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Economic Report of the President

To the Congress of the United States:

In the past year, | have taken several major steps to implement an economic
agenda that champions prosperity and success for the American people. This
began with two crucial pro-growth policies: massive tax cuts and sweeping
regulatory reform. These historic accomplishments, and many other achieve-
ments in our first year, have restored confidence within our families and
businesses that the United States is, and always will be, the greatest place
on Earth to pursue opportunity. | am proud to present the economic agenda
my Administration has designed and begun implementing to enable every
American to build a bright future—to achieve the American Dream.

The American people have long been awaiting an effective pro-growth
agenda that inspires robust economic activity, spurs innovation, creates jobs,
and improves families’ financial security. The Federal Government’s economic
policy in recent decades, however, has been a story of one broken promise
after another.

For too long, leaders have promised growth, but done little to change
policies that drove business away and pushed our factories and jobs offshore.
They promised prosperity, but layered on regulatory red tape that hurt work-
ers and businesses in the struggle to keep up with the ever-increasing cost of
complying with new rules. They promised to empower American citizens with
opportunities and resources for their future. Instead, they enabled a bloated
bureaucracy, special interest groups, and unaccountable international institu-
tions. Consequently, my Administration inherited an economy with relatively
slow growth. The median American’s real household income from working had
dropped lower than it was a decade ago. And the previous Administration’s
forecasts suggested that this would never get better.

My Administration’s pro-growth policy agenda is reversing these trends
and ending the disappointments of the past. No longer will we perpetuate the
illusion that policies that encourage economic growth, job creation, and wage
growth are out of our reach. No longer will we turn a blind eye to the regions of
our country that have suffered from politicians’ failed programs and misplaced
priorities. No longer will we tolerate unfair and nonreciprocal trade practices
that impoverish our workers. And no longer will we tolerate burdensome,
backward, or perverse economic policies that guarantee bleak outcomes for
our citizens.
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Policies for a Pro-Growth Agenda

The primary components driving my Administration’s pro-growth policy
agenda—tax cuts, tax reform, and smart deregulation—have inspired enor-
mous confidence in the economy and optimism that it will continue thriving.

We approached tax reform with the following principles: Our corporate
tax system was uncompetitive with the rest of the world; the American middle
class deserved a fairer, simpler tax code that lowered rates, exempted more
income from taxation altogether, and limited costly deductions favoring spe-
cial interests; and a smarter tax system would encourage business expansion,
job creation, and wage growth.

On December 22, 2017, | signed into law the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of
2017. My Administration worked closely with Congress to pass this historic
bill, which brings much-needed tax relief to the middle class and to small busi-
nesses. For too long, our tax policy squeezed families and small businesses
with unfairly high tax burdens. Our backward tax code drove companies, jobs,
and profits abroad. Our corporate tax rate was 60 percent higher than that of
our average economic competitor—it was the highest in the developed world.
This came at a huge cost to our citizens: the median American’s real household
income collapsed at the beginning of this century, and it took 15 years to
recover the losses.

The Report that follows shows that the corporate tax changes alone
are expected to increase annual income for families by an average of $4,000.
Americans at all income levels will receive a tax cut. The standard deduction
nearly doubles, and the child tax credit fully doubles. Bringing down the busi-
ness tax rate from 35 to 21 percent, and allowing firms to fully expense their
investments in equipment and intellectual property, is encouraging robust
economic activity by making America a more competitive place to do business.
Other changes to the tax code are encouraging companies to bring back to
America the nearly $3 trillion in wealth that they have parked overseas.

The enactment of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act has inspired businesses to
express their confidence in the economy even before the new law’s complete
implementation unleashes its full, tangible benefits, which include larger
paychecks, greater profits, and lower tax burdens. My Administration has kept
its commitment to making smarter, pro-growth economic policy, sending the
crucial signal to businesses that America is once again the most promising
place in the world to build, invest, create, expand, and hire. In response to our
historic changes to the tax code, over 350 companies have, to date, announced
billions in new investments in plant and equipment in the United States, along
with improvements to workers’ compensation or benefits, including raising the
minimum wage for their employees, increasing 401(k) contributions, and giv-
ing bonuses. These improvements will affect more than 4.1 million employees.
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As we knew when we set out to reform taxes and rein in the regulatory
state, when America’s enterprises are optimistic about where the economy is
heading, they will expand their operations; invest more in plant and equip-
ment, which raises workers’ productivity; and, as a result, raise wages. We
have recently seen capital spending again contribute to rising productivity,
after holding productivity growth back under the previous Administration, and
have also once again started to observe economic growth above the 3 percent
level—which many claimed was impossible. The stock market reached record
highs, creating trillions of dollars in wealth—reflecting consumers’ and inves-
tors’ confidence.

In addition to reforming tax policies that drove business away, my
Administration began a Government-wide effort to eliminate costly, obsolete
regulations soon after taking office. For too long, the regulatory state had
grown at the expense of our economy and wages. It ballooned far beyond what
is needed to protect citizens from harm. The effect of excessive regulation is
well known: it functions as a tax, stunting economic growth and generally dis-
couraging productive activity. This undermined the operation of our markets,
increased costs for consumers, and empowered Washington bureaucrats over
American consumers. To date, we have stopped the growth of the regulatory
state in its tracks. In our first year, we adopted a miniscule fraction of the
“economically significant” rules churned out by other Administrations. We
exceeded our policy of striking two regulations for each one we create, elimi-
nating 22 regulations for every 1 we have adopted. By creating fewer rules and
reliably committing to eliminating the unnecessary old ones, we have signaled
to firms that they can invest in growing their business. Business confidence has
skyrocketed in response.

But the best is yet to come. As we continue to implement the new tax bill
and cut regulatory red tape, the following priorities round out our pro-growth,
America-first agenda.

Infrastructure and Energy

A modernized, safer transportation infrastructure is imperative for connecting
our citizens to opportunities. Delayed projects, insufficient investment, traffic
congestion, and wear and tear are slowing America down. My Administration
is dedicated to generating $1.5 trillion in new infrastructure investment and
shortening the approval process so projects may be permitted in under two
years.

Renewing our infrastructure must prioritize accountability and enable
greater State and local control. We are committed to reversing the legacy
of prolonged deadlines and the wasted resources that befell infrastructure
projects in the past and that has deprived Americans of the infrastructure they
deserve. President Obama’s stimulus package was intended to significantly
increase investment in infrastructure, create jobs, and improve the economy;
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however, only 3.5 percent of the over-$800 billion plan went to constructing
transportation infrastructure. Taxpayers felt severely misled. Bureaucracy cre-
ated years-long delays to breaking ground on many projects. And millions of
promised “shovel-ready” jobs never appeared.

The American people are tired of empty promises. They know this Nation
is capable of doing so much better. They want accountability for promised
projects and jobs. They want decisionmaking to be done at the State and
local levels, where folks know what needs to be done and how to do it. My
Administration will work with Congress to develop an infrastructure plan that
enables sophisticated projects to be approved and finished promptly.

Advancing the capabilities of our infrastructure means more than just
rebuilding roads and bridges. Americans rely on the Internet to work, learn,
and connect with each other, and it must be modernized to suit their needs.
In his 1994 Economic Report of the President, President Clinton promised to
connect “every classroom, every library, and every hospital in America” to the
Internet by 2000. Decades later, 39 percent of rural Americans still lack high-
speed broadband. And a quarter of America’s K-12 students lack adequate
Internet connectivity at school. It is intolerable to continue pretending that
this is the best America can offer to our students. My Administration is working
to expand accessibility and expedite the process of bringing the Internet to
hard-to-reach areas.

