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Abstract Vertical externalities, changes in one level of government’s policies that
affect the budget of another level of government, may lead to non-optimal government
policies. These externalities are associated with tax bases that are shared or “co-
occupied” by two levels of government. Here I consider whether co-occupancy of
tax bases is desirable. I examine the optimal extent of the tax bases of a lower level
of government (local) and a higher level (state). I find that it is optimal to have co-
occupancy in the absence of other corrective policies if commodities in the tax bases
are substitutes. Further, if the state government can differentially tax the co-occupied
segment of the tax base and the segment it alone taxes it will obtain the (second-best)
outcome obtained with other policy instruments such as intergovernmental grants.
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1 Introduction

While the concept of a horizontal fiscal externality arising from tax competition among
governments at the same level has been the topic of numerous papers for more than
thirty years, the focus on “vertical” fiscal externalities received later attention.
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As the name vertical implies, these externalities arise between governments at
different levels, for example between state and local governments or federal and state
governments. In this case the focus is on the overlap in the tax bases of two levels of
government. An example from Dahlby (1996) is the excise tax placed on cigarettes
by both the federal and provincial governments in Canada. When choosing its tax
rate, each province presumably only considers the tax’s impact on its own revenues
and ignores the impact on the federal government. As a result of an increase in the
province’s tax rate federal tax revenues will decrease because of the reduction in
cigarette purchases, a vertical externality. Because of the impact on the revenue of the
federal government, the cost of funds perceived by the province differs from the social
cost of the funds. Then the externality is negative as increases in the state tax reduce
federal revenues. Because the state government ignores this negative externality, it
will overtax cigarettes.!

Vertical fiscal externalities act in both directions—federal taxes will also affect
state revenues. Flowers (1988), Wrede (1996), and Keen and Kotsogiannis (2002),
for example, assume that both levels of government ignore the vertical externality
imposed on the other level of government when setting tax policies, leading to exces-
sive taxation at both levels of government. Empirical studies estimating tax reactions
among levels of governments (for example, Besley and Rosen 1998; Devereux et al.
2007; Fredriksson and Mamun 2008; Briilhart and Jametti 2006) generally find that
vertical externalities have significant impacts on tax policies in federal systems.

While early studies focused on vertical externalities in a single market, research
has extended to consider the impacts of co-occupancy in a multiple market including
studies by Dahlby (1996, 2008), Keen (1998), Hoyt (2001), Dahlby et al. (2000),
Dahlby (2001), and Dahlby and Wilson (2003). In addition to having multiple tax
bases, different levels of governments rely on very different sources of revenue. As
Table 1 suggests, there is only limited overlap or co-occupancy in sources of revenue
of state and local governments in the USA. As can be seen from the table, while
local governments collect over 30% of their tax revenue from the property tax, state
governments only collect 0.8%; conversely, state governments collect 27% of their
tax revenue from the personal income tax, 15.6% from a general sales tax, and 29.6%
from social insurance/retirement taxes (payroll), while the shares for local government
revenues are, respectively, 3.1, 5.5, and 7.4%. Despite the limited co-occupancy there is
likely to be a strong link between their alternative tax bases. Changes in a major source
of state revenue such as the personal income tax will undoubtedly affect revenues
from the property tax, a major source of local revenue. Thus, while vertical fiscal
externalities will almost certainly arise in a co-occupied tax base, it does not follow
that eliminating co-occupancy eliminates fiscal externalities, an idea that may underlie
the recommendation by some to eliminate co-occupancy.

The issue addressed here, what level of government should tax what goods or ser-
vices or inputs is referred to in the federalism literature as the “assignment” problem. In
a surprisingly small literature, the best known discussion is Musgrave (1983). Dahlby

1 To the extent that there is cross-border shopping and tax-induced smuggling of cigarettes, there is also a
“horizontal” fiscal externality as the increase in the sales tax rate in one province will presumably increase
tax revenues from cigarettes sales in other provinces.

@ Springer



680 W. H. Hoyt

Table 1 Percent of total own

source by tax base, state, local, Tax base Local State Federal

and federal, 2012 Property 30.9 0.8 N/A
General sales 5.5 15.6 N/A
Excise/selective sales 3.1 11.9 34
Individual income 3.1 26.7 44.0

1. From Government Finances Corporate income 08 39 9.1

Statistics (http://www.census. Motor vehicle/other 2.8 7.4 6.4

ﬁ?[:l/l ;govs/ financegen/index. Social insurance/retirement 7.4 29.6 37.1

(2001) provides a summary of a “consensus” among economists that, as Dahlby notes,
follows Musgrave (1983) recommendations regarding the assignment of tax bases
between central (federal), middle (state/province), and lower (local) governments.2
Paraphrasing Dahlby (2001), lower-level jurisdictions should tax bases with less inter-
jurisdictional mobility and that are cyclically stable, while higher-level (central) ones
should undertake progressive, personal taxes, other taxes suitable for purposes of sta-
bilization policy, and tax bases that are distributed unequally among jurisdictions.
Benefit taxes are appropriate at all levels of governments. As Dahlby (2001), p. 94-95
notes, what is not addressed in this list of rules for assignment is the issue of fiscal
externalities and its implications for co-occupancy. While Dahlby offers some infor-
mal guidelines, there is no formal discussion of the whether, where, and to what extent
co-occupancy of tax bases is advisable.

Numerous studies have considered policies by the higher level of government to
correct for the vertical externalities created by taxes imposed by the lower level of
government. Corrective policies include separating the tax bases of the two levels of
government (Flowers 1988); increasing the number of lower-level governments (Keen
1995; Keen and Kotsogiannis 2004); and providing intergovernmental grants (Dahlby
1996; Boadway and Keen 1996; Boadway et al. 1998; Flochel and Madies 2002).
However, consideration of how to allocate the tax base among the levels of govern-
ment has been quite limited. Keen (1998) does devote some discussion (and analysis)
to co-occupancy and assignment by addressing the question of whether it is better to
co-occupy an inelastic tax base or a more elastic tax base. In different contexts Kot-
sogiannis (2010), Haufler and Lulfesmann (2015), and Kotsogiannis and Raimondos
(2015) consider “optimal” co-occupancy. However, in Kotsogiannis (2010) the focus
is on the use of equalization grants to correct for vertical fiscal externalities given co-
occupied tax bases, while in both Haufler and Lulfesmann (2015) and Kotsogiannis
and Raimondos (2015) the co-occupancy corrects for horizontal externalities: in the
case of Haufler and Lulfesmann (2015) these are associated with capital taxation by
asymmetric countries and in the case of Kotsogiannis and Raimondos (2015) countries
levy taxes to change the terms of trade.

Here I address the assignment question using a very different framework from those
in either Musgrave (1983) or Keen (1998). Following Dahlby (1996), Hoyt (2001) and

2 Other summaries and discussions of Musgrave (1983) include Musgrave and Musgrave (1989), Oates
(1994), and Keen (1998).
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Keen and Kotsogiannis (2004), I assume that both levels of government maximize the
welfare of their residents rather than acting as “Leviathan” maximizing government
revenue (for example, Flowers 1988; Wrede 1996, 2000; Keen and Kotsogiannis
2003). However, while assuming the lower-level government ignores the impacts of
its tax policies on the higher-level government (state) I consider both the possibility
that the state government ignores or considers the impacts of its tax policies on local
revenues.

