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Ad valorem taxation, equalisation and
commuting in a federation:
horizontal and vertical tax externalities revisited

Willem Sas*

Center for Economic Studies, KU Leuven

Abstract

In this paper, commuting is introduced to a federal economy where benevolent lower-
level (state) governments levy an ad walorem tax on labour income. This results in
inefficiently low levels of taxation, even when households as a whole do not migrate.
Indeed, rather than attracting more workers by lowering taxes, states are out to boost
labour supplied by own residents and impede work incentives of non-residents. When
the tax base is co-occupied by the federal and state governments secondly, either
under- or overtaxation occurs. We find that when taxation is levied ad valorem,
undertaxation is more liable to occur than under unit taxation. For the same under-
lying reasons lastly, fiscal equalisation is expected to give less cause for overtaxation
as commonly assumed.

JEL Classification: H71, H77, H23.
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INTRODUCTION

In most federations today, both federal and state governments raise taxes on the same -or
at least interdependent- tax bases. Inevitably then, tax policies of one government have
an impact on revenues raised by other governments, as well as on the welfare of residents
living in other states.! Now, whether strategically or unwittingly, governments often ignore
such effects of own taxation on other parties. Misjudging the ‘true’ social cost of public
provision, policy makers are then thrown off by tax externalities making their decisions,
leading to an inefficient mix of public and private consumption. In this chapter we revisit
these inefficiencies and their implications, which come in many forms.

As soon as tax bases can move freely between states for one, horizontal externalities
bring about suboptimal levels of taxation and public provision. The textbook ‘race to the
bottom’ scenario is often given as the example here,? although other outcomes are certainly
possible.® If the tax base is co-occupied by the federal and state governments moreover,
vertical externalities enter the fray. Here the externality works through the shared tax
base, which may contract as states ratchet up tax levels. When the resulting negative
effect on federal tax revenues is overlooked by the states, regional taxes as well as public
provision come out inefficiently high compared to the second-best unitary optimum.* But
when taxes are levied on an ad valorem basis, such vertical externalities can just as well
have the opposite effect as shown by Dahlby and Wilson (2003).

Now, since both types of externalities often take effect simultaneously -and can work
in opposite directions- the question becomes what their joint effect will be. Indeed, if
horizontal externalities work against their vertical counterparts, the kind of welfare losses
described above start wearing thin or could even fully cancel out. First tackled by Keen
and Kotsogiannis (2002) with a focus on capital mobility, tax base elasticities and the
relative size of the federal government are shown to be crucial factors in this trade-off.?
Building on these results, Briilhart and Jametti (2006) employ a novel empirical specifi-
cation confirming vertical externalities as observables, rather than “theoretical curiosities”.
Devereux et al. (2007) focus on excise taxation lastly, laying out the impact of cross-border
shopping and transport costs. What remains is the labour market, marking a blind spot
as yet, overlooked in the literature: the effect of inter-state commuting, which is where our
theoretical contribution comes in.

Unlike most work so far, which targets inter-state migration as the main driver of
horizontal labour tax externalities,® we thus move beyond the standard approach geared
towards Anglo-Saxon countries. Consider for example a situation with Belgian features,

IThroughout this paper, we focus on the regional tier within a federation: the state level. Our findings
would also apply to the municipal level however, even within a two-tiered unitary state.

2Wilson (1986) and Zodrow and Mieszkowski (1986) provide the seminal formal derivations. For a
survey of the empirical literature on horizontal interactions, see Brueckner (2003).

3Keen and Marchand (1997) discuss the overprovision of productive inputs. McLure (1967), Krelove
(1992) or De Borger et al. (2007) consider tax exporting. See also Lockwood (2001) for a theoretical
synthesis of commodity tax competition.

4See Dahlby (1996), Boadway and Keen (1996) or Boadway et al. (1998) for the theoretical outlay.
Esteller-Moré and Solé-Ollé (2001) and Andersson et al. (2004) deliver empirical evidence.

5Wilson and Janeba (2005) add one more dimension, by endogenising the degree of decentralisation in
Nash-competing federations.

6The last section in Boadway and Keen (1996) forms a notable exception, yet also here clearing regional
labour markets drive wage formation.



where at least 10% of the workforce commutes between states but households as a whole
rarely migrate.” Since there is no inter-state migration in this case, relying on the conven-
tional framework would only leave us with vertical externalities to analyse.® In our model
on the other hand, horizontal policy effects are re-introduced through commuting flows.
Wages are set in an integrated, national labour market, so that changes in one state are felt
throughout the entire federal system even when household migration does not occur. In
other words, we translate the model of Keen and Kotsogiannis (2002) to a labour market
setting. Yet by introducing an ad valorem, residence based labour tax, we also extend it.
Indeed, when the commuting labour force is taxed ad valorem, vertical externalities can be
of either sign which re-routes the interplay with their horizontal antagonists. This adds to
the novelty of our results.

First, a fully decentralised labour tax brings about inefficiently low levels of taxation and
public provision. An outcome which chimes well with the conventional -tax competition-
reasoning. But in stead of attracting more workers by lowering taxes, the underlying
political motives run differently here. Although states in our model are out to boost tax
revenues as well, their attention limits itself to own workers. Since labour is taxed in the
state of residence, revenues can only go up if own-residents are induced to work more, and
work incentives of non-residents are impeded. A lower state tax rate, implying a higher
net wage in the tax-raising state and lower net wages in other states, achieves exactly this.
This for the simple reason that in an integrated labour market, local tax cuts pull the
market clearing gross wage down. The fact that taxation is ad valorem only amplifies this
mechanism.

When the tax base is co-occupied by the federal and state governments secondly, either
under- or overtaxation can occur. Our model identifies conditions for states to overtax, i.e.
for the overall fiscal externality to be negative. Low labour supply elasticities combined
with highly responsive labour demand nation-wide turn out to be crucial here. However,
the latter effect comes out less pronounced because taxation is ad valorem, which brings
in the impact of the federation-wide gross wage increase on revenues. In other words,
when taxation is levied ad valorem, undertaxation is more liable to occur than under unit
taxation. For the same underlying reasons, fiscal equalisation is also expected to give less
cause for overtaxation.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 1 provides some back-
ground on the literature and elaborates on the key ideas. Section 2 introduces the model.
Employing a unitary country focus, the second-best optimum is characterised in section 3.
The following section then allows for varying degrees of decentralisation, so that external-
ities enter the fray. In section 4.1, state governments have full discretion over fiscal policy,
whilst in section 4.2 the federal and state governments share the labour tax base. Section
5 introduces a fiscal equalisation mechanism, after which section 6 concludes.

"More commuting examples; Switzerland, Germany,..? Case can be made for all densely populated
federations.

8In fact, and to the best of our knowledge, only Boadway and Keen (1996) have considered both
horizontal and vertical externalities caused by labour induced migration in a coherent framework.



I. BACKGROUND

Making sense of locational inefficiencies in labour markets, theoretical approaches usually
have one thing in common: workers only supply labour in their own state of residence,
and not in other states.” Fitted to Anglo-Saxon conditions on the ground, such models
then tend to favour inter-state migration over commuting as a primary focus of analysis.
As argued above, this perspective has its limits in the absence of household migration,
which is where our model fills in the blanks. If migration flows were to dry up entirely,
commuting still allows for horizontal bias. Rather surprisingly moreover, our approach
serves the exact same purpose at the other end of the mobility-spectrum, where migration
is perfectly mobile.

