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Abstract
I show that, in the absence of complete insurance markets, progressive taxation of
labor income may provide productivity and welfare gains as compared to a revenueequivalent proportional tax. In order to increase income in the future, individuals have
to forgo income today by accepting lower wages while accumulating human capital or
when destroying specific human capital in order to build it elsewhere. I first show
analytically that a progressive tax system encourages people to make these temporary
sacrifices despite the increased tax burden when wages are high. Next, I measure the
quantitative importance of this channel in a calibrated general equilibrium model.
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Introduction.

In this paper I explore a channel via which progressive taxation of labor income provides
productivity and welfare gains compared to a flat tax. In order to increase earnings in the
future individuals often have to accept a temporary decline in wages while they accumulate
human capital, or when they destroy the accumulated specific human capital in order to build
it elsewhere. I show that in the absence of complete insurance market for earnings risks a
progressive tax system encourages risk-averse workers to make these temporary sacrifices
despite the increased tax burden when wages are high.
Human capital represents a substantial fraction of total wealth in modern developed
economies (Davies and Whalley (1990)). Not surprisingly, then, a number of papers have
asked the question of how tax policy affects human capital accumulation (e.g., Trostel (1993)
and references therein). Most of the research has focused on the effects of proportional
taxes. Papers that have looked on the impact of progressive earnings taxation suggest that
it discourages investment in human capital (e.g., Dupor et al. (1996), Poterba (2002), Gentry
and Hubbard (2002)). The argument in those papers is that with a progressive tax schedule
the returns to human capital accumulation are taxed at a higher rate than the tax rate at
which forgone earnings can be deducted.
I show analytically, however, that progressive taxation of earnings may in fact encourage
human capital accumulation through on-the-job training. The crucial - and empirically plausible - assumptions omitted in the earlier work are the relatively low elasticity of intertemporal substitution of consumption coupled with the lack of insurance markets. Relative to
a flat tax, progressive taxes decrease both the benefit of training and its cost in terms of
consumption since individuals are not taxed as much when their income is low. With an
empirically plausible elasticity of intertemporal substitution, in utility terms, the decline in
costs outweighs the decline in benefits.1
Caucutt et al. (2002) suggest that an increase in tax progressivity discourages investment
in human capital even in the environment with liquidity constrained risk-averse agents. They
study of the effects of tax progressivity on economic growth and employ a description of the
economy with two types of workers facing two type-specific tax rates. I show that their result
does not carry over to an environment with a more general specification of the tax function
and richer worker heterogeneity.
Tax policies have a perhaps even more economically important effect on the decision to
destroy specific human capital. Recent work by Kambourov and Manovskii (2002b) suggests
that human capital is largely occupation specific. In other words, they document that human
capital is accumulated while a worker remains in her occupation. Occupations are defined
using the three-digit U.S. Census classification that contains around 400 occupations (e.g.,
truck driver, cook, accountant).2 This finding implies that not only the amount of human
1

Acemoglu and Shimer (1999, 2000) also emphasize the importance of imperfect insurance against labor
market risks. In particular, they identify a productivity enhancing role of unemployment insurance in an
economy with risk-averse agents and incomplete insurance. I discuss the relationship between progressive
taxation and unemployment insurance in detail later in the paper.
2
Following Ben-Porath (1967), most of the research concentrated on general human capital since it allows
to explain the observed average life-cycle earnings profile through accumulation of unobserved general human
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capital but its allocation as well is a determinant of output, productivity and welfare. Very
little work has been done, however, on the allocation of specific human capital, and the
effects of tax policies on the decisions to build and to destroy specific human capital are
virtually unexplored.3
The occupational mix used in the economy varies substantially over time (Kaboski
(2001)). It is important that workers respond to changing environment and reallocate to
highly productive occupations. Kambourov and Manovskii (2002c) find that the fraction
of workers switching occupations in a year is as high as 17% of the labor force. It is well
documented, however, that wages decline precipitously upon an occupation switch (Parrado
and Wolff (1999), Poletaev (2000), Amaral (2002)).4 This implies that without a high degree
of risk sharing risk-averse individuals do not switch occupations enough and often remain
“locked” in unproductive occupations. Progressive labor income taxation improves the allocation of human capital across occupations by encouraging higher occupational mobility.
A natural question is why a worker would choose to switch an occupation if such a switch
entails a wage cut. Connolly and Gottschalk (2002) argue that a large fraction of workers
who voluntarily quit their employers obtain a lower wage immediately after a quit but face
a higher wage growth. In other words, a worker may accept a temporary cut in wages but
have a higher expected value of the new job.5 Progressive taxation helps people make these
choices.
Gentry and Hubbard (2002) present evidence that increased tax progressivity decreases
the probability of individuals switching to higher paying jobs. This is intuitive: tax progressivity decreases benefits of finding a higher paying job, and, consequently, may reduce the
on-the-job search intensity. The analysis has little to say, however, about the effects of tax
progressivity on the decision to switch occupations, destroy specific experience, and accept
temporarily lower wages.6
capital. The results in Kambourov and Manovskii (2002b) imply that a substantial fraction of the average
life-cycle profile of wages can be explained by rising average occupational experience over the life-cycle of a
cohort of workers who entered labor market at the same time.
3
Poterba (2002) also suggests that an assessment of the effect of fiscal policies on the type of human
capital that is acquired is warranted. One existing strand of research has investigated the effects of taxation
on the decision whether to enter self-employment or paid employment (e.g, Chari et al. (2002) and Meh
(2002). Gentry and Hubbard (2001) review the earlier literature).
4
The estimates of the decline in wages upon an occupation switch range from 10% to 27% for various
subgroups of population. In the near future I plan to obtain my own estimates from the PSID using
the methodology for identifying genuine occupational switches in the noisy data developed in Kambourov
and Manovskii (2002b). I am particularly interested in the workers who report a quit as a reason for the
employer/position switch coinciding with the occupation change.
5
Nosal and Rupert (2002) also present evidence that almost a half of voluntary job switches is accompanied
by a decline in wages. They rationalize this finding by assuming that total compensation consists of a tied
wage and amenity package. Early in life liquidity constrained workers choose high wage - low amenity jobs,
and, after they build up enough savings, they look for high amenity jobs with a possible decline in wages.
It is not clear if this theory can explain the decline in wages upon occupational switches, however.
6
Gentry and Hubbard (2002) use an “upside” measure of tax progressivity in their analysis, i.e., they
measure by how much marginal tax rate a worker faces would increase if her income were to grow by 10%
through 200% over a three year period. It would be insightful to incorporate the possibility of “downside”
income mobility in their measure of tax progressivity as well.
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Since progressive taxation induces both higher creation and higher destruction of human
capital, the relative magnitude of these effects is ex-ante ambiguous and thus an empirically grounded quantitative general equilibrium model is called for. The model I develop
is based on the island economy abstractions of Lucas and Prescott (1974), Alvarez and Veracierto (2000) and Kambourov and Manovskii (2002a). In difference to the earlier models I
shut down the market for employment lotteries that provides agents with insurance against
idiosyncratic labor market uncertainty, and introduce on-the-job training.
The basic features of the model are as follows. Islands are interpreted as occupation, and
are subject to idiosyncratic productivity shocks. Newcomers to an island have no islandspecific experience. Accumulation of experience is a function of the amount of time invested
in on-the-job training. When an individual switches islands, she loses the experience accumulated on her previous island. Workers age stochastically. As in Alvarez and Veracierto
(2000), search is undirected. This assumption is motivated by the empirical finding that
workers who switch their occupations tend to switch several times in a row. This feature
of the data suggest additional potential benefits to progressive taxation: it helps liquidity
constrained risk-averse agents in the process of searching for a suitable career.
I develop two versions of this model. In the first one, island production function is
characterized by decreasing returns in labor and capital. Output and wages on each island are
a function of the employed amount of labor, capital, and the idiosyncratic productivity shock.
In the first version of the model I do not allow workers to self-insure by accumulating assets.
Bénabou (2002) and Caucutt et al. (2002) also make this assumption in related papers.
The reason for this restriction is that in a “pure” island-economy model the distribution of
workers over asset holdings on each island is a state variable in consumer’s problem, making
the solution to this problem very complicated.7
I show that in this model there are substantial losses of productivity (2.5%) and welfare
(9%) caused by a revenue neutral switch from a mildly progressive US tax system to a
proportional one. The results are driven by a decline in occupational mobility of about
7%. Despite longer expected stay in an occupation the average time in training remains
virtually unchanged since the additional incentives to accumulate human capital provided
by progressive taxation are eliminated. As one may expect, I also find that progressive
taxation reduces after-tax income inequality. By increasing occupational mobility, however,
progressive taxation reduces the pre-tax wage inequality as well.8
In addition to welfare improvement due to increased productivity, progressive taxation
yields welfare gains relative to a flat tax system by providing workers with a partial income
smoothing mechanism. This effect was highlighted in Petersen (2001). He shows numerically
that a progressive tax system is welfare-improving over a flat tax in an environment where
workers experience uninsurable idiosyncratic shocks to their labor earnings and are borrowing
7