Rather than considering the type of tax base that should be taxed by different
levels of government, I first consider how to divide a uniform tax base among two
levels of government and whether co-occupancy is desirable or not. While admittedly
an abstract and simplistic model that ignores the Tiebout considerations found in,
for example, Brueckner (2000) and Brueckner (2004) as well as any of the issues
associated with tax assignment such as geography, benefit taxation, and cross-border
shopping discussed in Bird (2000) and McLure (2001), it enables me to address the
question of whether the existence of vertical fiscal externalities might, as suggested
by Flowers (1988) and Dahlby (2001) among others, lead to the conclusion that there
should be no or very limited co-occupancy among tax bases.

Specifically, by highlighting the interdependence across tax bases generated by
nonzero cross-price elasticities among commodities in the tax base, I demonstrate,
like Dahlby (2008), that elimination of co-occupancy will not eliminate vertical fiscal
externalities. As a consequence, even in the absence of co-occupancy the tax rates
of the two levels of government will not be optimally set. If the commodities in the
tax base are gross substitutes, eliminating co-occupancy results in a positive fiscal
externality, meaning that tax rates will become “too” low. Because both the tax rates
and tax bases of governments are policy instruments as the extent and direction of the
fiscal externalities associated with tax increase and those associated with increases in
tax bases can be quite different. In fact, I find that in the case in which commodities are
gross substitutes, co-occupancy, at least to some extent, is optimal; when commodities
are gross complements, it is unlikely that co-occupancy is optimal.

The basic model, found in Sect. 2, is of a continuum of commodities with identical
demands along the lines, for example, of Dixit and Stiglitz (1977), Yitzhaki (1979), and
Wilson (1989). In this section, I consider the equilibrium tax rates and bases when the
two levels of government (state and local) choose them independently. In Sect. 3 I first
describe the social-welfare-maximizing division of the tax base between the two levels
of government in the absence of any overlap. I then consider whether, and under what
conditions, would co-occupancy be socially optimal. As well, I allow for the possibility
that the state government can set different tax rates on the base that it alone taxes and
the base that it shares (co-occupies) with the local government. Section 4 concludes.

2 Tax choices with independent governments
2.1 A simple model

I consider an economy with a single state government and n local governments with
each locality having a single, identical resident. Each government provides a public
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service to its residents with g; being the level provided by the state government and
gj,» J = 1,...,n the level provided by locality j. Both public services are produced
with constant costs with the cost of providing g; to the n localities equal to ng, and the
cost of providing the local public service in locality j equal to g ;. That the cost function
for the state public service is ngy is not intended to suggest that the costs of the state
public service are a function of the population or number of localities but, instead,
allows for easy comparison of the provision of the two public services.® While there
are n independent localities, as each local government has the same policy objectives,
in equilibrium all localities choose the same policies. Then given this symmetry, I
denote local policies by the subscript /. To further simplify the analysis, I also assume
that the number of localities is large enough so that no individual locality considers
the impacts its policies have on state revenues.

In addition to the public services, residents also consume private commodities.
Following Dixit and Stiglitz (1977), Yitzhaki (1979), and Wilson (1989), I consider
a continuum of these private commodities identified on the interval [0,K]. While the
interval of commodities is [0,K] only the interval [0,1] is subject to taxation by either
the state or local governments.* As my interest is in how to allocate the tax base between
the two levels of government, like Dixit and Stiglitz (1977) I assume identical demand
functions over the set of commodities. By this I mean that when the prices of two
commodities are identical, the quantity demanded is the same for both. The utility
function can be represented by

K
U =/(UX(X(q(k), Q) dk +U' (g1) + U’ (g5) 2.1)
0

where g; and g refer to the local and state public services. The gross of tax price of
commodity k, x(k), is denoted by g(k) with the net of tax prices for all commodities

equal to unity. The term Q = ( fOK q(k)dk) is an index of all commodity prices. It

should be noted that the separable utility function in public goods means that in the
second-best (central government) policy the marginal rates of substitution for the two

3 Given this simple framework, it might be asked why there are two levels of government. While I have
the cost function for the state public service as a function of population, the idea is that this is a service
that is provided uniformly throughout the state without the possibility of varying services for different
localities and with costs prohibitively high for localities to provide themselves. Then following Oates’
(1972) proposition that the government providing the public service should be the one that incorporates the
extent of the benefits received from the service, here the state is the appropriate level. It, too, might be argued
that there is not a need for local governments as they are all identical. This is a simplification—allowing
for heterogeneity in public service preferences and therefore taxes would qualitatively change some results
but not the basic premises.

4 While we may think of the commodity space as a straight line or circle, like Dixit and Stiglitz (1977) the
distance between any two commodities has no bearing on the relationship between them, that is, the degree
to which they are substitutes or complements. This is seen in the formulation of the price index.
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public goods are equal. If the public goods did not enter into utility separately this
might not be the case. Having the marginal rates of substitution equal in the second-best
solution enables us to better understand and compare the policies when governments
choose policies independently or face limitations on their tax bases to the second-
best policies. Unlike Dixit and Stiglitz (1977), I assume a relatively general form
of the utility function. As the demand functions for commodities are identical then
when the prices of commodities are the same so are their demands, for my purposes, an
important implication of having identical commodities is that the optimal tax structure
is extremely simple—all commodities are taxed equally.’

As both the local and state governments assess uniform commodity taxes to finance
their public services, the gross price of each commodity depends on whether it is
part of the tax base for the local, state, or both governments. Localities tax the set
of commodities on the interval [O, IE;], while the set taxed by the state government
is on the interval [?S, 1]. Let k;, = min (?1,?5), ks = 1 — max (f;,?s) and
k;; = max(K; — K, 0) denote, respectively, the length of interval taxed only by the
local government, only by the state government, and by both levels of government. As
both governments have the incentive to tax any untaxed base, co-occupancy occurs
(k;is > 0) when k; + k; < 1. Then the gross of tax price for the commodities can be
summarized by

1+ 1, k€O, [min(f;,?s)]
q(k) = 1+, k € [max (K, K;), 1] (22

1+Tl +7:Sa k G [ESWEI] lf’ El > ?S

where 1; and 73 denote the local and state tax rates, respectively.6
Figure 1 illustrates the division of the tax base with no overlap (no co-occupancy)
and with overlap (co-occupancy).

5 Further assumptions regarding the elasticity of the demands of the products are necessary for this result as
will be seen later. Alternatively, that there are uniform tax rates across commodities can also be considered
an assumption reflecting (most) state and local sales tax in the USA and VAT systems elsewhere as discussed
in Wilson (1989).