Indeed, when migration is fully costless and unobstructed by other barriers, the kind of
horizontal externalities described earlier are fully internalised, resulting in an optimal mix
of public and private consumption. The only precondition here, as Boadway (1982) was
first to point out, is that governments take the actual migration responses to policy shifts
into account. The standard optimisation of own-residents’ utility, given that residents
themselves keep moving until their utility is equalised across all states, is what drives this
result. State governments in fact anticipate the equalising effect of in- or outward migration
on utility, so that every single worker in the federation pops up in their welfare function,
and not just the ones living within state borders. In other words, fully mobile workers
drive Nash-competing governments to self-interested cooperation. Because of this ‘incen-
tive equivalence’ -we owe the term to Myers & Papageorgiou (1993)- each state indirectly
satisfies its Samuelson condition after all, much like a social planner would.

Also under a scenario of perfect mobility consequently, where horizontal externalities
would otherwise cancel out because of such ‘incentive equivalence’, does our model offer a
wider scope. As was the case when migration didn’t take place at all, the optimal mix of
public and private consumption can still be thrown off by allowing for commuting. When
household mobility is less than fully perfect however, the optimal outcome can be distorted
by other factors as well. Mansoorian and Myers (1993) e.g. were first to analyse the
effect of varying degrees of home attachment -leading to costly migration- on government
decision making. Wellisch (2000) goes on to discuss alternative relaxations to the initial
model, under which ’incentive equivalence’ is expected to break down as well. In all of
these cases however, commuting still has a potentially amplifying part to play among more
conventional distortions.

An argument which holds just the same when it comes to other kinds of locational
inefficiencies, due for example to the inefficient allocation of households across states. But
since such welfare losses are directly caused by individuals -as described by Buchanan and
Goetz (1972) or Flatters et al. (1974), and recently revisited by Albouy (2012)- rather than
by inefficient government decision making, they are of lesser interest here.

9This work ranges from the seminal contributions of Buchanan and Goetz (1972), Flatters et al. (1974),
and Boadway and Flatters (1982), to Boadway and Keen (1996), Wildasin (1991, 2000), Richter and
Wellisch (1996), Wellisch and Wildasin (1996) and Sato (2000).



II. THE MODEL

Our federal economy consists of a limited number n > 1 of states, where ad valorem taxes
are levied on labour incomes of immobile households. Importantly, and although their
residence is fixed as a result, members of each household are free to work in any other
state of the federation. To simplify notation as much as possible, we normalize the mass
of households in each state to unity.!%

Output in each state is given by technology F;(Lp,), where Lp, denotes the amount of
labour demanded by firms in state 4, with F/ > 0 > F”.'! The private sector maximises
profits, given by

mi = Fi(Lp, (w;)) — wiLp, (w;) (1)

with w; the gross wage in state i. As a result, labour demand Lp, is implicitly defined by
F/(Lp,(w;)) = w;, with L, (w;) = 7 < 0. Production is used for private as well as public
consumption, with a marginal rate of transformation of 1. Profit taxes 6;), when included,
are exogenously fixed. Turning to the consumer side of our economy, the representative
household of state ¢ derives utility from private consumption, public provision, and leisure.
That is,

with C; the consumption of a composite (numeraire) private good, Lg, labour supply, and
GEF) state and federal publicly provided private goods.'? Sub-utility u;(C;, Ls,) is concave,
increasing in C; and decreasing in L;. I;(G;, GZF ) is concave and increasing in both G; and
G respectively. As in Kotsogiannis and Martinez (2008), public provision is financed by
an ad valorem tax on labour income, which is levied according to the residence principle.
Denoted by t; for the states and T for the federal government, the consolidated labour tax
for state i becomes 7; = t; + T.

Each household then maximises (2) subject to its budget constraint: C; = w;L; + 7;,
with w; = (1 — 7;)w; the net wage. As a result, labour supply Lg, (w;) is implicitly defined
by uc; (-)w; +ur, = 0 and assumed increasing, so that L (w;) > 0. Indirect utility is then
given by

Vz(wl,ﬂ'z,Gz,Gf) Z’Uz(’LEZ,TFL)—FE(G“GzF) (3)

Crucially, households in each state i are immobile, but are free to work in any state of their
choosing. A common inter-state labour market thus allows for commuting, where labour
itself is costlessly mobile and commuting flows equilibrate gross wages across all states.
Since state populations are normalised to 1, this implies that states where labour supply

Lg, outweighs labour demand Lp, are marked by commuting outflows, and vice versa.'?

10A common assumption in the literature focusing on similar efficiency issues, see e.g. Keen and Kot-
sogiannis (2002, 2004), Lucas (2004), Briilhart and Jametti (2006), Aronsson and Blomquist (2008) or
Kotsogiannis (2010).

A subscript denotes the derivative of a function of several variables whereas a prime denotes the
derivative of a function of one variable.

12Note that since we have normalised population to 1, these could just as well be pure public goods as
in Kotsogiannis and Martinez (2008).

13Here, normalised state populations keep us from introducing a commuting cost. Since such a cost
would not change our core results however, we can safely omit it. Also, commuting from one state to
another will -at least in the kind of dense population settings we are targeting here- often be as costly as
commuting from one city to another within the same state.



Denoting the n-vector of consolidated tax rates by 7 = (71, ..., 7,), the gross wage w(7)
clearing the common labour market is implicitly defined by

> Ls,(wi(1) =3 Lo, (w(r)) (@)

Taking the total differential with respect to 7; of (4) yields'*

Sq

L
ow wn; —

o (o (- i"_ (Sreite))

with 7; > 0 labour supply, and ¢; < 0 labour demand elasticities in state i. Throughout
the analysis we confine most of our attention to symmetric equilibria, in which all states
set the same tax rate (t; = ¢, Vi). The gross wage in such an equilibrium then becomes
w(T) = w(r,....,7), with

>0 (5)

/ _ wn

So that, still in symmetric equilibrium and using (5), we also get

3w_l
aTi_TL

w'(T) (7)

Logically, since marginally increasing the common state tax rate 7 has a federation-wide
impact, the gross wage will respond differently compared to a state-specific tax hike. In-
deed, from (7) we find the latter to be smaller. As the gross wage starts to rise in the
state raising its taxes, more and more workers from other states will flock to this region,
mitigating the gross wage increase. When n were to go to infinity, the gross wage effect
will be fully countered by the commuting response, as can be seen in expression (5) or (7).
The marginal tax burden then falls entirely on the state in question through the drop in

net wages, as %f? =1-mn) % —w = —w.
The effects of taxation on net wages can then be written as

@)= —L <0 8)

and
ow _ w(ne—(n—1)n)
or n(n—e) <0 9)

Lastly, the effect of marginally increased taxation on profits -which is the same for state
as well as federal taxation- is given by
87Ti 8(FZ(LDL)—U)LD1) ow

= =—Lp,— <0 (10)
87’(1-) 37’(1-) (97'(1-)

14 All derivations of the wage effects used throughout the paper are given in appendix A.



III. SECOND-BEST OPTIMUM IN A ‘UNITARY’ COUNTRY

We start with the benchmark case of a unitary country, where states are given no taxing
or spending powers and the federal level makes all the calls. Here, the federal government
sets a uniform tax rate 7 to finance consolidated public provision. Since in this case
tax externalities will not arise, the second-best outcome under distortionary taxation is
attained.