As we plan for a reinvigorated infrastructure, we must also plan for the
future of American energy by renewing our commitment to energy dominance.
This encompasses energy independence, which ensures energy security for
American families and businesses for decades to come, and global energy lead-
ership, which consolidates our role as a major influence in the international
energy sphere.

The United States is the world leader in combined total production of oil
and natural gas. Technological ingenuity has unleashed the American energy
supply, and domestic energy production is increasing for both petroleum
and natural gas. Capitalizing on and expanding our energy supply solidifies
our position as a global energy leader, reduces our reliance on imported
energy, and provides opportunities for job creation and economic growth. Our
untapped oil and natural gas fields are crucial resources for solidifying our
energy security and independence. Increasing energy supply will also reduce
electricity costs, lowering utility bills for American households—particularly
low-income families, which are disproportionately affected by high utility bills.
Lower electricity costs can also reinvigorate American manufacturing and job
growth by decreasing manufacturing costs for American-made products.

To further unleash America’s energy potential, we must also reduce
the excessive regulatory burden that inhibits production. Since | took office,
my Administration has been working to remove these barriers, enabling the
private sector to create more jobs; increase wages for its employees; produce

6 | Economic Report of the President



clean, affordable energy to power our economy; and increase American energy
exports. Steady and secure supplies of coal, liquefied natural gas, refined prod-
ucts, and crude oil enable the United States to maintain our energy leverage
in the international sphere. With our plentiful supply, the United States can
reduce other nations’ reliance on exporters that use energy as a geopolitical
weapon. Diversifying our energy sources and furthering research on next-gen-
eration energy technologies will enable our Nation’s firms to provide cleaner,
more efficient, and more affordable energy for American citizens.

Trade and the International Sphere

International trade offers an opportunity to grow the economy, but it must
be pursued with American interests in mind. We cannot continue to pursue
a global order that disregards America’s prosperity and the well-being of our
citizens. My Administration believes in the benéefits of free trade, and it is com-
mitted to robust trade relationships with other nations that value fairness and
reciprocity. Some of our trading partners, however, do not share these values,
and this places unsustainable stress on global trade. As such, the United States
can no longer reward governments that distort the free market with illegal
subsidies or handcuff American exporters with high tariffs and nontariff barri-
ers. We can no longer tolerate unfair trade practices, such as forced technology
transfer and industrial espionage. And we can no longer tolerate complacency
toward unfair and nonreciprocal trade that undermines America’s potential.

Immediately after taking office, | began revising our Nation’s trade poli-
cies to promote the interests of the American people. My Administration is in
the process of improving the North American Free Trade Agreement and the
Korea-United States Free Trade Agreement. In the coming year, we will also
seek to negotiate new, better trade deals, and we will hold accountable any
country that engages in unfair trade practices through tough and focused
action.

With a tougher, smarter, and more clear-eyed agenda, we can rejuvenate
our trade deals, boost our exports, and improve the economic prospects of
our citizens and communities. By following through on this agenda, we will
become a stronger and more secure Nation that can offer better opportuni-
ties to our people. For far too long, the United States put up with unfair trade
policies that left our workers behind. Previous Administrations pursued unen-
forceable multilateral trade deals and let other countries get away with unfair
practices. We will not perpetuate a trade agenda that exports our factories and
jobs, weakens our manufacturing and defense industrial bases, and diminishes
our economic and national security.

Innovation, Intellectual Property, and Cybersecurity

America has long been one of the most productive, innovative, and forward-
thinking nations in the world. In recent decades, however, Government policy
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has not properly recognized the importance of innovation for growth and the
value of America’s distinct entrepreneurial spirit. Renewed commitment to
enforcing our intellectual property rules encourages innovation by signaling
that inventions will be rewarded and protected, and it enables the United
States to maintain its long-standing advantages in science and technology.
Protecting our evolving technologies and ideas from theft and forced technol-
ogy transfers, to which American enterprises are increasingly subject abroad,
is not only in America’s economic interest—it conveys our great pride in the
capabilities of America’s innovators and the value of their ideas.

Protecting the results of American ingenuity—such as new technology,
research findings, and other forms of innovation—is crucial to our future
economic and wage growth. The IP Commission estimates that stolen intel-
lectual property reduces GDP by 1 to 3 percent a year—an annual loss in the
range of $185.7 billion to $557.1 billion. Given this threat to our economy,
my Administration is partnering with the private sector to protect American
technologies, intellectual property, and innovators. We are striving to ensure
an economic climate that values innovation, encourages the private sector to
invent, and enables the private sector to protect itself from all forms of indus-
trial espionage, including cyber theft. And we will take action when necessary.
As the threats to our economy have become more complex and widespread, it
has become increasingly important to empower our companies and citizens
with tools that help protect against cyberattacks, cyber theft, and other mali-
cious activities that endanger our citizens’ privacy, our national security, and
our economic success.

Investing in the Future Americans Deserve

My Administration is proud of the economic success that the United States
has achieved over the past year, and we are dedicated to sustaining this
progress. We are working hard to reverse policies that drove many businesses
to other countries, taking jobs with them. In 2017, our strengthened economy
created 2.2 million jobs, and the unemployment rate was at its lowest level in
seventeen years. Maximizing growth and opportunity, however, must include
two key priorities that did not receive enough attention for a very long time:
workforce enablement and support for distressed communities. We are
dedicated to ending the low labor force participation rate inherited from the
previous administration, and to uplifting our Nation’s communities that have
borne the highest costs of bad policies, in the forms of poverty, despair, and
drug addiction.

Within the communities that suffered the most when businesses left is a
silent Nation of Americans who have dropped out of the workforce. Although
our overall low rates of unemployment are encouraging, the labor force
participation rate for prime-age men is lower now than it was in every year
between 1948 and the start of the Great Recession. This means that as bad
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policies ran their course, too many of our citizens lost hope, were discouraged
by Government programs from working, or struggled to find opportunities and
stopped looking. And while most of America is working and enjoying the ben-
efits of our now-robust economy, we cannot forget that there are still millions
of people who have been left behind. We are committed to addressing this
deeply troubling situation by reversing the economic policies that disregarded
so many of our citizens for so long and to creating new, focused remedies.
My Administration’s Rural Prosperity Task Force is working to solve problems
such as disproportionately high rural poverty rates and inadequate broadband
access. The Investing in Opportunity Act of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act provides
tax incentives to invest in low-income communities. Combined with our focus
on job creation and workforce development, we are driving a renewed com-
mitment to the communities in our Nation that have been neglected for far
too long.

My Administration is not only concerned about the economic conse-
quences of the dismal tax, trade, immigration, welfare, and regulatory policies
of the past, which drove Americans from the labor force. We are also concerned
that the low labor force participation rate excludes Americans from many other
benefits of civil society.

