these issues and then combined the insights into a policy recommendation. 
It seems to us that economic analysis needs to proceed in a similar fashion.It seems to us that economic analysis needs to proceed in a similar fashion.

Optimality analyses of taxation have fl ourished in two (mostly) separate Optimality analyses of taxation have fl ourished in two (mostly) separate 
research communities. The public economics community has been actively doing research communities. The public economics community has been actively doing 
optimal tax analyses since the mid 1960s, while the macro community, under the optimal tax analyses since the mid 1960s, while the macro community, under the 
banner of “new dynamic public fi nance,” has been active since the mid 1980s. The banner of “new dynamic public fi nance,” has been active since the mid 1980s. The 
standard optimal tax analysis begins with a set of allowable tax structures and opti-standard optimal tax analysis begins with a set of allowable tax structures and opti-
mizes the tax rates and/or tax bases in the allowable structure. In contrast, the mizes the tax rates and/or tax bases in the allowable structure. In contrast, the 
macro analysts use a mechanism design approach, which begins by deriving each macro analysts use a mechanism design approach, which begins by deriving each 
individual’s marginal rates of substitution consistent with the individual’s optimized individual’s marginal rates of substitution consistent with the individual’s optimized 
consumption and labor allocation—the best possible allocation that is consistent consumption and labor allocation—the best possible allocation that is consistent 
with agents revealing their underlying “types.” The next step is to fi nd a taxation with agents revealing their underlying “types.” The next step is to fi nd a taxation 
mechanism that can implement this allocation.mechanism that can implement this allocation.

This approach rules out taxes that are modeled as requiring information that the This approach rules out taxes that are modeled as requiring information that the 
government is assumed not to have. A drawback of the mechanism design approach government is assumed not to have. A drawback of the mechanism design approach 
is that it allows—indeed, it often prescribes—complex tax structures that are quite is that it allows—indeed, it often prescribes—complex tax structures that are quite 
unlike any existing public policies. For example, the literature typically proceeds on unlike any existing public policies. For example, the literature typically proceeds on 
the assumption that individuals choose from the allowable set of complete lifetime the assumption that individuals choose from the allowable set of complete lifetime 
consumption and earnings plans. It then derives optimal tax mechanisms that make consumption and earnings plans. It then derives optimal tax mechanisms that make 
taxes contingent on every observable variable that may be correlated with the key taxes contingent on every observable variable that may be correlated with the key 
unobservable variable (as in optimal contracting theory, Holmstrom, 1979). The unobservable variable (as in optimal contracting theory, Holmstrom, 1979). The 
tax faced by a person under this approach might typically depend on the complete tax faced by a person under this approach might typically depend on the complete 
earnings and consumption history of that person, even without recognition of other earnings and consumption history of that person, even without recognition of other 
observable variables. Just as the recognition of complexity should limit allowable observable variables. Just as the recognition of complexity should limit allowable 
tools, there is a similar role for public perceptions of tax fairness.tools, there is a similar role for public perceptions of tax fairness. 23 23

Also, analysts using the two approaches sometimes differ in how they approach Also, analysts using the two approaches sometimes differ in how they approach 
policy implications. While the public economics community looks for lessons for policy implications. While the public economics community looks for lessons for 

23 A model (for example a game-theoretic equilibrium) that may be perfectly sensible with a small 
number of sophisticated agents may not be helpful for a large population with limitations in attention 
to long-term consequences, limited information about tax structures, and limited payoff possibilities. 
More concretely, legislators, tax administrators, and taxpayers have limited abilities to design, enforce, 
and comply with complex tax structures. We think that model tractability makes it appropriate to assume 
rather than derive plausible conditions when one thinks the two approaches would lead to the same 
central conclusion, even though, of course, some other conclusions would not carry over.
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diverse settings, in Kocherlakota (2010, p. 1), which provides a comprehensive diverse settings, in Kocherlakota (2010, p. 1), which provides a comprehensive 
treatment of the new dynamic public fi nance, the author states: “The goal of this treatment of the new dynamic public fi nance, the author states: “The goal of this 
book is to fi gure out at least some characteristics of the best possible tax system.” book is to fi gure out at least some characteristics of the best possible tax system.” 
While the public economics community draws on multiple models, seeking insights, While the public economics community draws on multiple models, seeking insights, 
not precise answers, Kocherlakota (2010, p. 4) says: “The ultimate goal of the NDPF not precise answers, Kocherlakota (2010, p. 4) says: “The ultimate goal of the NDPF 
[new dynamic public fi nance] is to provide relatively precise recommendations as [new dynamic public fi nance] is to provide relatively precise recommendations as 
to what taxes should be.”to what taxes should be.”

While lessons from mechanism design have added to our understanding of While lessons from mechanism design have added to our understanding of 
taxation, this methodological narrowness rejects analyses that might be on point for taxation, this methodological narrowness rejects analyses that might be on point for 
a government considering a limited tax reform. A limited approach to tax reform a government considering a limited tax reform. A limited approach to tax reform 
may refl ect political feasibility, a value placed on historical continuity, or limits in may refl ect political feasibility, a value placed on historical continuity, or limits in 
acceptable complexity and record-keeping requirements. Therefore, in our view, acceptable complexity and record-keeping requirements. Therefore, in our view, 
limited tax reform analysis can inform relevant policy questions and hence should limited tax reform analysis can inform relevant policy questions and hence should 
not be rejected on methodological principles.not be rejected on methodological principles.

In our view, the models available for analysis, like much of the underlying In our view, the models available for analysis, like much of the underlying 
theory, remain limited and still too far from reality to proceed in any other fashion theory, remain limited and still too far from reality to proceed in any other fashion 
than that followed by the Meade Committee. Thus, we have identifi ed basic research than that followed by the Meade Committee. Thus, we have identifi ed basic research 
fi ndings that we fi nd relevant in thinking about practical tax setting, and also basic fi ndings that we fi nd relevant in thinking about practical tax setting, and also basic 
research fi ndings that others may fi nd relevant but we do not. In the latter category, research fi ndings that others may fi nd relevant but we do not. In the latter category, 
we include arguments for high implicit marginal tax rates on low earners in models we include arguments for high implicit marginal tax rates on low earners in models 
with only an intensive margin (because the extensive margin is so important for with only an intensive margin (because the extensive margin is so important for 
low earners); a zero optimal tax rate at a known top of the earnings distribution low earners); a zero optimal tax rate at a known top of the earnings distribution 
(because the top is not known); the low and decreasing marginal tax rate on very (because the top is not known); the low and decreasing marginal tax rate on very 
high earners that comes from simulations using the lognormal distribution of skills high earners that comes from simulations using the lognormal distribution of skills 
(because the Pareto distribution is well documented to be a better fi t); zero taxation (because the Pareto distribution is well documented to be a better fi t); zero taxation 
of capital income based on the aggregate effi ciency result (because the theorem of capital income based on the aggregate effi ciency result (because the theorem 
does not have that implication); zero taxation of capital income asymptotically does not have that implication); zero taxation of capital income asymptotically 
(because bequest behavior does not conform with what is needed for this descrip-(because bequest behavior does not conform with what is needed for this descrip-
tion of the asymptotic position of the economy); and zero taxation of capital income tion of the asymptotic position of the economy); and zero taxation of capital income 
based on the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem (because savings rates are not uniform in based on the Atkinson–Stiglitz theorem (because savings rates are not uniform in 
the population).the population).

