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Abstract

How should taxes on externality-generating activities be adjusted if they are regres-
sive? In our model, the government raises revenue using distortionary income and
commodity taxes. If more or less productive people have identical tastes for externality-
generating consumption, the government optimally imposes a Pigouvian tax equal to
the marginal damage from the externality. This is true regardless of whether the tax
is regressive. But, if regressivity reflects different preferences of people with different
incomes rather than solely income effects, the optimal tax differs from the Pigouvian
benchmark. We derive sufficient statistics for optimal policy, and use them to study
carbon taxation in the United States. Our empirical results suggest an optimal carbon
tax that is remarkably close to the Pigouvian level, but with higher carbon taxes for
very high-income households if this is feasible. When we allow for heterogeneity in
preferences at each income level as well as across the income distribution, our optimal

tax schedules are further attenuated toward the Pigouvian benchmark.
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1 Introduction

Human-generated carbon emissions are widely accepted to be causing large social costs,
both now and in the future (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2023). Economists
view this as a classic case for government intervention, because there is an externality:
Consumers and producers do not bear the full cost of the emissions they generate. Private

decision-making therefore leads to greater emissions than is socially optimal.

Most economists also agree that the solution is to impose a “Pigouvian” tax on goods that
generate negative externalities—in this case, goods whose production or consumption
generates carbon emissions (Akerlof et al., 2019). By setting this tax equal to the marginal
damage to others from emissions, consumers and producers are forced to pay the true
social costs of their choices (Pigou, 1920; Sandmo, 1975). This Pigouvian tax would be

optimal if non-distortionary lump sum compensation of winners and losers were possible.

In practice, carbon taxation has proved unpopular. One reason for this is that carbon taxes
are regressive (Hassett et al., 2009; Grainger and Kolstad, 2010; Mathur and Morris, 2014;
Metcalf, 2009; Williams III et al., 2015; Pizer and Sexton, 2019), and people are concerned
about the distributional impacts of adopting them (Dietz and Atkinson, 2010; Deche-
zleprétre et al., 2025). As we confirm in our data, a uniform tax on all carbon-generating
activities would lead poorer households to pay more as a share of their incomes (or total
expenditures) than richer households. This raises the question of whether corrective taxes
should be lowered relative to the Pigouvian benchmark if they are regressive (or raised
if they were progressive). We answer that question. Specifically, we study how the op-
timal carbon tax changes if the government is concerned about inequality, but can only

compensate households using efficiency-reducing income and commodity taxes.

Distributional impacts of policies such as a carbon tax cannot readily be dismissed if redis-
tribution is costly. The imposition of the tax produces winners and losers. Compensating
the losers by taxing the winners (through adjustments to the income tax or other tax bases)
could lead to a greater loss in efficiency than the gain from correcting the externality in
the first place. In other cases, the combined package of carbon taxation and compensation
could lead to net efficiency gains. Only in knife-edge cases, such as with strong restrictions
on household utility functions, is the carbon tax optimally set equal to the Pigouvian
benchmark (Kaplow, 2012).

We shed light on optimal externality correction by deriving sufficient statistics formulas
that apply when governments can raise revenue with a flexible but distortionary income
tax combined with a Pigouvian tax. Using carbon emissions as a specific example, we

then implement our approach for electricity, natural gas, heating fuels, and gasoline
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consumption in the United States. Our results suggest that the optimal carbon tax on these
goods is remarkably close to the Pigouvian prescription.

Our focus on whether the carbon tax should be changed for distributional reasons is
distinct from questions of how much to compensate households, which others discuss in
detail (Grainger and Kolstad, 2010; Goulder et al., 2019). Our framework does incorporate
tlexible compensation, but the pattern of that compensation has no direct connection to
the question of whether the carbon tax should differ from the Pigouvian level.

Heterogeneity in preferences (broadly defined) plays a pivotal role in our analysis. If higher-
income households have a relative preference for carbon intensity, so that they would
choose a more carbon-intensive consumption bundle at any level of disposable income,
then the optimal tax on carbon is greater than the marginal damage. If lower-income
households are more carbon-intensive, the opposite is true. Preference heterogeneity can

even reverse the sign of the optimal tax and make a carbon subsidy optimal.

Preference heterogeneity is important because it determines the relative cost of redistribu-
tion via income vs. carbon taxes. If the carbon tax is set at the Pigouvian level, households
allocate their after-tax income efficiently because the externality is exactly internalized.
Starting from this level, raising the carbon tax lowers labor supply, while reducing income
taxes to compensate increases labor supply. If all households have identical preferences
for carbon intensity, the two labor supply effects cancel out. But if higher productivity
households have a relative preference for carbon intensity in the sense that they would
emit more carbon at any given level of income, there is a net increase in labor supply. In
this case, raising the carbon tax redistributes more efficiently than income taxation. By
similar logic, if lower productivity types have more carbon-intensive preferences, lowering

the carbon tax below the Pigouvian level increases efficiency.

Our model highlights the need to specifically isolate differences in preferences between
people with different levels of income. This is distinct from income effects, which can also
drive differences in carbon intensity along the income distribution.! Indeed, it is clearly
possible for any given cross-sectional relationship between income and carbon intensity
to be explained exclusively by income effects, by preference heterogeneity, or by some
combination of the two. The fact that poorer households are more carbon-intensive, and
carbon taxes correspondingly regressive, does not therefore suffice to tell us whether the
carbon tax should deviate from the Pigouvian benchmark.

IThe relevant distinction for our analysis is whether differences in choices by people with different
incomes simply reflect differences in the amount they have to spend (income effects), or factors that are
independent of income, which would drive different choices even conditional on income. The latter category
includes true “preferences”, but also habits or constraints that arise due to factors such as where one lives.
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Put more formally in the language of optimal taxation, information about carbon intensity
is only useful for redistribution if carbon intensity is a “tag” in the sense of Akerlof (1978).
This is the case if it provides direct information about a household’s type beyond what
is revealed by an individual’s choice of income. For example, if carbon intensity were an
immutable characteristic that co-varied with income, then taxing carbon-intensive goods
would allow some redistribution without efficiency costs.? In turn, this would provide a
reason other than externality correction to tax carbon-intensive consumption. Conversely,
if all variation in carbon intensity comes from income effects, then taxing carbon-intensive
goods has no advantage over income taxation for the purpose of redistribution, so there is

no reason to deviate from the Pigouvian level of carbon taxation.

Assuming that differences in preferences do justify deviating from the Pigouvian level
of taxation of the externality, distributional concerns lead the government to trade off
externality correction and redistribution. As a result, our model highlights that the optimal
tax depends on how responsive households are to the carbon tax and income tax. If
the income tax is highly distortionary, it can be optimal to use the carbon tax to achieve
distributional aims, even if there is a large cost of setting a tax that is different from the
Pigouvian level. Using the carbon tax to redistribute is also attractive if doing so has little
behavioral impact on carbon intensity. Alternatively, if changing the carbon tax sharply
changes carbon emissions, using the carbon tax for redistribution is less desirable.

Unlike the classic Pigouvian case without distributional concerns, the optimal externality
correction is not necessarily the same at all levels of consumption. To the extent possible,
using means-tested vouchers or non-linear electricity and gas pricing, the optimal carbon
tax schedule may be progressive or regressive. There are many real-life examples of non-
linear pricing and taxation schemes such as electricity tiered pricing, congestion taxes, and
emission-based vehicle registration fees or subsidies (see e.g., Zhang and Qin, 2015; ACEA,
2020). Whether such non-linearity is optimal depends on the rate at which the preference
for carbon intensity changes with income in different parts of the distribution. It does not
depend on whether the carbon tax is regressive or progressive in the sense that poorer or

richer households pay more as a share of their incomes.

Building on previous work by Ferey et al. (2024) on commodity taxation, our model pro-
vides a convenient way to identify heterogeneity in preferences for people with different
status quo incomes. To do so, we compare two statistics. First, we measure the cross-

sectional relationship between income and consumption of carbon-intensive goods. This

2Mankiw and Weinzierl (2010) study the example of taxing an individual’s height, which is close to this
ideal. See also Parsons (1996); Kaplow (2006); and Cremer et al. (2010b).



captures both income effects and preference heterogeneity. Second, we measure income
effects by quantifying the causal impact of higher income on a given household’s consump-
tion of carbon-intensive goods. Finally, we subtract income effects from the cross-sectional

relationship to yield the component that arises solely from preferences.

We implement this theoretical framework for the United States using survey evidence from
46,918 households in the Consumer Expenditure Surveys (CEX) and 1,448 respondents
from a custom online survey. Our analysis focuses on the four expenditure categories that
account for the largest share of carbon emissions aggregated into a single “dirty good”:
gasoline, natural gas, electricity, and heating fuels. In our survey, we ask respondents for
information about their income, overall expenditure, and how they split that expenditure
over these and other categories. We then ask how their expenditure on each of these

categories would change if they had more to spend.

Our first step is to measure the cross-sectional relationship between household taxable
income and consumption of carbon-intensive goods. While higher-income households
consume a greater (absolute) quantity of these goods, they allocate a smaller share of
their total consumption to carbon-intensive goods, reflecting an increasing but concave

relationship between income and carbon-intensive good consumption.

Next, we measure respondents’ causal consumption response to a small and permanent
increase in household income across the income distribution. Surprisingly, the results
indicate that a pattern of income effects in carbon intensity closely matches the cross-
sectional variation in consumption in the Consumer Expenditure Survey. We note that
this is not at all mechanical or obvious. Indeed, these causal consumption responses are
within-individual effects, which are compared to variation across individuals. The result
suggests that cross-sectional variation in consumption of these carbon-intensive goods is

largely explained by income effects, and not by differences in preferences.

The interpretation of these survey responses hinges on the reliability of stated preferences.
Growing evidence suggests that stated preferences perform well in general (List et al., 2006;
Fuster and Zafar, 2023). Yet, reliability inevitably depends on the context and methodology.
In our setting, we have a way of verifying the reliability of our survey results. Because
we measure status quo allocations across different types of goods in both our survey and
in the diary-based Consumer Expenditure Survey, we are able to verify that at least the
cross-sectional relationship between income and carbon-intensive good consumption is
very similar across both sources. This lends credibility to our survey instrument and
sample. We also note that we calibrate the hypothetical income increase to be familiar and

relevant for respondents—comparable in size to a small permanent cut in average tax rates

4



or typical lump-sum stimulus checks.

Our empirical results allow us to estimate the optimal tax on carbon-intensive goods.
On average, differences in preferences justify only small deviations from the standard
Pigouvian prescription of setting the tax equal to marginal damage. Our estimates suggest
that the Pigouvian level of the tax is about 40 cents per dollar of expenditure (assuming
a Social Cost of Carbon of $200 per ton). Taking into account differences in preferences,
we find that the optimal linear tax would be just 0.2 cents lower than this. The very small
magnitude of this adjustment is robust to a wide range of potential parameterizations,
reflecting our core empirical result that the causal and cross-sectional relationships between

income and carbon intensity match closely on average.

To the extent that taxes on externality-generating goods can be made non-linear—which has
some precedents—there are somewhat larger deviations from the Pigouvian prescription.
For a non-linear tax, we compare the cross-sectional and causal relationships between
income and consumption choices at each point in the income distribution. For example,
consider households with incomes around $100,000. We find that the estimated causal
consumption response is slightly larger than the slope of the cross-sectional relationship
between income and carbon intensity. This implies that those earning around $100,000 have
a decreasing preference for carbon-intensive goods as we move up the income distribution.
In turn, this justifies a carbon tax that is around 1.5 cents per dollar of expenditure lower
than the Pigouvian level. By contrast, households with incomes closer to $250,000 would
face carbon taxes of 43 cents, which is 7.5 percent higher than the Pigouvian level.

Our final step is to extend the model to allow for multidimensional heterogeneity in the
sense that carbon intensity is allowed to vary across households with the same level of
income. The multidimensional case is more complex because adjustments to the income
tax can no longer exactly compensate all households for changes to the carbon tax. Fur-
thermore, individuals with the same taxable income may differ in their responsiveness to
taxation and their preferences for the carbon-intensive good. We show how to derive an
empirically tractable optimal tax condition, and show that the lessons from the unidimen-
sional case carry over qualitatively. A particularly important result is that variation in the
causal effect of higher income on consumption choices tends to dampen any deviation of
the optimal tax from its Pigouvian level. For this reason, we find that the optimal carbon

tax is pushed even closer to the Pigouvian benchmark.

Our paper provides an empirical and theoretical framework that could be applied more
broadly to environmental taxes, or any other tax designed to correct an externality. Con-

sistent with the principle of additivity (Sandmo, 1975; Kopczuk, 2003), the total tax on
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any externality-generating activity is a combination of a “Pigouvian” correction and a
distributional component. We provide a way to measure the distributional component and
show how it depends on causal and cross-sectional sufficient statistics. The optimal tax
on the externality may deviate positively or negatively from the Pigouvian prescription.
In some cases, the total tax could even flip sign relative to the externality. In our case, we
find that distributional concerns have only a minor impact on the optimal carbon tax. We
show in Appendix sections A.6 and A.7 that this is also true for the individual components
of our carbon-intensive aggregate good: electricity, natural gas and heating fuels, and

gasoline. However, applying our framework to other taxes may yield different results.

Connections in the Literature

Externalities have long been recognized as providing a motivation for government in-
tervention. Corrective taxation as a solution dates back to Pigou (1920). Economists
have studied wide varieties of externalities in practice, including environmental taxes
(Weitzman, 1974; Andersson, 2019), occupation choice (Lockwood et al., 2017), congestion
(Walters, 1961), labor market distortions (Craig, 2023), control of a pandemic (Craig and
Hines, 2020), rent-seeking (Rothschild and Scheuer, 2016), and positional externalities

(Aronsson and Johansson-Stenman, 2008).