One can think of this model as describing the effects of progressive taxation in a transitional economy or
an economy that is hit by an unexpected disturbance requiring a substantial labor reallocation across occupations, such as a fundamental trade reform or an unexpected arrival of a new general purpose technology.
8
The assumption of the decreasing returns plays an important role in this finding. In Sinn (1996), under
constant returns to risk taking, progressive taxation actually increases both pre- and after-tax inequality by
stimulating risk taking behavior.
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constrained. This happens despite the decline in output due to distortion in the labor-leisure
choice caused by tax progressivity. I identify the relative magnitude of these two sources of
welfare improvement in the analysis below.
Next, I extend the model to allow for precautionary savings and labor-leisure choice. I
eliminate the distribution of workers over assets holdings as a state variable describing each
island by restricting to a constant returns to scale production function on each island. In this
case wages on an island are a function of the productivity shock and the interest rate only
(the latter is needed to pin down the amount of capital allocated to the island). This version
of the model combines features of the island-economy environment and of a Bewley-type
model with uninsurable idiosyncratic risk. I do not yet have quantitative results from this
version of the model but expect to have them soon.
The inclusion of labor-leisure choice and precautionary savings is likely to weaken the
results from the first version of the model. The effect of precautionary savings would be
mitigated, however, by the empirical fact that about a half of the aggregate occupational
mobility in the US is accounted for by workers younger than 30. These are the workers who
do not have time to accumulate a substantial buffer stock of savings.
A number of authors have recently argued that decreasing the progressivity of the US
income tax code or replacing the existing progressive tax system with a proportional one may
result in a substantial increase in output (see Ventura (1999), Conesa and Krueger (2002),
Erosa and Koreshkova (2001), Castañeda et al. (1998), among others). The results from the
second version of the model that incorporates most of the trade-offs in these papers are likely
to suggest that the gains may not be as large as previously thought. I should emphasize that
in this paper I assume that government can distinguish labor from capital income for tax
purposes. While I suggest that progressive taxation of labor income may yield productivity
and welfare gains, the argument does not apply to the taxation of capital income.
The channel I emphasize in this paper is related but distinct from the effect of progressive
taxation on risk taking described in a number of other papers (see Sinn (1996) for a review).
A typical argument in that literature is that progressive taxation stimulates income generating risk taking, but also generates detrimental moral hazard effects by inducing agents to
take on too much risk. The mechanism I describe does not rely on the investment having
a stochastic return. In addition, since occupational mobility is too low in laissez faire, it is
precisely this “moral hazard” effect that drives the increase in productivity.
In what follows I will first provide the intuition on the effects of progressive taxation
on making temporary sacrifices in a simple model in section 2. Next, I describe the general
equilibrium economy model with specific human capital and define its equilibrium in sections
3 and 4, respectively. After describing the experiment performed in this paper in section 5 I
discuss the some of the modelling choices in section 6. I describe the preliminary calibration
of the model parameters in section 7. Sections 8 and 9 present preliminary results and a
brief discussion. In section 10 I introduce individual savings and labor-leisure choice into the
model and define its equilibrium in section 11. In section 12 I discuss a few issues regarding
robustness of the findings. The concluding section 13 contains the summary of the finding
and the extensions of the paper I am working on.
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The Effects of Progressive Taxation in a Simple
Model

In this section I derive the qualitative effects of progressive taxation on the decision to forgo
some earnings today in order to receive higher earnings in the future in a simple model.
Although I write down the model in terms of investment in human capital, it may also be
interpreted in terms of the decision whether to destroy some human capital in order to build
it in a more productive occupation (and accept a temporary decline in wages).
An agent lives for two periods and is endowed with one unit of time each period. In both
periods she can receive a fixed wage rate of w1 > 0 per unit of time supplied to work. In
the first period of life the agent can invest a fraction of her time, 0 ≤ e ≤ 1, in training.
The returns to training are stochastic and allow the agent to receive a wage rate of w2 > w1
in the second period with probability p(e). The function p : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is assumed to be
twice continuously differentiable, increasing, strictly concave, and p(0) = 0. The government
imposes a tax scheme, such that the after tax income of an individual with earnings w is
given by a function Ω(w) ≤ w, Ω0 (w) > 0. There are no capital or insurance markets in this
economy.
The individual chooses the fraction of time allocated to training, e, in order to maximize
the expected utility:
EU (e) = U (Ω(w1 (1 − e))) + p(e)U (Ω(w2 )) + (1 − p(e))U (Ω(w1 )),

(1)

where U : R+ → R is twice continuously differentiable in its arguments, is increasing, and is
strictly concave.
Suppose that the after tax income function is given by Ω(w) = bwh , 0 < b ≤ 1, 0 < h ≤ 1.
Note that the case of h = 1 and b < 1 describes a proportional tax system, while h < 1 defines
a progressive tax scheme with the degree of progressivity identified with h. In particular, if
h1 < h2 the tax scheme characterized by h1 is more progressive.9
The following proposition establishes in the case of isoelastic utility that if the utility
function is sufficiently concave, progressive taxation induces workers to increase their investment in human capital.
Proposition 1 If U (c) =
1.

de
db

c1−σ
1−σ

for σ > 0, σ 6= 1 and U (c) = log(c) for σ = 1, then:

= 0.

2. σ > 1 ⇒

de
dh

< 0; σ = 1 ⇒

de
dh

= 0; σ < 1 ⇒

de
dh

> 0.