■ ■ We are grateful to Henry Aaron, Alan Auerbach, James Poterba, Ivan Werning, Joel Yellin, 
and the editors for helpful comments and discussions.
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Appendix

Comparison with Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan (2009)Comparison with Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan (2009)

In this journal, Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan (2009)In this journal, Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan (2009)11 present eight lessons  present eight lessons 
that they draw from the optimal tax literature. Our paper agrees with some of their that they draw from the optimal tax literature. Our paper agrees with some of their 
lessons but also draws some very different conclusions. In this appendix, we discuss lessons but also draws some very different conclusions. In this appendix, we discuss 
some of the discrepancies between our interpretations, following the order of the some of the discrepancies between our interpretations, following the order of the 
eight lessons they present.eight lessons they present.

Lesson 1: Optimal Marginal Tax Rate Schedules Depend on the Distribution of 

Ability: We agree.

Lesson 2: The Optimal Marginal Tax Schedule Could Decline at High Incomes: 

Major disagreement.

Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan base this lesson on two arguments: First, they Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan base this lesson on two arguments: First, they 
present the zero top marginal tax rate result, which, combined with positive marginal present the zero top marginal tax rate result, which, combined with positive marginal 
tax rates below the top, implies that the tax rate should decline as it approaches the tax rates below the top, implies that the tax rate should decline as it approaches the 
top. Second, they discuss numerical simulations using log-normal skill distributions top. Second, they discuss numerical simulations using log-normal skill distributions 
that show modest rates that sometimes decrease in the upper part of the distribu-that show modest rates that sometimes decrease in the upper part of the distribu-
tion. They dismiss the results that use Pareto distributions and which obtain high tion. They dismiss the results that use Pareto distributions and which obtain high 
tax rates on upper incomes on two grounds: First, they claim that one cannot infer tax rates on upper incomes on two grounds: First, they claim that one cannot infer 
the ability distribution without making unduly strong assumptions. Second, they the ability distribution without making unduly strong assumptions. Second, they 
examine the right tail of the wage density distribution using Current Population examine the right tail of the wage density distribution using Current Population 
Survey (CPS) data (Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan, Figure 1, p. 154) and conclude Survey (CPS) data (Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan, Figure 1, p. 154) and conclude 
that it is not possible to distinguish Pareto versus log-normal distributions from such that it is not possible to distinguish Pareto versus log-normal distributions from such 
data. We fi nd both of those arguments invalid—the zero at the top is not relevant for data. We fi nd both of those arguments invalid—the zero at the top is not relevant for 
policy, as discussed above and in the online appendix, and the evidence is strongly policy, as discussed above and in the online appendix, and the evidence is strongly 
supportive of the Pareto distribution.supportive of the Pareto distribution.

For any distribution with a thinner top tail than the Pareto distribution, such as For any distribution with a thinner top tail than the Pareto distribution, such as 
a log-normal distribution, the parameter a log-normal distribution, the parameter a  ==    z  m /( /( z  m   –  –  z  ** ) diverges to infi nity. The  ) diverges to infi nity. The 
test of Pareto versus lognormal right tails presented by Mankiw, Weinzierl and Yagan test of Pareto versus lognormal right tails presented by Mankiw, Weinzierl and Yagan 
(2009) in their Figure 1 lacks power for two reasons. First, it uses CPS data that is thin (2009) in their Figure 1 lacks power for two reasons. First, it uses CPS data that is thin 
and top coded in the upper part of the distribution. Indeed, their graph covers a range and top coded in the upper part of the distribution. Indeed, their graph covers a range 
of earnings from $80,000 to $150,000 (for full-time and full-year individuals working of earnings from $80,000 to $150,000 (for full-time and full-year individuals working 
2,000 hours per year). Second, it plots density fi ts that are inherently imprecise. As 2,000 hours per year). Second, it plots density fi ts that are inherently imprecise. As 
we made clear in the optimal top tax rate derivation, the statistic of central interest is we made clear in the optimal top tax rate derivation, the statistic of central interest is 
a  ==    z  m /( /( z  m  –   –  z  ** ) as depicted on Figure 2 in our paper. This statistic is a much more  ) as depicted on Figure 2 in our paper. This statistic is a much more 
precise way to estimate the relevant shape than a density fi t. Using individual tax precise way to estimate the relevant shape than a density fi t. Using individual tax 
return data which have high sampling at the top and no top coding, we show that the return data which have high sampling at the top and no top coding, we show that the 

1 Mankiw, N. Gregory, Matthew C. Weinzierl, and Danny Yagan. 2009. “Optimal Taxation in Theory and 
Practice.” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 23(4): 147–74.



The Case for a Progressive Tax: From Basic Research to Policy Recommendations     189

statistic statistic a remains extremely stable over a very large range of incomes, which is much  remains extremely stable over a very large range of incomes, which is much 
broader than the range considered by Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan.broader than the range considered by Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan.

Furthermore, as our derivation has made clear, the optimal top rate derivation Furthermore, as our derivation has made clear, the optimal top rate derivation 
we have proposed does not require unusually strong assumptions in terms of homo-we have proposed does not require unusually strong assumptions in terms of homo-
geneity of preferences in the population or functional form assumptions. Mankiw, geneity of preferences in the population or functional form assumptions. Mankiw, 
Weinzierl, and Yagan cite the simulation results of Saez (2001), which by necessity Weinzierl, and Yagan cite the simulation results of Saez (2001), which by necessity 
require making functional form assumptions, but fail to note that the general theo-require making functional form assumptions, but fail to note that the general theo-
retical tax rate formula retical tax rate formula ττ  == 1/(1  1/(1 ++  ae) is much more general than the numerical ) is much more general than the numerical 
illustration. The virtue of the formula illustration. The virtue of the formula ττ  == 1/(1  1/(1 ++  ae) is precisely that it depends ) is precisely that it depends 
only on estimable suffi cient statistics.only on estimable suffi cient statistics.

Lesson 3: A Flat Tax, with a Universal Lump-Sum Transfer, Could Be Close to Lesson 3: A Flat Tax, with a Universal Lump-Sum Transfer, Could Be Close to 

Optimal: Major disagreement.Optimal: Major disagreement.

The analysis we presented showed that, at the bottom, transfers initially increase The analysis we presented showed that, at the bottom, transfers initially increase 
with earnings to preserve incentives to participate in the labor force and then are with earnings to preserve incentives to participate in the labor force and then are 
phased out with income at a high rate. Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan do not discuss phased out with income at a high rate. Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan do not discuss 
the participation margin. After transfers are phased out, marginal tax rates should the participation margin. After transfers are phased out, marginal tax rates should 
be lower for the broad middle class and then rise in the upper income groups due to be lower for the broad middle class and then rise in the upper income groups due to 
declining marginal welfare weights and the Pareto shape of the income distribution declining marginal welfare weights and the Pareto shape of the income distribution 
toward the top but not lower down. Therefore, the optimal system appears quite toward the top but not lower down. Therefore, the optimal system appears quite 
different from the fl at tax with a universal lump-sum transfer that they advocate.different from the fl at tax with a universal lump-sum transfer that they advocate.

Lesson 4: The Optimal Extent of Redistribution Rises with Wage Inequality: We Lesson 4: The Optimal Extent of Redistribution Rises with Wage Inequality: We 

agree.agree.