A subset of this literature incorporates distributional concerns. Kopczuk (2003) shows how
the optimal tax on an externality can be written as the sum of an externality correction
component and a separate term capturing other objectives, building on Sandmo (1975).
Kaplow (2012) studies a special case without preference heterogeneity, showing that the
optimal tax is equal to marginal damage in this case. Pirttild and Tuomala (1997) allow for
interactions with labor supply. Jacobs and van der Ploeg (2019) focus on linear taxation.
Cremer et al. (1998) and Cremer et al. (2003) consider optimal taxation and externality
correction with a small number of types, demonstrating the importance of homogeneity
and separability in preferences, highlighting the potential for the optimal tax on the
externality-generating good to have the opposite sign from the externality. Ahlvik et al.
(2024) use a mechanism design approach to study the interaction of income taxation and
externality correction, focusing on different types of equity considerations and differences
in cost burdens. They empirically estimate optimal deviations from Pigouvian taxation,
but with much stronger restrictions on individual heterogeneity than ours. Jacobs and
de Mooij (2015) ask whether the Pigouvian correction should be adjusted for the marginal
cost of public funds. Micheletto (2008) studies the correction of externalities that are not

“atmospheric” so that externality correction is imperfectly targeted.

Methodologically, the most closely related work is by Allcott et al. (2019) and Ferey et al.



(2024). These papers focus primarily on “internality” correction, and savings taxation
when the government values equality and taxes are distortionary. The authors highlight
the core insight that causal income effects can be subtracted from cross-sectional variation
in consumption patterns to establish the degree to which preferences vary across income
levels. Our contributions are to: (i) apply these ideas to shed light on how externality-
correcting taxes should change with preference heterogeneity, including multidimensional
heterogeneity; and (ii) study carbon emissions by households, which is one of the most
important examples of an externality. These papers and ours build on previous work (Saez,
2002; Piketty and Saez, 2013; Diamond and Spinnewijn, 2011; Gauthier and Henriet, 2018);

and connect to concurrent theoretical analysis by Doligalski et al. (2025).

Empirically, recent studies highlight significant heterogeneity in consumer preferences for
carbon-intensive goods vs. cleaner alternatives. For example, Lyubich (2024) decomposes
the unobserved heterogeneity in US household carbon consumption and finds, by and
large, a greater role for person effects (up to 50% of the variance decomposition) relative
to place effects (up to 23%). Similarly, Dorsey and Wolfson (2024) provide evidence of

across-income preference heterogeneity in solar panel uptake.

Our focus is on heterogeneity between households and the importance of the distortionary
costs of redistributive taxation. We do not incorporate general equilibrium effects or
dynamics, which can provide important additional motives for deviating from standard
Pigouvian taxation. This has been considered in other work (Cremer and Gahvari, 2001;
Cremer et al., 2010a; Douenne et al., 2025; Barrage, 2020; Bierbrauer, 2024; Fried et al., 2024).
Similarly, we do not consider multinational issues (see Aronsson and Blomquist, 2003) or
explicitly model multiple generations (Fried et al., 2018). Our work complements Fricke
et al. (2025), who study the optimal rebate when carbon emissions are capped.

Roadmap for the Paper

In Section 2, we introduce a model of optimal taxation with flexible tax instruments, an
externality-generating good, and heterogeneity across but not within levels of income.
We show how the optimal taxes on income and the externality and income interact, and
derive empirically estimable sufficient statistics to characterize optimal taxation. Section 3
extends our results to multidimensional heterogeneity. Section 4 then applies these results

to carbon taxation in the United States. Section 5 concludes.

2 Externality Correction With Taste Heterogeneity

Consider a population of individuals indexed by type w € W, where w has differentiable

cumulative distribution F' and W is compact. Individual w chooses taxable income z €
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[0,Z] . Income has differentiable cumulative distribution H,(z) and density h.(z). Income
is subject to nonlinear income taxation with tax schedule T, (z). She allocates her after-tax
income, z — T, (z) between a numeraire consumption good, ¢, and an externality-generating
good, z. A tax, T, (z) must be paid on consumption of the externality-generating good.
We constrain 7, (z) and T, (z) to be twice-differentiable.

We focus in this section on the case in which heterogeneity is unidimensional in the sense
that w € R and utility is u(c, x, z | w). This implies that there is no variation in preferences
conditional on w. However, individuals with different w may have different preferences
over the two consumption goods. Specifically, if two individuals with different w were
forced to have the same z and z — T'(z) they may prefer different consumption bundles. In

Section 3, we extend our results to allow for multidimensional heterogeneity.

Separable Benchmark. As an important benchmark, we will consider the case, as in
Atkinson and Stiglitz (1976), where preferences over consumption goods are weakly
separable from labor supply, and homogeneous across agents, including those of different
types. In this special case, it is well-known that we obtain the standard Pigouvian result
that it is optimal to tax the externality-generating good at a constant rate equal to the
marginal external damage associated with consuming the good (Kaplow, 2012).

2.1 Individual Maximization

Each agent maximizes her utility subject to her budget constraint and the tax system set by
the social planner, producing indirect utility v(w).
v(w) = g}%fu(c,m, z | w) (1)

st. cta+T(x) =2—-T.(2)

We assume that u(c,z,z | w) is twice continuously differentiable with bounded first
derivatives, increasing in ¢ and z, and decreasing in z. We further assume that u(c, z, z | w)

is strictly concave in ¢, z, and z.

We will often find it useful to approach (1) as a two stage maximization problem. First, a
type w chooses their income, z(w). Second, they decide how to split the result disposable
income between the two consumption goods, leading to choices ¢(w) and z(w). Specifically,

a type w agent chooses taxable income:
z(w) =argmax{u(z =T, (2) —z (w;2) =Ty (x (w; 2)) ,z (w;2), 2 | w)} (2)

where:
:B(w;z)Eargmgx{u(z—Tz(z)—:U—Tm(:v),x,z|w)} 3)
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is the amount of the externality-generating good a type w agent would choose if his or her
taxable income were z. The amount of the externality-generating good that a type w agent
actually chooses is = (w) = z (w; z (w)).

This approach allows us to write first-order conditions characterizing a type w agent’s
choices as a function of both tax schedules:

: dz(wiz)
17 () - PP gy ) = e @)
and 14T/ (z) = —%. 5)

For the sake of brevity we have suppressed the dependence of the marginal utility (e.g. u.)
terms on type (w) and/or on income (z). These two conditions can be combined to yield a
reduced first order condition for the optimal choice of income: 1 — T (z) = — =, but this
masks important intuition as we highlight below. ‘

Equation 4 highlights something important: an agent’s anticipation of their own behavior
at stage two enters their first stage decision: For each additional dollar of income they
consider earning, they evaluate how it would change their disposable income and how
much they would spend on good z, given their preferences and the tax rate. In this way,
the agent can be thought of as choosing their level of taxable income subject to an effective
net of income tax rate of 1 — T (z) — &C(w ) (14 7] (x)). Thus, when a rational agent sees
their purchasing power decline due to Commodlty taxes, this reduces their marginal benefit
of earning income. The size of this reduction depends on what fraction of their marginal
dollar of disposable income will be spent on the dirty good. Critically for the analysis

below, this marginal spending behavior may differ across people.

2.2 Social Welfare Maximization

A welfarist social planner chooses twice-differentiable tax functions, 7, and 7. It does
so to jointly to maximize social welfare, YW, while raising enough revenue to cover an

exogenous revenue requirement, R.

max W = / Jo(w)dF — D(T) (6)
R = [ (T.(o(w)) + Tua(w)) dF (w) )
oo

T =

Here, v(w) are Pareto weights; and D(T) is a separable atmospheric externality, which is

an increasing function of aggregate consumption of the externality-generating good.
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This formulation is equivalent to having the harm of aggregate consumption of the
externality-generating good entering individuals’ utility in a separable way. To see the
equivalence between the two ways of defining social welfare, consider o = u(c,z, 2 |
w) — Z(T;w), then 5(w) = v(w) — Z(F;w) and D'(z) = [~(w)Z'(z;w)dF. Our for-
mulas are also unaffected if we define welfare usmg a social welfare function, W =
[ W (v (w))dF — D(z), rather than Pareto weights. However, the distinction between the

two approaches would matter for non-marginal tax changes.

2.3 Regularity Assumptions

For all tax schedules that we consider, we assume that the optimal choices of ¢, z, and = are
globally unique for every individual, with the relevant second-order conditions holding
strictly. We also assume there is a smooth mapping from w to ¢(w), z(w), and z(w). While
these assumptions are standard and are required to ensure that choices move smoothly as
the tax system changes, we note that they imply restrictions on the set of tax schedules
under consideration. Finally, we assume that the mapping from w to z is strictly monotonic,
as is the mapping from z to x.

2.4 Characterizing Tax Reforms

We characterize the welfare effects of reforming the tax system using a formalization of the
perturbation method of Saez (2001) via Gateaux derivatives, an approach discussed more
thoroughly in Golosov et al. (2014), Jacquet and Lehmann (2021), and Gerritsen (2024).
Given an initial tax system with the tax schedules, 7, (z) and 7.(z), we ask how welfare
and revenue change when we perturb them in the direction of 7,,(z) and 7, (z) respectively.
Letting x € R index the magnitude of the perturbation, we can define the reformed tax
schedules as follows:

T, (z;6) =T, (2) + k12 (2) and T, (x;k) =Ty () + k72 (). (8)

All our results about efficient and optimal tax policy will be based on examining the

tirst-order effect of such perturbations on the social planner’s Lagrangian,

oL

oLy _ow
Ok -

k=0 Ok

LLOR
k=0 A Ok k=0

starting from the initial tax system. For any initial tax system, and proposed set of reforms,
if O£ _o > 0, then movement in that direction is welfare-improving. At the optimal tax

system, no such improvements can be possible and thus, at the optimum, we must have:
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o =0 forall7.(-)and 7,(-). 9)

2.5 Distribution Neutral Reforms

To begin our investigation of the optimal tax system, consider a special type of tax reform:

one which is distribution neutral.

Let @ (z) be the type of agent that chooses income z. In other words, it is the inverse the
taxable income choice function, z (w). This allows us to define % (z) = x (¥ (2) ; z), the

dirty good consumption of an agent with taxable income 2.

A distribution neutral tax reform is one where for a given change in the dirty good tax
liability of agents with taxable income z, 7, (£ (z)), we also change their income tax liability
by a precisely offsetting amount, such that if the agent can still afford their original bundle.
That is to say, the income tax reform is defined by:

7 (2) = —7 (2(2)). (10)
Notice, this implies marginal income tax rate changes of:
7. (2) == (2) 7 (2(2)), (11)

where 2’ (z) is the slope of the observed cross-sectional relationship between dirty good
consumption and taxable income.

Distribution neutral reforms are of special interest because of the relative simplicity of
their impact on social welfare. For any such reform, there is no first-order impact on agent
utility, nor is there a mechanical impact on revenue. All effects of the reform arise because

behavioral responses affect the externality and government revenue.

This also implies that for any distribution neutral reform, if %‘n:o > 0, then a reform
in that direction is a Pareto improvement: Positive gains in government revenue net of
externality costs can be obtained without changes to individual agent utility, which allows
a small transfer to be made that makes all agents strictly better off. Put another way, for
any Pareto efficient tax system, it must be the case

g—i =0 forall 7.(-) and 7,(-) satisfying 7, (2) = —7 (£ (2)) (12)
rk=0
2.6 Behavioral Responses

By construction, any distribution-neutral reform produces a change in relative prices

without a change in their purchasing power. Thus, only compensated behavioral responses
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will be relevant to the analysis. To establish what kinds of responses will occur, we can
revisit the agent’s first-order conditions.

Consumption of the Dirty Good (Direct). The reform to T}, changes the stage 2 first-order

condition of an agent with taxable income z in the following way:
14+ T, (2 (2)) + w75 (8 (2)) = ——. (13)

Holding constant the agent’s choice of z, this generates a behavioral response of

(’)ﬁ(z) . 5x|z(z)£‘<z) N
O = —Wﬁp(f(z)) (14)

z, k=0

where: c
e (2) = 1+ Ti(2(2)) 02(2)

YT ) o

is the compensated elasticity of spending on = with respect to its tax-inclusive price.

(15)

z

Income. Turning our attention to the stage 1 first-order condition, we have the following
perturbed first-order condition:

u, + 5, (2)u

L=T(2) + 52 (2) 70 (2 (2) =2ine(2) (L + T3 (2) + 572 (2 (2)) = — = (16)
Refor;nrto T, Reform to T, ‘
where z/__(2) = W is the causal effect of increasing the taxable income of a type

 (z) agent on their choice of dirty good consumption.

Notice, in the two-stage formulation of the agent’s problem, that this first-order condition
depends on the reforms to both tax schedules. This is because, when responding to the
reform at stage 1, the agent anticipates how the reform to the tax on the dirty good will
impact their marginal return to earning income, given that some of their income will be
spent on that good. After rearranging the left hand side of the equation, the reformed
effective marginal income tax rate can be rewritten as:

11— TZI (Z) - xgnc(z) (1 + 7;/ (I)) + K (i‘/ (z) - xinc(z)) Ta/c (52‘ (Z)) . (17)

This formulation highlights that heterogeneity in preferences leads to a distinction between
the causal effect of additional income on dirty good consumption, and the cross-sectional
relationship between income and dirty good consumption. Following Ferey et al. (2024),
we let 21, (2) be the component of the cross-sectional relationship that is driven by hetero-
geneity in tastes:

l‘i‘let(z) =7 (Z) - $£nc(z)' (18)
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As equation 16 shows, the change in the effective marginal income tax rate induced by the
reform reform is directly proportional to this preference heterogeneity effect. As a result,
the behavioral response of taxable income induced by the reform is:

9 z / /in

S = e ) 19
where: , c

e.(2) = 1= 7:(2) 0 (20)

z 8(1'_'72(2)) z
is the compensated elasticity of taxable income with respect to the net-of-income-tax rate.

Note that formal definitions of these elasticities are included in the proof of Proposition 1.