6 With these taxes the price index is

'e X,
J&sa Fr)dk+ [l (b dkt fr, (T dk+ [ dk
=K + k1 + ksts + kis (17 + T5)
Ve X, 1 K = =
Jo ! A my it [0 dk+ g (1+ 1) dk+ [ dk K < Ky
=K+ kit + kst

X > Ks
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Then the indirect utility function can be expressed as
— — K — —
V [Tl’ TS? KS? Kl] = /(‘) V (Cl(k), Q)dk + US (gb (Tlv Tks KS’ Kl))
+U! (¢ (v, . K5, K1) (2.3)
where
1
/0 V(q(k), Q) dk
of' U* (x(q(k) = 1+ 7, Q) dk +/§f U' (x(q(k) =1, @) dk
_ +IfIA U* (x(q(k) = 1 + 74, Q) dk +LK U~ (x(qk) =1, 0)) dk, K; < K,
I U (@) =141, Q) dk + /%S U@ =1+a+m. 00 dk o o
+fE U (g = 17, Q) dk + [F U (x(q(b) = 1, ) dk ’
2.4
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2.1.1 Government objectives

The objective function for local governments is given by

K
W [u. 1, K1, K] =f0 V(g(k), Q)dk + U' (g1 (1. 75, K1, Ks)) (2.5

where the level of the local public service is implicitly defined by the state and local
tax rates and bases, g; (‘L’l, 75, KJ, fs). As mentioned, the large number of localities
means any impact of their individual policies on state revenues is small and therefore
ignored by them.

For the state government consider the objective,

K
W‘Y [TI7TS7 Kl? Ké] Z‘/O V(Q(k)’ Q)dk—i_UY(gb(T[? TS: KS’ Kl))

+aU'(g1(1, 5, Ky, K1) (2.6)

where o« € [0, 1]. The parameter o denotes the extent that the state government
considers the impacts of its policies on the local government revenues. If « = 1 the
state government fully considers the impacts of its policies on local revenues and the
welfare of its residents; at the other extreme (o = 0) the state ignores the impacts of
its policies on local revenues and public services. One explanation for the alternative
weights on U!(g;) could be resident/voter knowledge of the impacts that state tax
policies have on local revenues. If voters are fully informed about these impacts, then
in their own self-interest elected public officials would consider them; if residents are
unaware of the impacts of state taxes on local revenues and only evaluate state policy
based on its impacts on prices and the level of the state public good it may be in the
interest of elected official to ignore impacts on local revenues.

2.1.2 Government budget constraints

The state budget constraint is given by ngy, = ntg (kgxs + kigx;5) = nts Xy, and the
local budget constraint is given by g; = 1 (kjx; + kisxi5) = 71X where xg, x7, and
x15 denote the demand for commodities subject to the state tax only, to the local tax
only, and to both taxes, respectively.

Critical to understanding the tax rates chosen by the two levels of government and
the optimal tax bases for them is understanding the impacts of changes in their tax
rates and bases on their revenues. These impacts, summarized below, are derived in
Supplementary Appendix A.1.

d .

% = X;[1+7j (e + (kj + kis) €21)] and (2.7a)
J

dgi kis Xls L. . )

e R R ks + k cLj=1s; 2.7b

d":j i l|:(kls+ki)3_fi€“+(s+ 15)621i| L, ] s;1#j ( )
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where x; = %, i =1,s.In (2.7a) and (2.7b) I denote the own-price percent-

age change in demand by €;; = %% and the cross-price percentage change

(with respect to the index Q) by e = agg)rlk) where, at the pre-tax prices,

€] = —% (1 + €11). For simplification, €1 and €3] are treated as constant in the
analysis and the same regardless of whether the commodity is in the state-only, local-
only, or shared tax base. Alternatively, they can be interpreted as the weighted average
of the different partitions of the tax base.” Then from (2.7a), it can be seen that the
impact of a tax increase on own-tax revenues depends on the size of the tax base (X ),
the tax rate, own-price effect (¢11), and the cross-price effects of commodities within
the tax base, (k; + ki) €21.

The sign and magnitude of the fiscal externality, the impact of an increase in a tax
rate by one level of government on the tax revenues of the other level, (2.7b), depends

on both the product of the overlap in the tax bases and own-price effect ( (klfi ) %S €11 )
and the impact of the cross-price effects on the tax base ((k i+ kls) 621). Ifer; <O,

that is, the goods in the tax base are complements, % will be negative; if goods in

the tax base are substitutes (€1 > 0) then the sign of a& depends on the extent of

the overlap in the two tax bases and the ratio of the cross-price and own-price effects,
—€21

€y’
While the focus of the literature on fiscal externalities has been on tax rates, I am
also interested in the impacts of changes in tax bases of the two levels of government.
Then the impacts of increases in the tax base on revenues are

dg;

— =T [xz + 1 (kls + kj) Xjem] ,i,j=1,5 and (2.8a)

dK ;

dgi . L,

o Tt [Dxzenn + (kis + kj) Xien ] i, j=1,550 # j (2.8b)
J

where D = 0(1) and z = j(ls)if K; < (>)Ky, j = [, 5.2 As is the case with
tax rates, changes in the tax base of one level of government affect tax revenues of
the other level of government. The impact on own revenues of an expansion of tax
base is: (1) the direct effect of adding an additional commodity (‘L’ Xz, 2=] (ls))
and (2) the effect the increase in the price of the added commodity (t;) has on the
demand for commodities in its existing base (rl (kls +k j) 621) 7;X; that depends on

7 For example, without the assumption of constant and equal percentage changes, in (2.7a) we have Zgl =

|:x1s +x1+7 (61 151+ e”xls) + (ki + kp) ( € X + GZIXIS):| where the superscript refers to whether it
is the segment with only the local tax (/) or subject to both taxes (Is). Then we can think of €11 (x;5 + x7) =
elllxl + eﬁxk and €)1 (kis + k1) (x5 +x1) = (kig + k) (eélxl + eé“lxls). While €j1and €] are not
elasticities they are related, differing only by the exclusion of prices. In the numerical example, I assume
constant elasticities and allow the percentage changes to vary with price.

8 Anincrease in the state tax base means a decrease in K. s so rather than (?Ii S and ((jiK
and — 51%.
s
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whether commodities are substitutes or complements. The impact of the expansion of
the one level’s tax base on the other level’s tax revenue depends on whether the two
tax bases overlap and the cross-price elasticities (effects) among commodities—when
the two tax bases completely overlap, increases in the local (state) tax base will always
decrease the state (local) tax base.

2.2 Fiscal externalities and tax rates

If a single, centralized government were to finance both public goods, given the
assumption of uniform demands it would apply a uniform tax rate on all commodities
and allocate revenue to ensure the marginal rate of substitution (MRS) for the two
public goods are equal. When the two governments independently tax and finance
their public services, the co-occupancy of tax bases generates negative fiscal exter-
nalities and, as a result, may lead to over-provision of public services relative to the
centralized solution. Less noted in the literature are the fiscal externalities associated
with taxation of bases that are not co-occupied. If the two tax bases are substitutes
then it is a positive externality; if complements, a negative fiscal externality. I begin,
then, by illustrating the nature of the fiscal externalities associated with taxes in the
context of this model. First I focus on the tax rates each government chooses, that is,
the first-order conditions with respect to tax rates for the two levels of governments.
Next I derive the first-order conditions for the tax bases when the two governments can
choose both their tax bases. These first-order conditions are then used to determine
the simultaneous equilibrium in tax rates and bases.