Lesson 5: Taxes Should Depend on Personal Characteristics as Well as Income: Lesson 5: Taxes Should Depend on Personal Characteristics as Well as Income: 

Some disagreement.Some disagreement.

While a model ignoring both issues of complexity and social acceptability While a model ignoring both issues of complexity and social acceptability 
would reach this conclusion for many observable characteristics, we think that these would reach this conclusion for many observable characteristics, we think that these 
two issues should get due respect. In practice, taxes and transfers depend signifi -two issues should get due respect. In practice, taxes and transfers depend signifi -
cantly on only few characteristics (besides income), and those characteristics, such cantly on only few characteristics (besides income), and those characteristics, such 
as family structure or disability status, are related to need.as family structure or disability status, are related to need.

Lesson 6: Only Final Goods Ought to be Taxed, and Typically They Ought to Be Lesson 6: Only Final Goods Ought to be Taxed, and Typically They Ought to Be 

Taxed Uniformly: Some disagreement.Taxed Uniformly: Some disagreement.

Limiting variation in commodity (or VAT) taxes is appropriate, but some varia-Limiting variation in commodity (or VAT) taxes is appropriate, but some varia-
tion seems well justifi ed, although too much variation seems to be present in some tion seems well justifi ed, although too much variation seems to be present in some 
systems. We disagree with their inference that this line of argument supports not systems. We disagree with their inference that this line of argument supports not 
taxing capital income; in fact, this disagreement is a central part of our presentation.taxing capital income; in fact, this disagreement is a central part of our presentation.

Lesson 7: Capital Income Ought to Be Untaxed, at Least in Expectation: Major Lesson 7: Capital Income Ought to Be Untaxed, at Least in Expectation: Major 

disagreement.disagreement.

Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan invoke three arguments for zero capital Mankiw, Weinzierl, and Yagan invoke three arguments for zero capital 
income taxes, including two that we have addressed in the text and found not income taxes, including two that we have addressed in the text and found not 
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policy relevant. They claim that the Diamond–Mirrlees aggregate effi ciency result policy relevant. They claim that the Diamond–Mirrlees aggregate effi ciency result 
implies that capital income should not be taxed. We explained that the theorem implies that capital income should not be taxed. We explained that the theorem 
does not have this implication in footnote 15.does not have this implication in footnote 15.

Lesson 8: In Stochastic Dynamic Economies, Optimal Tax Policy Requires Lesson 8: In Stochastic Dynamic Economies, Optimal Tax Policy Requires 

Increased Sophistication: Some disagreement.Increased Sophistication: Some disagreement.

We agree that stochastic elements call for more sophisticated analysis and We agree that stochastic elements call for more sophisticated analysis and 
justify more sophisticated structures. However, we disagree with their emphasis justify more sophisticated structures. However, we disagree with their emphasis 
on the optimality of a regressive interaction between capital income taxation and on the optimality of a regressive interaction between capital income taxation and 
labor income, and where capital income taxation raises no revenue in expectation labor income, and where capital income taxation raises no revenue in expectation 
(referred to in the title of Lesson 7). As discussed in footnote 21, they focus on (referred to in the title of Lesson 7). As discussed in footnote 21, they focus on 
one implementation of the mechanism design optimum with this property but one implementation of the mechanism design optimum with this property but 
ignore the presence of a different implementation of the same optimum that has ignore the presence of a different implementation of the same optimum that has 
positive taxation of capital (Werning, 2010). It is not clear how to draw inferences positive taxation of capital (Werning, 2010). It is not clear how to draw inferences 
from different implementations of a full mechanism design optimum when limited from different implementations of a full mechanism design optimum when limited 
complexity implies that the full optimum is not being implemented.complexity implies that the full optimum is not being implemented.



This article has been cited by:

1. MARC MORGAN, PEDRO CARVALHO JUNIOR. 2021. Taxing wealth: general principles,
international perspectives and lessons for Brazil. Brazilian Journal of Political Economy 41:1, 44-64.
[Crossref]

2. Mark Colas, Sebastian Findeisen, Dominik Sachs. 2021. Optimal Need-Based Financial Aid. Journal
of Political Economy 000-000. [Crossref]

3. Massimo Baldini. 2020. Redistribution and Progressivity of the Italian Personal Income Tax, 40 Years
Later *. Fiscal Studies 74. . [Crossref]

4. Nezih Guner, Javier López-Segovia, Roberto Ramos. 2020. Reforming the individual income tax in
Spain. SERIEs 11:4, 369-406. [Crossref]

5. Drew Riedl. 2020. Financing Universal Basic Income: Eliminating Poverty and Bolstering the Middle
Class While Addressing Inequality, Economic Rents, and Climate Change. Basic Income Studies, ahead
of print. [Crossref]

6. Nicholas Oppong Mensah, Ernest Christlieb Amrago, Jeffery Kofi Asare, Frank Osei Tutu, Anthony
Donkor. 2020. Poultry farmers willingness to pay for agricultural tax: evidence from the Bono
region, Ghana. World Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable Development ahead-
of-print:ahead-of-print. . [Crossref]

7. Yuliyan Mitkov. 2020. Inequality and financial fragility. Journal of Monetary Economics 115, 233-248.
[Crossref]

8. Mario Alloza. 2020. The impact of taxes on income mobility. International Tax and Public Finance
44. . [Crossref]

9. Spencer Bastani, Daniel Waldenström. 2020. HOW SHOULD CAPITAL BE TAXED?. Journal of
Economic Surveys 34:4, 812-846. [Crossref]

10. Florian Scheuer, Joel Slemrod. 2020. Taxation and the Superrich. Annual Review of Economics 12:1,
189-211. [Crossref]

11. Nathaniel Hendren, Ben Sprung-Keyser. 2020. A Unified Welfare Analysis of Government Policies*.
The Quarterly Journal of Economics 135:3, 1209-1318. [Crossref]

12. Raymond Fisman, Keith Gladstone, Ilyana Kuziemko, Suresh Naidu. 2020. Do Americans want to tax
wealth? Evidence from online surveys. Journal of Public Economics 188, 104207. [Crossref]

13. Alejandro Badel, Mark Huggett, Wenlan Luo. 2020. Taxing Top Earners: a Human Capital
Perspective. The Economic Journal 130:629, 1200-1225. [Crossref]

14. Nathaniel Hendren. 2020. Measuring economic efficiency using inverse-optimum weights. Journal of
Public Economics 187, 104198. [Crossref]

15. Anita Rath. 2020. Structural breaks in the central government taxes in India, 1950-1951 to 2013-2014.
Indian Growth and Development Review ahead-of-print:ahead-of-print. . [Crossref]

16. Jean‐Paul Chavas. 2020. On fairness, efficiency and social structure. Metroeconomica 71:2, 369-391.
[Crossref]

17. Stephen Gordon. 2020. The incidence of income taxes on high earners in Canada. Canadian Journal
of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 53:2, 437-459. [Crossref]

18. Gianluca Grimalda, Alain Trannoy, Fernando Filgueira, Karl Ove Moene. 2020. Egalitarian
redistribution in the era of hyper-globalization. Review of Social Economy 78:2, 151-184. [Crossref]