Consumption of the Dirty Good (Indirect). To complete our enumeration of behavioral

responses, we consider the subsequent impact of the induced change in income on con-
sumption of x. For an agent earning income z, this is determined by the causal effect of

income on the dirty good,

%
=0 Ok

0%(2)
0z

ze.(2)

= I{nc(z)l_—mﬂfhet(z)%(f(z))a (21)

k=0

resulting in a total effect of the reform on dirty good consumption of:

dz

dx _0#(2)
dk N

Ok

8_3:
=0 0z

%
=0 Ok

(22)

k=0 Z, k=0

2.7 A Key Sufficient Statistic: The “Taste Elasticity”

The formulation above highlights the key role of heterogeneity in preferences. Specifically,
our optimal tax conditions will feature an important additional sufficient statistic: the
“taste elasticity”, ng?;te (z). This is the elasticity of consumption of = with respect to income

that occurs only through heterogeneity in agent tastes:

e (o) = Sl @)

The taste elasticity captures any differences in consumption of = across income that occur

not due to the causal effect of higher income, but due to differences in the preferences of

agents who locate at different parts of the income distribution.

In the Atkinson and Stiglitz (1976) benchmark in which preferences are identical across
Taste

agents and separable from labor supply, 7,% (2) = 0. In this special case, both the income

and indirect consumption effects (equations 19 and 21) are zero. The logic of the two-stage
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decision process above sheds light on why. Recall that a distribution neutral reform uses
the income tax to exactly offset the financial impact of the altered tax on the dirty good.
If all agents have the same preferences, this also means that every agent’s evaluation of
every counterfactual income choice is also unchanged, because all agents would make
the same consumption decisions if they had the same income level. This implies that the
reform induces no change to any agent’s choice of income.

More generally, differences in tastes across types can lead to a positive or negative value
of n;crf‘jte (z), depending on whether higher or lower types have a relative preference for
the dirty good. This implies potential labor supply impacts from the distribution neutral
reform. To see why, recall the two stage decision process. An agent of type wy and income
2o considers whether to increase her income slightly to z;. If n}?gte (z) < 0, she would
consume less of z given income z; than type w; agents (who do have income z1). Now
consider a reform that increases 7., (#(z1)) while lowering T (z1) just enough to leave the
utility of type w; unchanged at z;. This same reform must raise the utility that wy would
receive at z1, making that higher income more attractive. Conversely, if n;r?jte (z) <0, the

same distribution neutral reform reduces the incentive to increase one’s income.
2.8 Testing Local Pareto Efficiency: A Specific Reform

To characterize the set of Pareto efficient tax systems, consider a specific distribution
neutral tax reform where we only alter the marginal commodity tax rate for agents earning
taxable income z, increasing it:
1 ifz =2
2 (2(2)) = o (24)
0 otherwise
Distribution neutrality then requires an offsetting reduction of those same agents’ marginal

income tax rates. Specifically, 7. (z') = —2/(2’) if 2/ = z and 7/(2’) = 0 otherwise.
2.9 Welfare Effects of the Reform

We obtain the welfare effect of a reform by multiplying each behavioral response (equations
14, 19, and 21) by its marginal impact on social welfare. For changes in consumption of the
dirty good (equations 14 and 21), the marginal social value is the difference between the
marginal tax rate on that good and its marginal social damage, i.e. T, (2(z)) — @. For
changes in income, the marginal social value is simply the income tax rate 7] (z). In total,

the impact on social welfare is the sum of three effects:

AW(2) = AW?(2) + AW?F(2) + AW72(2) (25)
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where the components are defined as follows.

AW() = T/(2) Zfi,(,() ) 26
xz / A x)( ) $|Z(Z)‘%(Z)
N Ta (2 N ) T+ T2 @7

AW () = (71( @) -2 07 ) @)

The first of these effects, AWW?, captures the impact on government revenue from taxable
income changes. The second, AW??, is the uninternalized component of the externality
caused by changes in consumption of the externality-generating good, which are directly
caused by the tax reform. Finally, AW?*77 is the effect of further changes in consumption

of z that are induced indirectly by changes in taxable income.
2.10 A Neccessary Condition for Pareto Efficiency

Setting the total impact on welfare (AW) equal to zero yields an optimal tax condition at
each income level z, which simply requires that there be no net gain to distribution neutral

tax reforms at any given level of income.

T ) -2E e 5 () (72’<Z>+[é<f<z>>”&(“')}x;m(@) .

LTI ) ) o () 77 (2)

In our proof in Appendix B, we derive equation 29 more formally, considering the broader
set of distribution neutral reforms. Specifically, the result follows from applying the

fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations.

Our final step is to rearrange equation 29 to isolate the wedge between the marginal tax
D'(z)
)

rate on z and its marginal damage, i.e. 7.(%(z)) — . This yields Proposition 1.

Proposition 1. If the income and commodity taxes are optimal and are allowed to be non-linear,
they must satisfy equation 30:

OB CI LR -
where: ) a
RR(Z) = Ezte (Z) €z (Z) 1+ iy (I (Z)) (31)

gz (2) 1T (2)
measures relative responsiveness to changes in the carbon versus the income tax rates. If this
condition is not satisfied, there exists a simultaneous reform to both taxes that yields a Pareto gain.
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From Equation 30, we can see that ng‘}jte (z) is a sufficient statistic that determines the sign

and scales the size of any deviation from setting the marginal tax on x equal to the marginal

damage, D'(Z). If there is no taste heterogeneity, i.e., n1*5* (z) = 0, the optimal corrective

4

tax is the standard Pigouvian one: T (% (z)) = D’(z)/\. In this case, there is no “tagging”

role for the carbon tax, because tastes do not change along the income distribution. Only

Taste
T,z

can also see that such deviations may vary across different levels of income, which could

if n,%* (2) # 0 does the optimal carbon tax differ from the Pigouvian benchmark. We

motivate means-tested rebates or subsidies for externality-producing goods.

Unlike the standard Pigouvian tax, the optimal tax depends on the magnitude of behavioral
responses. The stronger the demand response (i.e. the larger is ¢,), (2)), the closer the
optimal tax will be to the Pigouvian benchmark. This happens because the planner’s ability
to successfully exploit tagging and use deviations from the Pigouvian level of the tax to
redistribute depends on how responsive consumption of the tag is to taxation. Conversely,
a higher value of the elasticity if income favors a larger deviation from Pigouvian taxation:
If the income tax is highly distortionary, using other instruments such as the carbon tax can
be an efficient alternative. For a similar reason, we see that the deviation from Pigouvian
taxation is proportional to the level of the marginal tax rate on income: A low income tax

rate implies a small marginal distortion from the income tax in the first place.

The optimal tax could even have the opposite sign of the marginal damage, at least in

theory. In this case, a good causing a negative externality is optimally subsidized, or a

good causing a positive externality is taxed. This occurs if n;ff‘jte (z) is negative and the

magnitude of the optimal deviation is large. That could happen because consumption

Taste
T,z

small (¢, (2) is small), the Pareto parameter of taxable income (1 — H, (z) / [2h. (2)]) at z

of x is a very effective tag (i.e. 7,0 (2) is itself large), because the response to the tax is

is small, and /or the social marginal utility is small at incomes above 2.

The denominator of equation 30 amplifies positive deviations from the Pigouvian level,
and dampens negative deviations. Suppose that the taste elasticity is positive, motivating

a carbon tax greater than the Pigouvian level. Raising the carbon tax and lowering the
/

income tax produces efficiency gains. Incomes increase. If ;.

(z) > 0, consumption of
the carbon-intensive good increases as well. There is an uninternalized social benefit to
that to the extent that 7 (2 (z)) > @, amplifying the original gains further. Conversely,
suppose that the taste elasticity is negative. Then we realize efficiency gains as we lower
the carbon tax below the Pigouvian level, the resulting rise in incomes and carbon-intensive
consumption produces an uninternalized social cost because 7, (£ (z)) < @. This makes

the efficiency gains from lowering the carbon tax less attractive than otherwise.
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A different way of seeing this is that using the carbon tax for redistribution is more

beneficial if the income tax is more distortionary. The net wedge from the income tax is:

D'(z)]
) zi(2). (32)

T (2) + | T (2(2) -

It is clear from this expression that raising 7, increases that wedge, making the income tax
more distortionary, and thus relying on the carbon tax for redistribution more beneficial.
Conversely, progressively lowering 7. reduces the wedge from income taxation. Mechani-
cally, this means that positive deviations from the Pigouvian level of the carbon tax are

amplified, and the negative deviations are dampened.
2.11 Level of the Optimal Taxes

A very similar approach can be used to derive conditions characterizing the optimal levels
of the externality and income taxes. The fact that a reform to each tax schedule is not by
itself distribution neutral means that they involve trade-offs between individuals, and
therefore marginal social welfare weights. We follow Diamond (1975) and Ferey et al.
(2024) in defining augmented welfare weights:

g(w) = ~v(w)

e(elw). 2(w) 2(w) [ w) | [, D (3)] 93(w)
; 7o () - 23

n
_D’(ff)} /

o)
H{TE0) + | T (@) et | D, @)
@(w) A o1
where axa(}”) and 828(}”) are the effects of additional disposable income on consumption

of x and income; and ) is the multiplier on the government’s budget constraint. These
augmented weights incorporate both the direct social value of increasing the consumption

of an individual of type w, and indirect impacts on social welfare from income effects.

The resulting optimal tax conditions for the two schedules are stated in Proposition 2. We
defer the derivation of these conditions to Appendix B.

Proposition 2. The optimal tax on the externality-producing good must satisfy Equation 34:

ﬂ(ﬁ (2)) B D/)(\j) _ TﬂStB( ) 1 1_HZ (Z)
€xlz (Z) zh, (Z)

R E()
and the optimal tax on income must satisfy Equation 35:

T+ [T @) -2 () 1 gy
1-T!(2) e (2) zh.(2) (1=3+ (2)), (35)
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where G (z) is the average marginal social welfare weight of agents with income above z.

Equation 34 closely resembles the standard “ABC” expression for the optimal non-linear
income tax for a redistributive social planner (Mirrlees, 1971). Part of the intuition is
therefore familiar. A higher marginal tax rate at # (z) is optimal if: redistribution to agents
with incomes below = is highly valued (i.e. if the average welfare weight above z, g4 (2),
is relatively small); people do not respond much to the carbon tax (i.e. &4, (2) is small);
and/or a large amount of revenue can be raised relative to the amount of income distorted

by a local increase in the marginal tax rate (1 — H,(z) large relative to zh.(z)).

There are two key differences from the standard optimal tax condition. The first is that
there is a Pigouvian correction, which additively adjusts the marginal tax to take into
account the marginal damage on others of consuming z, D’(Z). The second is the presence
of the taste elasticity, n;"?;te (z), which captures the same intuition as above.

Equation 35 is almost identical to the usual “ABC” formula. A higher marginal tax rate
is optimal if redistribution is valued (g4 (z) is large), people do not respond much to
the income tax (¢, (z) small), or a large amount of revenue can be raised relative to the
amount of income distorted by a local increase in the marginal tax rate (1 — H,(z) large
relative to zh,(z)). The only difference from the standard intuition is the presence of
(T2 (z (0 (2))) = D' (z) /A },.(2) on the left hand side. As before, this term captures the
intuition that marginal expenditure on the taxed good, x is socially beneficial if the carbon

tax is set higher than the Pigouvian level; or socially costly otherwise.
2.12 Restricting to Linear Taxation

Some version of a non-linear tax on carbon may well be feasible in practice. Indeed, there
are many real-life examples of non-linear pricing and taxation schemes for electricity, road
usage, and vehicle registration fees. However, this may not be true in all settings or for
all externality-generating goods. We therefore also consider the optimal linear tax on the
externality-generating good, and the extent to which this deviates from the Pigouvian

prescription of setting it to the level of marginal damage.

If the tax on the externality-generating good must be linear (7 (2 (z)) = t5), the Pareto
efficiency condition for the linear tax rate is similar to the condition for the non-linear cor-
rective tax (Equation 30). However, it averages over all levels of income z and consumption

of z. Specifically, the optimal linear tax is characterized by Proposition 2.

Proposition 3. If the income and commodity taxes are optimal and the corrective tax is restricted
to being linear, they must satisfy equation 36:
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D'(z) E. [RR (=) T} (2)]

4

TN TR [RR(2) 2, (9)]

(36)

where [, is the expectation over the income distribution, and:

— Toste ( €z (2) z (2) 141,
RR(E) =BG g s oy () )

and x, (z) = % is the causal effect of income on consumption of x. If this condition is not

satisfied, there exists a simultaneous reform to both taxes that yields a Pareto gain.

The derivation is straightforward. For a linear dirty goods tax, the reforms we can consider
are restricted to 7, (2 (z)) = % (). Plugging this into the equation for the welfare impact
(equation 25) and setting it to zero gives us equation 36.

3 Multidimensional Heterogeneity

We now extend our analysis to allow for multidimensional heterogeneity. In Section 2, we
assumed that heterogeneity was unidimensional and that all agents with the same taxable
income z would make identical consumption choices. In practice, households with the
same income may differ in their preferences for carbon-intensive goods due to factors such
as geographic location, household composition, or idiosyncratic tastes. Here, we allow for
such within-income heterogeneity.

Formally, we assume each agent has some type (w,f) € R44 x ® and that type (w, )
agents make choices to maximize some utility function u (¢, z, z;w,0). To simplify the

discussion, we restrict our attention here to the case of a linear tax.

3.1 Vertically Neutral Reforms

In the multidimensional case, it is not generally possible to construct a Pareto gain via
a joint perturbation to the income and corrective taxes, because some individuals at any
given level of income may be disproportionately intense consumers of the externality-
generating good. This type of within-income heterogeneity has been studied empirically
by Pizer and Sexton (2019), Cronin et al. (2019), and Rausch et al. (2011). Sallee (2022)
discusses the potential for true Pareto gains in light of this heterogeneity.