We furthermore assume the federal government can tailor public provision (GZ(»F)) to
the preferences of the representative household living in each state i, thus ruling out in-
efficiencies at the federal level working through policy uniformity. Other arguments in
favour of more decentralisation described in chapter 1, such as enhanced accountability,
cost-effectiveness or innovation, are also omitted. This way, the second-best optimum as we
describe it in what follows, will always be welfare superior to the decentralised outcomes
discussed in the following sections. It hence serves as the ideal benchmark. Moreover,
inter-state spill-overs of public provision are excluded as well, keeping the focus strictly on
tax externalities as a source of lower-level inefficiency.

Keeping things simple, we will assume states to be perfectly symmetric. Also, profits
accrue entirely to the representative household living in the state where rents are realised.
In section VI of the paper both assumptions will in turn be relaxed. Since we do not deal
with redistributional issues lastly, and consider just one identical representative household
per state, the federal government simply maximises a Utilitarian welfare function given by

Mazg, r . ZV; (wi(7), mi(7),Gi, GT) (11)

7

subject to its budget constraint given by

n

> (Gi+ GI) =73 L, (wi(r)) w(r) (12)

i
where the values of 7, GI' and G, are chosen by the government. Using symmetry, (6),
and (12), the first-order conditions readily reduce to'®

oV oV 1
0GY _0G — - _ MCPF VYi=1,.,n (13)
A A (1 _ e )
(1-7)e—n

with A the marginal utility of income. Equations (13), together with the budget constraint
(12), characterize the second-best optimum denoted by (7%, G*, G¥*) for each state i. At
the unitary optimum, 7 is set such that the marginal rate of substitution (MRS) between
both the publicly provided good and the private good must be equal to the Marginal Cost
of Public Funds (MCPF). As is well known, the MCPF is the efficiency cost of raising
revenue with a distortionary tax (Dahlby, 2008). Indeed, equations (13) are the usual
optimality conditions for public provision in a distorted economy, being simplified versions
of the standard Atkinson and Stern (1974) rule.'®

15The optimisation problem is written out, and solved, in appendix B.

16The Atkinson-Stern rule includes an additional term in the numerator, capturing the effect of changes
in public provision on tax revenues. Because utility is additively seperable, this relation does not bite in
our model.



IV. DECENTRALISED TAXATION

We now consider various degrees of decentralised fiscal decision making, setting the stage
for tax externalities to come about. To fully understand the interplay of horizontal and
vertical externalities, we first study the horizontal interaction in isolation. A setting where
taxation is fully decentralised -and vertical externalities are as a result assumed away- then
serves as the logical stepping stone to the more complex shared tax base case.

IV.1. Full tax autonomy

Here, fiscal decision making is fully decentralised to the state level, and each state i levies
a labour tax t; to finance the publicly provided goods G; and GI. As a result, only
horizontal externalities can distort tax and spending decisions. We assume that all states
take decisions made by other states as given, and thus behave as Nash competitors. The
government of a given state i then maximises the indirect utility of the representative
household living within state borders

MaxGi,Gf,n V; (u_}i(Tiv T)? T (w(T)) ) Gia Gf) (14)
subject to state i’s budget constraint, given by
Gi+ GF = 1,Lg, (w; (73, 7)) w(T) (15)

Using (5) and (15), and evaluated in symmetric equilibrium, we obtain the following char-
acterisation:

Lemma 1 With households immobile, but workers commuting to other states, the MCPF
of a state government with full tax autonomy is given by

sor _ 96 1
= 2= = = MCPF; 16
A A (1 _ _ n(ne—(n—1)n) ) (16)
=) (ne—(n—Tym)—7

Equations (16), together with the budget constraint (15), define the decentralised Nash
equilibrium denoted by (7*,G*, GF).17

Also in the fully decentralised case in other words, does public provision continue until
the marginal rate of substitution between both the publicly provided good and the private
good is equal to the marginal cost of public funds (MCPF). However, this efficiency cost
overlooks all effects of own taxation on other states. The cost of raising revenue as it
is perceived by the state government, therefore weighs in more or less than the socially
relevant cost derived in section 3. To verify the sign of this bias, we compare the unitary
MCPF which was unaffected by externalities, to the state MCPF captured by lemma 1.
The resulting trade-off, evaluated at the symmetric Nash-equilibrium, then gives us

Proposition 1 When state governments have full tax autonomy and workers commute,
positive tax externalities lead to inefficiently low levels of taxation and public provision.

L7Proofs of both lemma 1 and proposition 1 are given in appendix C.



Or, to put it otherwise, the state MCPF will be biased upwards. Because the effect of
state taxation on other states is not included in the state welfare cost, and because this
effect is proven to be positive, state governments perceive the cost of distortionary taxation
to be higher than it actually is. As a result, state taxation as well as public provision are
set at inefficiently low levels compared to the second-best outcome derived in section III.
Consequently, if the state government were to internalise the positive externality in its
welfare cost calculations, the cost would weigh in precisely at its socially relevant level.!®

Now, to understand all of the effects underpinning proposition 1, we re-write the
marginal cost of public funds derived under lemma 1 in its most basic form

QVL‘(U_),TQ,G/L',G?) 1
MCPF; = -1 — 17
(8R157i7w)> )\z ( )

What this rewritten efficiency cost of state taxation shows, is that the positive externality
comes two-sided. In the denominator of (17) the impact of a tax hike in region ¢ on the tax
revenues Z? i R; of other states is left out. Whilst the numerator omits the direct effects
on non-resident welfare Z;L 2; Vj as well. Starting with the ‘indirect’ revenue effects in the
denominator, these can be written as

Waget Labour supply 1

- 8Rj - ow OLg. Ow;
= iLs, 25— +7; L 1>0 18
jZ# 373 ; Ti Si (97'1' +Tjw alﬂj 87’@ ( )

What we learn from (18), and contrary to a scenario employing unit taxation, is that state
taxation has two effects on the budgets of other states. Due to the gross wage increase
firstly, which is identical across states because of commuting, tax bases in other states rise
alongside collected tax revenues. Second, since other states keep their tax rates constant,
net wages in these states follow gross wage hikes so that more labour is supplied. This also
fattens state coffers, and would be the only effect under unit taxation.

Turning to the denominator of (17), the omitted direct impact of own taxation on
non-resident welfare is given by

Consumption T Profits |
—— ——

2 ov; "1 ow; ow

E = E — Ls.—L —Lp — 1
— 87’1‘ — /\j Si (97'1' Dj 87’1‘ ( 9)
J#i J#i

Here we find that higher net wages not only improve non-resident welfare through increased
public provision, as before in (18), but also simply because purchasing power comes out
reinforced. Furthermore, all three effects combined appear to dominate the negative direct
effect on non-resident welfare, which is the drop in collected profits due to the higher gross
wage.

In addition, the higher the amount of regions in the federation, the stronger the positive
externality and subsequent welfare losses. A result reminiscent of Hoyt (1991) or Keen and

18This point is illustrated formally in appendix C.



Kotsogiannis (2004). This can also easily be seen in (58), where a higher n relatively nudges
up the left hand side of the expression.

Looking at these inefficiencies from a more strategic angle lastly, the political incen-
tives behind proposition 1 are rather different from other interpretations in the literature.
Indeed, by setting taxes at inefficiently low levels, state governments aren’t out to attract
more workers as they would in the standard competition case. Contrarily, their aim is
to boost labour supplied by own residents, and impede work incentives of non-residents.
Reducing state taxation fits that purpose: the net wage of own residents will increase and
provide a boost to own labour supply. Whilst the net wage of non-residents goes down
together with overall gross wages, undercutting non-resident willingness to work.