2.2.1 Local tax policy

Each locality maximizes its residents’ welfare by choosing its tax rate given the tax
rates and bases of the other localities and the state government. Its choice of tax rate
also depends on the extent of its tax base. Formally, the local government’s problem
is to choose 7; to maximize (2.5). Then in Nash equilibrium, the first-order condition
for the local tax rate (t7) can be expressed as

1
Wy, = =1+ MRS, [1 47 (11 + (ki + kis)ean)] = 0 or MRS = = (2.9)
L

au!

where 7 is the equilibrium local tax rate, MRS, = @ is the marginal rate

of substitution between the local public good and privaa:te goods, and D; =
[l + 1:1* (€11 + (ki + kis)en 1)] > 0. Then DLL is the local government’s marginal cost
of funds (MCF;), and the local government’s rule is simply to set its tax rate to equate
MRS; with MCF;. As 0 < D; < 1 then MRS; > 1.

The marginal external cost (MEC,,) associated with the tax of a single locality is

1 dg, 1
MEC,, = —~MRS,; -5 = —7,MRS, X, [
n

! ks xs
dt; n

_— k; + kg 2.10
s+ E) fSén—i-( 1+ 1.;)621:| (2.10)
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aus

and private goods.aAThen from (2.10) the sign of MEC,, , the welfare change associated
with a change in level of the state public good is the sign of %’; and, as (2.10) shows,
may be positive or negative depending on the extent that the two governments share a
tax base and whether commodities are complements or substitutes.

2.2.2 State tax policy

In the Nash equilibrium the first-order condition for the state tax rate (t;) can be
expressed as

MRS, = D—’S (2.11)
S

where 7" is the equilibrium state tax rate and 1> D = [1 + 1) (e11 + (kg + ki) €21 )]
> 0. Analogous to local governments, D is the marginal cost of funds for the state
government. As seen in (2.11) if @ > 0 the state considers the effects of its tax rate on
local revenues. If @ = 0, analogous to the case with local governments, MRS > 1.

While the state government may internalize some of the impact of its tax rate on
local revenues, the extent, though not the sign, of the external cost associated with an
increase in the state tax depends on the value of o with

_ dg,
MEC;, = (1 - o) MRS, 7"

S

klv

= (1 —-—a)MRS;7;X; | ——
=1 o l[(k15+k1)

€11 + (ks + kis) 621} (2.12)

As with MEC;, the sign of MEC; depends on whether local revenue increases or
decreases with an increase in the state tax rate.

Then summarizing the key results from this section: (1) the marginal external tax
costs, MEC;, and MEC,, may be positive or negative depending on the extent of
the overlap in tax bases and cross-price elasticities; (2) if the state government fully
considers the impacts of its policies on local government policies there is no fiscal
externality associated with the state tax (MEC,X = 0) ; and (3) the relative magnitude of
the marginal rates of substitution for the two public goods is ambiguous. A more formal
statement of these results is found as a proposition in Supplementary Appendix A.2.1.

2.3 Fiscal externalities and the choice of tax base

In the USA, the choice of tax base, that is what local governments can tax, is generally
at the discretion of state, not local, governments. While this may be the case, it is still
useful to examine what tax base local governments would choose if given the option.
Here I begin by considering the problem facing local and state governments when they
can choose both their tax rate and base.
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2.3.1 Local tax base

Each locality maximizes its residents’ welfare by choosing both its tax rate and tax
base given the tax rates and bases of the other localities and the state government.
As discussed, the optimal tax rate is given by (2.9). In the Nash equilibrium the local

welfare-maximizing tax base (f?) satisfies the first-order condition,
(1 - ?}") wl = (1 - Ej‘) 77 [(MRS; — 1) x, + TfMRS; X;e21] = 0, (2.13)
1

where z = Is, () if K > (<) K. As MRS; — 1 > 0 at the optimal tax rate,
as is evident from (2.13) if €57 > 0 it must be the case that (2.13) is only satisfied
when ff = 1. The local government chooses to tax the entire base. As shown in
Supplementary Appendix A.2, if €31 < 0 it is still optimal to tax the entire base.

2.3.2 State tax base

The optimal tax base for the state is characterized by the first-order condition,

. . _ *
KW, =K.z [(MRSS D x; + MRS, 75 X1 ] —0, 2.14)

+aMRS; 7" (Deri + Xiea1)

where z = Is (s) and D = 1(0) if K; > (<) K. Using the first-order condition for
the state tax rate (2.11) we can express (2.14) as

Kiw} =Ko [(MRSS ) (fi - 1> — MRS, e +onRSlrI*D< s ) xﬁe“] -0
: z

K ks +kis ) Xs
(2.15)

If the state ignores any impacts expansion of its tax base has on local revenues (o = 0)
then, as is the case with local governments, the state will choose to tax the entire base
(%) =0).

Less obvious is the case when o = 1 and the state fully considers the impact on
local revenues when choosing both its tax rate and tax base. The state faces a trade-off
when expanding its tax base—it lowers the marginal cost of funds associated with any
state tax rate but also reduces local revenues. Intuitively, the gain in social welfare
of an increase in a tax base, absent other distorting taxes, is equal to —MRSrte1;.
That the impact in (2.15) is (MRS, — 1) D (;— - 1) — MRS, ey reflects the fact

B s
that when the two tax bases partially overlap, the addition to the tax base of another
commodity (xjs) is less than the average tax base per commodity in the existing base
(x5). However, in the Nash equilibrium the local government will tax the entire base,
making kg = 0. In this case then from inspection of (2.15) x, = x; when k; = 0
making W,fY ‘=0 = —1:;‘2 VyMRS;€11 > 0 and itis clearly optimal for the state to tax
the entire base. Implications of (2.13) and (2.14) are summarized in the proposition

below.
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Proposition 1 Assume the local and state governments independently choose their
tax bases.

a) In equilibrium both levels of government tax the entire base.

b) When the state government maximizes social welfare (« = 1) in equilibrium
MRSg > MRS;; when o < 1 the relationship between MRS and MRS is not
obvious.

Thatthe MRS; > MRS, when the state government maximizes social welfare (¢ = 1)
is a result of the fact that the state government considers the impact its taxing decision
has on local revenues, while local governments do not consider the effects of their
taxes on state revenues. The relationship between MRS, and MRS; can be obtained
by subtracting the first-order condition for the local tax rate, (2.9), from that of the
state (2.11) to obtain

1+ —a) 7 (e11 +€21)
L+ 1f(e11 +€21)

MRS, = [ ]MRS,. (2.16)

2.3.3 A numerical example

Table 2 provides a numerical example of the policies chosen by a single, central
government and those chosen when the state and local governments act independently
and both tax the entire base (k;; = 1). The results in the table are based on demand
for the commodities given by the log-linear demand function,

In(x(k)) = e11ln(q(k)) + kiex1ln(1 + 1)) + kyearln(1 + )
+kisearin(l + 7 + 75) (2.17)

where ¢ (k) is the gross (after-tax) price of commodity k and €1 and €3 are, respec-
tively, the own-price and cross-price elasticities of demand.® The utility from the public
services is given by

Bigl, j=1s. (2.18)

Income is normalized to unity and 85% of commodities are subject to taxation (k; +
kis +ks =1, K = 1.2). Three alternative combinations of elasticity are used: (¢;; =
—1, €1 =0), (11 = —0.5, €21 = —0.42), and (e1; = —1.5, &1 = 0.42).!% As well,
the public good utility functions are parameterized to give three efficient levels of pub-
lic goods where MRS; = MRSy = 1:2) g/ = gf = .1,b) g = .15, gy = .05, and
g/ = .05, gf = .15 which can be interpreted as income shares for the public goods.