Proof. See appendix I.
The intuition behind this result is as follows. Suppose proportional taxes are introduced
into the world with no taxes. When the only input into the production of human capital is
time, the cost of human capital production is forgone wages. The benefit of investing time
9

The after tax income function Ω1 (w) is defined to be more progressive than Ω2 (w), if at any two positive
dΩ1 (w2 )
2 (w2 )
income levels w1 < w2 , dΩ
< dΩ
dΩ2 (w1 ) .
1 (w1 )
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into human capital accumulation is increased wages in the future. Thus a proportional wage
income taxation reduces the cost and the return by the same fraction and has no impact on
the fraction of time devoted to human capital accumulation, e.10
Since proportional taxes do not affect the choice of e, consider now the introduction
of progressive taxes into the economy with a flat tax. Relative to the proportional tax,
progressive taxes decrease the benefit of training but they also decrease the cost of training
in terms of consumption. With a concave enough utility function (σ > 1), in utility terms,
the decline in costs outweighs the decline in benefits.11

3

The Equilibrium Model with Specific Human
Capital

I now consider an equilibrium model of a small open economy, which contains the effects of
progressive taxation on accumulation of human capital demonstrated in the previous section,
but also incorporates the decision to destroy accumulated human capital. Since progressive
taxation induces both higher creation and higher destruction of human capital (the latter by
decreasing the utility cost of switching occupations), a calibrated general equilibrium model
is required to evaluate the relative magnitude of these effects.
The economy is populated by a measure one of ex-ante identical agents who die each
period with probability δ and are replaced by newly-born workers. Individual preferences
are given by the utility function:
E

∞
X

β t−1 (1 − δ)t−1 U (ct ),

(2)

t=1

where ct is consumption at time t, 0 < β < 1 is the discount factor, U : R+ → R is continuously differentiable in its arguments, is increasing, is strictly concave, and limc→0 U 0 (c) = ∞.
Production takes place on a continuum of islands of measure one that experience autocorrelated idiosyncratic productivity shocks z ∈ [z, z]. These shocks follow a Markov process
characterized by the transition function Q(z, ·). Realizations of z are independent across
islands. The Markov
process for z is assumed to possess an invariant distribution ξ that
R
satisfies ξ(Z) = Q(z, Z)ξ(dz), where Z denotes sets of idiosyncratic productivity shocks.
All islands produce the same homogeneous goods.
Each worker on an island is endowed with one unit of time and is either experienced or
inexperienced. Let L1 and L2 represent the total amount of labor supplied to the production
10

This argument was made by Lucas (1990), and Davies and Whalley (1991), among others.
The result does not appear specific to the model with probabilistic accumulation of human capital,
although this is the easiest case to prove analytically. I simulated the model numerically and the result
holds in a deterministic version of the model, when the second period earnings are given deterministically
as Y (e) = w1 + y(e), y(0) = 0, and y(•) strictly concave. Moreover, numerically the same result holds for
CARA utility function with any coefficient of absolute risk aversion. The difficulty with proving the result
with CARA utility lies in the fact that even proportional taxation increases investment in human capital in
that case (Eaton and Rosen (1980)).
11

7

of output on an island by inexperienced and experienced individuals, respectively. The total
supply of effective labor on an island is given by L = θ1 L1 +θ2 L2 , 0 < θ1 < θ2 < 1, θ2 = 1−θ1 ,
where θθ21 denotes the relative productivity of experienced workers.
There is a large number of competitive firms on each island that have access to a production technology given by:
yt = F (L, K, z) = zLα K γ ,

(3)

where K represents the total amounts of capital supplied to the production of output on an
island, 0 < γ < α, α + γ ≤ 1.12
Since spot factor markets on every island are assumed to be competitive, wages are given
by the marginal productivities of each type of labor and return on capital is given by its
marginal product.
Physical capital is owned by foreigners who do not work in this economy but lend capital
to firms. Capital is assumed to be perfectly mobile across islands, and thus its rental rate, r,
is equalized across all islands. This implies that the amount of capital allocated to an island
with labor supply equal to L is given by
"

r
K=
zγ

#

1
γ−1

α

L 1−γ .

(4)

Wages for a unit of time supplied by a worker with experience i are then given by
wi (L, z; r) = θi z

1
1−γ

" #

r
γ

γ
γ−1

L

α+γ−1
1−γ

.

(5)

An individual who arrives on an island starts with the lowest level of experience. Each
period an inexperienced employed individual becomes experienced with probability p(e),
where 0 ≤ e ≤ 1 denotes the fraction of time allocated to occupational training. The function p : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is assumed to be twice continuously differentiable, increasing, strictly
concave, and p(0) = 0. Once an individual becomes experienced she remains experienced
until she chooses to leave the island, in which case she loses all of her occupation-specific experience and starts as inexperienced on a new island. Given that workers do not value leisure
in this version of the model, experienced workers supply all their time to the production of
output.
At the end of a period, the distribution of workers present on an island can be summarized
by the set ψ = {ψ1 , ψ2 }, where ψi denotes the measure of workers with experience level i. The
distribution ψ and the current period productivity shock z completely describe an island.
The individuals can leave their islands at the end of the period if they choose to do so. As in
Alvarez and Veracierto (2000), search is undirected in the sense that island switchers arrive
uniformly across all islands in the economy. Denote the distribution of workers who choose
not to leave island (ψ, z) at the end of a period as g̃(ψ, z) ≡ {g̃1 , g̃2 }.13 At the beginning of
12

The presence of physical capital is not essential for this version of the model. I introduce it here in order
to make the results comparable with the model that allows for precautionary savings in section 10.
13
I adopt a convention that tilde over any variable denotes its island-wide value.
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the next period an island is fully described by the distribution g̃ and the new productivity
shock z 0 .
The government in this economy taxes labor income of individuals. Let Ω(•) denote the
after tax income of an individual. I assume that the government revenues and the returns
to the fixed factor are thrown away.14
Define S to be the measure of workers switching occupations. Since workers start on a
new island as inexperienced, if g̃ is the distribution of workers who remain on the island at
the end of the period, ψ 0 for each z 0 is given by:
ψ 0 (ψ, z) = {(g̃1 + δ + S)(1 − p(ẽ(g̃, z 0 )))(1 − δ), (g̃2 + p(ẽ(g̃, z 0 ))(g̃1 + δ + S))(1 − δ)}.

(6)

This law of motion implies that the measure of inexperienced workers present on the
island at the end of the following period (for each z 0 ) is given by the measure of inexperienced
workers who remain on the island at the end of this period, g˜1 , plus the newcomers to the
island who switch their occupations, S, and the measure δ of the newborn workers, who will
not become experienced, (1−p(ẽ(g̃, z 0 ))), and will not die, (1−δ). The measure of experienced
workers present on the island at the end of the following period is defined similarly.
Consider the decision problem of an individual with experience level i who finds herself
at the end of the period on an island (ψ, z). She has to decide whether to remain on the
island for the next period or leave it and work next period elsewhere. The value of leaving
the island is denoted by V s . The value of remaining on the island if shock z 0 is realized
tomorrow is M (g̃, z 0 ), given the expected total effective labor supply determined by g̃ and
ẽ(g̃, z 0 )15 , and the physical capital rental rate, r. Then,


Vi (ψ, z) = max V s ,

Z



Mi (g̃, z 0 )Q(z, dz 0 ) ,

(7)

where
M1 (g̃, z 0 ) = max {U (Ω(w1 (g̃, z 0 )(1 − e)))
0≤e≤1

+ β(1 − δ) [(1 − p(e))V1 (ψ 0 , z 0 ) + p(e)V2 (ψ 0 , z 0 )]} ,

(8)

and
M2 (g̃, z 0 ) = U (Ω(w2 (g̃, z 0 ))) + β(1 − δ)V2 (ψ 0 , z 0 ).