Nonetheless, since all states are identical and follow the same strategy, we arrive at a
familiar outcome: a sub-optimal welfare level where all taxes are set too low.

IV.2. Shared tax base

We now move on to the case where both the federal and state governments levy taxes
on labour, giving rise to horizontal and vertical tax externalities at the same time. The
federal government now sets a uniform tax rate T to tailor public provision (GI) to the
preferences of each representative household, thus maximising (11) subject to:

D OGH =T Ls, (wi(ri, 7)) w(7) (20)

On top of this, each state raises additional taxes to finance own public provision (G;).
Following the literature, we assume the federal government sees through states’ budget
constraints, so there will be no ‘top-down’ vertical externality. We also continue to assume
that all governments behave non-cooperatively -taking each other’s policies as given- and
that states are identical in every way. Since under these assumptions federal decision
making is equivalent to the unitary outcome derived in section III, we can jump straight
to the state level. The government of state i now maximises (14) subject to

G; = tiLs, (ﬁ)i(ﬂ',T)) ’LU(T) (21)

Using (7), 9 and (21), and evaluated in symmetric equilibrium, we arrive at the following
characterisation:

Lemma 2 With households immobile, but workers commuting to other states, the MCPF
of a state government sharing its labour tax base with the federal government, is given by

oV 1

96 _ _ MCPF, 22
A (17 tn(ne—(n—1)n)—Tn ) (22)

(1=7)(ne—(n—1)n)—n

Ezxpression (22), together with the budget constraint (21), defines the Nash equilibrium,
denoted by (t*,G*).19

19Proofs of lemma 2 and proposition 2 are given in appendix D.



Again, public provision continues until the marginal rate of substitution between both
the publicly provided good and the private good is equal to the marginal cost of public
funds (MCPF). Moreover, not only does this efficiency cost overlook all (positive) horizontal
effects of own taxation on other states, it also fails to internalise the vertical effects.

Now, as touched upon in the introduction, these vertical effects can be positive as well
as negative. Negative, since a state tax hike induces a higher federation-wide gross wage,
which curtails federation-wide labour demand. And since the labour market clears at the
national level, this brings about lower federation-wide labour supply, and by consequence,
shrinking federal tax receipts. However, and crucially, since the labour income tax base is
taxed ad valorem, the same gross wage increase also boosts the tax base. This then has a
positive effect on federal coffers.

In short, the positive horizontal externalities established in the previous section can
be hollowed out, or reinforced, by their vertical counterparts. To find out which effect
comes out on top, and thus to determine the sign of the overall externality, we again
compare the unitary MCPF with the state efficiency cost. Evaluated in the symmetric
Nash-equilibrium, using lemma 2 and (13), we obtain:

Proposition 2 In a federation where workers can commute between identical states, where
households as a whole do not migrate, and both the federal and state governments tax labour
income, the overall externality:

1. Is positive when labour supply is highly responsive to changes in the net wage, and
federation-wide labour demand is inelastic

2. Is negative when labour supply is relatively inelastic compared to labour demand, and
the federal level accounts for the larger part of public provision

3. Disappears as soon as labour supply is unaffected by the net wage

When the overall externality is negative, state over-taxation and over-provision ensue. In
this case the upward pressure on the perceived state efficiency cost is more than undone
by the vertical effects, which turn out to be negative. If, on the other hand, the state
MCPF stays well above the second-best efficiency cost, the positive effects -horizontal as
well as possibly vertical- on non-resident welfare will have prevailed. We then end up with
under-provision and under-taxation, similar to the outcome under full tax autonomy in the
previous section.

Earlier results by Keen and Kotsogiannis (2002) thus seem to carry through in our
setting here, where vertical externalities can turn either way. Zoom in on the underlying
factors driving proposition 2 however, and an important difference emerges. Although tax
base elasticities play a crucial part in our setting as well, ad valorem taxation renders their
interplay less clear cut, bringing about less overtaxation in general.

To shed more light on this mechanism, and using (1), (3), (4) and (21), we write the
welfare of the representative household in state i as

Wilts, T, ) = v; (w(7), 73, mi(w(7))) + I; (t:Ls (s, w(m)w(7),GI(T))  (23)

Reformulating state optimisation expressed by (14) and (21) above, state ¢ then chooses
its tax rate ¢; to maximize (23), taking all other tax rates as given. The necessary first
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order condition for this, evaluated in symmetric equilibrium and making use of (7) and
(10), becomes

3@? — ) {LS <(1 Y w) - Lpﬂ +1g [tL's <(1 - W> w”LSﬂ 29

n n

Condition (24) is nothing more than lemma 2 in rewritten form, implicitly defining the
equilibrium state tax rate t*, again given T™ set by the federal government and the num-
ber of states n.2° The first term of (24) reflects the direct utility loss incurred by the
representative household because of increased state taxation, working through the decreas-
ing net wage and falling profits. The second term, involving I, expresses the effect of a
state tax hike on state government revenues. Crucially, since taxes are levied ad valorem,
this could either inflict utility losses or gains. A tax hike depresses the net wage and con-
sequently labour supply, but also pushes up the federation-wide gross wage, so the effect
on revenues is ambiguous.

Now, to bring potential tax externalities to the surface by means of (24), we first write
out welfare in symmetric equilibrium and under full information. Using (1), (3), (4), (20)
and (21), we obtain?!

W, T,7) =v(w(r),r,m(w(T))) + I tLs((T,w(T))w(7), TLp(w(T))w(T)) (25)

Differentiating (25) with respect to the common tax rate ¢, which is equivalent to a coor-
dinated tax increase in all states, then yields

W, = A[Lg (1 — 7w’ —w) — Lpw'|+T¢ |tLg (1 — T)w’ — w)w + tng'} +Igr [TLIDw’w + TLDw'}
(26)

where the third term reflects the impact of state taxation on welfare through I'gr and

federal tax revenues. Now, since setting (26) equal to zero implicitly defines the socially

optimal state tax rate, the sign of W; evaluated at the Nash-equilibrium established in (24)

is vital. If W; turns out to be positive at this point, a slight increase in state tax rates

would improve overall welfare. Hence, tax rates in the non-cooperative equilibrium defined

by (24) -or lemma 2- were set inefficiently low from a social viewpoint. Conversely, when

W, is negative, state taxes were set too high. To investigate the sign of (26) at the Nash

equilibrium (¢*,T*) we subtract (24) from (26), so that

Horizontal externality Vertical externality
7 1 ’
Wy= |-MLp+t'Ig| Lg(1—7)w+ Lg <1—> w +T*Tgr WLy + Lp | W'
~~ n ~~~
(+) (+)

Since w’ is unambiguously positive, the sign of (27) hinges on the terms between square
brackets. On the left we find the effects of state taxation on other states, reflecting the
horizontal externalities. As described above, these operate through non-resident purchasing

20Where the federal tax rate T* comes in through the consolidated tax rate T defining w(7).
2INote how, under symmetric equilibrium, the federal budget constraint (20) reduces to G¥ =
TLp(w(T)w(T), using the market clearing condition (4).

11



power, incurred rents and state tax revenues.’> On the right of (27) on the other hand,
the impact of a state tax hike on the federal budget is spelled out. As LID < 0, shrinking
federation-wide labour demand comes in via L/Dw, whilst the positive twist of the gross
wage increase is expressed by Lp.