To address this, we are committed to making it possible for all work-
ing-age, able-bodied Americans to contribute to our economy and society.
Strengthening work requirements as a condition of welfare assistance will help
more individuals experience the many benefits of work and vastly improve the
financial situations of those receiving assistance. We are targeting for reform
all Government programs that provide incentives to avoid work. Workforce
development programs play a key role in helping individuals who are receiving
assistance to find jobs and earn incomes that will enable them to move from
dependency to self-sufficiency. For this reason, we are advancing programs
that teach or update job skills, promote lifelong learning, offer training in
trades, and better connect our industries with the future workforce. We are pri-
oritizing greater availability of paid parental leave and affordable, high-quality
childcare for the workforce in order to strengthen our families and enable more
women to fully participate in the workforce. And we are committed to ensuring
that America’s elementary and secondary schools and institutions of higher
education equip students with the skills they need to achieve lifelong success.

To boost our workforce and heal our society, we must also contend with
crisis levels of drug abuse, addiction, and overdose. Drug overdose deaths
numbered 63,632 in 2016. Partly because of this crisis, life expectancy in the
U.S. dropped in 2015 and 2016—the first time it has fallen in consecutive years
since 1963. Not only do drug addiction and overdoses take lives too soon; they
leave traumatized family members and distraught communities in their wake.
When we speak of investing in the future, those affected by addiction are some
of our citizens who will need the most support.
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To date, we have taken many measures to alleviate the opioid crisis. We
are focused on addressing the vast, illicit supply of these drugs, particularly
by investing in the infrastructure of interdiction. We are shoring up detection
capabilities in international mail-processing centers, using fentanyl-detecting
dogs and screening technologies, and attacking the light and dark webs where
transnational criminal marketplaces operate. And we have increased fund-
ing and resources to the States to strengthen their responses to the opioid
epidemic, including the creation of the State Targeted Response to the Opioid
Crisis grant program. We have improved policies to make it easier to find and
crack down on bad actors, to expand access to treatment for addicts, to invent
new solutions for treating addiction, and to further develop nonaddictive pain
management treatments through partnerships with innovative companies.
We continue to prioritize solving this terrible crisis, alleviating the suffering it
has caused, and preventing future anguish. As we discover the best ways to
diminish drug abuse and addiction in our country, we must have an economy
capable of giving opportunities to build a brighter future to the victims of the
opioid crisis and similar kinds of adversity.

Fulfilling the promise of a brighter future must also include developing
solutions to a concern shared by many Americans: the rising cost of healthcare.
In the past, government attempts to improve healthcare gave rise to mandates,
rules, and healthcare tax and spending programs that, perversely, increased
what the average American family paid for healthcare. My Administration fought
to repeal the individual mandate, no longer forcing the American people to buy
the expensive plans that bureaucrats designed for them. My Administration
is committed to providing Americans with more affordable health coverage
options by promoting choice and competition in healthcare markets, and by
addressing health behaviors that can promote a longer, healthier life—which
insurance alone cannot do. Troubled by the growing unsustainability of the
Federal-State Medicaid program, we are committed to improving the program
for both its beneficiaries and the taxpayers who finance it.

We are also committed to preventing Government expansion from sti-
fling innovation in the healthcare sector, and to preventing international free-
riding that takes advantage of our pharmaceutical innovation. We are focused
on correcting policies that hinder drug price competition, addressing a top
concern of the American people: that they cannot afford the medications they
need. We have made it a high priority to ensure that safe, generic alternatives
to important drugs are approved on a faster timeline, making last year a record
one for generic drug approvals.

Finally, my Administration has worked to counter the disappointing his-
tory of the services that have been provided to our veterans. We are pursuing
stringent accountability within the Department of Veterans Affairs and seeking
to provide much stronger support and opportunities to our veterans. The brave
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men and women who have served our Nation have made countless sacrifices.
We owe them nothing less as they build their futures and plan for retirement.

* %%

We have made great strides in our first year, and we remain committed to
policies that grow our economy and improve each citizen’s chance to succeed.
My vision for this term is to increase American families’ prosperity; to encour-
age job creation and wage growth by regaining a competitive business climate
with smarter tax and trade policy, and also deregulation; to capitalize on our
resources and technology to achieve energy dominance; to invest in infrastruc-
ture to make commerce more vibrant and connect citizens with opportunities;
to encourage innovation as one of our most powerful national security and
economic tools; and to enable our distressed communities to prosper by com-
bating workforce development issues and the opioid crisis.

To achieve this vision, we will not rely on the belief that the Government
knows best and can solve every problem. Instead, we will continue crafting an
economic program that lays the groundwork for the conditions that will enable
our citizens to achieve success and prosperity. We will continue to take pride in
making policies that honor the dignity and ingenuity of the American people,
and in dedicating our work to the welfare of each of our citizens.

From the outset, my Administration has valued nothing more highly than
bringing freedom, prosperity, and opportunity to all American families. To that
end, we are dedicated to empowering them with a robust economy. The eco-
nomic agenda outlined here is designed to make it possible for the American
people to dream of, and to achieve, the bright future they deserve.

The White House
February 2018
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Letter of Transmittal

Council of Economic Advisers
Washington, D.C., February 21, 2018
Mr. President:
The Council of Economic Advisers herewith submits its 2018 Annual
Reportin accordance with the Employment Act of 1946, as amended by the Full
Employment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978.

. Yo

Kevin A. Hassett
Chairman

RANEM

Richard V. Burkhauser

Sincerely yours,

Member
/AN

omas J. Philipson
Member
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Introduction

The purpose of the Annual Report of the Council of Economic Advisers is to
provide the public and the economic policy community with a detailed account
of the performance of the U.S. economy in the preceding year and with an
analysis of the Administration’s domestic and international economic policy
priorities for the years ahead. In this Report, we thus review the salient policy
developments of 2017 and preview policy aims for the coming years, in the
context of the Administration’s unified agenda to expand our economy and the
economic prosperity of all Americans.

The U.S. economy experienced strong and economically significant
acceleration in 2017, with growth in real GDP exceeding expectations and
increasing from 2.0 and 1.8 percent in 2015 and 2016 to 2.5 percent, including
two successive quarters above 3.0 percent. The unemployment rate fell 0.6
percentage point, to 4.1 percent, its lowest level since December 2000, while
the economy added 2.2 million jobs, an average of 181,000 per month. Notably,
manufacturing and mining—having lost 9,000 and 98,000 jobs, respectively, in
2016—added 189,000 and 53,000 jobs during 2017. Labor productivity grew 1.1
percent, compared with a decline of -0.1 percent in 2016, and average hourly
earnings of private employees rose 2.7 percent, compared with average growth
of 2.1 percent during the preceding 7 years. Reflecting the economy’s outper-
formance of expectations, the January 2017 Blue Chip consensus forecast of
2.3 percent GDP growth in 2018 was revised upward in February 2018 to 2.7
percent.

The four quarters of 2017 thus marked a nontrivial trend shift. From 2010
through 2016, real output in the United States grew at an average annual rate of
2.1 percent, while labor productivity grew, on average, by less than 1 percent.
The pace of economic recovery was slow by historical standards, particularly
because recent research has confirmed Milton Friedman’s original observation
that in the United States, deeper recessions are typically succeeded by steeper
expansions, and that this correlation is in fact stronger when the contraction
is accompanied by a financial crisis. Since the nineteenth century, the recent
recovery was one of only three exceptions to this pattern.

In the chapters that constitute this Report, we provide evidence that the
historically anemic recovery from the Great Recession was not independent of
policy choices, and accordingly we proceed to identify the exacerbating factors
in the weakness of the post-2009 recovery and the current Administration’s
strategies and menu of policy options to address them.