19. Darong Dai, Wenzheng Gao, Guoqiang Tian. 2020. Relativity, mobility, and optimal nonlinear
income taxation in an open economy. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 172, 57-82.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1590/0101-31572021-3131
https://doi.org/10.1086/711952
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-5890.12249
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13209-020-00224-2
https://doi.org/10.1515/bis-2020-0013
https://doi.org/10.1108/WJEMSD-04-2020-0037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2019.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-020-09629-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12380
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-081919-115106
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjaa006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2020.104207
https://doi.org/10.1093/ej/ueaa021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2020.104198
https://doi.org/10.1108/IGDR-04-2019-0039
https://doi.org/10.1111/meca.12280
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12433
https://doi.org/10.1080/00346764.2020.1714072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2020.02.009


20. Salvador Barrios, Viginta Ivaškaitė-Tamošiūnė, Anamaria Maftei, Edlira Narazani, Janos Varga. 2020.
Progressive Tax Reforms in Flat Tax Countries. Eastern European Economics 58:2, 83-107. [Crossref]

21. Paolo Di Caro. 2020. Decomposing Personal Income Tax Redistribution with Application to Italy.
The Journal of Economic Inequality 18:1, 113-129. [Crossref]

22. Luke Petach, Daniele Tavani. 2020. Income shares, secular stagnation and the long‐run distribution
of wealth. Metroeconomica 71:1, 235-255. [Crossref]

23. Dominik Sachs, Aleh Tsyvinski, Nicolas Werquin. 2020. Nonlinear Tax Incidence and Optimal
Taxation in General Equilibrium. Econometrica 88:2, 469-493. [Crossref]

24. Nir Jaimovich, Sergio Rebelo, Arlene Wong, Miao Ben Zhang. 2020. Trading Up and the Skill
Premium. NBER Macroeconomics Annual 34, 285-316. [Crossref]

25. Christina Anselmann. Summary, Economic Policy Outlook, and Conclusion 253-277. [Crossref]
26. George Abuselidze, Inga Gogitidze. 2020. Tax policy for business entities under the conditions of

association with the European Union: features and optimization directions. E3S Web of Conferences
166, 13013. [Crossref]

27. Bas Jacobs, Alexandra V Rusu, Kevin Spiritus. 2020. Optimal Taxation of Capital Income with
Heterogeneous Rates of Return. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

28. David Robert Agrawal, William H. Hoyt, John Douglas Wilson. 2020. Local Policy Choice: Theory
and Empirics. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

29. Paolo Guasoni, Gu Wang. 2020. Sharing Profits in the Sharing Economy. SIAM Journal on Control
and Optimization 58:6, 3559-3585. [Crossref]

30. Charles Delmotte. 2020. Toward a Uniform Expense Rule. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
31. Michael P. Devereux. 2019. How Should Business Profit Be Taxed? Some Thoughts on Conceptual

Developments During the Lifetime of the IFS *. Fiscal Studies 40:4, 591-619. [Crossref]
32. Sérgio Wulff Gobetti. 2019. Tributação do capital: teoria e prática (e o caso brasileiro). Economia e

Sociedade 28:3, 761-789. [Crossref]
33. Madalina Ecaterina Popescu, Eva Militaru, Larisa Stanila, Maria Denisa Vasilescu, Amalia Cristescu.

2019. Flat-Rate versus Progressive Taxation? An Impact Evaluation Study for the Case of Romania.
Sustainability 11:22, 6405. [Crossref]

34. Benoît Tarroux. 2019. The value of tax progressivity: Evidence from survey experiments. Journal of
Public Economics 179, 104068. [Crossref]

35. José Gabriel Palma. 2019. Behind the Seven Veils of Inequality. What if it's all about the Struggle
within just One Half of the Population over just One Half of the National Income?. Development and
Change 50:5, 1133-1213. [Crossref]

36. Ngo Van Long. 2019. Financing higher education in an imperfect world. Economics of Education
Review 71, 23-31. [Crossref]

37. Michal Horváth, Matúš Senaj, Zuzana Siebertová, Norbert Švarda, Jana Valachyová. 2019. The end
of the flat tax experiment in Slovakia: An evaluation using behavioural microsimulation in a dynamic
macroeconomic framework. Economic Modelling 80, 171-184. [Crossref]

38. Hector Sala. 2019. A fresh look at fiscal redistribution and inequality in the US across electoral cycles.
Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics 81, 195-206. [Crossref]

39. Robin Boadway, Jean‐Denis Garon, Louis Perrault. 2019. Optimal mixed taxation, credit constraints,
and the timing of income tax reporting. Journal of Public Economic Theory 21:4, 708-737. [Crossref]

40. Charles Delmotte, Nick Cowen. 2019. The mirage of mark-to-market: distributive justice and
alternatives to capital taxation. Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy 22, 1-24.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/00128775.2019.1671201
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-019-09425-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/meca.12277
https://doi.org/10.3982/ECTA14681
https://doi.org/10.1086/707185
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-41087-2_10
https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202016613013
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3637931
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3545542
https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1254453
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3584671
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-5890.12205
https://doi.org/10.1590/1982-3533.2019v28n3art07
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11226405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2019.104068
https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2018.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2018.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2019.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpet.12382
https://doi.org/10.1080/13698230.2019.1644585


41. D. Estévez Schwarz, E. Sommer. 2019. Feasible smooth income tax schedules: benefits and
distributional implications. Applied Economics 14, 1-20. [Crossref]

42. Carla Marchese, Simone Marsiglio, Fabio Privileggi, Giovanni B. Ramello. 2019. ENDOGENOUS
RECOMBINANT GROWTH AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS. Macroeconomic
Dynamics 23:5, 2035-2067. [Crossref]

43. Diane Aubert, Mireille Chiroleu-Assouline. 2019. Environmental tax reform and income distribution
with imperfect heterogeneous labour markets. European Economic Review 116, 60-82. [Crossref]

44. Nir Jaimovich, Sergio Rebelo, Arlene Wong. 2019. Trading down and the business cycle. Journal of
Monetary Economics 102, 96-121. [Crossref]

45. Sebastian Blesse, Philipp Doerrenberg, Anna Rauch. 2019. Higher taxes on less elastic goods?
Evidence from German municipalities. Regional Science and Urban Economics 75, 165-186. [Crossref]

46. Kevin Milligan, Michael Smart. 2019. An Estimable Model of Income Redistribution in a Federation:
Musgrave Meets Oates. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 11:1, 406-434. [Abstract] [View
PDF article] [PDF with links]

47. Nicholas Lawson. 2019. Taxing the job creators: Efficient taxation with bargaining in hierarchical
firms. Labour Economics 56, 1-25. [Crossref]

48. Charles Delmotte, Nick Cowen. 2019. The Mirage of Mark-to-Market: Distributive Justice and
Alternatives to Capital Taxation. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

49. Joshua D. Rauh, Ryan Shyu. 2019. Behavioral Response to State Income Taxation of High Earners:
Evidence from California. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

50. Daniel Jacob Hemel, David Weisbach. 2019. The Behavioral Elasticity of Tax Revenue. SSRN
Electronic Journal 323. . [Crossref]

51. Constantina Kottaridi, Dimitrios Thomakos. 2018. “Regulate me not”: The regulatory failures of
taxation: A tale from Greece. Managerial and Decision Economics 39:8, 863-871. [Crossref]