Now, we see that (27) turns positive when labour supply becomes more responsive to
changes in the net wage (L:g 1), and labour demand less sensitive to gross wage movements
(LID 1). More so, this latter effect is strengthened by a higher state tax rate t*, in itself
a result of a higher appreciation of state public provision I';. Inversely, and coming full
circle on points (1) and (2) of proposition 2, inelastic labour supply and highly responsive
labour demand amplify the negative effects in (27), as will a higher utility share of federal
public provision I'gr. Setting L/S = 0 in (6) lastly, also reduces w’ and by consequence the
whole of (27) to zero, as captured by point (3) of proposition 2.

So far our results chime well with Keen and Kotsogiannis (2002), even though the strict
demarcation between positive horizontal, and negative vertical externalities breaks down in
our setting. Where (27) diverges significantly from earlier work however, is in the degree
to which the negative effects are expected to bite. Take for example a scenario where
federation-wide labour demand is highly elastic, whilst labour supply is not. As a result, a
state tax hike reduces the federation-wide tax base considerably, whilst commuting flows
are slow to arbitrage away income differentials. Under unit taxation, W; can therefore
easily be expected to turn negative in the Nash equilibrium, with overtaxation at the state
level as a result. But when the tax is levied at valorem, the overall gross wage increase
has a second part to play. Marked with a (+) sign in (27), we see how w’ indeed boosts
tax revenues at the state and federal level, aside from its interaction with labour supply
and demand responsiveness. These latter wage effects would not arise if, rather than full
labour income Lgw here, only labour supply Lg had been taxed. We summarise this result
in the following corollary:?3

Corollary 1 When different levels of government levy ad valorem taxzes on a shared tax
base, lower-level governments are less likely to overtax than under unit tazation.

Corollary 1 then suggests that undertaxation, underprovision and -from a strategic perspective-
tax competition will more often than not hold sway over other outcomes, even when the
vertical dimension is taken up in the analysis. In the next section, we investigate whether
the same friction between ad valorem and unit taxation carries over to equalisation grant
mechanisms.

V. REVENUE EQUALISATION AND AD VALOREM TAXATION

Suppose now an equalisation mechanism is in place in our federation. Such a mechanism
corrects for differences in fiscal capacity across the various states, levelling out (a degree of)
the divergence. The underlying principle here is mainly one of horizontal equity, ensuring
each state has sufficient revenues at its disposal to provide a minimum level of public
services, without having to rely on draconian levels of taxation.?*

22We assume [g is such that, in line with proposition 1, these sum up to be positive.
23We derive the sufficient conditions for corollary 1 to hold in general, in appendix D.
24Efficiency arguments can also be provided in favour of equalisation, see e.g. Boadway and Shah (2009).
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We assume an equalisation mechanism of the conventional sort. Here, the per capita
equalisation grant w; to each state i is given by the difference between its fiscal capacity
and a benchmark fiscal capacity, multiplied by a standard -usually average- federal tax
rate: 2

W; = E(B - Bi) (28)
where t = % is the average lower-level government tax rate. B; is the fiscal capacity
of state i, captured by its tax base Lg,w, whilst B = W is the benchmark fiscal

capacity, being the average federation-wide tax base. Deriving the equalisation grant w.r.t.
t; gives us ~

80.)1' 3f = _ 0B 831

=—(B—-B;)+t - 29

ot; 8ti( o+ (8ti ot; ) (29)

A tax hike in state ¢ thus influences the equalisation grants via two channels: through the

change in the average state tax rate (given fiscal capacity), and through a change in the

actual fiscal capacities. In symmetric equilibrium, (29) becomes

(=) (+)

0 1 0w 0

(0] n — r ow w

L=t Le—+1L =

8ti Z( n ) v S@Ti + SaTi > 0 (30)

Now, whilst under unit taxation the equalisation grant would only compensate for the
negative effect of a shrinking tax base on fiscal capacity, (30) again tells a different story.
Indeed, when taxation is ad valorem, a state tax hike also ratchets up the fiscal capacity
through the gross wage effect. The equalisation grant flowing back to the state increasing
its tax rate is therefore stemmed.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

As one of the smallest federations in Europe, Belgium makes for an interesting case study.
Counting only three sub-central entities (states), each with diverging preferences and pro-
ductivity, it enjoys a very high degree of cross-state commuting. Zooming in on these
commuting flows brings out a blind spot in the fiscal federalism literature on tax exter-
nalities, where models have workers supply labour only in their state of residence. For a
federation with Belgian features, where at least 10% of the workforce commutes between
regions, this assumption of non-integrated regional labour markets becomes difficult to
maintain.

We therefore presented a theoretical model based on a common labour market, where
wages are endogenously determined as commuting flows equilibrate wages across all states
of a federation. Policy changes in one state will consequently be felt throughout the entire
federal system, even when household migration does not occur. We thus model a situation
where horizontal externalities are re-introduced to the analysis through commuting effects.

25Since the fiscal capacity differences are entirely equalised in the proposed scheme, we have assumed
‘full equalisation’ here. Partial equalisation however, where only a fraction of the fiscal capacity divide is
bridged, yields similar -but logically less pronounced- results.
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In other words, we translated the model of Keen and Kotsogiannis (2002) to a labour market
setting. Yet by introducing an ad valorem, residence based labour tax, we also extend it.
Indeed, when the commuting labour force is taxed ad valorem, vertical externalities can be
of either sign which re-routes the interplay with their horizontal antagonists. This adds to
the novelty of our results.

First, a fully decentralised labour tax brings about inefficiently low levels of taxation and
public provision. An outcome which chimes well with the conventional -tax competition-
reasoning. But in stead of attracting more workers by lowering taxes, the underlying
political motives run differently here. Although states in our model are out to boost tax
revenues as well, their attention limits itself to own workers. Since labour is taxed in the
state of residence, revenues can only go up if own-residents are induced to work more, and
work incentives of non-residents are impeded. A lower state tax rate, implying a higher
net wage in the tax-raising state and lower net wages in other states, achieves exactly this.
This for the simple reason that in an integrated labour market, local tax cuts pull the
market clearing gross wage down. The fact that taxation is ad valorem only amplifies this
mechanism.

When the tax base is co-occupied by the federal and state governments secondly, either
under- or overtaxation can occur. Our model identifies conditions for states to overtax, i.e.
for the overall fiscal externality to be negative. Low labour supply elasticities combined
with highly responsive labour demand nation-wide turn out to be crucial here. However,
the latter effect comes out less pronounced because taxation is ad valorem, which brings
in the impact of the federation-wide gross wage increase on revenues. In other words,
when taxation is levied ad valorem, undertaxation is more liable to occur than under unit
taxation. For the same underlying reasons, fiscal equalisation is also expected to give less
cause for overtaxation.