91 am being loose with notation—in (2.17) €11 and €] are elasticities, while elsewhere they refer to
“percentage change.” In the numerical examples, the elasticity is constant and the percentage change varies
€] ]
q(j)
defined analogously.

with ¢(j) being the gross (after-tax) price for the tax base and with dx; j#i

. X
with 05 = PR

10 The cross-price elasticities satisfy the Cournot adding-up restriction of €31 = —% (1 +€11) with
K=12.
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692 W. H. Hoyt

Table 2 first reports the results when there is a centralized policy with a single tax
and revenue is allocated between the two public goods to ensure that MRS; = MRS;.
As the marginal cost of funds exceeds unity, in all cases the level of the public good
is less than the efficient level.

The outcomes when the two levels of government pursue independent tax policies
satisfying (2.9) and (2.11) with a shared tax base are reported in the table below
those for the centralized government. Results are for both the cases in which the state
government ignores the impacts of its policies on local revenues (¢ = 0) and when it
does not (¢ = 1). When o = 0 both governments “over-provide” the public services
relative to the centralized government outcome. While the local public good level and
local tax rate are relatively unchanged with o = 1, the state public good and tax rate
both decrease with the public good level approximating the level with the centralized
government policy.

3 Optimal tax base division and co-occupancy

As shown in the preceding section, both levels of government will tax the entire
tax base if given the option and changes in their tax bases as well as their tax rates
generate fiscal externalities. Here I address the question of what is the social-welfare-
maximizing division of the tax base between the two levels of government. To do this,
I first address the question of how the tax base should be divided in the absence of
co-occupancy. Then using this division of the tax base in the absence of co-occupancy
as a starting point I then examine the optimality of co-occupancy.

If the state government fully considers the impacts of its tax policy on local rev-
enues (o = 1) and if it were also to have the authority to determine the extent of
both tax bases, its choices would be welfare-maximizing. However, if « < 1, the
state government does not fully consider the impacts of its tax policy on local rev-
enues and if the state government were to determine the tax bases for both levels
of government it would not choose the welfare-maximizing division. As I wish to
investigate the welfare-maximizing division of the tax base, in this case I assume a
third-party (federal government or “planner”) chooses the tax bases to maximize social
welfare.

The timing of the division of the tax base, relative to the setting of the state and local
tax rates, also needs to be determined. My focus will be on a Nash equilibrium in which
the state and local governments choose their tax rates at the same time as the planner
chooses the division of the tax base. In Supplementary Appendix A.3.4 I discuss a
two-stage game, along the lines of Hoyt and Jensen (1996) and Koethenbuerger (2008),
in which the federal government chooses the division of the tax base in the first stage
of the game and the state and local governments simultaneously set their tax rates in
the second stage and find that the results are qualitatively similar to the simultaneous
game.

While initially I restrict the state government to apply the same tax rate throughout
its tax base, it may have an incentive to differentially tax the segment of its tax base
that it shares with local government differently than the component that it alone taxes.
This is discussed in Sect. 3.3.
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3.1 The optimal division of the tax base

The optimal division of the tax base in the absence of co-occupancy solves

M — ! — _
?alx Wu, . Ki] = /0 V (k) dk + U* (g5 (1. 7, K1) +aU' (g (1, 15, K1)

3.

where, given no  co-occupancy, k; = K; and k; = 1 — K. Then the optimal division
of the tax base, K l* that satisfies the first-order condition for (3.1) can be expressed
as

o* (—1 + MRS; (1 + ‘L’Tk[Ez])) X] + MRSS‘[S*kaSEQl
" |:(—1 + MRS; (1 + ‘L';kksezl)) Xg I MRSlfl*k]xlézl i| ’

' (c) (d)

where rl* and ;" are the rates that satisfy (2.9) and (2.11). Derivation of (3.2) and other
equations as well as proofs of propositions in this section are found in Supplementary
Appendix A.3. The expansion of the local tax base and contraction of the state tax
base directly increases local revenue by 7;x; and indirectly by affecting the price of
X (fl), now taxed at a rate of t; rather than 7. As well, the tax has a direct impact
through its impact on the price of x (fl). These impacts are found in term (a) of (3.2).
Term (b) is the impact of adding x (?1) to the local tax base on state tax revenues.
Then the optimal division of the tax base must be such that the impact on utility of the
expansion of the local tax base is exactly offset by the impact of the equal reduction
of the state tax base, terms (c) and (d) of (3.2). Rearranging terms in (3.2) yields

(MRS; — 1) 7" x; — (MRS — 1) x5+ (t,* — r;") (MRSZIZ*klxl + MRSSrS*kaS) €1 =0.
(a) ()
3.3)

Examination of Eq. (3.3) provides an additional characterization of the optimal
division of the tax base. From (3.3) we can see that if commodities are substitutes
(€21 > 0) the sign of term (b) is the sign of T; — 5. Then if, forexample, 7; > 7 itmust
be the case that term (a) is negative, requiring MRS; < MRS;. If 7;(.5) > (<)7(.5)

then Wy, |z _ s > (<) 0 and the optimal division of the tax base must be f;k > (<).5.

With €31 > 0 and ?}k > (<).5 (3.3) can only be satisfied when the optimal tax rates
are 1) > (<)t} .

When commodities are complements or @ # 0, the relationship between the relative
tax rates and the relative MRS is indeterminate—with 7; > t it is possible to have
MRS; < MRS or MRS; > MRS; and satisfy (3.3). This being the case, it is possible
for (3.3) to be satisfied with no obvious relationship between the equilibrium tax rates
(r;‘, r’f) the associate MRS, and the relative tax rates when the base is evenly split.
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694 W. H. Hoyt

Proposition 2 In the absence of co-occupancy, the optimal division (E;() of the tax
base can be characterized by the following:

a) If the state ignores the impact of its tax rate policy on local revenues (o« = 0) and
i) 77 (.5) > (<)t4 (.5) then K7 > (<).5;1i) €31 > 0 and 77 (.5) > (<)75(.5)

then T, (?}“) > (<), (E;‘) and MRS, (E;*) < (>)MRS, (E}*);
b) AtK}, MRS/, (E}*) # MRS, (Ff) if ex1 # 0.

c) At ?7: i) if ea1 = 0, a (marginal) change in either the local or state tax rate has
no impact on social welfare; ii) if €21 > (<) 0 and @ = 0, an increase (decrease)
in the local or state tax rate will increase social welfare; iii) if €21 > (<) 0, and
o = 1 an increase (decrease) in the local tax rate will increase social welfare,
while an increase in the state tax rate will have no impact on social welfare.