It is still possible to construct a reform in the same vein as Section 2, which ensures that
there is no mechanical redistribution between people with different levels of income. This
allows us to derive a similar necessary condition for the tax system to be optimal. Formally,

we consider a joint, infinitesimal reform that is distribution neutral on average at each
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income level z: what we call a vertically neutral tax reform. Any pair of reform functions 7,

and 7, is vertically neutral if, for each income level z, we have:
7:(2) = —E[n(2(w,0))]2(w,0) = 2]. (38)

In the linear tax case, this is simply 7.(z) = —Z (z), where z (z) = E[z(w, 0)|z(w,0) = z].
The implied reform to marginal income tax rates is then:

() = =7 ()

dE[z(w,0)|z(w,0) = 2]
dz '

3.2 Effects of Vertically Neutral Reforms

The effects of a vertically neutral reform with multidimensional heterogeneity largely par-
allel the unidimensional case. However, there are new effects that stem from hetereogenity

in the impact of a reform on different agents with the same income level.

Let 2 (z,0) = z (0 (2;60),0) be the dirty good consumption of a type 6 agent that has
chosen taxable income z, with  (z;0) being the inverse of z (w, #), holding ¢ constant.

Alternatively, we can express the consumption level of this agent as:
2(z,0) =z (0 (20),0;2) (39)

where z (w, 0; z) is the amount of = that type (w, #) would consume if they had taxable

income z (whether or not this is the level of income they actual choose).

As in Section 2, a vertically neutral reform induces three types of compensated behavioral
responses. First, a reform which increases the linear commodity tax rate generates the
following first-order compensated response of dirty good consumption:

8:%(2,9) 5x\z(z)£(270)

— TV 4
oK 14+t, (40)

2z, k=0
for agents of type 6 with taxable income .

Next, we turn to the effect of the vertically neutral reform on the first stage of the agent’s
problem, in which they choose which level of income to earn. A type 6 agent with income

z sees their effective marginal income tax rate change by —rxj. . (2; ), where:

Thet(2:0) = & (2) — 2l (2 0). (41)

inc
The interpretation of z} ,(z;6) is very similar to the unidimensional case. Fixing some
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income level z, it is the difference between the cross-sectional relationship between income
and the average level of dirty good consumption, and the causal effect of additional income

on consumption of = for agents of type 6.

This change in the incentive to earn income leads to a potentially type-specific compensated

taxable income response of:

0z (W (2;0),0)
Ok

¢ zaz(z; «9) p
= ————~1..(2:0 42
- 1 TZ’(Z) het( ) ( )

where ¢,(z; 0) is the elasticity of taxable income for an agent of type (w, ). Also as before,

this change in income induces a change in dirty good consumption:

0%(z,0) 0z (0 (2;0),0)
0z Ok

R LI
e O

(2;6). (43)
k=0
Unlike a distribution neutral reform in the unidimensional case, there is redistribution
between agents from this reform, because it is only vertically neutral. Unlike the distribution
neutral case, some agents are left unable to afford their original bundle, while others can
now afford strictly more than before.

To be more precise, the impact of our vertically neutral reform on the virtual income of a
type 6 agent with taxable income z is (2(z,6) — Z (z)) . The impact on social welfare is
equal to this change in income, scaled by the marginal social welfare weight of the affected
agent, g(z,0). These welfare weights are defined analogously to the unidimensional case:
(C(Z, 6)7 x(zvf)7 2 "LU(Z, 9)7 9) + |:7;C/ (.@(Z, 9)) _

{7+ [Ty 0. 0) - T2 a0y p ELEEE)

g(z,0) =~(0(2,0);0) te

D’ (z)] 02(z,0)
A Bi

z

Integrating across all levels of income and all agent types within each level of income, we

get the following expression:

%
ok

= / E[(2(260) — 2(2))g(2:0) | 2] ha(2) dz (44)

-~

Welfare effect from mechanical redistribution

+ /]E [AW“T'Z(z;G) + AW?(2;0) + AW7%(2;0) | z] h.(z)dz,

Welfare effects from compensated behavioral responses

where the three behavioral impacts conceptually mirror the unidimensional case.
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As before, AW? captures the impact on government revenue from taxable income choices.
The second term, AW??, is the impact of changes in consumption of z that are directly
caused by the tax reform. Finally, AW?*7% is the effect of further changes in consumption

of z that are induced indirectly by changes in income.

5z(Z§ 9)2 /

AW?*(2;0) = 7;/(2)1_—7-,(2)%&

(2:0) (45)

AW (2:9) = (tx - D'i@)) €x|z(21;j—):(2;6) (46)
'(z (z;0)z
AW 7%(2;0) = (tw — D)(\ )) x{nc(z;e)%xhet(z; 6) 47)

3.3 Heterogeneity in Behavioral Responses

The presence of mechanical redistribution is not the only difference between equation 44
and its unidimensional counterpart (equation 25). Variation in the behavioral responses of

different agents with the same level of income is also important.

To understand this, consider the income tax revenue that results from a marginal increase
in the dirty goods tax rate by dt,, along with the compensating change to the income tax.
This is E [AW?(z;0) | z], which is the expectation of the impact at z across agents with
different values of 0. Recall that this behavioral response arises from an agent anticipating
the impact of a change in the tax rate on = on their incentive to earn additional income.
For an agent of type 6 and income z, the net impact of the vertically neutral reform is to
change the agent’s effective marginal income tax rate by z} ,(z; #)dt,. Clearly, this varies
across agents with different types to the extent that there is heterogeneity in the causal

income effect, z{__(z; ). In addition, there may be heterogeneity in the elasticity of taxable

mc
income, ¢,(z; 0), across types with the same income.

Heterogeneity in these behavioral responses means that we cannot simply replace each
behavioral parameter with its mean value. Instead, we need to take into account the
potential for £, (z; 0) and 2!__(z;0) to be correlated at a given level of income. This leads to

mc

the following equation for IE [AW?(z;0) | z]:

: 2(2)z T(2)=
E [AW?(2;0) | 2] = T() - =T Thet(2) + 1_—72/(2)‘[: [e2(2:0), Ther(2:0)2]  (48)
where 7} . (2) is the average value of z; ,(z; 0) for agents at income level z and C indicates
a covariance. Equation 48 highlights that ignoring heterogeneity and using 7, (z) to

measure this effect may be valid, but only if €. (2;0) and z{,.(z; ) are uncorrelated.
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Turning to the expectation of the second effect, E [AW?*7%(z;0) | 2], we can again rewrite

this as a function of the average values of each statistic and their covariances:

_D'(z)
E[AW™"(2:6) | 2] = (ﬁ) 22 (2)Einel(2) Fher(2) (49)
(

D'(z)
te — A = / . / .
+ (1 _ 7-Z/<Z)> ZgZ(Z)C [xinc(z’ 9)7$het(z’ 9)|Z}
)

D' (z
ty —
+ (#) 2 C [e2(2;0), 2ipe (23 0) 2 (25 0) 2] -

The first term in this expression is simply the product of mean behavioral responses, which
would also be present in a model without multidimensional heterogeneity.

The second and third terms involve covariances. We can understand these as arising from
the two steps that lead from the tax reform to indirect changes in consumption of . First,
the income response for an individual of type (w, #) is proportional to €. (z;6) x 2}, (2;0).
Second, fixing this income response, the income effect on consumption of x is proportional
to z{ (2;6). Not only is there potential for these two components of the response to
be correlated, but the definition of z} ,(2;0) in terms of 2} (z;6) means that there is a

mc
mechanical relationship between them. In fact, this mechanical connection means that the
tirst covariance collapses to the negative variance of causal income effects at z:
C [#inc(20), Thet(2:0) | 2] = =V [ (2:6) | 2] - (50)
This is because agents with a larger z1 ., (2; #) experience a larger change in their effective
marginal income tax rates, and also have a smaller consumption response to any given
increase in their incomes.

The second covariance makes a further adjustment to account for the possibility that the

/

product of the causal income and heterogeneity effects z;

(2;0)2} 4 (2; 0) may be correlated
with the elasticity of taxable income, ¢,(z; #). This highlights a useful and tractable special
case: If we assume that ¢, (z;6) is constant within income levels, then the third term is
zero. However, the first covariance remains. This highlights that heterogeneity matters
even without correlation between the various statistics. Only with the further restriction
that there is no within-income heterogeneity at all, so that Var(z/ .(2;6) | z) = 0, does
equation 50 become isomorphic to the unidimensional case. In this sense, multidimensional

heterogeneity leads to robust attenuation of the indirect consumption effect.
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3.4 Optimal Linear Taxation: The Multidimensional Case

Our final step is to put together the impacts on social welfare from a vertically neutral
reform, and present an optimal tax condition, harnessing the fact that the welfare effect of

any vertically neutral reform (equation 44) must equal zero at the optimum.

By construction, the reforms we have considered do not redistribute vertically. For simplic-
ity, we also assume throughout the analysis below that welfare weights are uncorrelated
with consumption of the externality-generating good conditional on income, at least on

average. That is, we assume that:
E|[C (g (w,0),z(w,0) ]|z (w,0) =2)] =0. (51)
In practice, the sign of this covariance depends on whether more intense consumers of

carbon-intensive goods have higher or lower welfare weights conditional on income.

Assuming that the effect on welfare of redistribution within income levels is negligible
on average, rearranging equation 44 yields the following characterization of the optimal

linear tax on the externality-generating good.

Proposition 4. Assume that welfare weights are uncorrelated with consumption of the externality-
generating good conditional on income:

E[C(g(2:0),2(2:0) | z)] = 0. (52)

Then the optimal linear tax on the externality-generating good satisfies:

D'(z) _ _ E.[Eg[RR(%0)T/(2) | ]
A 1-E: [Eg [RR(20)a},(20) | ]|

ty — (53)

where:
. aste( . (27 9) (Z) L+t
RR(=:0) = nes () (E[ x|z(z,9)fc(2;9)]> () oY

and the type-specific taste elasticity is:

nga;te(z; 9) _ Zx;;?(;); 9) _ Z(J_:’(Z) ;(Zjénc(z; 9)) (55)

Equation (53) closely parallels the optimal linear tax condition from the unidimensional
case (Proposition 3), but with expectations taken over both income levels and 6 types
within each income level. The taste elasticity nTaSte(z ¢) now measures how a type 0
individual’s causal income effect diverges from the overall cross-sectional relationship

between income and consumption.

24



3.5 Decomposing the Multidimensional Optimal Tax Condition

To guide our empirical implementation, we can decompose the expectations in equation
53 into average effects and within-income covariance terms. This follows the same logic as

when we decomposed the individual behavioral responses in Section 3.3.

First, the numerator of the right-hand side of equation 53 can be written as 7, (z)/[1 —
T!(z)] x N where:

j(z)g‘z(z)

( ) ZC(‘C:Z(Z 0)7 mc( 9) | Z)
IE[&?:E‘Z(Z;Q)ZL‘(Z; 9)]

B | TTEE, L (20)2(2:6)

N = IE ﬁ;cfazste

where 71°5®(2) and £, (z) are averages across 6 types at income .

The first term of this equation involves average values of each sufficient statistic at each
income level. To use this first term while ignoring the second would be equivalent to
naively applying the unidimensional formula with the average values of each sufficient
statistic. The second term is a correction involving the within-income covariance between

the elasticity of taxable income and the causal income effect on z.

Section 3.3 explains where this covariance term comes from. We now provide comple-
mentary intuition. Consider a population where, conditional on z, agents with higher ¢,

also have higher z!__ (and thus lower nTaSte) Such agents have two key characteristics.

mc
First, they respond strongly to income tax changes. Second, the tagging value of carbon
is low for such agents. Thus, if the planner could condition taxes on 6, they would set a
smaller deviation from Pigouvian taxation for these agents. In reality, the planner can only
condition on z. However, the optimal uniform policy must account for the fact that the

most responsive agents are precisely those for whom tagging is least valuable.

Second, the denominator of the right-hand side of equation 53 can be written as 1 — [1 +
tz]/[1 = T](2)] x D where:

Z(2)E[z], (2 0)e=(2;0)|2]
E[€x|z(za6) (270)]

_ —TaSte P < C( lnC(Z 0)7 lnc(z; Q)EZ(Z’ €)|Z)
D =E. 7::7(2) Efe,).(2:0)(=:0)]

T,z

~E,

As Section 3.3 explains, this covariance comes from correlation between the tagging value
of the externality-generating good, and indirectly induced consumption of that good.
Suppose that among agents at a given level of income, two things go together: (1) a high

tagging value of z, as reflected by a low value of z__; and (2) a small indirect response of x

mc’

because a:mc is small, ¢, is small, or both. Then this covariance term will be positive, which

increases the denominator and dampens any optimal deviation from the Pigouvian level
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of the optimal tax. Intuitively, the planner must take into account that agents for whom
tagging is most valuable are precisely those for whom any efficiency gains from a reform

lead indirectly to more counterproductive externality-generating consumption.

3.6 A Tractable Case: Constant Elasticity of Taxable Income

In our empirical implementation, we assume that the elasticity of taxable income does not
vary with 6 at each income level, so thate,(z;0) = £,(z) for all 8. Proposition 1 presents the
optimal tax condition for this empirically implementable case. In addition to the average
Holding
all other empirical objects constant, this extra term always attenuates any deviation of the

value of each statistic, the condition features the variance of income effects, 7, .
optimal tax on z from the Pigouvian level. Only in the special case in which there is no
within-income heterogeneity, so that Var(z},.(z;0) | z) = 0, does equation (56) simplify to
the unidimensional optimal linear tax condition in Proposition 3.

Corollary 1. If £,(z; 0) = &,(z) for all § at each income level z, the optimal linear tax satisfies:

. D@ _ E. [RR(2)7T/(2)] (56)
A 1-E, [RR(2)Z, (z)] +E. [@(z)v(xgm(z; 0) | z)}

where:

ea2(2:0)x(20)] ) \1-T/(2)

—~ g.(2)z 1+t
RO = Bl G0 -T2 o9

RR(:) = i1 2) (E[ S(2)20) )( L), 7)

and z{, (z) = E[z],.(2;0) | 2] is the average causal income effect at z.