(9)

Corresponding to M1 (g̃, z 0 ) there exists an individual policy function e(g̃, z 0 ) that determines the fraction of time allocated to training.

4

Equilibrium

Definition. An open economy stationary equilibrium consists of
14
15

This assumption is discussed in section 6.2.
The labor supply on an island (g̃, z 0 ) is given by L1 = (1 − ẽ(g̃, z 0 ))(g̃1 + δ + S) and L2 = g̃2 .
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- end of the period value functions V1 (ψ, z) and V2 (ψ, z),
- beginning of the period value functions M1 (g̃, ·) and M2 (g̃, ·),
- island employment rules g̃1 (ψ, z) and g̃2 (ψ, z),
- individual policy function e(g̃, ·),
- island-invariant measures µ(ψ, z) and λ(g̃, z 0 ),
- the value of search V s ,
- the measure S of workers switching islands, and
- factor price functions r and w,
such that:
1. Given V s , g̃(ψ, z), ẽ(g̃, ·) and S, V1 (ψ, z), V2 (ψ, z), M1 (g̃, ·) and M2 (g̃, ·), maximize
individual’s utility (solve corresponding functional equations with e as the associated
policy function).
2. Wages are determined competitively, i.e. workers with a given level of experience are
paid their marginal product.
3. The rental rate of capital, r, is determined by the one in the rest of the world.
4. The island employment rule g̃(ψ, z) is consistent with individual decisions:
g̃i (ψ, z) < ψi ⇒ Vi (ψ, z) = V s ,
g̃i (ψ, z) = ψi ⇒ Vi (ψ, z) ≥ V s for i = 1, 2.
5. The individual training decision e(g̃, ·) is consistent with the aggregate training level:
e(g̃, ·) = ẽ(g̃, ·).
6. Individual decisions are compatible with the invariant distributions:
Z

µ(Ψ0 , Z 0 ) =
0

{(ψ,z):ψ 0 ∈Ψ0 }

Z

0

λ(G , Z ) =

{(g̃,z):g̃ 0 ∈G0 }

Q(z, Z 0 )µ(dψ, dz),

Q(z, Z 0 )λ(dg̃, dz).

7. For an island (ψ, z), the feasibility conditions are satisfied:
0 ≤ g̃i (ψ, z) ≤ ψi

for i = 1, 2.

The aggregate feasibility condition is satisfied:
S =1−

Z

[ψ1 − g̃1 (ψ, z) + ψ2 − g̃2 (ψ, z)] µ(dψ, dz).

8. V s is generated by M1 and λ:
Vs =

Z

M1 (g̃, z 0 )λ(dg̃, dz 0 ).
10

5

The Experiment

I first calibrate the model with the current mildly progressive US tax schedule. Next, I
replace the tax system with a proportional one in a revenue neutral manner and study the
implications for output, productivity, wage and income inequality, and welfare.

6

Discussion of the Modelling Choices

6.1

Undirected Search

I have assumed that search is undirected and workers are required to stay for one model
period in an occupation they arrive to. This assumption is motivated by the empirical
finding that workers who switch their occupations at least once in a four-year period in
the US switch 1.7 times on average. This number is estimated on the annual PSID data
and is likely to understate the average number of switches since some workers may switch
several times within a year, but it is not possible to identify those switches with only annual
observations.16 The assumption of undirected search helps match these data. It generates a
friction that makes workers occasionally try several times before finding an occupation they
choose to remain in.

6.2

Redistribution of the Tax Revenue

In order to focus the analysis on the effects of progressivity of the income tax code I have
assumed that the government tax revenues are thrown away. The alternative assumption is
that the revenues are, say, uniformly redistributed back to the individuals. With the CRRA
utility such redistribution affects the willingness of individuals to switch occupations and
to invest in the specific human capital (by reducing the relative riskiness of these choices).
Thus to maintain the focus of the analysis on the effects of tax policies I choose to abstract
from the redistribution.

7

Preliminary Calibration

Calibration details reported in this section are very preliminary. The model period is chosen
to be 6 month. Probability of an individual dying is fixed at δ = .0125 to represent the
expected working lifetime of 40 years.

7.1

Preferences

I assume that preferences over consumption can be represented by a period utility function
of the following form:
c1−σ
.
U (c) =
1−σ
16

Topel and Ward (1992) document a similar tendency among employer switchers to “try and try again”.
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I fix the coefficient of relative risk aversion to σ = 2. Sensitivity of the results to σ ranging
from 1 to 4 will be presented in the next draft.

7.2

Production function parameters

I set the distribution parameters of the production function θ1 = 0.44 and θ2 = 0.56. This
choice implies occupational experience premium of 27%. Given that it is difficult to construct
reliable measures of occupational tenure in the data due to a relatively short duration of most
panel data sets and the amount of measurement error in identifying occupation switches,
this choice appears reasonable. Kambourov and Manovskii (2002b) document that the lower
bound of the returns to 10 years of occupational experience is 19%. I follow Veracierto (2002)
and select labor and capital share parameters of the production function to be α = 0.64 and
γ = 0.26, respectively.

7.3

Productivity shocks

The idiosyncratic occupational productivity shocks z are assumed to evolve according to the
following AR(1) process:
ln(z 0 ) = φ ln(z) + 0 ,
where 0 ∼ N (0, σ2 ) and 0 < φ < 1. I choose the shock values zi and the transition matrix Q(z, ·) for a 30-state Markov chain z = {z1 , z2 , ..., z30 } intended to approximate the
continuous-valued autoregression above.17 I restrict z and z as implied by three unconditional standard deviations of ln(z 0 ) above and below the unconditional mean of the process,
respectively.
I calibrate the persistence of the productivity shocks, φ, and the standard deviation of
its innovations, σ to match the following observations from the PSID data.
1. The fraction of workers in the US who switched their occupation defined at a three-digit
level in 1989 was equal to 0.19.
2. The average number of switches for those who switched a three-digit occupation at
least once in the period between 1986 and 1989 (inclusive) was equal to 1.66.
These time periods are chosen to be consistent with the tax system calibration discussed
below. Since there is no direct analytical relation between φ and σ , and the corresponding
observations, I search numerically over these parameters’ space until a good fit is found.18
17

To discretize the shock process the method described in Tauchen (1986) was used.
To be consistent with the PSID data used to obtain the targets that has annual frequency, I pretend
that each individual is observed in the model only every second period.
18
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7.4

Rental rate and discounting

I set the discount factor β = 0.9804 and the rate of return on physical capital r = 0.06 to
be consistent with the annual depreciation rate of physical capital of 0.08% and the interest
rate of 0.04%, roughly the average of the return on bonds and the return on equity in the
United States.19