First and foremost, in chapter 1, on the historic Tax Cuts and Jobs Act
(TCJA), we find that investment and labor productivity have been inhibited
in recent years by the coincidence of high and rising global capital mobility
and an increasingly internationally uncompetitive U.S. corporate tax code and
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worldwide system of taxation. This combination had the effect of deterring U.S.
domestic capital formation, thereby restraining capital deepening, productiv-
ity growth, and, ultimately, output and real wage growth, with the economic
costs of corporate taxation thereby increasingly and disproportionately borne
by the less mobile factor of production—namely, labor. Indeed, the five-year,
centered-moving-average contribution of capital services per hour worked to
labor productivity actually turned negative in 2012 and 2013 for the first time
since World War Il. We estimate that by lowering the cost of capital and reduc-
ing incentives for corporate entities to shift production and profits overseas,
the corporate provisions of the TCJA will raise GDP by 2 to 4 percent over the
long run, and increase average annual household income by $4,000.

Similarly, in chapter 2 we discuss a large body of academic literature indi-
cating that an excessive regulatory burden can negatively affect productivity
growth, and thus overall growth, by attenuating the flow of new firms’ entries
and established firms’ exits, and also by amplifying the spatial misallocation
of labor and creating employment barriers to entry. We furthermore highlight
actions the Administration has already taken to eliminate inefficient and
unnecessary regulations, with the effect of raising prospects for innovation,
productivity, and economic growth.

In chapter 3, on labor markets, we find considerable evidence suggest-
ing, as with regulation, that postrecession efforts to strike a new optimum on
the frontier of social protection and economic growth may have sacrificed too
much of the latter in pursuit of the former. We also find that while demographic
shifts owing to the retirement of aging Baby Boom cohorts exerted strong
downward pressure on the labor force participation rate, factors other than
demography accounted for one-third of the overall decline in participation
during the recovery, and half the decline since the cyclical peak in the fourth
quarter of 2007 (also see chapter 8). For instance, we find that increases in fis-
cal transfers during the Great Recession intended to mitigate the demand-side
effects of rising unemployment generated persistent negative effects on the
prime-age labor supply. Meanwhile, structural unemployment coterminous
with imperfect geographic mobility—exacerbated by regulatory restrictions
(chapter 2), drug abuse (chapter 6), and inadequate investment in infrastruc-
ture (chapter 4)—have similarly intensified downward trends in labor force
participation among prime-age workers.

These challenges, however, particularly those of low labor productivity
growth and declining labor force participation, are not policy-invariant. As
we highlight in chapters 1 and 8, for example, policies that incentivize highly
skilled and experienced older workers to defer retirement, such as the marginal
income tax rate reductions enacted by the TCJA, can have important implica-
tions not only for labor force participation but also for productivity. Moreover,
by raising the target capital stock, we expect the TCJA to result in capital
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deepening, again contributing to productivity growth and rising household
earnings.

Relatedly, in chapter 4 we document the deficiencies of our current
public infrastructure, and investigate the adverse effects of these deficiencies
on economic growth and consumer welfare, as well as potential remedial
policy options. In particular, we examine how the fundamental mismatch
between the demand for and supply of public infrastructure capital could be
ameliorated by utilizing existing assets more efficiently and by adjusting long-
run capacity to levels best matched with local needs, which would allow local
governments more flexibility in giving prices a larger role in guiding consump-
tion and investment decisions, and in streamlining environmental review and
permitting processes. Moreover, addressing the current inadequacies of our
public infrastructure would help to attenuate the coincidence of structural
unemployment with imperfect geographic mobility—again, exacerbated by
the regulatory restrictions discussed in chapter 2—that has been a factor in the
decline of labor force participation identified in chapters 3 and 8.

Chapter 5 covers issues in international trade policy and actions the
Administration has taken and could take to generate positive-sum, reciprocal
trade agreements with our trading partners. Specifically, in addition to review-
ing the benefits of economic specialization and consequent gains from trade,
we also demonstrate how instances of unfair trade practices by a subset of our
partners have had the effect of limiting the potential gains from trade to the
United States and the world, with particularly adverse consequences for the
U.S. manufacturing sector. Addressing these issues would raise productivity by
encouraging greater investment in sectors where the U.S. economy enjoys a
comparative advantage, especially but not exclusively energy and agricultural
products.

In chapter 6, we turn our attention to the health of the true catalyst of
U.S. economic growth: the American worker. Although the Affordable Care Act
(ACA) expanded insurance coverage to at most 6 percent of the U.S. popula-
tion—through Medicaid, marketplaces, and the dependent coverage provi-
sion—we survey a large body of academic literature that estimates the effect of
insurance coverage on health to be substantially smaller than commonly pre-
sumed. Indeed, for the first time in over 50 years, U.S. life expectancy declined
in 2015 and 2016, suggesting that factors such as drug abuse, particularly of
opioids, and obesity may have a larger impact than insurance coverage alone
can redress. Instead, we find that increased choice and competition, along with
a recognition by policymakers that the determinants of health are multidimen-
sional, may constitute more efficient avenues for improving health outcomes,
particularly among lower-income households. Fundamentally, it is the view of
this Council that healthy people not only live longer, more enjoyable lives but
are also an essential component of reversing recent trends in labor productiv-
ity and labor force participation, discussed in chapters 1 and 3.

Economic Report of the President | 19



Chapter 7 considers the emerging challenge of cybersecurity, particularly
in the context of our ongoing transition to an information economy. Malicious
cyber activity presents new threats to the protection of property rights, includ-
ing rights to intangible assets and even information itself, and thus imposes
large and real costs on the U.S. economy. Given the existence of positive
externalities from investing in cybersecurity, we discuss policy options that
might shift this investment to its socially optimal level, including public-private
partnerships that promote basic research, protecting critical infrastructure
assets, disseminating new security standards, and expanding the cybersecurity
workforce.

Finally, in chapter 8 we examine the year in review and survey the
years ahead. Acknowledging underlying strengths and challenges, the
Administration’s November 2017 baseline forecast, which excludes the effects
of the TCJA, projects that output will grow by an overall average annual rate
of 2.2 percent through 2028. The policy-inclusive forecast, however, which
assumes full implementation of the Administration’s agenda, is for average
annual real GDP growth through 2028 of 3.0 percent. We expect growth to
moderate slightly after 2020, as the capital-output ratio approaches its new
steady state level and the pro-growth effect of the individual elements of the
TCJA dissipate, though the level effect will be permanent. However, expected
further deregulation and infrastructure investment will partly offset the declin-
ing contribution to growth of tax cuts and reforms toward the end of the
budget window. The policy-inclusive forecast is conservative relative to those
of previous Administrations, and in fact is slightly below the median of 3.1
percent. Moreover, the baseline forecast is precisely in line with the long-run
outlook given in the 2017 Economic Report of the President, reflecting our view
that nonimplementation of the current Administration’s policy objectives will
imply a reversion to the lower growth trend of recent years.

Preliminary indicators suggest that markets indeed detect a trend shift.
In the weeks immediately following the TCJA’s passage, over 300 companies
announced wage and salary increases, as well as bonuses and supplementary
401(k) contributions of $2.4 billion affecting 4.2 million workers, citing the new
law. In addition, by the end of January 2018, this Council tallied $190 billion in
newly announced corporate investment projects that were publicly attributed
to the TCJA, revealing that firms are responding to the TCJA as theory and
empirical evidence predicted.