14



APPENDIX A. WAGE EFFECTS

Al. State taxation

We obtain the tax shifting formula from the equilibrium in the labour market:
> Ls,(wi(r)) =Y Lp,(w(r)) (31)
i i

Taking the total differential with respect to ¢; of the labour market equilibrium condition

then yields
i 9 (Ls, (w;)) 0w, 4 OLs. (wi) Ow; _ i 9 (Lp,(w)) dw
oy 81[1]- 87',' 8151 87@ o f 6‘w 87’1'

keeping in mind that g—;f = 1 and 2—2 = 0Vj # i. Rewriting net wages in terms of the
gross wage and solving further gives:

" d((1—1j)w) 0((1—m)w) L ow
l J / — /
Z (sz 7 +Ls =5 ZLDi 7 (32)
J#i i
Now, since we know that:
o((L—rw) ow
(97'1' n (1 TZ)@T,» v
We also know that:
I((1—m)w) =(1—m7)0w—wdr; (33)
And: a1 o) 5
o\l TT)W) g OV
871- o (1 Tj)aTi
So that:
I((1—7j))w) = (1—75)0w (34)

Plugging (33) and (34) into (32) then gives us:

Z (Lfgj ((1— Tj)(“)w)) + L, (1 — 7)0w — wdr;) = (Z L’Di> ow

J#£i
3 (ng (1- Tj)) + L5 (1—7) = > Ly, | 0w = L wor,
i i
ow wliy,
e — i - >0 (35)
om o (7 (Ls,(1=m)) = (7 L))

Rewriting (36) in terms of regional labour supply elasticity n; = L, I

and labour demand

elasticity ¢; = L, 77— now yields:
T D'L

Ls,
ow _ Wiz, (36)

or (zy ((1 - T)n%) - (Z? 5LTD>)
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We know that, in equilibrium,%wl =(1-m) % — w, so plugging in (36) then gives us:

ow, _ (L—m)wly, —w (27 (Ls,(1— 7)) — (37 L))
ar; F (L, (1-m) = (X7 L))

o _ 0 ((£105) - (t5,0-5)) )
o, (7 (L, —7) — (X7 L))

For later purposes, we rewrite (37) in terms of regional labour supply and demand:

on,_ (S0 et) - S (0 )

= (38)
. n L. n Lp,
o (i (=) - (Srete)
Under the assumption of homogeneous regions, (36) and (38) reduce to:

ow wn
_ 39
o, n(l—71)(n—-e¢) (39)

7 —(n—-1

ow _w (ne — (n—1)n) (40)

or; n(n—e)

A2. Federal taxation
Taking the total differential of 31 with respect to the common, federal tax rate T' yields:

i( ?uE;U) 37') N z": (W?)

Keeping in mind that 8“ = 1 Vi. Rewriting net wages in terms of the gross wage and

solving further finally glves us:

S <L/Si‘9((15:)w))) _ (Z L/Di> ZL: (41)

i %

Now, since we know that:

2((1=7)w)) ow
o =-mg -
We also know that:
o((1-—71w))=01-7)0w—wor (42)

Plugging (42) into (41) then gives us:

> (L, (1= m)ow — wdr)) = (Z L’Di> ow

%

(f:(L’ 1-1)) —(ZL’ ))awzi(ﬂsiwaﬂ

% i

16



ou D

or  (XV (L6, -7) = (X Lp,))
For later purposes, we rewrite (43) in terms of regional labour supply and demand:
n L,
0 w i i 717.‘
= 20 >0 (44)

o (0-n s (nke) - oy (252))

Moving on to the effect on net wages, we know that, in equilibrium,g—f =(1-71) % —w.
Plugging in (44) then gives us:
ow  (I-n)wd Ly —w((l—7)3" Ly — 31" Lp)

or (=737 Ly, = >0 L)
Ow wy o L,
— = < <0 45
o TS L ST (43)

For later purposes, we rewrite (46) in terms of regional labour supply and demand:

_ n Lp.
0 w)) it
ow Zz w (46)

or (0-n%F (nr) - 20 (=5))

Under the assumption of homogeneous regions, (44) and (46) reduce to the well known

expressions for a uniform, ad valorem tax rate 7:26

ow _ wn
or (1-71)(n—-e¢) (47)

ow we
o o) e

APPENDIX B. SECOND-BEST OPTIMUM IN A ‘UNITARY’ COUNTRY

With states being homogeneous, the second best optimization problem can be expressed
by the Lagrangian:

Leading to the following first order conditions:

oc oV, 0w 0V, Om; o(tnLw)\
af—”{u—;aﬁm ar}“(aT)—O (49)
oL  ov; )
aGi—aGi—'y—O fori=1,..n
oL aV; .
ﬁ:aGlF—ry:O forz:L..,n

26See e.g. Dahlby and Wilson (2003), or Kotsogiannis and Martinez (2008).
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Solving both conditions yields:

OViow  OViom | ) (npow + maLi 2% + 2292 Z g ()
" w OT m; OT T\ e "or an@ﬂ) ar ) T
ggf —v=0 fori=1,..,n (Gy)

;C‘ﬁ,f’y:() fori=1,..n (GF)

With nLiw—i—TnLig—':—i—an %ﬁ_j % equal to g—f, being the marginal effect on federal revenue
by raising the labour tax. Substituting for + then yields:

n{%@ aV; om;

w Ot w; OT

v, oV,

oGT — 0G; IR

} fori=1,.,n (50)

Public provision in each region will thus continue until its marginal benefits equal its
marginal cost, and this in terms of welfare cost as well as actual provision cost (see also
Dahlby (2008)). The RHS of the equation thus expresses the marginal welfare cost in
utility terms of raising an additional euro of revenue to finance public provision in region
i, multiplied by the marginal cost of actual provision (1 in our case). This expression can
be reformulated to arrive at the conventional MCPF expression using Roy’s identity:

oV Ow | Om

#_ (i) fori=1 (51)
PV Low+ 7L, 2% 4 rqy9Li 00 ori=1,..n

' ! tor ow Ot

Expression (51) simply states that at the unitary optimum the ad valorem tax 7 is set such
that the marginal rate of substitution (MRS) between both the public and the private good
must be equal to the MCPF. The conventional MCPF formula is thus extracted, now in
monetary terms as is usual:

(L5 +52)

Lot L3 o

MCPF, = —

With subscript u standing for unitary case. Rewriting the third term of the RHS denomi-
nator as:
oL, @ OL; w L; Ow L; ow TL;n; ow

™ow ar ~ "V ow L; w o7 :Twmw(l—n)a - (1—7)or

And plugging in the profit effect (10), we get:

(Ls 37 — LoGy)

(Lo + rLs B + 30

MCPF, =—

Plugging in the wage effects (6) and (8), with wages and labour supply/demand dropping
out (homogeneous regions), then gives us

£ _ n
MCPFC _ _ (n—¢) (1-7)(n—e) (52)
n n £
(1 T e T (n—s>)
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(1—T)e=n

MCPF, = — (771*7)(7776) —
(1 TTaam T (7776))
1

MCPF, =
™ _ n _ Tne
(1 t Tne=n ~ T (177)6777)

v
(1~ o)

. :; (53)

SR (1- =5=)

MCPF, =

So that:

)
<
)
<

)
Q
"
|
)
Q

Which gives us expression (13).