Proof of the proposition is found in Supplementary Appendix A.3.2. Again, abstracting
from the technical aspects of the proposition, there are several important implications
for the consideration of the optimality of co-occupancy. As stated in Part a) when
o = 0 the relative tax rates and marginal rates of substitutions are inversely related.
That MRS;7; (K] ) # MRS,7, (K] ) if €21 # 0 (Part b) means that the additional
welfare associated with an increase in the public goods obtained from the expansion
of the state and local tax bases are not equal at the optimal division of the tax base.
Finally, Part c) provides relationships between the division of the tax base and the
fiscal externality from increases in the tax rates. As suggested by the proposition, the
division of the tax base will not eliminate the fiscal externalities associated with the two
tax rates when commodities have nonzero cross-price elasticities. In the case of gross
substitutes (e21 > 0), it may change the fiscal externality from being negative with co-
occupancy (MEC.; = MRS;7; X; [€11 + (k; + kis) €21] < 0) to being positive with
no co-occupancy (MEC:; = MRS;7; X; (k; + kis) €21). This, in turn, means that taxes
also change from being “too” high as a result of a negative fiscal externality to being
“too” low that is, below the welfare-maximizing rates as the fiscal externality is now
positive.

3.1.1 A numerical example

Table 3 presents the results of simulations solving (3.3) using the same specifications
for commodity and public service demand used in Sect. 2.3.3. With €;; = —1 and
€21 = 0 (Panel A), the tax base is allocated to ensure that the state and local tax rates
and marginal rates of substitution for the public goods are equal and the tax and public
service policies are the same as those of the centralized government. As €1 = 0 there
is no external cost in the absence of co-occupancy and, as a result, no difference in
the policy when o = 0 and when o = 1.

In Panel B the results with €;; = —0.5 and €31 = —0.42 are reported. In this
case, there are negative fiscal externalities from the taxes and both public services are
over-provided relative to the levels found with centralized government. The tax base is
greater and the tax rate lower for the level of government that has the greater demand
for the public good when o = 0. However, when o = 1 the state tax rate is lower than
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696 W. H. Hoyt

the local tax rate and the state share of the tax base increases relative to when o = 0.
For example, when g/ = g7 = .1 and « = 0 both levels of government set a tax rate
of 0.185 and the tax base is evenly split (k; = k; = .5) but when o = 1, k; = .424
and kg = .576 while t; = 0.215 and t; = 0.152. Finally, in Panel C with €] = —1.5
and €31 = 0.42, the division of the tax base does not vary much from that in Panel A.
One noticeable difference in the outcomes in Panel B and Panel C is that with o = 1
in Panel B, the state tax exceeds the local tax, while this is reversed in Panel C with
the state tax base smaller in Panel B than for comparable public service demands than
in Panel C.

3.2 Optimal co-occupancy of tax bases

That the tax rates and marginal rates of substitutions for the public services are not
equal for the two levels of government and tax rate increases or decreases can enhance
social welfare suggests at least the possibility that co-occupancy may be desirable.
Below I consider whether and under what conditions co-occupancy may be socially
optimal.

The problem facing the planner is

Maximize

1
v T W(El»Ksa Ts> TI)Z/ V(g (k)ydk + U* (gs (Kla Ky, Tx’fl))
KviS 0

+ Ul (gl (Elviéw rsa Tl)) (34)

Then the first-order conditions with respect to the tax bases when k;; > 0 can be
expressed as

_ _ —1 + MRS, (14 t7* (ki + k) L e
(1 _Kl) W?, = (1 _Kl) Vyt xis |: [( s+, 21) :| =0 and

+MRS; 7} (611 + (ks + kis)fj’ile)
(3.52)
—1 + MRS, (1 + 1 (kay +ks)f7iezl)

KWz = K V1) x; _
K o +MRS; 7/ (611 + (ki +kls);TIS€2l>

:| =0. (3.5b)

As discussed earlier, to determine whether it is optimal to have co-occupied tax bases
I first evaluate the gains from co-occupancy when the tax base is optimally divided
in the absence of co-occupancy as characterized by (3.3). Now to consider the impact
of an increase in the local tax base on social welfare when there is no co-occupancy

(El = ES), subtract erl ‘ = 0(2.9) from (3.5a) and evaluate with k;; = 0 to obtain

"
T

We = 715 [(MRS; 7] — MRS, 7)") (—€11)

+ [MRS,zl*k, (ﬂ - 1) + MRSST;‘ka—S] 621] . (3.62)
Xis Xls

@ Springer



The assignment and division of the tax base in a system... 697

Analogously, subtracting the first-order condition for the state tax rate (2.11) from
(2.14) and evaluating at k;; = 0 gives

(MRS, 7} — MRS;7*) (—€11)
(F B 1) n MRSll’I* (kI% — akg ;Tls)] €21
(3.6b)

I
Ks ljy=0 Ts Als |: [MRSYr*kg

From (3.6a)—(3.6b), results about the optimal co-occupancy of the tax base can be
obtained. These results are summarized in the proposition below.

Proposition 3 Let 7, 1), and E? represent the values of the tax rates and the divi-
sion of the tax base in the absence of co-occupancy that satisfy (2.9), (2.11), and (3.3).
Then:

a) Necessary conditions for the optimal division of the tax base to be such that some
segment of the tax base is shared by both levels of government (co-occupied) are
that either (3.6a) or (3.6b) are positive.

b) Ifez1 > O either WE[ o —o >0 or =W, ‘k 0 > 0 and it is optimal to co-occupy
Is= S lkpg=
some share of the tax base.

c) If ea1 < O then a sufficient condition for it not to be optimal to co-occupy the

tax base is (T x;s — T3 xg) + kyT T xg (% - ) €1 < 0and (tfxi; — 'x1) +
k;rl Trx ( — 1) €1 < 0.

d) Let K | and K denote the optimal division of the tax base. Then if it is optimal to
have co-occupancy either: i) one or both governments will tax the entire base ( K K) =
landK =0k =1,K =1and Ky >0k <1,k >0, ks =0), or K; <
1and K‘ =0(ks <1, kf =0, ks > 0), orii) each government taxes only part of
the base (0 < K s < E 1 < 1). In this case, at the optimal division of the tax base,

MRS +MRSS‘L';<€11 = MRS; —G—MRS[TI*G]]. 3.7

Proof of part ¢) is found in Supplementary Appendix A.3.3 with remainder of the
Proposition discussed below. That it is optimal to have co-occupancy when the
commodities are substitutes (€21 > 0) (Part b) follows immediately from the con-
ditions determining whether any co-occupancy is optimal, (3.6a) and (3.6b). In
these expressions, either the “direct” impact of an expansion of the local tax base,
MRSt — MRSt or the direct impact of the expansion of the state tax base,
MRSt} — MRS;t*, must be positive. Then if €1 > 0 the second term of both
expressions, the impact on the segment of the other level’s tax base that is not
co-occupied, is positive, meaning that one of the two conditions, or possibly both
must be positive.

In Part dii), the condition to be satisfied when each government only taxes part of the
base, (3.7), is a necessary condition for both of the first-order conditions with respect
to the tax base, (3.5a) and (3.5b), to be satisfied for an interior solution. Intuitively,
this is simply the condition that the marginal social cost of increasing the tax base, the
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benefits from the increase in its public service and the decrease in benefits from the
other government’s public service, must be equal for both levels of government. Note
that if MRS; = MRS; and 7; = 7, this condition is satisfied. More generally, (3.7)
suggests that the “indirect” effects of a marginal expansion of the two governments’
base, the change in tax revenue from the existing bases for both governments, cancel
each other out and the direct effects of expansion, the increase in the benefits from the
public services for the expanding base (MRS;, MRS;) and the decrease in benefits
for the other base (MRS, t;, MRS 7y) are the only relevant factors.