7.5

Progressive taxation

The progressive tax schedule in the model comes from Gouveia and Strauss (1994) who
estimate the 1989 U.S. effective total tax function as:
τ (y) = c0 (y − (y −c1 + c2 )−1/c1 ),
where y is a taxable income of an individual, τ (y) is a corresponding tax bill, c0 = 0.258,
c1 = 0.768, and c2 = 0.031.20
Unfortunately, the concept of income used by Gouveia and Strauss (1994) includes not
only labor earnings but capital income as well. Since they estimate the effective tax function,
this difference may matter if capital income is treated differently from the point of various
available deductions and exclusions. Note as well that the effects of progressive taxation
reported in the next section are of a conservative nature since the estimated effective tax
function is considerably less progressive than the statutory one.
In addition, the effective marginal tax function estimated by Gouveia and Strauss (1994)
becomes almost flat for the incomes above the mean. Since most of the investment in human
capital in the model is done by high wage workers (these are the workers in highly productive
occupations that are likely to remain highly productive for a relatively long periods of time),
this tax function has almost no effect on human capital accumulation of these workers.
An alternative way to parameterize the tax function is to use the statutory tax rates.
This is appropriate under the assumption that it is much harder to avoid taxes on labor
income than on capital income. Cassou and Lansing (2002) estimate the statutory average
personal tax rates, Θ, in the US in 1994 to be given by
Θ = 0.2528(Income Ratio)0.2144 ,
where “Income Ratio” is defined as the ratio of personal taxable income and its mean level.21
19
Setting β = 1/(1 + i), where i represents an interest rate net of depreciation may not be entirely
appropriate in this environment where workers experience idiosyncratic uninsurable risk. Given that workers
are not allowed to save in this version of the model, this assumption is a reasonable first pass.
20
Parameter c2 in the tax function is normalized so that average tax rate in the model is the same as in
the U.S. in 1990. (See Erosa and Koreshkova (2001)).
21
The estimates take into account the effects of the federal individual income tax, the earned income tax
credit, and employee and employer contributions to Social Security and Medicare.
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7.6

Experience accumulation

I assume that, as a function of time allocated to training by an inexperienced worker, the
λ
probability of that worker becoming experienced is given by p(e) = eλ21 and set λ1 = 0.5 and
λ2 = 4.22 These choices imply that:
1. A worker who devotes all his time to training will expect to become experienced in two
years.
2. A worker who invests 8% of his time in training (a rough estimate of the average
fraction of working time devoted to training) will expect to become experienced in 7
years (wage profiles as a function of occupational experience in the data flatten out
considerably after a worker spends 7 − 10 years in an occupation).

8

The Impact of Progressive Taxation: Preliminary
Results from Quantitative Analysis

Replacing (in the revenue neutral manner) the current progressive tax system by a flat tax
of approximately 12.5% has the following implications in this version of the model.
• Output and productivity decline by 2.5%.
• Welfare declines by 9%.23
• After-tax income inequality increases by 2 Gini points.
• Wage inequality increases slightly.
The results are driven by a decline in occupational mobility of about 7%. Despite longer
expected stay in an occupation the average time in training remains virtually unchanged since
the additional incentives to accumulate human capital provided by progressive taxation are
eliminated.

9

Discussion of the Results

Replacing the current progressive tax system by a flat tax in the model results in a substantial
decline in occupational mobility. There are several features of the model that drive this result.
1. Destruction of human capital upon a switch.
2. Investment in human capital after a switch (temporarily pushes earnings down).
22

Caucutt et al. (2002) also use this functional form.
Welfare is measured as the proportional change in consumption of all workers and in all states required
to make workers indifferent between being born into the steady states of the model implied by the two tax
regimes.
23
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3. Undirected search and a temporary inability to escape low wages.
The third feature above is important for understanding the results. A small probability
of having to receive very low wages (for one period) could be a serious deterrent of mobility.
Under a progressive tax system those earning would almost not be taxed while under a
proportional system they are taxed at a flat rate. The utility costs of proportional taxation
for those individuals could be very large. Although this is not the effect of progressive
taxation that I put the main emphasis on in this paper, it may nevertheless be important
empirically.
The decrease in productivity is driven mainly by the decline in occupational mobility.
This happens because, without the incentives provided by the progressive tax system, some
workers choose to remain in the relatively unproductive occupations.
The decline in welfare is explained by the decrease in productivity and by eliminating the
only smoothing mechanism (progressive taxation) available to the agents in this version of
the model. To identify the fraction of the decline in welfare due to the elimination of income
smoothing only, I conduct a fixed policy experiment in which the progressive tax schedule is
replaced by a proportional one but the decisions of workers are assumed to remain the same
as under the progressive tax system. The results of this experiment will be provided in the
next draft.
The model does not match the data in one important dimension. Upon a switch, individual wages in the model on average do not decline nearly as much as they do in the data.24
Thus the reported effect of replacing progressive with flat tax on occupational mobility is
likely to be conservative. In the next draft I would fix this problem by assuming that there
are three experience levels on an island. The idea is as follows. Income is taxed on an annual
basis. Earnings in a year of occupational switch may be low since a worker may go through
a period of unemployment, or may work part-time, or not work at all while receiving initial
training in the new occupation. In this case the introduction of an entry-level experience
level in an occupation will help me match the data. The relative productivity of the entrylevel workers will be calibrated to match the decline in wages of the occupation switchers.
I will not give occupation newcomers a choice of the fraction of time in training but will
assume that they exogenously (probabilistically) leave that state in a relatively short period
of time, say, a year.

10

The Equilibrium Model with Specific Human
Capital, Labor-Leisure Choice and Savings

In this section I modify the model by assuming that workers can (partially) self-insure against
earnings uncertainty by accumulating assets they can draw on when wages are low. When
workers have access to this additional income smoothing mechanism the welfare gains from
progressive taxation may turn out to be lower than the ones identified above. In addition, the
24

This is not driven by the assumption that the decisions are taken at the end of a period. A beginning
of the period model, like Alvarez and Veracierto (2000), has the same property.
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major criticism of progressive taxation is based on the fact that it distorts the labor/leisure
choice. In order to determine whether the productivity gains from progressive taxation that
I emphasize are large enough to overcome the productivity losses due to the distortion in
the leisure choice, I include this margin into the model as well.
Allowing for precautionary savings directly in the model of section 3 is complicated since
the distribution of wealth on each island affects individual decisions. In order to simplify
the analysis I restrict the island production function to exhibit constant returns in labor
and capital, or α + γ = 1. In this case wages for a unit of time supplied by a worker with
experience i are given by
wi = θi z

1
1−γ

" #

r
γ

γ
γ−1

.