As a society, we hold many values and aspirations, including but not
limited to expanding economic prosperity, that may not exist always and
everywhere in complete harmony. It is the view of this Council that in recent
years, the pursuit of alternative policy aspirations at the expense of growth has
imposed real economic costs on the American people, in the form of dimin-
ished opportunity, security, equity, and even health. We therefore endorse an
agenda for returning the American economy to its full growth potential.
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Chapter 1
Taxes and Growth

In this chapter, we report evidence that the extensive use of itemized deduc-
tions in the U.S. income tax code can distort incentives, affect the distribution
of the tax burden, and reduce Federal income tax revenue. Lowering individual
income tax rates while simultaneously limiting use of distortionary deductions
can therefore facilitate tax relief to middle-income households—with cor-
responding supply-side benefits—while at the same time partially offsetting

short- to medium-term negative revenue effects.

In addition, because the magnitude of the corporate tax changes in the Tax
Cuts and Jobs Act—particularly the international aspect of corporate taxa-
tion—marked a more substantial break from its antecedent, we focus in more
depth on this part of the reform. In particular, we survey a large body of
academic literature on the effects of taxing corporate income and demonstrate
that the empirical evidence indicates that not only is capital highly responsive
to changes in corporate taxation but also has become more so over time. The
result is that not only have firms located less production and investment in
the United States, and correspondingly more abroad, but also that the cost
of this lower output has been increasingly and disproportionately borne by
the less mobile factor of production—namely, labor. Using estimates from this
literature, we then calculate that two salient corporate tax reforms—reducing
the top marginal Federal corporate tax rate from 35 to 21 percent, and allowing
firms to fully expense investments in nonstructure capital—would raise output
by 2 to 4 percent over the long run, and furthermore boost average annual

household wages by about $4,000.
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The evidence presented in this chapter strongly suggests that the U.S. econ-
omy, and in particular U.S. workers, have been substantially harmed by the
convergence of two undisputed economic trends. The first is the high and
accelerating international mobility of capital, and the second is the increasingly
uncompetitive nature of U.S. corporate income taxation relative to the rest of
the world. The result has been throttled capital formation in the United States,
and consequently stagnant wage growth in the absence of capital deepening.
Under the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, the shift away from worldwide taxation
toward a territorial system ends the penalty on companies headquartered in
the United States, because they will no longer pay additional taxes when they
bring overseas profits home. As a transition to the territorial system, income
that has already accrued offshore will be subject to a low, one-time tax, thereby

eliminating any tax incentive to keep funds offshore.

n December 2017, Congress passed and the President signed into law the
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA)—the most significant combination of Federal
tax cuts and comprehensive tax reform the United States has experienced
in decades. The TCJA had four goals: tax relief for middle-income families,
simplification for individuals, economic growth through business tax relief,
and repatriation of overseas earnings. On the individual side, several reforms
were implemented in order to achieve these aims. The standard deduction
was approximately doubled, with the result of lowering taxes for millions of
families and simplifying tax filing because fewer households will itemize. In
addition, marginal tax rates were lowered (see table 1-1) and the Child Tax
Credit raised and expanded to apply to more families, among other changes.
Moreover, a number of popular deductions, such as the mortgage interest and
charitable contributions deductions were maintained, while certain deduc-
tions that primarily benefited higher income households were eliminated or
capped. Meanwhile, a 20 percent deduction was introduced for pass-through
business income, while on the corporate side, firms will now be able to fully
deductinvestments in equipment and intangible assets, and will benefit from a
reduction in the top marginal Federal corporate tax rate from 35 to 21 percent.
The corporate tax cuts were implemented in tandem with a shift toward a ter-
ritorial system of taxation.
In this chapter, we report evidence that the extensive use of item-
ized deductions in the U.S. income tax code can distort incentives, impact
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Table 1-1. Tax Brackets for Ordinary Income Under Previous Law and the
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (2018 Tax Year)

Single filer Married filing jointly

Previous law TCJA Previous law TCJA
10%  $0-$9,525  10%  $0-$9,525 10%  $0-$19,050 10%  $0-$19,050
15% $9,525- 12% $9,525- 15% $19,050- 12% $19,050-
$38,700 $38,700 $77,400 $77,400
25% $38,700- 22% $38,700- 25% $77,400- 22% $77,400-
$93,700 $82,500 $156,150 $165,000
28%  $93,700- 24%  $82,500- 28%  $156,150-  24%  $165,000-
$195,450 $157,500 $237,950 $315,000
33%  $195450- 32%  $157,500-  33%  $237,950-  32%  $315,000-
$424,950 $200,000 $424,950 $400,000
35%  $424,950-  35%  $200,000-  35%  $424,950-  35%  $400,000-
$426,700 $500,000 $480,050 $600,000

39.6% $426,700+ 37% $500,000+ 39.6%  $480,050+ 37% $600,000+
Source: Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.

the distribution of the tax burden, and reduce Federal income tax revenue.
Lowering individual income tax rates while simultaneously limiting use of
distortionary deductions can therefore facilitate tax relief to middle-income
households—with corresponding supply-side benefits—while at the same time
partially offsetting short- to medium-term negative revenue effects.

In addition, because the magnitude of the changes on the corporate
side—particularly the international aspect of corporate taxation—marked a
more substantial break from its antecedent, we focus in more depth on this
part of the reform. In particular, we survey a large body of academic literature
on the effects of taxing corporate income and demonstrate that the empirical
evidence indicates that not only is capital highly responsive to changes in cor-
porate taxation but also has become more so over time. The result is that not
only have firms located less production and investment in the United States,
and correspondingly more abroad, but also that the cost of this lower output
has been increasingly and disproportionately borne by the less mobile factor
of production—namely, labor. Using estimates from this literature, we then
calculate that two salient corporate tax reforms—reducing the top marginal
Federal corporate tax rate from 35 to 21 percent, and allowing firms to fully
expense investments in nonstructure capital—would raise output by 2 to 4
percent over the long run, and furthermore boost average annual household
wages by about $4,000.

The evidence presented in this chapter strongly suggests that the U.S.
economy, and in particular U.S. workers, have been substantially harmed by
the convergence of two undisputed economic trends. The first is the high and
acceleratinginternational mobility of capital, and the second is the increasingly
uncompetitive nature of U.S. corporate income taxation relative to the rest of
the world. The result has been throttled capital formation in the United States,
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and consequently stagnant wage growth in the absence of capital deepening.
Under the TCJA, the shift away from worldwide taxation toward a territorial
system ends the penalty on companies headquartered in the United States
because they will no longer pay additional taxes when they bring overseas
profits home. As a transition to the territorial system, income that has already
accrued offshore will be subject to a low, one-time tax, thereby eliminating any
tax incentive to keep funds offshore.

We begin this chapter with a brief overview of U.S. taxation in histori-
cal and international perspective, focusing on the declining competitiveness
of U.S. taxation of corporate income relative to other advanced economies.
We turn next to the costs of taxation and a short review of the theory of tax
incidence with two examples that are relevant to the TCJA—the incidence
of corporate taxation and the mortgage interest tax deduction. Finally, we
provide an in-depth review of the growth literature in the context of corporate
taxation, focusing on the effects of the user cost of capital on optimal capital
accumulation and long-run growth.