APPENDIX C. FULLY DECENTRALISED CASE
C1. Proof of Lemma 1
The decentralised optimization problem is expressed by the Lagrangian:
L =Vi(w;,m;,G;,GL) —v{(Gi + GF) — TLyw}
Giving us the following FOCs:
oL  oV;ow; OV; Om;

oT; w; OT; m; OT;

+u <Lgiw + TiLSia—Ti + mw D5, O ) =0
oL _ovi ___,

oG, — 0G; |~

oL aV;

acr ~agr 170

Therefore: oV o oV o
Vi _ oV & an T o

IGF — 0G; ) ow oy OLs; 9w,
i i Ls,w+ 7;Lg, or, T TiW 5" 57

Using Roy’s identity, with \; marginal utility of income, and since 877‘/ = %% =\ x1,
we get:

MRS, = 9Gi _ _ Ls, or, T o,
TN, OLs, O,
i (Lsiw +7iLs, G2 + Tiw g %ff)

Now, since in symmetric Nash equilibrium all identical states will set an identical tax rate
7, and after plugging in the profit effect (10), we obtain

ow o
(s -~ oge)

I om
(st + TLs% + Twaaws g—;‘i)

MCPF; = — (55)
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Rewriting as before, and plugging in the wage effects (5) and (9), with wages and labour
supply/demand dropping out:

((nf—(n—l)ﬁ) _ n )
n(n—e) n(1-7)(n—e)

MOPE = - (ne—(n—1)n)
n T  (ne—(n—1)n
(1+Tn(1_T)(n_€) Sl e Ry )

Rewriting yields:

(A=7)(ne—(n=1)n)—n
MCPF, = — n(1-7)(n—e¢)
! " ) (ne—(n—1)n)
(1+rn(1,,)(n,€) t a0 am—o )

1

MCPF; =
( n(l—7)(c=n) _ n + n _r n _ Tn(ne—(n—1)n)
T=n(ne—(n—Dym=—n ~ T=m(re—(n—Dm—n | G-nne=m-Dm—71 | {(A=7me—(a-Dm=n _ ([(A=7)(ne=(n-Dm)—m)
1
MCPF; =
(1 n —(1—T)n+n—ﬂ7—m(n6—(n—l)n))
(1-7)(ne—(n—1)n)—n
1
MCPF; =
(1 _ __tn(ne—(n—1)n) )
(1-7)(ne=(n—1)n)—n
So that:
56T _ o6 1
= 909G _ 56
A A (1 _ __tn(ne—(n—1)n) ) (56)
(I-7)(ne=(n—1)n)—n
Which, together with (15) characterises the symmetric Nash equilibrium. ]

C2. Proof of proposition 1

To verify the sign of this bias, we compare the unitary M C PF,, derived in section 3 which
was unaffected by externalities, to the state M CPF; captured by lemma 1:

1

(1_ r*n(ne—(n—1)n) )
(1=7*)(ne—(n—1)n)—n

1
_ ___Tne
(1 (1—7’)6—77)

Evaluating at the Nash-equilibrium (7% = 7), and looking at the denominators in (57), the
state M C'PF; will be perceived as larger than the unitary MCPF, if

MCPF; =

VIIA

= MCPF, (57)

™ (ne — (n — 1)n) - e
(I-7)ne—(n=1n)—n " (1-7)e—n

From (58), this is easily seen to be the case in our simplified setting here. Keeping in mind
that ¢ < 0 and n > 0, the term (ne — (n—1)n) on the LHS of expression (58) will be
larger in absolute value compared to its counterpart in the RHS which is simply e. It then
suffices to take the derivative of the RHS with respect to |e|, which is positive and equal
to prove that the inequality always holds. |

(58)

. n
0 e
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C3. Internalising the horizontal externalities

Expression (59) gives us the MCPF of region ¢ when all externalities are internalised. The
denominator thus has the effect of a tax increase on other regions’ tax revenues incorpo-
rated, whilst the numerator integrates the effect on the welfare of non-residents:

ki b T oY it )

MCPF;, = — (59)
K 8R1
oT; + Z]#z 67’1
Or, rewriting:
ow;
Ls; BTL + BTL + Zﬂ;ﬁl <LS] B'r] + 87’ )
MCPFL:_ BLS»G" n Bstauj
Lsiw + TiLSiT:f: + T;w 61171-1 BI:Z + Zj;ﬁi (TjLSjT:Z + T;w Bwj 87’5)
Plugging in the profit effect (10) gives us:
w n a’lﬁj w
MCPF]i = — P BLS 9w n 9 OLs. 9w,
Lsw+ TiLSia%: WG e+ 2 (TjLSj o, T TV 5 an>
Since % = w =(1- Tj)g and regions are homogeneous, this becomes:
L32 - 132+ (n-1)L ((1-7)32 - §2)
MCPF, = — - - (60)
LerTngqLTwaLaler( 1)(7'Law+7'w8 (177')0 )
Or, since Tw9% = rwde 2 L Twnw(lL_T) = (IEZ)
L32 — 182+ (n—-1)L ((1-7)82 - §2)
ot ot oT; oT;
MCPF, = —

Lw + TL% + (IEZ) aauii +(n—-1) (TLg—fL_ + (IEZ) (1- T)%)

Plugging in the regional wage effects (5) and (9), and with labour supply and demand
canceling out:

w(ne—(n—1)n) _ wn _ _ wn _ wn
MCPFy, = — < MCED) o= T (- 1) ((1 ) R T= =5 'rL(lfT)('rlfa)) )
i wn T w(ne—(n—1)n) _ wn n . wn
w+ T o=y + 02y SRS + (n - 1) (TS + e (4 - Dare S

Wages drop out as well:

(ne—(n—1)n) n n "
T - e + (- D (saks — soeo)
MCPFry, _< v(n—¢) (A-7)(n—¢) (n—e) (1—7)(n—=e)

s ( (n—=1)n) T
It Tom e T oo am—e -t -1 (Tm,fﬁ(n,s) + s n(T:LS))

So that we get:

n £ —n n
MCPFy, = - ( i T )
n(l—71)(n—e¢) (1—=7) n(n—e)
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€ _ n
o~ D09
MCPF;, = — =9
(1 T T o 9 )

Which is exactly equal to the welfare cost (52) derived under the second-best unitary case:

I 7
MCPFs = — (n—e) (A-7)(n—¢) (61)
n ™n e
(1 T T T (7,75))

APPENDIX D. SHARED TAX BASE

D1. Proof of lemma 2

The optimisation problem yields the same marginal rate of substitution as before in (55).
Since in symmetric Nash equilibrium all identical states will set an identical tax rate ¢, and
after plugging in the profit effect (10), we thus obtain

ow 1o}
(532~ Lo82)

(Lsw+tLs52 + twiks 52)

MCPF, = —

Plugging in the wage effects (5), (9) and profit effect (10), with wages and labour supply
and demand dropping out as before:

(<ne—(n—1>n) _ n )
n(n—2) n(I=7)(1—2)

n tn (ne—(n—=1)n)
(1 + tr=ms + o ™)
Keeping in mind that 7 =t + T. Rewriting yields:

MCPF, = —

(A—=7)(ne—(n—=1)n)—n
MCPF. = — n(l-7)(n—e)
! n tn  (ne—(n—1)n)
(1+tn(1,7)(,,,5)+(1,7) oES) )

1

MCPF; =
n(l—71)(e—n) _ n + n ¢ n _ tn(ne—(n—1)n) )
((kv)(ns%nﬂ)n)—n A=n(re—(m—Dm—n T T=ne—r-Dm—-n _ '(A-nme—-Dm=n _ (A=) (ne—(n=1m)—m
Hence,
1
MCPF; =
(1 + —(1—t—T)n-l—’r/—tn—tn(nE—(n—l)n))
(1-1)(ne—(n—1)n)—n
Or,
1
MCPF; =
(1 _ _tn(ne—(n=1)n)—Tn )
(1—=7)(ne—(n—1)n)—n
So that:
o 1
G _ = MCPF, (62)
A (1 _ _tn(ne—(n—1)n)=Ty )
(1=7)(ne—(n—1)n)—n
Which, together with (21), then defines the symmetric Nash equilibrium. ]
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D2. Proof of proposition 2
We compare the unitary M C' PF,, derived in section 3 which was unaffected by externalities,
to the state M CPF; captured by lemma 2:

1
(1 t*n(ns—(n—l)n)—T*n)

1
(1- =)

Once more, as soon as M CPF; outweighs the unitary outcome MCPF,, positive exter-