52. Karel Mertens, José Luis Montiel Olea. 2018. Marginal Tax Rates and Income: New Time Series
Evidence*. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 133:4, 1803-1884. [Crossref]

53. Fernando Gaiger Silveira, Luana Passos, Dyeggo Rocha Guedes. 2018. Reforma tributária no Brasil:
por onde começar?. Saúde em Debate 42:spe3, 212-225. [Crossref]

54. Radim Boháček, Michal Kejak. 2018. Optimal government policies in models with heterogeneous
agents. Journal of Economic Theory 176, 834-858. [Crossref]

55. Emmanuel Saez, Stefanie Stantcheva. 2018. A simpler theory of optimal capital taxation. Journal of
Public Economics 162, 120-142. [Crossref]

56. Tima T. Moldogaziev, James E. Monogan, Christopher Witko. 2018. Income inequality and the
growth of redistributive spending in the United States (US) states: is there a link?. Journal of Public
Policy 38:2, 141-163. [Crossref]

57. David Klenert, Linus Mattauch, Ottmar Edenhofer, Kai Lessmann. 2018. INFRASTRUCTURE
AND INEQUALITY: INSIGHTS FROM INCORPORATING KEY ECONOMIC FACTS
ABOUT HOUSEHOLD HETEROGENEITY. Macroeconomic Dynamics 22:4, 864-895. [Crossref]

58. Adam Blandin. 2018. Learning by Doing and Ben-Porath: Life-cycle Predictions and Policy
Implications. Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 90, 220-235. [Crossref]

59. Alex Rees-Jones, Dmitry Taubinsky. 2018. Taxing Humans: Pitfalls of the Mechanism Design
Approach and Potential Resolutions. Tax Policy and the Economy 32:1, 107-133. [Crossref]

60. C. Gizem Korpeoglu, Stephen E. Spear. 2018. A theory of managerial compensation and taxation
with endogenous risk. Economic Theory Bulletin 6:1, 81-100. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2019.1638500
https://doi.org/10.1017/S136510051700058X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2019.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2019.01.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2018.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20160600
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.20160600
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.20160600
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.20160600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2018.11.002
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3401067
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3461513
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3462705
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.2968
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjy008
https://doi.org/10.1590/0103-11042018s316
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jet.2018.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X17000125
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1365100516000432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1086/697139
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40505-017-0125-4


61. Michael McCormack, Jeff Madrick. 2018. We Can Have a High-Wage America. Challenge 61:1, 19-41.
[Crossref]

62. András Simonovits. Introduction 1-23. [Crossref]
63. András Simonovits. Introductory Tax Models 25-40. [Crossref]
64. András Simonovits. Proportional (Earnings-Related) Pension System 69-84. [Crossref]
65. Giacomo Corneo. 2018. Time-poor, working, super-rich. European Economic Review 101, 1-19.

[Crossref]
66. Jang-Ting Guo, Alan Krause. 2018. Changing social preferences and optimal redistributive taxation.

Oxford Economic Papers 70:1, 73-92. [Crossref]
67. Michael Sattinger. 2018. Double limit analysis of optimal personal income taxation. Oxford Economic

Papers 70:1, 93-113. [Crossref]
68. Chung Tran, Juergen Jung. 2018. Optimal Progressive Income Taxation in a Bewley-Grossman

Framework. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
69. Luke Petach, Daniele Tavani. 2018. Income Shares, Secular Stagnation, and the Long-Run

Distribution of Wealth. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
70. Daniel Chomsky. 2018. A Distorting Mirror: Major Media Coverage of Americans’ Tax Policy

Preferences. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
71. Sebastian Blesse, Philipp Doerrenberg, Anna Rauch. 2018. Higher Taxes on Less Elastic Goods?

Evidence from German Municipalities. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
72. Christian Pfister. 2018. Fiscalité de l'Épargne et Choix de Portefeuille des Ménages Français (Taxation

of Savings and Portfolio Choices of French Households). SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
73. Christian Pfister. 2018. Fiscalité de l'épargne et choix de portefeuille des ménages français. Revue

d'économie financière 131:3, 61. [Crossref]
74. Sergio Galletta, Agustin Redonda. 2017. Corporate flat tax reforms and businesses’ investment

decisions: evidence from Switzerland. International Tax and Public Finance 24:6, 962-996. [Crossref]
75. Kaisa Kotakorpi, Tuomas Matikka. 2017. Revenue-maximizing top earned income tax rate in the

presence of income-shifting. Nordic Tax Journal 2017:1, 100-107. [Crossref]
76. David Seim. 2017. Behavioral Responses to Wealth Taxes: Evidence from Sweden. American Economic

Journal: Economic Policy 9:4, 395-421. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
77. Felix FitzRoy, Jim Jin. 2017. Higher Tax for Top Earners. Journal of Economics 122:2, 121-136.

[Crossref]
78. Laurence Ales, Antonio Andrés Bellofatto, Jessie Jiaxu Wang. 2017. Taxing Atlas: Executive

compensation, firm size, and their impact on optimal top income tax rates. Review of Economic
Dynamics 26, 62-90. [Crossref]

79. Pol Antràs, Alonso de Gortari, Oleg Itskhoki. 2017. Globalization, inequality and welfare. Journal of
International Economics 108, 387-412. [Crossref]

80. Georg Meran, Christian von Hirschhausen. 2017. Increasing Block Tariffs in the Water Sector – An
Interpretation in Terms of Social Preferences. The B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy 17:3. .
[Crossref]

81. Gary C. Cornia, R. Bruce Johnson, Ray D. Nelson. 2017. Personal Income Tax Revenue Growth and
Volatility. Public Finance Review 45:4, 458-483. [Crossref]

82. Marcus Berliant, Shota Fujishima. 2017. Optimal income taxation with a stationarity constraint in a
dynamic stochastic economy. Journal of Public Economic Theory 19:3, 739-747. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2018.1423667
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72502-4_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72502-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72502-4_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2017.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpx025
https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpx026
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3195611
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3198311
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3228781
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3251730
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3287656
https://doi.org/10.3917/ecofi.131.0061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-017-9446-3
https://doi.org/10.1515/ntaxj-2017-0007
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20150290
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.20150290
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.20150290
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00712-017-0557-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.red.2017.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2017.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1515/bejeap-2016-0079
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142116668255
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpet.12239


83. SÉRGIO WULFF GOBETTI, RODRIGO OCTÁVIO ORAIR. 2017. Taxation and distribution of
income in Brazil: new evidence from personal income tax data. Revista de Economia Política 37:2,
267-286. [Crossref]

84. Alejandro Badel, Mark Huggett. 2017. The sufficient statistic approach: Predicting the top of the
Laffer curve. Journal of Monetary Economics 87, 1-12. [Crossref]

85. Siddhartha Biswas, Indraneel Chakraborty, Rong Hai. 2017. Income Inequality, Tax Policy, and
Economic Growth*. The Economic Journal 127:601, 688-727. [Crossref]

86. James Green-Armytage. 2017. Progressive and Regressive Equilibria in a Tax Competition Game.
Public Finance Review 45:3, 307-333. [Crossref]

87. James Alm. 2017. Is Economics Useful for Public Policy?. Southern Economic Journal 83:4, 835-854.
[Crossref]

88. Marzia Bisi. 2017. Some kinetic models for a market economy. Bollettino dell'Unione Matematica
Italiana 10:1, 143-158. [Crossref]