U.S. Taxation in Historical and
International Perspective

Since before Independence, public taxation has been a contentious issue in
the politics of what is now the United States. In the wake of the Seven Years’
War, repeated attempts by successive British governments to raise revenue
from the North American colonies to cover the costs of colonial defense—the
Sugar Act, Stamp Act, and Townshend Acts—were met with increasing hostility
from colonial taxpayers, culminating with the Boston Tea Party after passage
of the so-called Tea Act in 1773. Within a decade of the Constitution’s com-
mencement, efforts by the Federal government to assess taxes on whiskey
and property resulted in armed insurrections in the Whiskey Rebellion and
Fries’s Rebellion, the former of which required President Washington to lead a
13,000-strong army to confront the insurrectionists.

Perhaps not surprisingly, then, for the Republic’s first 150 years, taxation
at the Federal level remained a relatively small fraction of the nation’s total
economic output, as shown in figure 1-1. Before World War 11, total Federal gov-
ernment revenue never exceeded 10 percent of gross domestic product (GDP)
and—with brief exceptions during wartime and the Great Depression—never
exceeded 5 percent of GDP. World War Il thus marked a sharp discontinuity in
Federal taxation—by the end of the war, Federal tax revenues had grown from
6.7 to 19.9 percent of GDP, and thereafter never fell below 14 percent.

Moreover, the world wars also marked sharp discontinuities in the com-
position of Federal tax revenues. Before World War |, the Federal government
relied almost exclusively on excise taxes for revenue, and the single largest
source of revenue was tariffs on imported goods. While the Administration of
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Figure 1-1. Federal Tax Revenue as a Percentage of GDP, 1792-2017
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Sources: Office of Management and Budget Historical Table 2.3 (2017); U.S. Census Historical
Statistics of the United States (1975).

President Lincoln implemented a tax of 3 percent on income over $800 in 1861
dollars (amended in 1862 to 3 percent on income between $600 and $10,000
and 5 percent on incomes exceeding $10,000), the tax was poorly enforced,
generated little revenue, and was ultimately repealed by the Revenue Act of
1870. A subsequent Federal income tax levied in 1894 was ruled unconstitu-
tional by the U.S. Supreme Court a year later, in Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust
Co.

It was only after intense lobbying, particularly by the prohibitionist
movement, that the Sixteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution was ratified
in 1913, thereby granting the Federal government the authority to levy direct
taxes on income. The prohibitionists’ aim was to provide the Federal govern-
ment an alternative source of funding, given that excise taxes on alcohol com-
prised 40 percent of revenue (Okrent 2010). Thereafter, the individual income
tax grew steadily as a share of Federal government revenue, reaching a peak of
50 percentin 2001.

Taxation of corporate income, meanwhile, began in 1909, when Congress
enacted anincome-based tax on corporations. After ratification of the Sixteenth
Amendment, this constituted the corporate portion of the Federal income tax.
Though the statutory rate was initially a low 1 percent of corporate income,
it was repeatedly raised throughout the Great Depression and after, eventu-
ally reaching a peak of 52.8 percent in 1968, with intermediate rates as high
as 53 percent during World War Il (IRS 2010). Thereafter, rates were gradually
reduced and thresholds raised, settling at a top statutory rate of 35 percent in
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1993. In the entire postwar period, the corporate tax contribution to Federal
revenue peaked in 1952, at 32.1 percent, before steadily declining to just over
9 percentin 2016 (OMB 2017).

While the U.S. held steady at a top Federal statutory tax rate of 35 percent
through 2017, the same was not true for other developed economies belonging
to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) that
have experienced a steady downward trend in rates. Figure 1-2 shows the top
U.S. statutory corporate tax rate versus the OECD average (combined national
and subnational), excluding the U.S., since 2000. Though the latter declined
from 32.3 percent in 2000 to 23.8 in 2017, the combined U.S. rate only declined
from 39.3 to 38.9 percent, driven by reductions at the State level. During this
time, the U.S. went from being the developed economy with the seventh-
highest corporate tax rate to that with the highest.

Relative to the rest of the world, the United States had the fourth-highest
combined statutory corporate income tax rate, after the United Arab Emirates,
Comoros, and the U.S. territory of Puerto Rico. It was one of only 13 national
jurisdictions levying corporate tax rates of 35 percent or more. Fourteen
jurisdictions levy no tax on corporate income at all. The global distribution of
corporate tax rates, moreover, has been consistently shifting toward a lower
average rate since 1980. Unsurprisingly, then, Spengel and others (2017) calcu-
late that a reduction in the effective average U.S. corporate tax rate from 36.5
to 22.7 percent (Federal plus State, assuming a 20 percent corporate income
tax rate—the rate that was initially under consideration until it was amended
to 21 percent)—compared with a European Union average of 20.9 percent—
would substantially improve U.S. competitiveness, contributing to sharp shifts
in foreign direct investment toward capital projects in the U.S. The effective
average tax rate, a measure of the after-tax profit of an investment project
over its lifetime, is a crucial determinant of investment location. Reflecting
the declining competitiveness of U.S. statutory corporate tax rates, figure 1-3
reveals that before the TCJA’s enactment, the effective average tax rate of the
rest of the developed world was declining substantially relative to that of the
United States.

Costs of Taxation in the United States

If there is one principle on which economists agree—and, indeed, that in large
measure defines the profession—it is that people and firms respond to incen-
tives. We may dispute the magnitudes of these responses, and sometimes even
their direction, particularly in the aggregate, but their existence is universally
acknowledged by economists of all stripes. The study of the economic effects
of taxation is, fundamentally, the study of responses to such incentives and
how these responses may offset—partly or, occasionally, totally—the benefits
of taxation.
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Figure 1-2. Top Statutory Corporate Tax Rates in OECD Countries,
2000-2017
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Figure 1-3. Effective Average Corporate Tax Rates of OECD Countries,
1999-2017
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The concept that taxation has benefits is not particularly controversial.
It allows for the provision of public goods and services—such as security,
justice, and official statistics—as well as of goods and services—such as health
and education—that may generate positive externalities and thus be prone
to underproduction by markets alone. At the same time, taxation may also
counteract the overproduction of goods and services that generates negative
externalities, such as pollution and poor health. It is especially important that
taxation further allows for the redistribution of resources in order to mitigate
instances of absolute inequality.

The benefits of taxation, however, are not without costs. These include
not only the direct costs of collecting taxes but also the opportunity costs
of tax compliance, along with the costs of reduced economic activity, owing
to the fact that taxation introduces a discrepancy—a “wedge”—between the
prices producers receive and the prices consumers pay for goods and services.
In markets where producers and/or consumers are highly responsive to small
changes in prices, the magnitude of this effect on economic activity can be sub-
stantial. Taxation may also generate additional adverse distortionary effects
by incentivizing the diversion of resources to less efficient economic activities.

The principle that efficient taxation minimizes the inducement to change
behavior is not new. In 1776, in the Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith articulated
four maxims regarding the administration of public taxation. In addition to the
maxims of equity, certainty, and convenience, his fourth maxim was that of
economy. “Every tax,” Smith writes, “ought to be so contrived as both to take
out and to keep out of the pockets of the people as little as possible over and
above what it brings into the public treasury of the state.” “A tax,” he elabo-
rates, “may either take out or keep out of the pockets of the people a great deal
more than it brings into the public treasury.” That is, not only may the cost of
administering and levying the tax, along with the economic costs associated
with the “vexation” of tax compliance, consume a substantial share of the
revenue thus collected, but also the behavioral responses to tax incentives may
impose additional costs, as economic activity that would otherwise occur is
curtailed or moved underground or abroad for purposes of evasion.