To provide some further intuition, consider evaluating (3.5a) at the optimal division
of the tax base in the case of the state and local tax rates being equal and, by (3.3),
MRS; = MRS;. Then MRSty — MRS;7; = 0 and (3.6a) and (3.6b) become

w| = [MRS,z,*kl (ﬁ - 1) + MRSSrs*ka—S} e and (3.82)
k) Xls Xls
—W | = MRS,z (22— 1) + MRSz (k- — aky~= ) | €21, (3.8b)
ks |k Xls Xls Xls

As discussed earlier, the state and local tax rates will not be equal at the optimal division
of the base if €21 # 0 and this difference in the two tax rates accounts for the first
terms in (3.6a) and (3.6b) in which there are additional welfare gains to expanding the
base for which the “direct” impact (MRS7) is greatest. Intuitively, (3.8a) is the welfare
impact of increases (decreases) in tax revenue in the segments of both the state and
local tax base that are not co-occupied if €21 > (<) 0. This increase (decrease) in tax
revenue is relative to that obtained by expanding the local tax base while reducing the
state tax base by an equal amount. An analogous argument can be made for expansion
of the state tax base and (3.8b).

3.2.1 A numerical example

In Table 3 the rows entitled WE

and W+
K1y =0 Ks g,

and (3.6b) for each case of the numerical example. Consistent with Proposition 3,
when the tax base is optimally divided, co-occupancy is only welfare-increasing in
the case in which commodities are substitutes (e;; = —1.5, €21 = 0.42). When the

cross-price elasticity is zero (Panel A) W, oo™ Wg, oo™ 0 with both of these
Is= S IKs=
expressions being negative when the commodities are complements (Panel B).

Then in Table 4 the optimal tax base and tax rates are reported for the cases with
€11 = —1.5, €31 = 0.42. With equal demands for the public services (gl* =g = .l)
it is optimal for both the state and local government to occupy the entire tax base,
thereby replicating the policies of the independent governments. Given this symmetry,
specifically with MRS[‘L’I* = MRS, 7y when o = 0, this is consistent with equations
(3.6a) and (3.6b) both being positive for all values of K; and K.

With asymmetric demands for the public service and @ = 0, the level of government
with greater demand will have exclusive rights to tax some share of the base, while the
level of government with a lower demand shares its entire base—thus with g/ = .15
and gf = .05, k; = 453, ki = .547 and k; = 0, while the allocation of the tax

o provide the evaluation of (3.6a)

g =
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Table 4 Tax and public service policies with optimal co-occupancy

€11 = —1.5, eo1 =0.42
Local public good, efficient 0.1 0.15 0.05
State public good, efficient 0.1 0.05 0.15
a 0 1 0 1 0 1
Local tax rate 0.113 0.110 0.148 0.153 0.103 0.099
State tax rate 0.113 0.093 0.103 0.046 0.148 0.136
Local tax base (k;) 0 0 0.453 0 0.000 0.000
Shared tax base (kj) 1 1 0.547 1 0.547 0.562
State tax base (kg) 0 0 0 0 0.453 0.438
Local public good 0.083 0.083 0.117 0.117 0.041 0.041
State public good 0.083 0.070 0.041 0.035 0.117 0.109
MRS, 1.095 1.095 1.132 1.134 1.102 1.099
MRS; 1.095 1.192 1.102 1.193 1.132 1.175
ﬁ%ﬁ; 1.000 1089 0973 1.052 1.027 1.069
MRS15 — MRS 7 0.000 0.010 0.055 0.119 —0.055 —0.051

base is reversed when gl* = .05 and g} = .15, k; = 0, kjy = .547 and k; = .453.
However, when o« = 1 the state government will tax the entire base. In this case,
with g/ = .15 and g§ = .05 the local government will also tax the entire base but
when g/ = .05 and g = .15, it is restricted to only approximately half of the base
(k;s = .562). Provision of both public services increases relative to that obtained when
no co-occupancy is allowed (Table 3) with the state public service approximating the
level obtained with centralized government and the local public service over-provided
relative to the centralized outcome.

3.3 Optimal co-occupancy with differential state taxation

Thus far, the analysis has been restricted to considering uniform tax rates across both
tax bases. I now consider the possibility that the state government can set different
rates on the shared tax base (k;5) and the base that it alone taxes (kg). For the state
government to have an incentive to set (substantially) different tax rates on the two
segments of its base, it must be the case that « # 0—it considers the impact of its tax
policies on local revenues. For simplicity, let « = 1 and the choice of the tax bases be
that of the state government. Then the objective of the state government is

Maximize

o vk + U (g (K1 Kyl x. 1))
.13, KL K B

W(fl,?~,rls,rs,rl) N
Sss +Ul(gz(Kz,Ks,ffs,ff,fl»

(3.9)
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where rﬁ.‘v is the state rate on the co-occupied segment and 7§ is the state rate on the
segment it alone taxes. The first-order conditions for both tax rates are given by

—1+ MRS, [1 + 7 (€11 + kse21) ]
Wey = + MRSt k5521 + MRS (ki + ki) fhear 0, and (100
—14+ MRS, [1+ 5 (e11 + kigean) ]

W s = —
u + MRS, 7} ks %621 + MRS, 7 (611 + (k + klx)%éﬂ

) = 0. (3.10b)

Considering the optimal tax base, I assume that there is overlap in the two bases
(k;s > 0). Then an increase in 'K; means a reduction in the base only taxed by the state
(ky) and a decrease in Ky means a reduction in the base only taxed by the localities
(k7). Then the optimal tax bases are determined by
Is s
(1-Ki) WF’ =(-%) |: [MRS[I(II\I/[&SI-&- k/i)) ;11(1\124155; (rsljllz/sr;w] Z‘fﬁk(j::[sl){]szzl (lfz i?ﬁj—— ) :| =0
(3.11a)

and

_RW. =(1_a)[

Ks

[(MRS; — 1) 7 + (MRS, — 1) t/] x;y — (MRS, — 1) 7yx;+
[MRS;7; (ki + ki) X1 + MRSy (tF kygxis + t3ksxs) ] €217l

(3.11b)

Consider a possible solution with MRS, = MRS; = MRS and 7; + /¥ = 7¥. In
this case, both (3.10a) and (3.10b) are satisfied only if K, =0, (k; = 0). The state
taxes the entire base. As well, (3.11a) will be satisfied with equality regardless of the
division of the tax base. Then when MRS; = MRS; = MRS and 77 + tsls =1,
(3.11b) becomes

— fsWE = (1 — fs) [(MRS =) [(rl + rs“) Xy — rlxl] + MRS (rl + ‘L';S> €21‘L’£S:|
(3.12)

Then with (7, + t/*) x;s — x; > (<) O when t/¥ > (<) 0, for the state government
to tax the entire base(—Wf > 0) it must be the case that when commodities are

substitutes (complements) (€21 > (<) 0) the state tax on the co-occupied segment of
the tax base is positive (negative).