89. Nir Jaimovich, Sergio Rebelo. 2017. Nonlinear Effects of Taxation on Growth. Journal of Political
Economy 125:1, 265-291. [Crossref]

90. Florian Scheuer, Iván Werning. 2017. The Taxation of Superstars*. The Quarterly Journal of
Economics 132:1, 211-270. [Crossref]

91. Verónica Escudero, Elva López Mourelo. 2017. The employment effect of changes in the composition
of fiscal consolidations. International Review of Applied Economics 31:1, 45-68. [Crossref]

92. Azura Othman, Norhanim Mat Sari, Syed Othman Alhabshi, Abbas Mirakhor. Fiscal Policy and
Islamic Finance: Malaysia 103-173. [Crossref]

93. Dan Cao, Wenlan Luo. 2017. Persistent Heterogeneous Returns and Top End Wealth Inequality.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

94. Bas Jacobs. 2017. Why Is the Long-Run Tax on Capital Income Zero? Explaining the Chamley-Judd
Result. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

95. Juergen Jung, Chung Tran. 2017. Optimal Progressive Income Taxation in a Bewley-Grossman
Framework. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

96. Eitan Regev, Michel Strawczynski. 2017. The Optimal Earned Income Tax Credit. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

97. Diego Daruich. 2017. From Childhood to Adult Inequality: Parental Investments and Early Childhood
Development. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

98. Carina Neisser. 2017. The Elasticity of Taxable Income: A Meta-Regression Analysis. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

99. Bettina Brrggemann. 2017. Higher Taxes at the Top: The Role of Entrepreneurs. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

100. Matthew Jacob. 2017. Optimal Non-linear Taxation and the Design of Education Policy. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

101. Robin Boadway, Jean-François Tremblay. 2017. TAX REFORM IN QUÉBEC: AN
ALTERNATIVE VISION. L'Actualité économique 93:3, 339-366. [Crossref]

102. Michelle D. Layser. 2017. How Federal Tax Law Rewards Segregation. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

103. Olivier Bargain, Andreas Peichl. 2016. Own-wage labor supply elasticities: variation across time and
estimation methods. IZA Journal of Labor Economics 5:1. . [Crossref]

104. Laurence Ales, Christopher Sleet. 2016. Taxing Top CEO Incomes. American Economic Review
106:11, 3331-3366. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

https://doi.org/10.1590/0101-31572017v37n02a01
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2017.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12485
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142115611740
https://doi.org/10.1002/soej.12208
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40574-016-0099-4
https://doi.org/10.1086/689607
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjw036
https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2016.1221388
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53159-9_6
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2814745
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2903830
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2940463
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2967551
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2989087
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3029183
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3084737
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3345212
https://doi.org/10.7202/1058425ar
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2929672
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40172-016-0050-z
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20151093
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20151093
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20151093


105. Jeffrey Carpenter, Peter Hans Matthews, Benjamin Tabb. 2016. Progressive taxation in a tournament
economy. Journal of Public Economics 143, 64-72. [Crossref]

106. Gerhard Kempkes, Nikolai Stähler. 2016. A One-Off Wealth Levy? Assessing the Pros and Cons and
the Importance of Credibility*. Fiscal Studies 37:3-4, 821-849. [Crossref]

107. Stephanie Moller, Joya Misra, Elizabeth Wemlinger, Eiko Strader. 2016. Policy Interventions and
Relative Incomes of Families with Children by Family Structure and Parental Education. Socius:
Sociological Research for a Dynamic World 2, 237802311666915. [Crossref]

108. Tasha Fairfield, Michel Jorratt De Luis. 2016. Top Income Shares, Business Profits, and Effective
Tax Rates in Contemporary C hile. Review of Income and Wealth 62:S1, S120-S144. [Crossref]

109. William B. Peterman. 2016. The effect of endogenous human capital accumulation on optimal
taxation. Review of Economic Dynamics 21, 46-71. [Crossref]

110. Nezih Guner, Martin Lopez-Daneri, Gustavo Ventura. 2016. Heterogeneity and Government revenues:
Higher taxes at the top?. Journal of Monetary Economics 80, 69-85. [Crossref]

111. Sebastian Findeisen, Dominik Sachs. 2016. Education and optimal dynamic taxation: The role of
income-contingent student loans. Journal of Public Economics 138, 1-21. [Crossref]

112. Cristobal Young, Charles Varner, Ithai Z. Lurie, Richard Prisinzano. 2016. Millionaire Migration and
Taxation of the Elite. American Sociological Review 81:3, 421-446. [Crossref]

113. Árpád Ábrahám, Sebastian Koehne, Nicola Pavoni. 2016. Optimal income taxation when asset taxation
is limited. Journal of Public Economics 136, 14-29. [Crossref]

114. Felix J. Bierbrauer. 2016. Effizienz oder Gerechtigkeit?. Perspektiven der Wirtschaftspolitik 17:1, 2-24.
[Crossref]

115. Kazuo Mino. 2016. Fiscal Policy in a Growing Economy with Financial Frictions and Firm
Heterogeneity. Japanese Economic Review 67:1, 3-30. [Crossref]

116. Mikhail Golosov, Maxim Troshkin, Aleh Tsyvinski. 2016. Redistribution and Social Insurance.
American Economic Review 106:2, 359-386. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

117. Benjamin B. Lockwood, Matthew Weinzierl. 2016. Positive and normative judgments implicit in U.S.
tax policy, and the costs of unequal growth and recessions. Journal of Monetary Economics 77, 30-47.
[Crossref]

118. Laurence Ales. 2016. Comments on “The evolution of wealth inequality over half a century: The
role of taxes, transfers and technology” by Barış Kaymak - Markus Poschke. Journal of Monetary
Economics 77, 26-29. [Crossref]

119. C. Gizem Korpeoglu, Stephen Spear. 2016. A Theory of Managerial Compensation and Taxation
with Endogenous Risk. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

120. Richard E. Wagner. 2016. The Language of Taxation: Ideology Masquerading as Science. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

121. Ray C. Fair. 2016. The Optimal Distribution of Income Revisited. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

122. Daniel Shaviro. 2016. The Mapmaker's Dilemma in Evaluating High-End Inequality. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

123. L. Jan Reid. 2016. Has a High Value Added Tax Harmed the European Economy. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

124. Brendan MarkeyyTowler. 2016. Economics Cannot Isolate Itself from Political Theory: A
Mathematical Demonstration. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5890.2015.12062
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023116669150
https://doi.org/10.1111/roiw.12196
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.red.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2016.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416639625
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1515/pwp-2016-0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jere.12087
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20111550
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20111550
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20111550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2015.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2015.10.008
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2725446
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2731508
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2753187
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2767573
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2822998
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2864309


125. Stefan Bach. 2016. Erbschaftsteuer, Vermmgensteuer oder Kapitaleinkommensteuer: Wie sollen hohe
Vermmgen sttrker besteuert werden? (Inheritance Tax, Wealth Tax or Capital Income Tax). SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

126. Stephen Gordon. 2016. Bargaining Power and the Incidence of Income Taxes on High Earners in
Canada. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

127. Felix FitzRoy, Michael Nolan. 2016. Welfare Policies, Relative Income and Majority Choice. The
Manchester School 84:1, 81-94. [Crossref]