(10)

Note that, with the constant returns production function, costless and instantaneous capital
mobility makes wages on an island independent of the measure and of the distribution of
workers on the island. Thus, given the rental rate, r, an island is now fully characterized by
the value of its productivity, z.
In order to better match the pattern of occupational mobility over the life-cycle I assume
that workers in the model can be either young, middle-aged, or old. Let j denote workers’
age: j = 1 if a worker is young, j = 2 if a worker is middle-aged, and j = 3 if a worker is
old. Young workers face a constant probability, δ1 , of becoming middle-aged, middle-aged
workers face a constant probability, δ2 of becoming old, while old workers face a constant
probability, δ3 , of dying.
There is an annuities market in this economy. An individual of age j who invests an
amount a this period has a claim to (1 + qj )a next period conditional on being alive.25
I assume that workers can have one of three experience levels indexed by i. The total
P
supply of effective labor on an island is given by L = 3i=1 θi Li , 0 < θ1 < θ2 < θ3 < 1,
P3
i=1 θi = 1, where θi implies the productivity of a worker with experience i.
When an individual arrives on an island she starts with the lowest level of experience.
Each period an inexperienced individual becomes experienced with probability pi (e), where
0 ≤ e ≤ 1 denotes the fraction of time allocated to occupational training. The functions
pi : [0, 1] → [0, 1] are assumed to be twice continuously differentiable, increasing, strictly
concave, and pi (0) = 0. Once an individual reaches the highest level of experience (i = 3)
she remains at that level of experience until she chooses to leave the island. By assumption,
specific human capital does not depreciate.
I assume that preferences over consumption and leisure {ct , (1 − lt )}∞
t=1 are representable
by a standard time-separable utility function of the form
E

∞
X
t=1

β t−1 (1 − δ)t−1

(cνt (1 − lt )1−ν )1−σ
,
1−σ

(11)

where ν is a share parameter measuring the importance of consumption relative to leisure.
25

One can think that there are competitive banks in this economy that lend capital to firms at the rate
r and accept one-period deposits from individuals at the rate qj . The banks’ borrowing and lending rates
differ because banks keep assets of the deceased.
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Consider the decision problem of an individual of age j who has assets of a and finds
herself at the end of the period on an island z with experience level i. Each individual
has to decide whether to stay on the island or look for a new one. Those who stay on the
island choose what fraction of time to work, l, what fraction of working time to allocate
to occupational training, e, and how to allocate their income between consumption, c, and
saving, a0 . These decisions are constrained by:
c + a0 ≤ Ω(wi (z)(1 − e)l) + (1 + qj )a,
0 ≤ l ≤ 1,
0 ≤ e ≤ 1,
c ≥ 0, a0 ≥ 0.

(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)

Let Vij (a, z) be the expected value of an individual of age j who finds herself at the end
of a period with experience i and assets a on an island z. Each worker faces the value of
leaving the island Vjs (a). The value of leaving is not indexed by the experience level since a
switcher starts on a new island as an inexperienced worker. The value of remaining on the
island if shock z 0 is realized tomorrow is Mij (a, z 0 ), given rental rate, r. Then,


Vij (a, z) = max

leave,stay

Vjs (a),

Z



Mij (a, z 0 )Q(z, dz 0 ) ,

(16)

where
Mi<3,j<3 (a, z 0 ) = max
{U (c, 1 − l) + β(1 − δj ) [(1 − pi (e))Vij (a0 , z 0 ) + pi (e)Vi+1,j (a0 , z 0 )]
0
c,a ,l,e

+βδj [(1 − pi (e))Vi,j+1 (a0 , z 0 ) + pi (e)Vi+1,j+1 (a0 , z 0 )]} ,

(17)

Mi<3,j=3 (a, z 0 ) = max
{U (c, 1 − l)
0
c,a ,l,e

+β(1 − δ3 ) [(1 − pi (e))Vij (a0 , z 0 ) + pi (e)Vi+1,j (a0 , z 0 )]} ,

(18)

Mi=3,j<3 (a, z 0 ) = max
{U (c, 1 − l) + β [(1 − δj )Vij (a0 , z 0 ) + δj Vi,j+1 (a0 , z 0 )]} ,
0

(19)

Mi=3,j=3 (a, z 0 ) = max
{U (c, 1 − l) + β(1 − δ3 )Vi=3,j=3 (a0 , z 0 )} .
0

(20)

c,a ,l

and
c,a ,l

Corresponding to each Vij (a, z), there exist individual policy functions gij (a, z) that dictate the individuals whether to stay or leave the island. Corresponding to each Mij (a, ·),
there exist individual policy functions cij (a, ·), a0ij (a, ·), lij (a, ·), and eij (a, ·) that govern individual consumption, investment, labor supply, and the fraction of time allocated to training,
respectively.
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Equilibrium

Definition. An open economy stationary competitive equilibrium consists of the value functions of search Vjs (a), individual value functions Vij (a, z), Mij (a, ·), individual policy functions gij (a, z), cij (a, ·), a0ij (a, ·), lij (a, ·), eij (a, ·) for all i, j, an invariant measure µ(i, j, a, z),
and factor prices r and w, such that:
1. Given Vjs (a) and r, Vij (a, z) and Mij (a, ·), for all i, j, maximize individual’s utility and
the corresponding individual policy functions are gij (a, z), cij (a, ·), a0ij (a, ·), lij (a, ·),
and eij (a, ·).
2. Wages are determined competitively, i.e. workers with a given level of experience are
paid their marginal product.
3. The rental rate of capital is determined by the one in the rest of the world.26
4. The value of leaving an island, Vjs (a), is generated by M1j (a, ·) and ξ(z):
Vjs (a) =

Z

M1j (a, z 0 )ξ(dz 0 ).

(21)

5. Individual decisions are compatible with the invariant distribution
0

0

0

0

µ(I , J , A , Z ) =

XXZ h
i

χ{(i=I 0−1,j,a,z):a0 ∈A0 } pi (e(i = I 0 −1, j, a, z))

j

i

+χ{(i=I 0 ,j,a,z):a0 ∈A0 } (1 − pi (e(i = I 0 , j, a, z))) π(j, J 0 )Q(z, Z 0 )µ(i, j, da, dz),

(22)

where χ denotes the indicator function.
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12.1

Discussion
Unemployment Insurance

As discussed in section 9, there are three features of the model that give a mobility-enhancing
role to progressive taxation. First, wages often decline upon an occupation switch since a
worker destroys human capital in his former occupations and starts as an inexperienced
worker in the new one. Second, after a switch the inexperienced worker invests a fraction
of his time in accumulating human capital, thus pushing his earnings down temporarily.
Unemployment insurance does not directly encourage making these choices because they are
made by the employed individuals.
Finally, search is assumed to be undirected and workers are required to stay for one
model period in an occupation they arrive to. This feature of the model suggests that
unemployment insurance may play a mobility-inducing role as well. In particular, when
26

This assumption simplifies computation of the model. Although it is not unreasonable, even for the US,
I would probably later look for a market clearing rental rate, r (in a closed economy version of the model).
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switchers arrive on an island with a very low productivity, they may choose not to work
and claim unemployment benefits for that period. Unemployment insurance system in the
US, however, is characterized by a relatively low level of benefits, short duration of benefits,
and high ineligibility rate. Note also that unemployment benefits are typically taxed and the
average tax rate that unemployed individuals face is likely to be lower under a progressive tax
system. Consequently, unemployment insurance and progressive taxation are complementary
policies in encouraging occupational mobility.