Corollary 1 identifies the sufficient statistics that are needed to characterize optimal policy
with multidimensional heterogeneity, subject to our restriction that the elasticity of taxable
income is constant. First, we require the average value of several statistics at each income

level: the cross-sectional slope, z’(z); the causal income effect,

(z); the elasticity of
taxable income, £.(z); and the weighted average demand elasticity, S (z;0). Second, we

need to measure the within-income variance in income effects, Var(zf,.(z;0) | z).

4 Empirical Application

Equations 29 and 36 allow us to quantify the optimal carbon tax for the United States,
taking into account distributional concerns. For a given marginal social cost of carbon,

we show how the Pareto-efficient carbon tax may deviate from the standard Pigouvian
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correction under both nonlinear and linear commodity tax systems, presenting estimates
for a range of different assumptions regarding the compensated elasticities of taxable
income and dirty good consumption. We initially consider the simpler unidimensional

case, and then we incorporate multidimensional heterogeneity.

We start with our empirical quantification of taste heterogeneity, n;f?;fe (z). This is the focus
of Section 4.1. In Section 4.2, we then describe how we estimate and calibrate the other key

objects which jointly determine the optimal carbon tax.

4.1 Quantifying Taste Heterogeneity

To estimate the extent of taste heterogeneity, we use the decomposition of the cross-
sectional relationship provided by equation 18. This requires an estimate of '(z), which
we obtain from cross-sectional variation in the consumer expenditure survey; and an
estimate of 2, at each of many different points in the income distribution, which we

obtain by running our own survey.

4.1.1 Measuring Cross-Sectional Variation Using The CEX

We first measure the cross-sectional relationship between taxable income and consumption
of carbon-intensive goods, #'(z). We do this using the Consumer Expenditure Survey
(CEX), which provides quarterly expenditure data from 2019 to 2023. Specifically, we use
information from the public use microdata (PUMD) files of the Consumer Expenditure
Surveys provided by the United States Bureau of Labour Statistics. We rely on the Inter-
view survey, a rotating panel survey with approximately 6,000 observations per quarter
containing detailed data on expenditures, income, and demographic characteristics of
consumers in the United States. Each observation is at the household level.> Our sample
is composed of 113,108 quarterly observations across 46,918 households. Because of the
rotating nature of the panel, households may be sampled from once up to 4 consecutive
times (quarters) across the sample period (2019-2023).

We compute expenditure on carbon-intensive goods as a percentage of total consumption
for each quarterly household observation. We focus on two carbon-intensive expenditure
categories: (i) an aggregate dirty good, and (ii) gasoline and other motor oils. Aggregate
dirty good consumption is defined as the sum of electricity expenditure, gasoline and motor
oil expenditure, all heating fuels expenditure, and natural gas expenditure. Appendix A.1
shows the share of consumption accounted for by these and other categories.

3See detailed definition of a “Consumer Unit” at: https:/ /www.bls.gov/cex/csxfags.htm#qcl.
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Figure 1. Expenditure shares of carbon-intensive goods across the income distribution
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Note: These binscatter plots show (i) the average share (in %) of expenditure on polluting goods as a
fraction of total consumption, and (ii) the corresponding average household taxable income, for each income
percentile using data from the 2018-2023 Consumer Expenditure Survey quarterly waves. The “dirty good”
expenditure category includes gasoline, electricity, natural gas, and heating fuels. Household taxable incomes
were converted to 2024 USD using the average annual Consumer Price Index in the US.



To smooth the cross-sectional relationship between household taxable income and con-
sumption of carbon-intensive goods, we assign each household to a year-specific income
percentile (because taxable income is measured annually). We then average measures of
consumption and income across quarterly observations of households within each income
percentile bin, using CEX-provided survey weights to ensure the sample is representative
of the US population. This binning procedure abstracts away from any within-income

heterogeneity in dirty good consumption. In Section 4.3.3, we relax this restriction.

Panel (a) of Figure 1 shows the average dirty good expenditure as a share (in percent) of total
expenditures at each point in the income distribution. Panel (b) shows the same measure
for gasoline only.* Poorer households spend a much larger share of their consumption
budget on carbon-intensive goods than do higher-income households. For the aggregate
dirty good displayed in panel (a), the share ranges from a high of 11% at the bottom of the
income distribution to a low of approximately 5% at the very top. Focusing on gasoline
only, displayed in panel (b), the expenditure share ranges from 4 to 5% at the bottom of
the income distribution to 2.5% at the top.

While consumption shares of carbon-intensive goods are generally decreasing with income
(see Figure 1), it is important to note that levels are increasing with income. Figure 2 shows
the cross-sectional relationship between quarterly consumption expenditure (in dollars)
of carbon-intensive goods and household taxable income. The relationship is generally
positive but flattens out at higher levels of household taxable income.

4.1.2 Measuring Income Effects Using A Hypothetical Choice Survey

/

Next, we measure the causal response of additional income, ;..

This requires a survey
of our own, which measures how each household’s consumption would respond to a
small amount of additional income. We designed and ran the survey using Qualtrics, and
recruited participants on Prolific Academic.> The sample is comprised of 1,448 US residents
aged 25 to 54, and was designed to be representative of the US population along the

targeted dimensions of age, gender, and race (see Appendix Table A.4).6

4Using total expenditure rather than annual income as the denominator is preferable when studying
the distributional burden of excise taxes. As Poterba (1989) explains, this is because total expenditures are
typically less volatile than income and thus serve as a better proxy for lifetime income. For our analyses, using
total expenditures as the denominator also has the additional benefit of abstracting away from differences in
the saving rate across incomes. The main takeaway from Figure 1 remains the same if we compute shares of
income rather than expenditure.

5The survey and our analysis of the results were pre-registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF)
platform in January, 2025: https://osf.io/swqze.

®The survey was conducted in two waves, the first in February 2025, and the second in July 2025.
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Figure 2. Quarterly consumption expenditure of carbon-intensive goods across the income distribution

Note: These binscatter plots show (i) the average quarterly expenditures on polluting goods, and (ii) the
corresponding average household taxable income, for each income percentile using data from the 2018-2023
Consumer Expenditure Survey quarterly waves. The “dirty good” expenditure category includes gasoline,
electricity, natural gas, and heating fuels. Household consumption expenditures and taxable incomes were
converted to 2024 USD using the average annual Consumer Price Index in the US.
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The primary purpose of the survey was to elicit how each household would respond to an
unexpected increase in household (after-tax) income. Respondents were asked to allocate
a $1,000 permanent increase in household income across an exhaustive list of expenditure
categories (mirroring those from the CEX), and a residual savings bucket.” This elicitation
procedure provides us with each respondent’s marginal propensity to consume (MPC)
out of a permanent increase in household income, and its breakdown between carbon-
intensive goods (electricity, natural gas, heating fuels, and gasoline) and other goods. We
also collected information about respondents’ status quo household income (both before-

and after-tax), and the breakdown of these expenditures.

Response Quality. We took several steps to ensure the quality of respondents, including

screening out respondents based on (i) past studies’ rejection rates, and (ii) the number
of hours spent on the platform. As stated in our pre-registration plan, we also filter out
participants who fail attention checks, speedsters, extreme outliers, and respondents who
provide inconsistent or nonsensical information on before- vs. after-tax income or marginal

propensity to consume (see Appendix Table A.5 for a breakdown of sample exclusions).

In addition, we have a powerful way to validate the representativeness of our survey
sample. Figure A.1 plots the relationship between our respondents’ reported consumption
expenditures and their incomes. This relationship can be compared to that in the Consumer
Expenditure Survey (Figure 1). The figures align remarkably closely, suggesting that our
responses are of high quality and our respondents quite representative.

Marginal Consumption Patterns In The Survey. Figure 3 shows a binscatter plot of the

relationship between the share of carbon-intensive goods in total marginal consumption,
and household taxable income. We also include corresponding global polynomial fits
(of order 2). Panel (a) shows the aggregate results for all of the carbon-intensive goods,
while panel (b) shows the results for gasoline. In both cases, we see a declining marginal
propensity to consume these goods as income rises.

!
inc

4

Estimating Causal Income Effects. Our estimates for z:__build on our survey respondents

marginal consumption choices in response to a hypothetical increase in their incomes (see
Figure 3). However, we need to make a few additional assumptions to estimate z{, ()

based on the consumption response to a small permanent increase in after-tax income.

First, note that in our theoretical framework, the response of = to a pure income shock (the

quantity we observe in our custom survey) is given by:

W = nx‘z(z) + W 772(2), (59)

7See Figure A.2 for a screenshot of the online survey page.
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Figure 3. Share of carbon-intensive goods in total MPC across the income distribution

Note: These binscatter plots show (i) the average share of expenditure on polluting goods as a fraction of total
marginal propensity to consume (MPC) out of a small and unexpected $1,000 increase in after-tax household
income, and (ii) the corresponding average household taxable income, averaged across 20 bins of household
taxable income (selected with binsreg (Cattaneo et al., 2024)), and (iii) a global polynomial of degree 2
estimated to fit the relationship between these two variables, using data from a custom representative survey
of the US population (N = 1, 448). The “dirty good” expenditure category includes gasoline, electricity,
natural gas, and heating fuels.
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where 7, and ), are income effects due to a reform that lowers the tax burden slightly,
while leaving both marginal tax rates unchanged. Imposing weak separability between
income and consumption choices allows us to make more progress here.? In this case, the
causal effect of z on z only occurs via the change in disposable income [, i.e. dz/0z =
O1/0z x 0x/01|,_ () = (1-T.) x Oz /0I|,_,(,), and we can rewrite the income effect
on consumption of the dirty good holding taxable income fixed as:

1 Oz (0 (z);z).

- 1-T! (z) 0z (60)

77x|z(z)

This means the total impact of a pure income shock on consumption of x can be written as

~

dr (0 (2);z) 1 Oz (W (2);2)
i —11(2) () T (D

If we further assume that the income effect on taxable income is negligible (1, ~ 0), then

toe() = ZHED) _ (1 gy (o)) 20121, ©

4.1.3 Abstracting Away From Savings

Our model is a static one, and thus abstracts away from the savings decision (i.e., from
consumption across multiple time periods). However, in the data, households do save a
fraction of their disposable income. Therefore, we make the following two adjustments to
abstract away from the savings decision. First, when constructing #/(z) with the CEX data,
we use shares (as in Figure 1) rather than levels at each income percentile, and multiply
these shares by the level of after-tax income. This results in a “savings-adjusted” level of
consumption of the dirty good z.° Second, we use shares of total marginal expenditure
(as depicted in Figure 3), i.e. the additional amount spent on carbon-intensive goods as
a fraction of the total additional amount spent, rather than the dollar amount spent on
carbon-intensive goods divided by $1,000.

8There is limited evidence that gasoline consumption is complementary with leisure (West and Williams
111, 2007), although this finding is not universal (Beznoska, 2014). If this is true for overall carbon intensity, our
estimates understate the optimal tax on carbon-intensive goods. See Kaplow (2012) for further discussion.

9This approach to handling the savings decision effectively assumes that consumption shares remain
constant over time, which is true with a utility function of the form: U; = u® (f;(c1, 1) + Bfi(c2,72), 2)
where f;(ct, x¢) is homothetic within each period ¢ € {1,2} and identical across periods. Note also that in
order to have a direct dependence of z on within-period consumption preferences, we need to allow the
homothetic preference parameters to depend on z (on top of their type dependence).
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414 Combining Cross-Sectional and Causal Variation To Estimate Taste Heterogeneity

Our final step is to smooth the data over the income distribution, and calculate z} ,(z) as
the difference between the fitted 2’(z) and the fitted z__(z). We first convert the discrete
distribution (at each percentile of taxable income) of (i) taxable income z, (ii) savings-
adjusted consumption of the dirty good x, and (iii) shares of total MPCs using the global

polynomials from Figure 3 rescaled by the net-of-tax (income) rate to obtain 7, (z) into a
continuous representation by constructing a grid of equally log-spaced points. We then fit
smoothing splines to the log-transformed variables, and convert them back to the original
levels. Finally, we compute the derivative of the fitted cross-sectional relationship #(z) to

recover #'(z) to which we can subtract the smoothed z}_(2) to obtain z; ().

The results are depicted in Figure 4. For brevity, we restrict the remainder of our empirical
analysis to the aggregate dirty good. However, we present results for each components

Appendix A, which are very similar in their implications.
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Figure 4. Decomposition of the cross-sectional profile £/ (z) - Aggregate Dirty Good

Note: This figure shows how we decompose the cross-sectional relationship between income and carbon-
intensive good consumption. The blue line is a smoothed estimate of the cross-sectional slope, #/(z) at
each level of income. The dashed red line shows estimates of the causal effect of income on expenditure on
carbon-intensive goods. The yellow dashed line subtracts the income effect from the cross-section to obtain
the part of the relationship between z and z that comes from preference heterogeneity.

The blue curve in Figure 4 depicts the cross-sectional profile #/(z). It is positive, decreasing
with income, but quickly flattens out for household taxable incomes between $100,000

and $300,000. This illustrates the increasing and concave relationship between levels of
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consumption of carbon-intensive goods and taxable income. The dashed orange curve
shows our fitted estimate of z7 (2), it is decreasing throughout the income distribution.
The dashed yellow curve shows the implied (residual) z} ,(z) which determines the sign of
ng?jte (z), and in turn the shape of our optimal and Pareto-efficient nonlinear tax schedules.
Our estimates of #'(z) and z{,(z) are remarkably close overall. This leads to estimates of
1, (2) that are close to zero, which implies that differences in taste contribute very little to

variation in carbon intensity over the income distribution.

It is important to note that there was no reason a priori to expect our estimate for the causal
effect of income to closely match the cross-sectional profile across the income distribution.
The first is computed as a slope using expenditures (i.e., levels) across households from the
large CEX surveys, while the second is an individual-level response (i.e., a change) from
our custom hypothetical survey. Their similarity is thus striking.