128. András Simonovits. 2015. Socially optimal contribution rate and cap in a proportional (DC) pension
system. Portuguese Economic Journal 14:1-3, 45-63. [Crossref]

129. Erwin Ooghe, Andreas Peichl. 2015. Fair and Efficient Taxation under Partial Control. The Economic
Journal 125:589, 2024-2051. [Crossref]

130. Ugo Colombino. 2015. Five Crossroads on the Way to Basic Income. An Italian Tour. Italian Economic
Journal 1:3, 353-389. [Crossref]

131. Tomer Blumkin, Efraim Sadka, Yotam Shem-Tov. 2015. International tax competition: zero tax rate
at the top re-established. International Tax and Public Finance 22:5, 760-776. [Crossref]

132. Kevin W. Gray. 2015. The Scope of the Global Institutional Order: Can Pogge Survive Cohen's
Critique of Rawls?. De Ethica. A Journal of Philosophical, Theological and Applied Ethics 2:2, 19-34.
[Crossref]

133. David A. Weisbach. 2015. The Use of Neutralities in International Tax Policy. National Tax Journal
68:3, 635-652. [Crossref]

134. Daniel Shaviro. 2015. We Are Better Than This: How Government Should Spend Our Money by
Edward D. Kleinbard. National Tax Journal 68:3, 681-688. [Crossref]

135. Gregory T. Papanikos,. 2015. Taxing Wealth and only Wealth in an Advanced Economy with
an Oversized Informal Economy and Vast Tax Evasion: The Case of Greece. Vierteljahrshefte zur
Wirtschaftsforschung 84:3, 85-106. [Crossref]

136. Tomer Blumkin, Yoram Margalioth, Efraim Sadka. 2015. The Re-distributive Role of Child Benefits
Revisited. International Tax and Public Finance 22:3, 476-501. [Crossref]

137. Jon D. Wisman, Aaron Pacitti. 2015. What the American Elite Won over the Past 35 Years and What
All Other Americans Lost. Challenge 58:3, 197-221. [Crossref]

138. Gilat Levy, Ronny Razin. 2015. Preferences over Equality in the Presence of Costly Income Sorting.
American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 7:2, 308-337. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with
links]

139. Chengjian Li, Jinlu Li, Shuanglin Lin. 2015. Optimal Income Tax for China. Pacific Economic Review
20:2, 243-267. [Crossref]

140. Kevin Milligan, Michael Smart. 2015. Taxation and top incomes in Canada. Canadian Journal of
Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 48:2, 655-681. [Crossref]

141. Olivier Bargain, Mathias Dolls, Herwig Immervoll, Dirk Neumann, Andreas Peichl, Nico Pestel,
Sebastian Siegloch. 2015. TAX POLICY AND INCOME INEQUALITY IN THE UNITED
STATES, 1979-2007. Economic Inquiry 53:2, 1061-1085. [Crossref]

142. Cruz A. Echevarría. 2015. Income tax progressivity, growth, income inequality and welfare. SERIEs
6:1, 43-72. [Crossref]

143. Thomas Kämpke, Franz Josef Radermacher. Proportionality-Induced Distribution Laws 129-140.
[Crossref]

144. Jörg Paetzold, Hannes Winner. Ungerechtigkeit mit System 117-129. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2871833
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3149076
https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12083
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10258-015-0107-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12164
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40797-015-0018-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-014-9335-y
https://doi.org/10.3384/de-ethica.2001-8819.152223
https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2015.3.06
https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2015.3.08
https://doi.org/10.3790/vjh.84.3.85
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-014-9327-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/05775132.2015.1041842
https://doi.org/10.1257/mic.20130031
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mic.20130031
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mic.20130031
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mic.20130031
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0106.12105
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12139
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12172
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13209-014-0119-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-13224-2_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-08675-6_8


145. Richard K. Green, Mark D. Phillips. 2015. Demand for 'The 1%':Tax Incidence and Implications for
Optimal Income Tax Rates. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

146. John H. Cochrane. 2015. A New Structure for U.S. Federal Debt. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
147. Nicholas Lawson. 2015. Taxing the Job Creators: Efficient Progressive Taxation with Wage

Bargaining. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
148. Maciej Konrad Dudek. 2015. Probabilistic Lump-Sum Taxation. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
149. Carla Marchese, Simone Marsiglio, Fabio Privileggi, Giovanni Battista Ramello. 2015. Endogenous

Recombinant Growth Through Market Production of Knowledge and Intellectual Property Rights.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

150. Laurence Ales, Christopher M. Sleet. 2015. Taxing Top Incomes. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
151. Laurence Ales, Andres Antonio Bellofatto, Jessie Jiaxu Wang. 2015. Taxing Atlas: Executive

Compensation, Firm Size and Their Impact on Optimal Top Income Tax Rates. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

152. Bettina Brrggemann, Jinhyuk Yoo. 2015. Aggregate and Distributional Effects of Increasing Taxes
on Top Income Earners. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

153. Nezih Guner, Martin Lopez-Daneri, Gustavo Ventura. 2015. Heterogeneity and Government
Revenues: Higher Taxes at the Top?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

154. Miranda Stewart. 2015. The Tax State, Benefit and Legitimacy. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
155. Lawrence H. White. 2015. What Economics Can and Cannot Say About Egalitarian Redistribution.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
156. Liliana Cano. 2015. Personal Income Tax and Income Inequality. New Evidence from a South

American Country: Ecuador 2007-2011. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
157. Lucia Bartůsková. 2015. Work Motivation of Czech Mothers with Children under Three Years of

Age. Politická ekonomie 63:8, 990-1005. [Crossref]
158. Matthew Weinzierl. 2014. The promise of positive optimal taxation: normative diversity and a role

for equal sacrifice. Journal of Public Economics 118, 128-142. [Crossref]
159. Johann K. Brunner. 2014. Die Erbschaftsteuer – Bestandteil eines optimalen Steuersystems?.

Perspektiven der Wirtschaftspolitik 15:3, 199-218. [Crossref]
160. PATRICIA APPS, NGO VAN LONG, RAY REES. 2014. Optimal Piecewise Linear Income

Taxation. Journal of Public Economic Theory 16:4, 523-545. [Crossref]
161. Ricardo Fernholz, Robert Fernholz. 2014. Instability and concentration in the distribution of wealth.

Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 44, 251-269. [Crossref]
162. Laura Kalambokidis. 2014. Creating Public Value with Tax and Spending Policies: The View from

Public Economics. Public Administration Review 74:4, 519-526. [Crossref]
163. Steven Pressman. 2014. A Tax Reform That Falls Flat. Challenge 57:4, 82-102. [Crossref]
164. Stefan Bach, Martin Beznoska, Viktor Steiner. 2014. A Wealth Tax on the Rich to Bring Down

Public Debt? Revenue and Distributional Effects of a Capital Levy in Germany. Fiscal Studies 35:1,
67-89. [Crossref]

165. Ngo Van Long. Income Contingent Loans: Toward a Piecewise Linear Scheme 49-60. [Crossref]
166. Troy J. Scott. 2014. The Economic Efficiency of Progressive Taxation. SSRN Electronic Journal .

[Crossref]
167. Benjamin Lockwood, Matthew Weinzierl. 2014. Positive and Normative Judgments Implicit in U.S.