12.2

Tax Brackets

I have assumed that the marginal tax function is continuously differentiable and concave
everywhere. The statutory marginal tax rates in the US are represented by a step function
with just 4-6 steps in recent years, however. I do not know if the effective marginal tax rates
are represented by a step function as well, or if they are well approximated by a “smooth”
function. Results in Gouveia and Strauss (1994) seem to indicate that such an approximation
is valid.27
In order to illustrate the importance of marginal tax function continuity, it is instructive
to re-examine the finding in Caucutt et al. (2002) who argue that even in the presence of
liquidity constraints, increase in tax progressivity decreases investment in human capital. In
their model there are only high-skilled workers facing a high tax rate and low-skilled workers
facing a low tax rate. In terms of the simple model of section 2, this tax structure could be
described as h = 1, b = b1 if w = w1 , and b = b2 if w = w2 , b1 < b2 . The following lemma
proved in appendix II establishes that, for a given b2 , an increase in b1 (or the increase in
tax progressivity in the sense of Caucutt et al. (2002)) decreases the investment in human
capital.
Lemma 1 If U (c) =

c1−σ
1−σ

for σ > 0, σ 6= 1 and U (c) = log(c) for σ = 1, then

de
db1

< 0.

A decline in the tax rate in low-wage workers has two opposing effects on their investment
in human capital. On the one hand, there is a “liquidity effect” that makes these workers
richer and thus makes it less costly in terms of utility to invest in human capital. On
the other hand, there is an “intertemporal effect” that makes acquiring skills relatively less
attractive. With this coarse modelling of the progressive tax system the intertemporal effect
dominates. Note that in this setup a change in the amount of time allocated to human
capital accumulation leaves tax rates unchanged. This would not be the case if marginal tax
function was continuous or if the decisions to forgo income today involved a change of the
tax bracket.
27

Gouveia and Strauss (1994) suggest that the effective average tax function is better approximated by a
strictly concave function than by a more flexible polynomial of degree five. This implies that the effective
marginal tax function defined as the derivative of the estimated effective total tax function must be smooth
as well.
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Concluding Remarks

I have shown that, in the absence of complete insurance markets, progressive taxation of labor
income may provide productivity and welfare gains as compared to a revenue-equivalent flat
tax.28 In order to increase income in the future, individuals have to forgo income today by
accepting lower wages while accumulating human capital or when destroying specific human
capital in order to build it elsewhere. A progressive tax system encourages people to make
these temporary sacrifices because progressive taxes decrease the consumption benefit of the
sacrifice but they also decrease its cost since individuals are not taxed as much when their
income is low. With a plausible intertemporal elasticity of substitution in consumption, in
utility terms, the decline in costs outweighs the decline in benefits.
Preliminary quantitative results from a calibrated general equilibrium model that does
not allow for precautionary savings suggest that there could be significant productivity
(2.5%) and welfare (9%) losses from replacing a existing progressive U.S. tax system with
a flat one. This is due to a substantial decline in occupational mobility (7%) under a flat
labor income tax, and due to the elimination of the incentives to invest in human capital
accumulation provided by the progressive tax.
In the very near future I would obtain quantitative results from the version of the model
in section 10. These results would indicate whether the channel identified in this paper
is important enough to overcome the detrimental productivity effect of the distortions in
labor-leisure choice caused by tax progressivity. In addition, agents in that model are able
to self-insure by accumulating assets. Inclusion of these two channels will make the results
comparable to other papers that looked at the effects of moving to a flat tax. I expect the
results from the second version of the model to suggest that the gains may not be nearly as
large as previously thought.
In the near future I would also like to obtain data on changes in annual earnings for
individuals switching occupations in the PSID. I am particularly interested in the changes in
earnings for workers reporting a quit as a reason for the employer/position switch coinciding
with the occupation change.
One longer term modification of the model I am considering involves allowing for a
heterogeneous quality of match between workers and occupations. I assume that this quality
is learned by a worker after a period of working in an occupation and remains constant as
long as the worker remains in the occupation. Suppose that match quality affects workers’
utility but not their productivity. This may imply that (young) workers may leave high
productivity shock but low match quality occupations in search of potentially lower wage
but high match quality ones. Such a model will do a better job matching the facts on career
mobility of young workers documented by Keane and Wolpin (1997) and Neal (1999).
In future work I would like to attempt some positive analysis of the effects of tax progressivity. This may include either an investigation of the response of occupational mobility to
changes in tax progressivity, or a study of the cross-country differences in tax progressivity
and occupational mobility.
28

I should emphasize that, while I suggest that progressive taxation of labor income may yield productivity
and welfare gains, the argument does not apply to the taxation of capital income.
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[8] Castañeda, Ana, Dı́az-Giménez, Javier, and Rı́os-Rull, José-Vı́ctor. “A General Equilibrium Analysis of Progressive income Taxation: Quantifying the
Trade-Offs.” Mimeo, University of Pennsylvania, 1998.
[9] Caucutt, Elizabeth M., Selahattin Imrohoroglu and Krishna B. Kumar. “Does
the Progressivity of Taxes Matter for Economic Growth?.” Working Paper,
University of Southern California, April 2002.
[10] Chari, V.V., Mikhail Golosov, and Aleh Tsyvinski. “Business Start-ups, the
Lock-in Effect, and Capital Gains Taxation.” Mimeo, Federal Reserve Bank
of Minneapolis, July 2002.
[11] Conesa, Juan Carlos and Dirk Krueger. “On the Optimal Progressivity of the
Income Tax Code.” Mimeo, 2002.
[12] Connolly, Helen and Peter Gottschalk. “Job Search with Heterogeneous Wage
Growth–Transitions to ”Better” and ”Worse” Jobs.” Boston College Working
Paper 543, October 2002.
[13] Davies, James and Whalley, John. “Taxes and Capital Formation: How Important is Human Capital?” In National Savings and Economic Performance,
edited by Bernheim, B. Douglas, and Shoven, John B. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press (for NBER), 1991.
21

[14] Dupor, Bill, Lance Lochner, Christopher Taber, and Mary Beth Wittekind
“Some Effects of Taxes on Schooling and Training.” American Economic Review, 86(2), pp. 340-6, 1996.
[15] Eaton, Jonathan, and Rosen, Harvey, S. “Taxation, Human Capital, and Uncertainty.”American Economic Review 70:4, 1980, pp. 705-15.
[16] Erosa, Andrés and Tatyana Koreshkova “Progressive Taxation in a Dynastic
Model of Human Capital.” Mimeo, The University of Western Ontario, 2001.
[17] Gentry, William, M. and R. Glenn Hubbard. “The Effect of Progressive Income
Taxation on Job Turnover.” NBER Working Paper 9226, September 2002.
[18] Gentry, William, M. and R. Glenn Hubbard. “Tax Policy and Entry into
Entrepreneurship.” Mimeo, Columbia University, August 2001.
[19] Gervais, Martin. “On the Optimality of Age-Dependent Taxes and the Progressive U.S. Tax System.” Mimeo, Queen’s University, November 2001.
[20] Gouveia, Miguel and Robert P. Strauss. “Effective Federal Individual Tax
Functions: An Exploratory Empirical Analysis.” National Tax Journal 47:2,
1994, pp. 317-39.
[21] Kaboski, Joseph, P. “Growth, Technology and Inequality with Rising Educational Attainment.” Mimeo, Ohio State University, 2001.
[22] Kambourov, Gueorgui and Iourii Manovskii. “Occupational Mobility and
Wage Inequality.” Mimeo, The University of Western Ontario, 2002a.
[23] Kambourov, Gueorgui and Iourii Manovskii. “Occupational Specificity of Human Capital.” Mimeo, The University of Western Ontario, 2002b.
[24] Kambourov, Gueorgui and Iourii Manovskii. “Rising Occupational and Industry Mobility in the US: Evidence from the 1968-1993 PSID.” Mimeo, The
University of Western Ontario, 2002c.
[25] Keane, Michael, P. and Kenneth I. Wolpin. “The Career Decisions of Young
Men.” Journal of Political Economy, 105:3, 1997, pp. 473-522.
[26] Lucas, Robert E., Jr. “Supply-Side Economics: An Analytical Review.” Oxford Economic Papers 42, April 1990, pp. 293-316.
[27] Lucas, Robert E., Jr. and Edward C. Prescott. “Equilibrium Search and Unemployment.” Journal of Economic Theory 7, 1974, pp. 188-209.
[28] Meh, Césaire. “Entrepreneurial Risk, Credit Constraints, and the Corporate
Income Tax: A Quantitative Exploration.” Bank of Canada Working paper
2002-21, August 2002.
22