To understand the scope of the issue, it is useful to think about the costs
of taxation in terms of direct and indirect costs. The direct costs constitute the
dollar amounts of taxes paid. The indirect costs, however, are twofold. First,
the excess burden of taxation refers to the reality that it typically costs the
economy more than $1 in the aggregate to raise $1 in tax revenue. Second,
compliance costs measure the amount of hours spent on filing tax returns and
provide an estimate of lost productivity. Inefficiently high costs of taxation can
have the adverse effects of translating into lower productivity and economic
growth. As noted above, before enactment of the TCJA, the U.S. tax code was
burdened with the highest corporate tax rate among advanced economies and
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an international tax system that encouraged capital outflows and the offshor-
ing of profits.

The Excess Burden of Taxation

Tax rates affect incentives to work, save, and invest, and they can divert inputs
from more to less productive activities. These distortions in economic decision-
making and the resulting inefficient allocation of resources lead to a reduction
in societal welfare beyond the amount of taxes collected. The more responsive
taxpayers are to higher taxes, the more they change their behavior, thereby
increasing the excess burden (or deadweight loss).

For instance, increases in marginal individual income tax rates induce
changes in labor supply through both income and substitution effects. The
income effect implies that hours worked would increase as tax rates increase as
workers seek to maintain the same level ofincome. Conversely, the substitution
effect implies that workers choose to work fewer hours as tax rates increase,
substituting other activities for labor as labor has become more expensive (and
leisure cheaper). Workers may also respond to changes in marginal income tax
rates along the extensive margin; some may simply choose to exit the labor
force altogether rather than adjust work hours. The labor economics literature
finds that the labor supply behavior of male workers is typically less responsive
to tax changes than that of females, especially if the former are married and
primary earners (Pencavel 1986; Keane 2011). Elasticities of labor supply along
the extensive margin are also typically larger than those at the intensive margin
(Heckman 1993; Blundell and McCurdy 1999). Although females are more likely
to respond at the extensive margin, they have also become less responsive to
tax changes in recent decades. This is due to such factors as greater labor force
participation rates and increased career orientation among married women
(Blau and Kahn 2007; McClelland, Mok, and Pierce 2014).

In addition to whether and how many hours to work, changes in marginal
tax rates can also affect the timing of retirement and the intensity and quality
of labor effort. Retirement could come earlier than otherwise planned, and
investments in human capital could decrease with higher tax rates. The decline
in the labor force participation of older workers could have adverse effects due
to an earlier loss of expertise and, along with diminished human capital invest-
ments, could contribute to lower aggregate productivity (Keane and Rogerson
2012, 2015). In addition to labor supply effects, individuals also increasingly
seek to avoid taxes as taxes increase. Saez, Slemrod, and Giertz (2012), for
example, find that tax avoidance increases with higher tax rates. Thus, by
lowering marginal tax rates, enactment of the TCJA effectively reduces the
incentive to avoid taxes by lowering the reward to doing so.

The U.S. tax code similarly affects corporate incentives. The deductibility
of interest payments on debt, for instance—reduced by the TCJA—incentivizes
debt over equity financing. Corporate income tax rates also affect choice of
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investment location. As noted above, the top marginal statutory corporate tax
rate in the U.S. before the TCJA was the highest among advanced economies,
and much higher than the OECD average. However, the U.S. collected less in
corporate taxes, relative to GDP, than the OECD average, due largely to high
capital mobility and corporate profit shifting, the latter in response to tax rate
differentials. In 2016, the average top statutory corporate tax rate (combined
subnational and national) in OECD countries excluding the U.S. was 24.2 per-
cent, and corporate tax revenue totaled 3.0 percent of GDP. In comparison, the
combined (State and Federal) top statutory corporate tax rate in the U.S. was
38.9 percent, while corporate tax revenue was only 2.2 percent of GDP. Figure
1-4 plots top statutory corporate tax rates and corporate tax revenue (as a per-
centage of GDP) in all OECD countries since 2000. This figure shows that higher
rates do not necessarily lead to higher revenue collected as a fraction of GDP.

In addition, before the passage of the TCJA, and unlike any other devel-
oped country, the United States operated a system of worldwide taxation that
taxed U.S. corporations on their net income from any source, once repatriated.
This system encouraged deferral of overseas profit reporting by U.S. multina-
tionals, as firms were incentivized to hold large volumes of cash at their foreign
subsidiaries in lower-tax jurisdictions. Other OECD countries instead follow
either a territorial tax system, whereby corporations are taxed only on income
generated domestically, or a hybrid tax system, whereby foreign income is
taxed only if the foreign country’s tax system is significantly different from that
at home. Due to the worldwide tax system, deferral, and high domestic corpo-
rate tax rates, U.S. companies were highly incentivized to shift their reported
income abroad, leading to lower domestic investment, to less physical and
intellectual capital formation within the United States, and to lost productivity
due to the offshoring of operations.

The Compliance Costs of Taxation

The compliance costs of the U.S. tax system are substantial. During the past
century, the length and complexity of the Internal Revenue Code have grown
considerably. While the tax code contained about 400,000 words in 1955, it
reached roughly 2.4 million words by 2016 (Tax Foundation 2016). In addition
to the tax code, an additional 7.7 million words of tax regulations are provided
by the Internal Revenue Service just to explain the tax statutes. Benzarti (2017)
estimates that the total cost of filing all schedules of the Federal income tax
increased from $150 billion in 1984 to $200 billion in 2006 (1.4 percent of 2006
GDP).

In 2016, the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs estimated that it
took Americans almost 9 billion hours to file their tax returns (Tax Foundation
2016). The majority of these hours were spent complying with business returns
(2.8 million hours) and individual returns (2.6 million hours). The hours spent
on compliance could have instead been spent on other productive activities.
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Figure 1-4. Corporate Tax Rates and Corporate Tax Revenue,
2000-2016
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Rather than hiring tax professionals to file highly complex returns, businesses
could instead have invested in new plant and equipment. This opportunity cost
of compliance can reduce productivity in the long run. Based on the Bureau
of Labor Statistics’ hourly compensation estimates of $52.05 for professional
workers and $37.28 for all private sector workers in 2015, the hours spent on
complying with the tax code cost the U.S. economy an amount exceeding $400
billion, or 2.4 percent of 2016 GDP (Tax Foundation 2016).

Slemrod (2006) discusses the nature of compliance costs for corpora-
tions. Though compliance costs are higher for larger firms, the costs are regres-
sive, in the sense that they constitute a relatively lower percentage of operating
costs for larger firms. In other words, the burden of complexity falls dispropor-
tionately on smaller firms. Costs include audits, planning, research, appeals,
litigation, and filing returns. Such costs also vary widely across industries, with
the highest costs incurred by firms in the communication, technology, and
media sectors, and the lowest costs by firms in the retail, food, and healthcare
industries. Multinational companies face higher compliance costs, especially
those with operations in multiple foreign countries. In addition, because larger
corporations often have the resources to navigate tax complexity to achieve
a lower effective rate, the recently enacted tax reform has the added benefit
of leveling the playing field between large multinational firms and smaller
domestic firms.

Taxes and Growth | 41



Unfortunately, while tax complexity is costly, it is sometimes a necessary
consequence of the need to balance multiple objectives of tax policy, particu-
larly efficiency and progressivity (economy and equity, according to Smith’s
maxims), that are not always in harmony. For example, the introduction of
targeted tax deductions and credits for reasons of economic efficiency may
also require the implementation of phase-outs at higher income levels so that
low- and middle-income households benefit relatively as well as absolutely.
While such provisions may add to complexity, they are nonetheless necessary
for the maintenance of a progressive tax code.