Thus, two solutions appear possible: 1) the local government does not tax the entire
base (k; < 1) and MRS; = MRS, and t/* + 7; = 7; and 2) both the state and local
governments tax the entire base (K; = 1) with MRS; > MRS;. However, to satisfy
the first-order conditions for both the state (3.10b) and the local tax rates (2.9) in the
second solution it must be the case that MRS; > MRS;. Thus, a contradiction and
only the first solution is feasible.

When MRS; = MRS; and tﬁs + 1, = 1 we can subtract the first-order condition
for the local tax rate (2.9) from (3.11b) to obtain

! (e11 + kisea1) + Tiksear = 0. (3.13)
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Equation (3.13) states that the state government chooses its tax rates and the tax base
that the local government can tax (k;s) so that the local tax rate generates no fiscal
externality. These results are summarized in the following proposition:

Proposition 4 [f « = 1 and the state can set different tax rates on the shared base
(kis) and the base it alone taxes (ks), its optimal tax rates and the division of the tax
base are such that:

a) The state will tax the entire base (?S = 0) and localities will only tax some share
of the base (f[ < 1);

b) MRS; = MRS;;

¢) The combined state and local tax on the co-occupied share of the tax base equals
the state tax rate on the share of the base it alone taxes T + 1) = T5;

d) The local tax rate generates no fiscal externality, that is, tsls (€11 + kisea1) +
T ksex1 = 0; and

e) The state tax rate on the co-occupied segment is greater (less) than zero
(r‘fs > (<) 0) if cross-price elasticities are greater (less) than zero (€31 > (<) 0).

Proposition 4 a) states the key distinction in results for co-occupancy when the state is
restricted to a single tax rate across its entire tax base and when it can set differentiated
tax rates on the co-occupied base (k;5) and the base it alone taxes (ky). Specifically,
when the state government is restricted to a single tax rate the optimality of co-
occupancy is only certain when commodities are gross substitutes; however, when it
can tax the co-occupied base (k;) and the tax base it alone taxes (k;) at different rates
and it can set a negative tax rate (subsidy) on the co-occupied base, co-occupancy is
always optimal. While Hoyt (2001) considers the overlapping tax bases and the possi-
bility of negative tax rates (subsidies), it was in the context of exogenously determined
tax bases. In that case, whether the state government applies a positive (negative) tax
rate on a shared tax base was determined by whether MRS; > (<) MRS;. In this
case, the state government is choosing the extent of the overlap in tax base and the
state applies a positive (negative) tax rate on the shared base when commodities are
substitutes (complements).

3.3.1 A numerical example

Using the same parameterization as found in the earlier simulations, Table 5 reports the
solution to the equilibrium conditions described in Proposition 4. As co-occupancy and
differential taxation are not necessary to obtain an equilibrium with MRS; = MRS;
and 7; = 13, when €31 = 0, this case is not considered. Then in Panel A, the results
with €17 = —0.5 and €1 = —0.42 are reported. As in part e) of Proposition 4, the
state tax on the shared tax base is negative and quite significant. In contrast, in Panel
B with results for €11 = 0.5 and €31 = 0.42, the tax on the shared tax is positive
albeit small. The extent of the shared tax base varies with the demand for the public
good and the cross-price elasticities with less of the base shared when commodities
are complements. The levels of public good in all cases are quite close to those found
with centralized tax policy.
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Table 5 Tax and public service policies with differential state taxation

A B

€11 =0.5, g1 = —0.42 €11 =—1.5, €1 =042
Local public good, efficient 0.1 0.15 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.05
State public good, efficient 0.1 0.05 0.15 0.1 0.05 0.15
Local tax rate 0.336 0.287 0.386 0.162 0.163 0.149
State tax rate (shared) —0.163 —0.114  —0.213 0.007 0.012 0.028
State tax rate (exclusive) 0.173 0.173 0.173 0.169 0.175 0.169
Shared tax base (k) 0.257 0.453 0.112 0.520 0.806 0.283
State tax base (ky) 0.743 0.547 0.888 0.480 0.194 0.717
Local public good 0.075 0.112 0.037 0.071 0.110 0.036
State public good 0.075 0.037 0.112 0.071 0.037 0.107
MRS; = MRSy 1.156 1.156 1.156 1.185 1.185 1.185

4 Concluding comments

Conventional wisdom suggests that separate tax bases for different levels of govern-
ment are preferred to reduce the extent of vertical externalities and the over-provision
of public services associated with the vertical externality. However, many previous
studies have not considered the impacts of tax rates across revenues sources, that is,
across tax bases. Specifically, how changes in tax rates in one base may influence
revenues from other tax bases that are not shared. To the extent that these tax bases
are on commodities that are substitutes, a positive, not negative, fiscal externality is
generated.

With a strict division of the tax base in which there is no co-occupancy I show that
when there are nonzero cross-price elasticities, it is not possible to have both equal tax
rates by both governments and equal marginal rates of substitution for their public ser-
vices, the (second) best solution. That equality in rates and valuation of public services
is in general not possible in the absence of co-occupancy means the optimality of co-
occupancy cannot be ruled out a priori. Here I show that under some conditions, specif-
ically differences in the optimal tax rates in the absence of co-occupancy and underly-
ing cross-price elasticities, co-occupancy might be optimal. In particular, if commodi-
ties are substitutes, then co-occupancy is optimal. I also show that if the higher-level
government (state) can differentially tax (or subsidize) the shared tax base and the
base it alone taxes and can tax the entire base, (second-best) optimality is achieved.

That the optimality of co-occupancy hinges on whether the tax bases of the two
levels of government are substitutes or complements suggests the need for empirical
examination of cross-base tax effects. While the empirical literature on this issue is
limited, there are a few relevant studies. Dahlby and Ferede (2012), for example,
find evidence that in Canada, provincial corporate income tax rates increase personal
income tax revenues, while provincial sales tax rates reduce them. Bruce et al. (2007)
focuses on the determinants of state corporate tax revenues in the USA with their
results suggesting that while increases in the top state personal income tax rates lead
to modest reductions in corporate income tax revenues, changes in sales tax rates do
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not seem to have any significant impacts on corporate tax revenues. Finally, Agostini
(2014) suggests a negative relationship between state sales tax revenues and both state
corporate tax and personal income tax revenues. While the results of these empirical
studies are suggestive, it should be noted that they are focusing on cross-base effects at
the same level of government, the state or province not cross-base effects at different
levels of government, which may be different as the increase in federal taxes should
not lead to cross-state or cross-province migration in tax bases. To better understand
the vertical fiscal externalities that do exist and their implications for assignment of
tax bases across levels of government, further research on these cross-base revenue
effects across levels of government is needed.

Here I employ a model in which there are only vertical fiscal externalities and no
horizontal externalities. Given empirical evidence (for example, Briilhart and Jametti
2006; Devereux et al. 2007) on the existence of both vertical externalities and hor-
izontal fiscal externalities, how the tax base should be divided among two levels of
government when both types of externalities exist is of obvious policy relevance. In
a model of cross-border shopping, Hoyt (2016) considers the division of tax base
between two levels of government, finding results similar to those found here regard-
ing the efficacy of co-occupancy. However, as Hoyt (2016) allows commodities to
differ in the extent of horizontal fiscal externalities associated with their taxation, it
also addresses which commodities should be included in the higher-level government
(state) tax base and which might be only in the lower-level government tax base.
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