For direct application in our quantitative analysis, Figure 5 translates this z} () into the
taste elasticity that appears in Equation 34. We see that n;f?;fe (z) is positive for households
with low incomes (below $52,000), negative for households with taxable income between
$52,000 and $160,000, and then being positive and increasing at the top of the income
distribution. This schedule, together with the compensated elasticities of taxable income
and dirty good consumption, the marginal damage, and the marginal income tax schedule,
determines the shape of the Pareto efficient nonlinear tax schedule on consumption of the
carbon-intensive good (see equation 29).

4.2 Estimating and Calibrating Other Quantities

Elasticity of consumption of carbon-intensive goods. We follow an empirical approach
similar to that of Li et al. (2014). We construct a panel using the CEX, with variation over
time and between states in gasoline excise taxes and prices. Then we study the consump-
tion response of gasoline to tax changes from 1996 to 2021. We estimate the uncompensated
elasticity to be 0.58 (SE: 0.29) in our preferred specification with month xyear fixed effects
and household-level controls (see Appendix A.3 for details). We thus use three values
for the compensated elasticity in our tax simulations for sensitivity analysis: 0.5 for our
preferred benchmark scenario, 0.25 for the low elasticity of dirty good consumption scenario,
and 0.75 for the high elasticity of dirty good consumption scenario. Elasticity of taxable
income. We calibrate the elasticity of taxable income ¢ (z) for our benchmark scenario to
be constant at 0.33, which is the preferred estimate (on the intensive margin) from the
meta-analysis of Chetty (2012). We also consider a value of 0.7 for our high taxable income

elasticity scenario.

35



0.3 T T T T
025 r
0.2
015
01}

005 | \ /

005 ~
011

0151

-0.2

Elasticity of x w.r.t. z occurring through taste heterogeneity

50 100 150 200 250 300
Household Taxable Income (USD1000s)

Figure 5. Elasticity of consumption of = with respect to income via taste heterogeneity only

Note: This figure plots the “taste elasticity”, ng?gte. It is based on our estimates of { ., (z), which are shown
by the dashed yellow line in Figure 4, but converted into an elasticity.

Marginal Damage From Carbon. We follow Hahn et al. (2024) and assume a Social Cost
of Carbon (SCC) of $200 per ton. This is within the range of estimates provided by a
recent report of the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA, 2023). We assume that
consumption of carbon-intensive goods generates an average of 2kg of CO; per dollar
of final expenditure.!? This results in a marginal damage of 40 cents per dollar of final
expenditure, which implies a baseline Pigouvian tax of 40% in our model'!. We note that
our Pareto-efficient tax schedules are calibrated relative to this marginal damage estimate,

which allows for flexible adjustments (of our results) based on alternative SCC values.

Marginal income tax rate schedule. Using the same approach as for the consumption
shares described above, we compute the average before- and after-tax household income
for each income percentile using data from the 2018 to 2023 CEX quarterly waves. We
convert these values to 2024 USD using the average annual Consumer Price Index (CPI).
We then smooth the relationship between after-tax and before-tax income, fit a smoothing

spline and compute its derivative to recover the marginal tax rates on taxable income. The

10The aggregate dirty good has average CO; emissions of 2.24kg per dollar of final expenditure, calculated
as the expenditure-weighted average of its three components for which emissions data are available: gasoline,
electricity, and natural gas (see Appendix Table A.2 for a breakdown by component).

1 Coincidentally, this approximately corresponds to the gasoline tax in France (TICPE) in 2024 (DILA,
2024); while in our data (see Appendix Section A.3 for details on data sources) the average gasoline tax
across US states was 18.5% in 2021.
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blue curve in Figure A.3 shows the resulting marginal income tax rates across the income

distribution used in our simulations.

4.3 Empirically Optimal Tax Rates

Figure 6 plots the marginal tax rates on the carbon-intensive good that are implied by
our Pareto efficiency conditions. Panels a and ¢ present the nonlinear case (equation 29).
Panels b and d present the case where the tax is restricted to be linear (equation 36). Panels
a and b assume an elasticity of taxable income ¢, = 0.33, which is most consistent with
Chetty’s 2012 meta-analysis. Panels ¢ and d assume ¢, = 0.7. In each panel, we present
estimates for a range of values for the compensated net-of-tax rate elasticity of spending

on the carbon-intensive good.
4.3.1 Optimal Non-linear Taxation of Carbon

We focus first on the nonlinear case, assuming that non-linear taxation of these particular
commodities is feasible. Panel (a) of Figure 6 presents our results using our baseline
value of ¢.. There is a mild U-shaped pattern of the Pareto-efficient carbon tax over the
income distribution, which is centered approximately on the level of marginal damage
from these goods. Optimal marginal tax rates start near the level of marginal damage
for very low-income households, fall below it for low- and middle-income households,
and rise above the Pigouvian level for the highest-income households. This pattern is
somewhat amplified when consumption of carbon-intensive goods is assumed to be very

inelastic (i.e., £, is very low).

When the elasticity of taxable income is higher (¢, = 0.7), panel (c) shows that there are
larger deviations from Pigouvian taxation, although they are still centered around the
level of marginal damage. This is especially the case when ¢, is low. This combination
of parameters implies that income taxation is highly distortionary relative to adjusting
the carbon tax to redistribute, providing that some part of the covariance of income and
carbon intensity is explained by differences in preferences (ng?jte(z) # 0). The most
important implication of these more extreme parameter values is that the optimal carbon
tax is meangfully higher than the Pigouvian level for the highest-income individuals. For
middle-income households, the optimal carbon tax is lower than the Pigouvian level, but

it is never comes close to being Pareto efficient to subsidize carbon consumption.
4.3.2 Optimal Linear Taxation of Carbon

Nonlinear taxation of these commodities may prove logistically or politically challenging.

In this case, the carbon tax must be restricted to be linear. Panels (b) and (d) show that the
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Pareto-efficient linear tax is extremely close to the Pigouvian level for all parameter values.
In our benchmark scenario with ¢, = 0.33, and gz = 0.5, the Pareto-efficient linear tax
is equal to 99.4% of the value of marginal damage. In this sense, distributional concerns

have very little bearing at all on the optimal carbon tax if it is required to be linear.

This stark result comes from the fact that the Pareto-efficient linear tax is a weighted
average of the quantities determining the marginal tax rates at each income level in the
nonlinear case (see equation 36). Intuitively, departures from the Pigouvian level of the

carbon tax will depend on a weighted average tagging benefit of carbon. As Figure 5

shows, naTsf‘jte (z) is negative for the portion of the income distribution with the largest share
of households, but positive at high levels of income. Integrating over the distribution, the

Pareto-efficient linear tax is therefore below, but very close to, the Pigouvian level.

4.3.3 Optimal Linear Taxation of Carbon with Multidimensional Heterogeneity

To empirically quantify the optimal carbon tax with multidimensional heterogeneity, we
exploit our individual-level survey measure of the causal effect of income on consumption
of the carbon-intensive good. We first group survey respondents whose household taxable
income ranges from $600 to $325,000, into equally-sized deciles of taxable income; and
then compute the conditional variance of 0x/0z in each income decile. Figure 7 shows
these conditional variances together with bootstrapped confidence intervals.

The conditional variance of the causal consumption response to a small increase in taxable
income is largest for households in the 2nd decile, earning between $36,000 and $50,000. It
is otherwise slightly decreasing across the income distribution, from 0.013 to 0.004.

We assign these conditional variances to all income levels within each decile and smooth
out their relationship with taxable income across the income distribution (as described
above). This allows us to simulate the optimal linear externality tax using the formula
displayed in equation 56. We re-use most of the empirical quantities from the unidimen-

Taste (Z) —

sional case, now highlighting the conditional average interpretation, e.g. 7,%

E[n:t (2,0) | z] and (z) = E[x (z,0) | z]. We continue to assume constant values for the

elasticities of taxable income and consumption of the carbon-intensive good.

Figure 8 plots the optimal tax rate for the multidimensional case (orange dotted line). For
comparison, we also include the the linear tax rate implied by the Pareto efficient linear
tax formula in the unidimensional case (green dashed line). Panel (a) assumes an elasticity
of taxable income ¢, = 0.33, and an elasticity of consumption of the carbon-intensive
good ¢,. = 0.5, while panel (b) assumes ¢, = 0.7, and ¢,, = 0.25. As expected based
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Bootstrapped Cls for Cond. Var. by decile (N = 1448)
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Figure 7. Conditional Variance of 0z /0% at Each Income Decile

Note: This figure shows the conditional variance of the causal effect of income on consumption of the dirty

good, Var( %@9) | z), measured in our hypothetical survey (N = 1, 448), and estimated by grouping survey

respondents across equal-binned deciles of household taxable income. It is based on each respondent’s share
of MPC allocated to the aggregate dirty good.

on our theoretical results, within-income variation of the causal effect of income leads to
attenuation and pushes the optimal tax closer to the Pigouvian benchmark.

Comparing across the two panels, we see that the degree of attenuation is larger in the
lower panel, where the deviation from Pigouvian taxation was relatively larger as well.
This is because the amount of attenuation is proportional to the ratio of elasticities €. /¢,
(see equation 56). Recall that this same ratio scales the intensity of the tagging benefit in the
first place, which implies that the degree of attenuation from within-income heterogeneity
in 0z /0% is greatest when the tagging benefit is largest. As a result, there is only minimal
attenuation in Figure 8(a) where the optimal linear rate in unidimensional case was almost
exactly at the Pigouvian level already. There is more attenuation in panel (b), where the

higher ratio of elasticities led to a larger deviation.

5 Conclusion

The use of taxes or subsidies to internalize externalities is widely accepted by economists as
an important role of government. When it comes specifically to climate change, economists
have forcefully advocated for a carbon tax on these grounds (Akerlof et al., 2019). But this
idea has gained limited traction politically.
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(a) Baseline calibration
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Figure 8. Dirty Good Marginal Linear Tax Rate: Unidimensional vs. Multidimensional Heterogeneity

Note: This figure plots the Pareto efficient (linear) carbon tax in the unidimensional case vs. the quasi Pareto
efficient linear tax rate when accounting for multidimensional heterogeneity, for different values of the
elasticities of taxable income and consumption of the carbon-intensive good.
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We formally study one specific critique of carbon taxes, and of corrective taxes more
generally: They can be regressive. Our theoretical results show that the fact that poorer
individuals are more carbon-intensive in their consumption does not necessarily change
the optimal carbon tax. Instead, the key distinction is whether this reflects income effects or
preference heterogeneity. We show how to quantify preference heterogeneity empirically,
and take our sufficient statistics tax formulas to the data.

The implications of our empirical results for the optimal carbon tax depend on whether
nonlinear carbon taxation is feasible. If only linear carbon taxation is possible, then the
optimal carbon tax is remarkably close to the classic Pigouvian prescription of setting the
tax equal to the marginal damage from emitted carbon. This conclusion for the optimal

linear tax is robust to a very wide range of different parameter values.

The conclusion is more nuanced if nonlinear carbon taxation is possible. Our benchmark
scenario implies that marginal tax rates are modestly below the Pigouvian level for middle-
income households, but above that level for higher-income households. This pattern is
amplified if the elasticity of taxable income is higher, or the behavioral response to carbon
taxation is smaller: In such cases, adjusting the carbon tax becomes a more attractive tool

to redistribute income, relative to income taxation.

We expect that our conceptual and empirical frameworks could be applied to a wide range
of settings that involve both distributional concerns and externalities. This could include
other environmental externalities, public health problems, or even criminal behavior. Our
results for this particular application suggest that preference-driven differences in carbon
intensity have a limited impact overall. Our estimate of the optimal carbon tax is therefore
close to the Pigouvian benchmark, especially if the tax is constrained to be linear. However,
this result may differ for other externalities. In the future, it will also be important to
integrate our detailed work on the consumption side of the economy with richer analysis

of the production side along the lines of Bierbrauer (2024) and others.
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A Empirical Appendix

A1 Average Expenditure Shares and CO, Emissions across Categories

Table A.1. Average Expenditure Shares across Categories

Avg.
Food and Beverages 0.183
Housing (excluding utilities) 0.272
Electricity, natural gas, and home heating fuels  0.044
Water, sewage, and other public services 0.013
Healthcare 0.095
Gasoline and other motor fuels 0.039
Flights / Airfare expenditures 0.005
Other Expenditures 0.347
Observations 113,108

Note: This table shows shares allocated to each consumption category among consumers in the Consumer
Expenditure Survey (2018-2023).

Table A.2. Average CO, Emissions (in kg) per Dollar of Final Expenditure in the United States

Unit Price Per CO; Emissions CO, Emissions
Unit (in $) per Unit (in Kg) (Kg per $)
Gasoline Gallon (3.78 Litres) 3.635 8.78 2.415
Electricity KWh 0.2275 0.387 1.699
Natural Gas 1000 Cubic Feet 15.39 53.035 3.446

Note: We use 2023 data from U.S. Energy Information Administration (ELA) for information on prices per
unit, as well as 2023 data from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Code of Federal
Regulations for information on CO2 emissions per unit.
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A.2 Share of Carbon-Intensive Goods in Status Quo Expenditures

(a) Aggregate Dirty Good

Share of Dirty Good (Status Quo) Expenditures

T T T T
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Before-Tax Household Income (in 2024 USD)
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Share of Gasoline (Status Quo) Expenditures
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Before-Tax Household Income (in 2024 USD)

Figure A.1. Share of carbon-intensive goods in total (monthly) expenditures in custom survey

Note: These binscatter plots show (i) the average share of expenditure on polluting goods as a fraction of
total expenditures, and (ii) the corresponding average household taxable income, averaged across 20 bins
of household taxable income (selected with the command binsreg (Cattaneo et al., 2024)), and (iii) a global
polynomial of degree 2 estimated to fit the relationship between these two variables, using data from a
custom representative survey of the US population (N = 1,448). The “dirty good” expenditure category
includes gasoline, electricity, natural gas, and heating fuels.
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A.3 Estimating the Uncompensated Elasticity of Gasoline Consumption

Following Li et al. (2014), we estimate a log-log two-way fixed effects regression to recover
the elasticity of gasoline consumption with respect to the net-of-tax rate. We use granular
data at the household level rather than aggregated data at the state level and estimate the

following regression equation:

.
log(gist) = alog(pst) + Blog(1+ pii) + OXjst + 05 + Gt + €ist (63)
S

where ¢; is the household-level consumption of gasoline (in quantities), ps; is the tax-
exclusive price of gasoline, 7; is the gasoline excise tax (in dollars); X is a vector of

household-level controls; and d; and ¢ are state, and time (yearly or monthly) fixed effects.