Tax Policy, and the Costs of Unequal Growth and Recessions. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2566548
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2580536
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2585068
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2601764
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2620243
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2632708
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2639334
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2639673
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2650543
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2657294
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2686423
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2703069
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.polek.1048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2014.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1515/pwp-2014-0019
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpet.12070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2014.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12162
https://doi.org/10.2753/0577-5132570406
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5890.2014.12023.x
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137413208_5
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2425424
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2448954


168. Max Loeffler, Andreas Peichl, Sebastian Siegloch. 2014. Structural Labor Supply Models and Wage
Exogeneity. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

169. David A. Weisbach. 2014. The Use of Neutralities in International Tax Policy. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

170. Fabian Kindermann, Dirk Krueger. 2014. High Marginal Tax Rates on the Top 1%?. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

171. Fabian Kindermann, Dirk Krueger. 2014. High Marginal Tax Rates on the Top 1&#37;? Lessons
from a Life Cycle Model with Idiosyncratic Income Risk. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

172. Zubin Jelveh, Bruce Kogut, Suresh Naidu. 2014. Political Language in Economics. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

173. Kevin Milligan. 2014. Tax Policy for a New Era: Promoting Economic Growth and Fairness. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

174. Georg Meran, Christian von Hirschhausen. 2014. Increasing Block Tariffs in the Water Sector: An
Interpretation in Terms of Social Preferences. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

175. Amelia Correa, Romar Correa. 2013. Democracy over governance. Revista de Economia Política 33:4,
638-648. [Crossref]

176. RAVI KANBUR, MATTI TUOMALA. 2013. RELATIVITY, INEQUALITY, AND OPTIMAL
NONLINEAR INCOME TAXATION. International Economic Review 54:4, 1199-1217. [Crossref]

177. SPENCER BASTANI, SÖREN BLOMQUIST, LUCA MICHELETTO. 2013. THE WELFARE
GAINS OF AGE-RELATED OPTIMAL INCOME TAXATION. International Economic Review
54:4, 1219-1249. [Crossref]

178. John W. Diamond, George R. Zodrow. 2013. Promoting Growth, Maintaining Progressivity, and
Dealing with the Fiscal Crisis. Public Finance Review 41:6, 852-884. [Crossref]

179. Facundo Alvaredo,, Anthony B. Atkinson,, Thomas Piketty,, Emmanuel Saez. 2013. The Top
1 Percent in International and Historical Perspective. Journal of Economic Perspectives 27:3, 3-20.
[Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

180. Richard M. Bird. 2013. Taxation and Development: What Have We Learned from Fifty Years of
Research?. IDS Working Papers 2013:427, 1-19. [Crossref]

181. Johann K. Brunner. Vermögensbesteuerung: die ökonomische Sicht 143-162. [Crossref]
182. Thomas Piketty, Emmanuel Saez. Optimal Labor Income Taxation 391-474. [Crossref]
183. Bryan Gould. Everything Has a Price: Or Businessmen Know Best 87-102. [Crossref]
184. Matthew Weinzierl. 2013. The Promise of Positive Optimal Taxation. SSRN Electronic Journal .

[Crossref]
185. Erwin Ooghe, Andreas Peichl. 2013. Fair and Efficent Taxation Under Partial Control. SSRN

Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
186. Anthony B. Atkinson,. 2013. Optimale Besteuerung und Spitzensteuersatz. Vierteljahrshefte zur

Wirtschaftsforschung 82:1, 101-109. [Crossref]
187. Stefan Bach,, Margit Schratzenstaller,. 2013. Höhere „Reichensteuern“: Möglichkeiten und Grenzen.

Vierteljahrshefte zur Wirtschaftsforschung 82:1, 5-12. [Crossref]
188. Stefan Bach,. 2013. Kirchhof oder Hollande: Wie hoch soll der Spitzensteuersatz in Deutschland

sein?. Vierteljahrshefte zur Wirtschaftsforschung 82:1, 77-99. [Crossref]
189. Emmanuel Saez. 2013. Optimal progressive capital income taxes in the infinite horizon model. Journal

of Public Economics 97, 61-74. [Crossref]
190. Peter Diamond. 2012. Pensions, Taxes and The Budgetary Process. The American Economist 57:2,

146-153. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2464472
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2482624
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2507167
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2509367
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2535453
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2535521
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2553084
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0101-31572013000400005
https://doi.org/10.1111/iere.12033
https://doi.org/10.1111/iere.12034
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142113499399
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.27.3.3
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.27.3.3
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.27.3.3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2040-0209.2013.00427.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-01636-4_8
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53759-1.00007-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137358639_8
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2304825
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2383242
https://doi.org/10.3790/vjh.82.1.101
https://doi.org/10.3790/vjh.82.1.5
https://doi.org/10.3790/vjh.82.1.77
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2012.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/056943451205700201


191. Michael R. Veall. 2012. Top income shares in Canada: recent trends and policy implications. Canadian
Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 45:4, 1247-1272. [Crossref]

192. Bas Jacobs, Dirk Schindler. 2012. On the desirability of taxing capital income in optimal social
insurance. Journal of Public Economics 96:9-10, 853-868. [Crossref]

193. Nicole Fortin, David A. Green, Thomas Lemieux, Kevin Milligan, W. Craig Riddell. 2012.
Canadian Inequality: Recent Developments and Policy Options. Canadian Public Policy 38:2, 121-145.
[Crossref]

194. Matthew Weinzierl. 2012. Why do we Redistribute so Much but Tag so Little? The Principle of
Equal Sacrifice and Optimal Taxation. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

195. Peter A. Diamond. 2012. Pensions, Taxes and the Budgetary Process. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

196. Kimberly A. Clausing. 2012. The Future of the Corporate Tax. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
197. Ali Shourideh. 2012. Optimal Taxation of Capital Income: A Mirrleesian Approach to Capital

Accumulation. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
198. Michal Fabinger, E. Glen Weyl. 2012. Pass-Through and Demand Forms. SSRN Electronic Journal

. [Crossref]
199. Richard M. Bird. 2012. What Have We Learned from Fifty Years of Research?. SSRN Electronic

Journal . [Crossref]
200. Sebastian Findeisen, Dominik Sachs. 2011. Education and Optimal Dynamic Taxation. SSRN

Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5982.2012.01744.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2012.05.008
https://doi.org/10.3138/cpp.38.2.121
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1991141
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2129517
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2154589
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2176980
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2194855
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2408527
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1957170

	The Case for a Progressive Tax: From Basic Research to Policy Recommendations
	Recommendation 1: Very high earnings should be subject to rising marginal rates and higher rates than current U.S. policy for topearners.
	The Optimal Top Marginal Tax Rate
	The Tax Elasticity of Top Incomes
	Link with the Zero Top Rate Result
	Should Marginal Tax Rates Rise with Income?
	Additional Considerations

	Recommendation 2: Tax (and transfer) policy toward low earners should include subsidization of earnings and should phase out the subsidization at a relatively high rate.
	Intensive Elasticities
	Extensive Elasticities

	Recommendation 3: Capital income should be taxed.
	Chamley and Judd
	Atkinson and Stiglitz
	Distinguishing between Capital and Labor Incomes
	Borrowing Constraints
	Uncertain Future Earnings

	Public Finance Methodology
	References
	Appendix



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 100
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 72
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 72
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 300
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 72
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