[29] Moscarini, Giuseppe. Discussion of “Labor Market Policies in an Equilibrium
Search Model” by Fernando Alvarez and Marcelo Veracierto. In B. Bernanke,
J. Rotemberg, (eds.), 1999 NBER Macroeconomics Annual.
[30] Neal, Derek “The Complexity of Job Mobility Among Young Men”, Journal
of Labor Economics, Vol. 17, April 1999, pp. 237-61.
[31] Nosal, Ed and Peter Rupert. “Life Cycle Wage and Job Changes,” Federal
Reserve Bank of Cleveland Working paper 0212, September 2002.
[32] Parrado, Eric and Wolff, Edward. “Occupational and Industry Mobility in
the United States, 1969-1992.” Working Paper, C. V. Starr Center, New York
University, 1999.
[33] Petersen, Toke Ward. “The Optimal Level of Progressivity in the Labor Income Tax in a Model with Competitive Markets and Idiosyncratic Uncertainty.” Working Paper, Danish Rational Economic Agents Model, September
2001.
[34] Poletaev, Maxim. “Human Capital: Occupation or Industry Specific.” M.A.
Thesis, The University of Western Ontario, 2000.
[35] Poterba, James M. “Taxation, Risk-Taking, and Household Portfolio Behavior.” In Handbook of Public Economics, edited by Auerbach, Alan J., and
Feldstein, Martin. Elsevier Science B.V., 2002.
[36] Sinn, Hans-Werner. “Social Insurance, Incentives and Risk Taking.” International Tax and Public Finance, 3:3, pp. 259-280. 1996.
[37] Tauchen, George. “Finite State Markov-Chain Approximations to Univariate
and Vector Autoregressions.” Economics Letters, Volume 20 Number 2, pp.
177-181. 1986.
[38] Topel, Robert H. and Michael P. Ward. “Job Mobility and the Careers of
Young Men.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 107:2, May 1992, pp. 439-79.
[39] Trostel, Philip A. “The Effect of Taxation on Human Capital.” Journal of
Political Economy 101, April 1993, pp. 327-350.
[40] Varian, Hal R. “Redistributive Taxation as Social Insurance.” Journal of Public Economics 14, 1980, pp. 49-68.
[41] Ventura, Gustavo. “Flat Tax Reform: A Quantitative Exploration.” Journal
of Economic Dynamics and Control 23, September 1999, pp. 1425-58.
[42] Veracierto, Marcelo. “On the Cyclical Behavior of Employment, Unemployment and Labor Force Participation.” Mimeo, Federal Reserve Bank of
Chicago, 2002.
23

APPENDICES

I

Proof of Proposition 1.

The first order condition of utility maximization with respect to e is:
[bw2h ]1−σ − [bw1h ]1−σ
+ p (e)
= 0.
1−σ
"

h−1

−w1 hb[w1 (1 − e)]

h −σ

(b[w1 (1 − e)] )

#

0

Rearranging,
p0 (e)(1 − e)1−h(1−σ) = 

h(1 − σ)
w2
w1

h(1−σ)

.

(A1)

−1

Note that the optimal choice of e is independent of b thus implying the first part of
Proposition 1.
To prove the second part of the proposition, denote the left hand side of equation A1 as
LHS and the corresponding right hand side as RHS.
Observation 1. ∂LHS
< 0. This follows from:
∂e
∂LHS
= (1 − e)−h(1−σ) [(1 − e)p00 (e) − (1 + h(σ − 1))p0 (e)] < 0
∂e
Note that this implies the sufficiency of the first order condition.
Observation 2.
∂LHS
= p0 (e)(σ − 1)(1 − e)1−h(1−σ) ln(1 − e).
∂h
Thus
1. σ < 1 ⇒

∂LHS
∂h

> 0,

2. σ = 1 ⇒

∂LHS
∂h

= 0,

3. σ > 1 ⇒

∂LHS
∂h

< 0.

Consider now the right hand side of equation A1.

∂RHS
=
∂h

(1 − σ)



w2
w1

h(1−σ) 


w2
w1

1 − h(1 − σ)ln

h(1−σ)

2



w2
w1





−1

(A2)
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In order to determine the sign of ∂RHS
we need to sign the numerator of equation A2.
∂h
Consider the sign of the expression in square brackets of equation A2.
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1 − h(1 − σ)ln



w2
w1





vs.

w2
w1

h(σ−1)

(A3)

Denote the left hand side of expression A3 LHS1 and its right hand side RHS1. Note
that

∂LHS1
∂σ

= hln



w2
w1



and

∂RHS1
∂σ

1. σ < 1 ⇒

∂LHS1
∂σ

>

∂RHS1
,
∂σ

2. σ = 1 ⇒

∂LHS1
∂σ

=

∂RHS1
,
∂σ

3. σ > 1 ⇒

∂LHS1
∂σ

<

∂RHS1
.
∂σ

=h



w2
w1

h(σ−1)

ln



w2
w1



. Since w2 > w1 :

Together with the observation that LHS1 = RHS1 at σ = 1 this implies29 :
Observation 3.
1. σ 6= 1 ⇒ RHS1 > LHS1,
2. σ = 1 ⇒ RHS1 = LHS1.
The expression in square brackets of equation A2 is multiplied by 1 − σ, an expression
that changes its sign at σ = 1. Together with Observation 3 this implies that in equation
A2:
1. σ < 1 ⇒ N umerator < 0,
2. σ = 1 ⇒ N umerator = 0,
3. σ > 1 ⇒ N umerator > 0.
Jointly with Observation 2 this means that LHS and RHS of equation A1 move in
opposite directions as h changes. Together with Observation 1 this finally implies the second
part of Proposition 1:
1. σ > 1 ⇒

de
dh

< 0,

2. σ = 1 ⇒

de
dh

= 0,

3. σ < 1 ⇒

de
dh

> 0.

QED.
29

As a function of σ, the graph of RHS1 lies above the graph of LHS1 everywhere, except at σ = 1,
where the graphs coincide.
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II

Proof of Lemma 1.

The first order condition of utility maximization with respect to e is:

p0 (e)(1 − e)σ = 

1−σ
b2 w2
b1 w1

(1−σ)

.

(A4)

−1

Note that the optimal choice of e is unaffected by the tax policy if b1 = b2 . Denote the
left hand side of equation A4 as LHS and the corresponding right hand side as RHS. Since
∂e
∂LHS
< 0 (indicating the sufficiency of the first order condition) and ∂RHS
> 0, ∂b
< 0.
∂e
∂b1
1
QED.

26