The coefficient — 3 in the first row can be interpreted as the uncompensated elasticity of

gasoline consumption with respect to the net-of-tax rate.

Table A.3. Elasticity of gasoline consumption with respect to tax rate: 1996-2021

1 2) ®3) 4

log(1 + tax ratio) -0.325 -0.386 -0.539* -0.584**

(0.312) (0.313) (0.288) (0.288)
log(gas price) -0.453***  -0.468***  -0.419*** -0.429***

(0.143) (0.141) (0.136) (0.133)
State FE Y Y Y Y
Year FE Y Y
Month x Year FE Y Y
Household Level Controls N N Y Y
R? 0.089 0.109 0.198 0.218
Observations 596,822 596,822 542,574 542,574
Clusters (State x Year) 1,035 1,035 991 991

Note: This table shows the coefficient estimates from the regression of equation (63). All regressions
control for family size and use annual weights to make the sample representative of the United States
each calendar year (see section 6.3.1 of https://www.bls.gov/cex/pumd-getting-started-guide.htm#
section3). Additional household-level control variables include age (of the reference person), urban vs.
rural status, taxable income, education level, and family type. Quarterly data from 1996 to 2021 on household
gasoline consumption are from the interview module of the Consumer Expenditure Surveys (CEX) Public use
microdata files. We can use Month x Year fixed effects because of the rotating nature of the survey. Gasoline
tax data are obtained from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and
gasoline prices are from the U.S. Energy Information Administration (State Energy Data System, SEDS) for
the same period. Standard errors are clustered at the State x Year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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A4

Screenshot of Main Survey Elicitation Instrument
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Imagine once again that your after-tax household’s income is $1,000 higher each year than
what you originally expected, forever. On average, how much of this extra $1,000 would
your household spend (rather than save) on the following categories, each year?

For each category, indicate a number corresponding fo the addifional dollar amount spent on each category.
These categories, including savings, are exhaustive, and the fofal amount (at the boffom) will automatically

sum up to §1,000. The amount saved each year will automatically be calcuwlated and displayed below.

Food (both at and away from home) and beverages (including alcoholic beverages)

Housing expenditure excluding utilities (includes rent, owned dwelling expenditures, mortgage
payments, home insurance, furnishing and appliances, and domestic services)

Electricity, natural gas (for heating and cooking), fuel oil and other home heating fuels
Water, sewage, and other public services (e.g. trash and garbage collection)
Healthcare (health insurance, medical services, drugs, and medical supplies)
Gasoline, diesel and/or other motor fuels

Flights / Airfare expenditures

afalalelelabils

All other categories (telecommunications services, entertainment, other types of transportation,
clothing, personal insurance and pensions, and education expenditures)

1000

Savings i

Total

Additional amount saved each year: $1,000

Figure A.2. Survey Screen for the Causal Consumption Response elicitation block
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A.5 Status Quo Income Marginal Tax Rates

0.6

05

o
=
\

01F

Marginal Tax Rate
o
(o8]

o
o
.

US Marginal Tax Rates: Computed vs IRS Schedule

Computed from CEX data and after-tax income
———— IRSMTR schedule

Figure A.3. Status quo income marginal tax rates across the income distribution

Note: This figure shows the status quo income marginal tax rates across the household income distribution. The blue curve shows
estimated marginal tax rates used in our analysis, and computed from CEX data (2018-2023, converted to 2024 USD) by fitting a
smoothing spline to the relationship between after-tax and before-tax income binned by income percentiles, and computing 1 minus its
derivative. The dashed orange line shows the 2024 IRS statutory tax rate schedule (adjusted to account for the share of married couples)

for illustrative comparison.
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A.6 Pareto Efficient Marginal Tax Schedules - Gasoline Only
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Figure A.4. Gasoline: Decomposition of the cross-sectional profile 2/(z)

Note: This figure shows how we decompose the cross-sectional relationship between income and gasoline consumption. The blue line
is a smoothed estimate of the cross-sectional slope (from the 2018-2023 CEX surveys), £’(z) at each level of income. The dashed red line
shows estimates of the causal effect of income on expenditure on carbon-intensive goods (from our custom hypothetical survey). The
yellow dashed line subtracts the income effect from the cross-section to obtain the part of the relationship between x and z that comes
from preference heterogeneity.
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Figure A.5. Gasoline Marginal Tax Rates: Unidimensional vs. Multidimensional Heterogeneity

Note: This figure plots the Pareto efficient carbon tax for gasoline only in the unidimensional case (Linear and Nonlinear) vs. the quasi
Pareto efficient linear tax rate when accounting for multidimensional heterogeneity, when the elasticity of taxable income is ¢, = 0.33,
and the elasticity of consumption of the carbon-intensive good ¢, = 0.5.
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A.7 Pareto Efficient Marginal Tax Schedules - Electricity, Natural Gas,
and Heating Fuels Only
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Figure A.6. Electricity, Natural Gas, and Heating Fuels: Decomposition of the cross-sectional profile 2(z)

Note: This figure shows how we decompose the cross-sectional relationship between income and electricity, natural gas, and heating
fuels consumption. The blue line is a smoothed estimate of the cross-sectional slope (from the 2018-2023 CEX surveys), £’ (z) at each
level of income. The dashed red line shows estimates of the causal effect of income on expenditure on carbon-intensive goods (from
our custom hypothetical survey). The yellow dashed line subtracts the income effect from the cross-section to obtain the part of the
relationship between = and z that comes from preference heterogeneity.
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Figure A.7. Electricity, Natural Gas, and Heating Fuels Marginal Tax Rates: Unidimensional vs. Multidimen-
sional Heterogeneity

Note: This figure plots the Pareto efficient carbon tax for electricity, natural gas, and heating fuels consumption only in the
unidimensional case (Linear and Nonlinear) vs. the quasi Pareto efficient linear tax rate when accounting for multidimensional
heterogeneity, when the elasticity of taxable income is €. = 0.33, and the elasticity of consumption of the carbon-intensive good
€g)z = 0.5.
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A.8 Online Survey Demographics Breakdown & Sample Definition

Ethnicity Freq. % | (C) Age Freq. % | (C) Sex Freq. % | (O
White 1097 75.8% | 73.9% 25-29 263 18.2% | 16.9% Female 748 51.7% | 49.7%
Black 199 13.7% | 14.3% 30-34 276  19.1% | 18.0%  Male 700 48.3% | 50.3%
Asian 87  6.0% 7.5% 35-39 294 20.3% | 17.3%
Mixed 43 3.0% 2.5% 40-44 196 13.5% | 16.8%
Other 22 1.5% 1.7% 45-49 223 15.4% | 15.2%

50-54 196 13.5% | 15.9%

Table A.4. Demographics Comparison: Online Survey vs 2023 Census Population Estimates

Note: This table shows the breakdown for our custom online survey sample by ethnicity, age, and sex. The rightmost (C) column
in each subtable corresponds to the actual demographic distribution of the US population aged 25-54 drawn from 2023 Population
Estimates (as of July 1) of the United States Census Bureau constructed with data from the 2020 Census and measures of population
change. (See https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/popest/2020s-national-detail.html.)

Table A.5. Online Survey Response Quality: Sample Exclusions

N %
Total # of Respondents 2,219 100.00
Suspected Bots 18 0.81
Speedsters 421  18.97
Failed Attention Check 44 1.98
Inconsistent or Outlier Income Response 55 2.48
Zero Expenditure, Zero or Inconsistent MPC 233 10.50
Final Sample 1,448 65.25

Note: This table reports the sequential exclusion of Prolific respondents from the combined Waves 1 and 2 of our online survey.
Exclusions are applied in the order shown, as per our pre-registration, with each category excluding observations from the remaining
sample after previous exclusions. Percentages are calculated relative to total observations.
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B Proofs of Theoretical Results

Proof of Proposition 1. Consider the effects of an infinitesimal reform to the baseline tax
schedules T (-) and 7; (+), as described in Section 2.4.

Behavioral Responses

Section 2.6 introduces notation for the various behavioral responses, but we define them
more formally here. First, the compensated net-of-tax rate elasticity of taxable income is:

e, (w) = — 1-7/(2(w)) 9z (w) (64)
(Z (w)) z (w) Ok k=72 (z(w)) 47z (z(w)) =74 (x(w))=0

In words, this is the response of taxable income to a change to the marginal income
tax rate without any change in the overall tax burden or the marginal tax rate on the
externality-generating good.

Second, holding = constant, the compensated net-of-tax rate elasticity of spending on the

externality-generating good is:

14+ T (z(w)) Oz (w;z(w))

(65)
7 (2 (w)) z (w) Ok 2(w) = (2(w)) 470 (2(w)) =7 (2 (w)) =0

€x|z (w) =

Our assumptions ensure that all of these responses are smooth.

A Reform To Test Pareto Efficiency

To characterize the set of Pareto efficient tax systems, consider a distribution neutral tax
reform as presented in Section 2.5. The income tax is changed in a way that precisely

offsets the impact of the change to the tax on the dirty good.

T (2) = =7 (2(2)) . (66)
This implies marginal income tax rate changes of

7 (2) = =% (2) 7 (£ (2)), (67)

Welfare Effects of a Tax Reform

This distribution neutral reform has no mechanical effect on the utility level of any agent
at any level of income. We argued in Section 2.9 that this leaves us with three effects that

56



are local to the level of income at which agents face a change in their marginal tax rate.

(
x|z _ 1/ A ,D/(jf)( ) xlz('z)*@(z)
awe () = - (Thae)) - ) S

awer(2) = (T - P47 ) ) 25 )

9
—~
i

where ) is the multiplier on the planner’s budget constraint, and D’ (z) /A is the marginal
externality cost associated with consumption of .

Integrating over all types in the economy and imposing the value of 7/,(%(2’)) for our
specific reform, the social welfare impact is:

8_£
Ok k=0

— / (AW?(2) + AW (2) + AW ()7 (8 (2)) e () dz, (68)

where £ (z) is the distribution of taxable income.

A Necessary Condition for Optimality

If the tax system in set optimally, it must be the case that any such infinitesimal tax reform

has no first-order effect on welfare. That is to say, for any 7, (-) we must have gﬁ = 0.

12

By the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations,~ we obtain equation 29, which

we restate here for convenience

i (2)) - 20 (o) [T+ [T E) - B2 ah(2)

:E/(x( __ ., Taste P
+ m(j} (Z)) ~ Mo ( ) €x|z (Z) 1_7;/(’2)

It is straightforward to then re-arrange this to obtain 30, also restated:

 a D'(z) _  RR(2)T/(z)
7;(55(2))_ A 1—RR( ) mc(z)v

12If for all continuous functions p : R — R we have [;° f(2)p(z)dz = 0, and if f is continuous, then
f (2) = Ofor all z. Integrating over all types in the economy, the social welfare impact of a distribution-neutral
reform is: or

I

where h; (z) is the density of the distribution of income at z. Letting f (z) = [(AW?(z) + AW® (2) +
AW?7%(2))h; (2) and p (z) = 7,(2(z)). Equation 29 follows immediately.

= / (AW (2) + AW (2) £ AW ()7 (3(2))hs (2) d, (69)
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where:

RR(2) = 1,5 (2)

’

Pareto Inefficiency

Because this reform holds each agent’s total tax liability constant, it has no first-order
impact on agents’ private utility. Rather, if equation 25 is not equal to zero, the planner
can raise revenue by moving in one direction or the other (x > 0 or x < 0) with no impact
on individual utility. The resulting surplus in government revenue can then be used to

provide a lump sum transfer, leading to a Pareto improvement. O

Proof of Proposition 2. Consider the effects of a more general infinitesimal reform to the
baseline tax schedules 7 () and 7, (-), as described in Section 2.4. We start introduc-
ing some additional notation, as well as characterizing the expanded set of behavioral

responses to the reform, which our assumptions again ensure are smooth.

Behavioral Responses

In addition to the behavioral responses defined in our proof of Proposition 1, we will need
notation for several additional responses. First, the income effects on taxable income and

consumption of x are as follows:

9z(w) Oz (w;z(w))
o (z(w)) 4 (w(w))=0 _ T e ket (ew)=rh (a(w) =0

nw) = =

Using this notation, type w’s overall responses to a reform are
e (w)z(w)r

k=0 1— T/ (
=1z (w) [72 (2

€xlz (w) Zz (’LU) /

- 1+ 7;/ (x (w))Tx ("E (w)) — Nz (w) [TZ (Z (w)) + T (I (w))] (71)

e (e()) L)

dz (w)
dr

Zéfj)(w))w( () 7, (x (w3 2)) (70)
(w)) + 72 (z (w; 2))]

dz (w; z (w))
dk

k=0

where ¢, (w) and ¢, are as defined above, and:

_ 1 0z (w)
=) o




is the cross-base response of taxable income to the commodity tax rate.