MCPF, = — MCPF, (63)

VIIA

T 0-n)ne=(n-Dn)—n

nalities will result in undertaxation. Looking at the denominators in (63), and evaluating
in symmetric Nash equilibrium so that t* + T* = 7* = 7, this happens when:

t*n(ne — (n—1)n) — T*n Tne
(I-7)ne—(n—1n)—n " (1-7)e—n

Rewriting yields:

T(ns—(n—l)n)—T*(na—(n—l)n)—T*> TE
(1 =7)(ne = (n—=1)n) —n (1—=7)e—n
Or:
nre —(n—1)T*n—(n—1)t*n—T*(ne—(n—1)n) = T* S nre
(L =7)(ne = (n—=1)n) —n n((1 =7)e—n)

Which, after some more manipulation gives us
nre —t*(n — 1)n — T*(1 + ne) nre
n(l—7)e—m+0-m)n—n" n(l-7)—-n)

Or
7 nte —t*(n — 1)n — T*(1 + ne) - nre
n((l—7e—n)+mn-1mm = n(l-71)e—n)
Now, Keeping in mind that € < 0 and n > 0, the denominators and the numerators on
both sides of (64) will always be negative. A higher labour supply elasticity 7 then brings
the denominator on the LHS down in absolute value, and this through (n — 1) 77 , thus
pushing up the bias. Turning to the numerators, we see that 7 brings about the same
effect, but via t*(n — 1)n. The labour demand elasticity & on the other hand, pulls the
perceived MCPF down through 7*(1 4+ ne). Lastly, as the state tax rate t* accounts for
a smaller share of the total tax rate 7*, this latter effect comes out reinforced. Indeed, in
this case we move away further from the fully decentralised case expressed by (56), where
the bias was proven strictly positive. All four points combined gives us proposition 2. W

(64)

D3. Proof of Corollary 1

It is straightforward to show that (27) reduces to the following expression under unit
taxation, evaluated at the same Nash equilibrium (¢*,7*):

/ 1 ’
W, = t'T [LS} (1 - ) W + T Tgr [LD] W' (65)
n
Now, given (1—7*)w > 1 and A < (I'c+I'gr) (27), which are non-restrictive assumptions,

the positive effects of ad valorem taxation marked out in (27) -and relative to (65)- come
into play. ]
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APPENDIX E. APPENDIX E: HETEROGENEOUS REGIONS

E1. Optimisation problem second-best optimum

The second best optimization problem is expressed by the Lagrangian:

ﬁzS—v(ZGi—TZLiw—Zm) (66)

With 7 {V;(w,G;} = S. Leading to the following first order conditions:

L S O(r 37 Liw+ 33 m)\ _

or  or +7< or =0 (67)
oL oS .
8Gi780i7770 fori=1,..,n (68)

Solving both conditions yields:

" OV Ow " "L Ow " 9L; 0w om;
—i—fy(ZLiw—l—TZLiaT—i—T + )ZO(T) (69)

90 or U ou oy T2 o
ggl —y=0 fori=1,..,n (Gy) (70)
With 37 Liw 4730 Li 2% + 757wk 98 4 571 971 equal to 22, being the marginal

effect on federal revenue by raising the labour tax. Substituting for v then yields:

v, " 9V 9
GGZ- = —721 8‘9];” 9T fori=1,..,n (71)
i or

Public provision in each region will again continue until its marginal benefits equal its
marginal cost, and this in terms of welfare cost as well as actual provision cost (see also
Dahlby, 2008). This expression can be reformulated to arrive at the conventional MCPF
expression using Roy’s identity:

v, i (Lidige)

- = - fori=1,..n (72)
oG, o
Which we can rewrite as:
oV; L@
9 _Z0r  fori=1,..n (73)

o7 (sihi) ok

With L = Y7 L;, \; the marginal utility of income of a household residing in region

i, and s; this household’s share (LT) in total labour supplied in the federation as a whole.
The conventional MCPF formula is thus once again extracted:

ST Liw 47y L2047 Y ke d0 g S0 O

With the third term of the denominator to be rewritten as:

MCPFq =

(74)
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0L 0w Z": OL; w L; 0w
_T,wawLiwaT_waT

Ty w—
—  Jw Ot
K3 K3
Plugging in (44), (46) and (10), we get:
MCPF- =
sznzb%
Lp.
((1—r>z (ns 2t )- 2”(%))
- L, Lp, s
. TED Liw S n; o5 T Lol e —pt XLy nLp,w Sl n; ok
P Ljw+ s Ls B Ls Lp;
((1 nep(nitat)- 2"(51 )) ((1 nep(nisat)- 2"(51 L )) ((1—r>2 (miat)- z"( w))
Factoring out Lw and solving further gives us
Znﬁ%
Lp.
((1—T>2 (miat)- Z”<%))
MCPFo = — - s —
TEF ni gt 5 57 e St £F nilLs SF ik
1+ Ls, = Lp. + . Ls, Lp. - Ls, = Lp.
<<1—T>zgl(w w:?)—z;?(ei w)) ((1—T>zy(m-, ,u;;)—z;l(a,- w)) ((1—T>zy(m u;;)—m(ai w))
(76)
MCPF¢ = !
c=- Ls, Lp. (77)
(1—7)2”(7” )—E’-t Sims n, Ls n, L
i Wy i w tr o7 mTL n - S Ly — S
Lp. L L(1—7 A Lp.
s e, IDi s e, D a-n s e, 2D
1
MCPFo = { 5 . T (78)
L(i—7) 25 i

So that:

oV,
aG, 1
- n
T o Sk

o (sidi)

Optimisation problem fully decentralised case
It is straightforward to derive the following condition describing the optimum of the prob-

Ligy

OL; Ow; +

> fori=1,..n

87‘{'7;

oty

lem:
9g;

Gi _

>\Z LZw + T’LZ oT; + leaw or;

Plugging in (36), (38) and rewriting as before, we get

Q|
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Lp. L.
el ) o )
i . Lp.

(Z?’(U*Ti)ni%)*<2?5i D))

MCPF; = —

w
o, Ls.
wl [ XPe;—2 | =27, ((1—7;)n; —L
TiLing (( Pt ) i7 Iy

Sq
wng —5
L"UJ’ + T’L 2 +
ks B Ls, Lp. (1—7;) Lg. Lp.
(zy(u—mm%)—(zysi—ft)) ! (zy(u—mmﬁ)—(zysi%))
(81)
Lg
—Lp, S w L
D
(= (a-rom) - (z )
Factoring out L;w and solving further gives us:
n LDi n Lg.
o0 o)
L . L
(z (a=riom; ot (z" =by ))
MCPF, = — — -
Ls, 27.1 e‘ﬂ> ((1 )n-i'L))
147 Thﬁ Ting it w g;éz PR W
v Lg, 177’) Ls. Lp.
e e ) (el - )
(82)
Ls;
Lp, i <
L n Ls n
S\ (= (a-mmd) - (Traten)
MCPF; = — T " !
(2?((1—mm fj)—(zgei f,"i)) o Zoi )
5 LAy + ey = Lo\ ey - Ip
((ern2) mraom 2)) () mrom ) (o)
(83)
1
MCPF; = — o o, L (84)
(Zﬁél ((1—7—J)nJTJL>+m o (Z" )) o, ETDmT,&L
Lp. Ls + (1172) - Lp. : L.
R o B R EN ey
1

MCPF, = (85)

Ls;
1 — Tl _ (1 _ L, i

(-8 (e
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