Inserting equation 70 into equation 71, we get:

dz (w; z (w))
dk

—0 - [_ fizgu();((:}))) + xinc(z(w))x (2 (w))]| 7 (z (w))
(

ez (w) z (w)

{nc(z(w))T(Z(w))Tz (2 (w))
— [a)z (w) + 2 (2(w) )z (w)] [72 (2 (W) + 70 (2 (w))] -

— X

By Slutsky symmetry, we have the following expression for the partial effect of taxable
income on the choice of the externality-generating good:

Put another way, we can write the cross-base response in terms of this partial effect:

_ z(w)e(w)
X (w) = _T(Z(w))xinc(z(w))'

Thus, the income response (equation 70) can be rewritten as

2 (w)es (w) o (w)) — z(w)e, (w) ol (o

=1z (w) [12 (2 (w)) + 7 (2 ()],

dz (w)
dk

k=0

and the response of x (equation 71) can written as:

dz (w; z (w))
dk

_ gm|z(w)x(w;z(7ﬂ)) 2 (2(w 2M "'z (w
=0 [ 7))+ ) )

() [ ()
[ () e ) ()] [ (2(00)) + 7o )]

Welfare Effects of a Tax Reform

For any given pair of continuously differentiable reform functions 7, and 7, an infinitesi-
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mal reform away from 7, and 7 has the following effect on social welfare:

18W

3 74)

k=0

[ =g <z (w)) + 72 (& ()] £ (w) dw (A)

T2 (= () + [T (@ (w) = 22 iy,
=77 (= (w)

{ ( " +[7;<x<w>>”’@]x;m@(w»)x,

(2(w))
ez (w) z (w) 77 (2 (w)) f (w)dw  (B)

1— 77 (2 (w)) fe(z(w))es (w) z (w) ...

T (& (w)) — 257
1+ 7 (i (w)

Ealz (W) T (w)} 7, (z (w)) f (w) dw ©)

where ) is the multiplier on the planner’s budget constraint, and D’ (z) /A is the marginal
externality cost associated with consumption of z.

The first line (A) captures the social welfare benefit of any redistribution from the reform.
This includes differences in income effects and externality impacts, by the definition of
g(w). The second line (B) captures the fiscal externality via the income tax. The third line

(C) captures the fiscal externality via the tax on x.

Optimality Condition for T,

If the tax system in set optimally, it must be the case that any such infinitesimal tax reform
has no first-order effect on welfare. That is to say, for any (7 (+), 7 ()) we must have
+ OW/0K|,_y + OR/0k|,,_, = 0. To characterize the optimal income tax, we can therefore
consider a reform only to the income tax by supposing that 7, (x) = 0 for all z, and then

set equation 74 equal to zero.

With a change in variables, we can write the resulting optimality condition in terms of the

income distribution. For all 7 (-):

[ a=g@E) 7 )k () d:

. (0 (2)) 27 (2) hz (2) dz = 0.

By the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations as we did for Proposition 1, we can

then also write the following condition characterizing optimal marginal rates on income in
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terms of the distribution of income along with various other sufficient statistics:'3

1@+ [T @ (@ () = B ahc2)) 1 (1= g (0 (5))) hs () ds -
1-T!(z) B g2 (@ (2)) zhz (2)
Defining the average welfare weight for agents with income greater than = as:
SO —g @) ha () ds -

1—3 —
we obtain the optimality condition stated in Proposition 2.

Optimality Condition for 7},

Next, to characterize the optimal tax on the externality-generating good, we consider a
reform only to the tax on = by supposing that 7, (z) = 0 for all z, and set equation 74 to
zero. Letting H,(z) be the distribution of z, with density h,(x), we can write the resulting

optimality condition in terms of the distribution of consumption of z. For all 7,(-):

/() — D)
[ 0-sto@n) @ as- [ | EE- e @ @)

T(3(@)) + | Tiw) = B2 o (z(w))
=T ()

where w (z) and Z (z) are the values of w and =z which correspond to each value of .

Similar to the case of the income tax, the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations

then lets us write:

Ti (r) = 0

W 2 (0 () zhy () (78)

T2 (2(2) + | Ti(2) - 28] 2 (2(w))
+x{nc<z(w)) [ 1—77 (Z))\ } ex(w(z))2(z)he(z)

13Here we use a slightly different variant of fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations, which states
that, for all continuously differentiable functions i : Ry — R we have

/Oo f(z)h(z)dz + /Oo g(z)h (z)dx =0, (75)
0 0

and if f and g are continuous, then ¢'(z) = f(z) Vaz > 0, g is continuously differentiable, and
limg o0 g(2) = limy—0 g(x) = 0. Our application of it here follows Jacquet and Lehmann (2021).
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= /:O (1—=g(@(y)))he (y) dy.

We can then write equation 78 in terms of the distribution of taxable income. To do so, we
use the fact that:

= [2inc(2(w)) + et (2(w)) ] ha (2 (B (2) 5 2)) -

Using this result, multiplying both sides of equation 78 by i .(2(w)) + 21,,(2(w)), and

mc
inserting the optimality condition for the income tax (equation 76) we can rewrite equation

78 as:

! T(z —D/(j) oo
T e (0 (203 () e () + el [ (1= (0 61 s 5 s

(79)

Using the definitions of 7% () and 74 (z), we obtain the optimality condition stated in

the lemma. O

Proof of Proposition 3. The proof here proceeds in a very similar manner to fully non-linear
case. Each agent now maximizes her utility subject to her slightly modified budget

constraint, producing indirect utility v(w).

v(w) = g}g}éu(c,x, z | w) (80)

st. ctaz+tyr=z—T,(z)

Here, ¢, is a linear tax on z.

A welfarist social planner chooses t, and a twice-differentiable 7, to maximize social
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welfare while raising enough revenue to cover an exogenous revenue requirement, R.

max W = / (w)dF —D(z) (81)

st R— /(T(( )) + tox) dF (w) (82)

and x—/

Mathematically, everything remains identical to the proof of Proposition 1 up until the

expression for the general impact on welfare of a tax reform (equation 74).

Imposing that the initial tax on z is linear yields equation 83.

1 ow OR
A % k=0 % k=0 (83)
= [ (1= g @) [r= (= () + 7 (x ()] f (w) dw (A)
_/ 7 (z(w)) + [tm _ Dl)(\i:)} zf (z(w)) ( > fw)d .
TG ) ex (w) 2 (w) 7 (= (w)) f (w)dw  (B)
T2 (2 () + [te = 22| 2l (2(w) )

/{( e Fhne(2(w)e: (w) 2 (w)

ty — D’/(\:z) /

T mewﬁa@w»ﬂmw (©)

From here, we proceed similarly to the proof of Proposition 1.

However, the reform we consider must now be linear as well. Specifically, consider a joint
reform where: 7, (2 (® (2);2)) = p x z(z) for some constant p; and 7, (z) = —p x x(2).
For such a reform, we have 7, (z (@ (2) ;2)) = p and:

2 (2) = =p [#inc(2(w)) + 2her (2(w))] - (84)

Combining that with equation 83, the impact on welfare is proportional to:

7 (2 () + [t = 2] 2l (2(w)) , ,
/( T o)) 2 (w) 2 (1) [Phoe (2 (w)) + e (2(w))]f (w) duw
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%_—Aémz (w) (w)} f(w) dw. (85)

In this case, this simplifies to:

"(z (w x—D/(i) ol (z(w
/(7;< (w)) + [tz — ZE] el )))gz(w)z(w)%(z(w))m

=77 (= (w))

L D)
- {1—1——15)\5‘742 (w) (w)} [ (w) dw. (86)

To obtain the equation in the proposition, simply set this to zero to yield an optimality
condition. Then replace the integrals with expectations over the income distribution, and

impose the definition of RR(z).

By the same logic as before, there is no mechanical redistribution from this reform. It only
impacts social welfare by changing government revenue or the externality. Thus, if this

reform has a positive impact on social welfare, it is a Pareto improvement. [

Proof of Proposition 4. Setup and Behavioral Responses

Consider agents characterized by type (w,¢) where w € W C R | captures productivity
and 6 € O captures other preference heterogeneity. Each agent solves:

max u(e, z, z;w, 0)
2,%,C

st. c+ar+T(z)=2-"T.(2)
Define indirect utility v(w, #) and choices z(w, #), x(w, #). The first-order conditions yield:

1+ T.(x)
1-T(2)

MRS, (¢, x, z; w, 0),
MRS, (¢, z, z;w, ).

For a reform parameterized by x with T, (z; k) = T.(2) + k72(2) and Ty (z; k) = To(z) +
kT (x), implicit differentiation of the first-order conditions yields the total behavioral
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responses. Decomposing into substitution and income effects:

dz(w, ) o e(w,0)z(w,0)7L(2(w,0)) ,
dr 0 - 1 —7;/(2(10,9)) +X(w,9)7$(m(w,9))
— 0 (w,0) [ (2(w,0)) + 72 (z(w, 0))], (87)

where ¢, (w, 6) is the compensated elasticity of taxable income, x(w, ) is the cross-base

response, and 7, (w, 6) is the income effect.

Slutsky Symmetry

By the symmetry of the Slutsky matrix, the cross-price effect of the commodity tax on labor

supply equals the cross-price effect of the wage on commodity demand. This yields:

B z2(w,0)e,(w,0) 0x(w, 8; z(w,H))
1—T/(z(w,0)) 0z '

x(w,0) = (88)

Substituting (88) into (87) and similarly deriving dx/dx:

dz(w,0)
dr

. Ex\z(wve)x(wve) /
o T Tl ) )
x or dz

— {771:|z(w79) + %Uz(wﬁ) [72(2) + 72(2)] + 0z dr :0‘

Welfare Effects of a Reform

Social welfare is W = [ [;;,7(w,0)v(w, 0) fu(w|0)dw 11(df). By the envelope theorem:

dv(w, 0)
dr

ov
T — 5 (72(2(w,0)) + Ta(z(w, 6))].

Total revenue is R = [g [iy/[T:(2; k) + T (25 £)] fw(w]@)dw p1(df). The Lagrangian £ =
W/ A+ R responds to the reform as:

dL
dk

o !ca /w(l = g(w,0))[7=(2) + 7 (2)] fwdw 11(d0)

J

Mechanical effect net of welfare loss

o\ dz
* /@ S, TG G| Sudwn(as)

J
-~

Behavioral effect on income tax revenue
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, dz
+ /@ /Wn(x) G| Jwd )

-~

Behavioral effect on commodity tax revenue

J/

where the social marginal utility of income is:

ol,0) = L0 4T 10,0) + TE0) | 00) + G, )]

Change of Variables to (z, z)

Assume that, conditional on 6, z(w, 6) is continuous and monotonic in w. This ensures
a continuous marginal distribution of z with density h.(z). However, the conditional
distribution of x given z may have mass points, so we work with the CDF H,(z|z) =
P(z(w,0) < x| 2(w,0) = z) and corresponding measure v, (A|z) = [, _, dH,(x|z).

Define /(z,z) = E[((w,0) | 2(w,0) = z,z(w,0) = z] for £ € {g,e,¢,.}. The welfare effect

becomes:

%
dk

o - /R++ /R++(1 —g(z,2))[12(2) + 72(2)] dHy(z|2) ho(z) dz

_/ / T, (2)&:(2, ) + T (2)E[zj &2 |2, 7]
Riy JRy 1-T/(2)

/ / {E’(z)IE[x{ncsAz,x] —|—7;’(a:)]E[(x§nC)252|z,x]
— z
Ryt /Ryt

_'_

K=

27(2) dHy(x|2) hy(2) dz

1-T(2)
ﬂ(ﬁ)gm(z? x)l‘

} 7i(z) dHy(x|2) h,(2) dz.

Vertically Neutral Reform

Consider a linear tax reform 7, (z) = x with compensating income tax changes 7,(z) =
—E[m(X)|Z = z] = —z(z), which holds average tax payments constant at each income
level. This yields 7.(z) = —7/(2).

Preference Heterogeneity Sufficient Statistic

Define the preference heterogeneity sufficient statistic:

x;zet(z; 6) = :E/(z) - xinc(z; 9)

This is the residual of the cross-sectional relationship between z and z after removing the
causal income effect for type 6 agents.
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Optimal Tax Condition

For a linear tax 7,(z) = t,x, substituting the vertically neutral reform into the welfare

effect and setting % o—o = Oyields:

0= —/]RHC[g(z;@),x(z;0)|z]hz(z) dz
T.(2)
Rys 1—T/(2)

e [ T B 0)nh (s 0)es (1)<l () d
2%

1+ tx]E[“’(Z5 0)ez2(2;0)].

+ —2 _E[r)(2;0)e:(2;0)|2)zh.(2) dz

Under the assumption that E[C(g(w, §), z(w,0)|z)] = 0, the optimal tax satisfies equation
(53):
D'(z) _  E.p[RR(%0)T!(z)]

A 1-E,¢[RR(%;0)x] (20)]

lnC (

where RR(z;6) = n,%(2;0) < [ZZ((Z 9)) (()9)]) <1—1J”g:(62)>'

]

Proof of Corollary 1. Suppose ¢,(z;0) = £,(z) for all § at each z. Then the covariance terms

in the numerator and denominator of the general optimal tax condition simplify.

For the numerator, Cle,(2;0) z;0)|z] = 0 by assumption, leaving only the average

) znc(

terms.

For the denominator, using z , = ¥’ — «},

]E[xhetmmcgz‘z] = &:(2 ]E[(:ZJ z

) = Tine(2;0))2inc (; )1 2]
; _E[(xgnc)le]]

- (j{nc(z))2 o W[xgnclz]]

=&,z fﬁet(z)jinc(z) - 5Z(Z)W[xinc|z]

Substituting into the general formula and collecting terms yields equation (56):

D'(z) E-[RR(2)T/(2)]

tx_ ==

A — E:[RR(2) 7, (2)] + E:[RR(2) V (], (2:0)[2)]
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where:

RR __ =Taste P éz(z):f(z) 1+t
RR(Z) =Nz ( )E[gx\z(2§ Q)ZE(Z, 0)] 1— 7;/(2)7
—— £,(2)z 1+,

RR(z) =

IE[EQL’\Z(Z; 9)37(2; 0)] 1- 7-2/(’2) .

The variance term V|[z{ |z| appears in the denominator with a positive sign, which
attenuates any deviation from Pigouvian taxation. Only when V[z! |z] = 0 for all z does
the formula reduce to the unidimensional case. O
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