Tax Incidence

It is well known in economic theory that the individual (or corporation) who
makes a tax payment to the government is not necessarily the one who bears
the burden of this payment; this burden is the incidence of the tax. Legally, the
incidence of a tax is determined by who actually pays the tax to the govern-
ment. For example, the statutory incidence of sales taxes is typically on the
seller of the goods sold. This incidence, however, does not take into account
the fact that markets adjust in response to the imposition of the tax—and
it is this market reaction that determines who actually bears the burden or
economic incidence of a particular tax. We illustrate this concept using a simple
graph of demand and supply (figure 1-5). Absent any intervention in the mar-
ket, g" units would be sold at a price of p"per unit. We illustrate the imposition
of a per-unit tax by shifting the supply curve in by $t units.

An alternative to a per-unit tax is an ad valorem tax, such as a sales tax.
Rather than shift the supply curve in by St units, the supply curve would instead
rotate by t percent. In addition, for simplicity, we focus on shifting the supply
curve. The demand curve could, alternatively, shift in by the same number of
units. Economic theory shows that it does not matter who bears the statutory
incidence of the tax, as the economic incidence is the same in either case.

As figure 1-6 shows, even though the supplier is responsible for remitting
the money to the government, the increase in price to the consumer means
that the consumer is responsible for at least part of the tax. Crucially, the
amount born by the consumer depends upon the relative elasticities of supply
and demand. After the tax is implemented, consumers pay p, = p +t (> p’) per
unit, producers keep p_=p (< p’), and the government collects $t per unit sold.
Consider figures 1-6 and 1-7, which are variants of figure 1-5.

In figure 1-6, suppliers exhibit perfectly inelastic supply. That is, for a
given change in price, suppliers continue to supply the exact same quantity
of the good. In this case, the entire tax will be pushed onto them in the form
of lower prices (p_ = p - t < p’). This result is very intuitive; if suppliers are
completely unresponsive to price then it makes sense to push the tax onto
them. The after-tax price for consumers will stay the same as the pretax price.
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Figure 1-5. The Incidence of a Tax on Sellers
Price
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A typical example of perfectly inelastic supply is land. The United States, for
example, has a fixed amount of land. Likewise, geography can sometimes
limit usable land, rendering its supply more inelastic. Local ordinances and
regulations can also impact the supply of land available for building, making
the supply of housing inelastic—an example we will turn to below. Under this
scenario, suppliers will bear the burden of the tax. The after-tax price will not
change from the pretax price for consumers. Because suppliers must remit the
tax, they collect $p from the consumer, send $t to the government and are left
with $(p - t). In figure 1-7, however, sellers exhibit perfectly elastic supply. That
is, if the price falls below p’, the supply falls to zero. Thus, in this case, the entire
tax will be paid by consumers (the price they pay increases to p’ + t), and sellers
continue to receive p’.

One final detailin these figures is important in our subsequent discussion
on taxincidence in the TCJA. Until now, we have considered the impact of a tax
on prices. Now we consider the impact of a tax on the quantity of the good sold.
Returning to figure 1-5, before the imposition of the tax, g* units of the good
were sold at a price of p. After the tax, only g, units are sold. The triangular
area between the demand and supply curves between g, _and g’ is known as
deadweight loss or the excess burden, as discussed above. Because the com-
petitive equilibrium at p* and g* maximizes social efficiency, any movement
away from that caused by per unit or ad valorem taxation is an efficiency loss to
society. This is the price that we pay for a redistributive tax system. Deadweight
loss is higher when demand and/or supply are very elastic—that is, the imposi-
tion of a tax generates large behavioral responses. On the opposite side, when
either demand or supply are perfectly inelastic—that is, when the imposition
of the tax does not generate any movement away from the efficient quantity,
deadweight loss is equal to zero. It is true that suppliers may bear the entire
burden of the tax (in the case of perfectly inelastic supply) but, given that they
still provide g*, there is no loss to society overall—simply a transfer of income
from suppliers to the government.

The incidence of a tax has important implications for the distributional
aspects of tax reform. Much of the argument on whether particular tax reforms
help or hurt certain groups depends upon how elastic we believe demand or
supply to be. Here, we highlight two important elements of the TCJA whereby
tax incidence has played a key role in our understanding of how taxes ulti-
mately affect households. We first consider the corporate tax. Though cor-
porations pay the tax, they do not ultimately bear its burden. A main tenet of
public economics is that people—whether they are shareholders, the owners
of capital, or workers—bear the burden of a corporate tax. Therefore, which
people in particular pay the tax is an empirical question. A second example is
the incidence of the mortgage interest deduction (MID), which is a subsidy for
home ownership given to households that itemize their taxes. Though the MID
is not eliminated in the new tax law, fewer households will claim the deduction
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Figure 1-7. Tax Incidence with Perfectly Elastic Supply
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because they will be better off claiming the higher standard deduction. This
has the potential to have an impact on home prices, though evidence indicates
that the impact will be quite modest.

The Incidence of the Corporate Income Tax

In analyzing where the burden of the corporate tax falls on capital relative to
labor, it is important to distinguish between short-run and long-run burdens.
In the short run, increases in the corporate tax are borne by current owners of
corporate capital, through a drop in asset values, and by investors, through
lower after-tax rates of return. In the long run, labor bears more of the burden
of the corporate tax. This is because an increase in the effective tax rate on
capital income from new saving and investment leads to a reduction in capital
accumulation. The resulting decline in the capital-to-labor ratio decreases
labor productivity and leads to a fall in wages.

Exactly how much of the burden labor bears is a subject of much aca-
demic research. Piketty and Saez (2007) assume that the burden of the cor-
porate income tax falls on owners of capital income. Several think tanks and
public research services—including the Tax Policy Center and Congressional
Budget Office—assume in their current tax models that most of the corporate
tax burden (about 80 percent) is borne by capital, and the rest by labor. The
empirical literature places the corporate tax burden borne by workers at
between 21 and 75 percent, with higher figures generally representing more
recent studies that assume freer movement of capital across borders. These
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incidence estimates can be interpreted as the share of the total burden of
taxation borne by workers, where the total burden is the surplus eliminated
from the private market by corporate taxation. The burden includes not only
the government revenue raised but also the deadweight loss from imposition
of the tax. With no deadweight loss, applying these incidence estimates to the
static change in government revenue from corporate rate reductions would
provide the lower bound on the additional surplus (or dollars) accruing to
workers under the rate changes. The existence of a positive deadweight loss
implies that the total burden would be more than 100 percent.

In a paper for the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, Felix (2009) esti-
mates an elasticity of workers’ wages with respect to corporate income tax
rates based on the variation in the marginal tax rate across the 50 U.S. States.
In these estimates, a 1-percentage-point increase in the top marginal State cor-
porate rate reduces gross wages by 0.14 to 0.36 percent over the entire period
(1977-2005), but the dampening effects of corporate tax rates on wages are
growing over time. For the most recent period in Felix’s data (2002-5), a 1-per-
centage-point State corporate tax increase reduces wages by 0.45 percent.
These estimates imply an elasticity of roughly -0.1 to -0.2 for the U.S. statutory
corporate tax rate. Carroll (2009) corroborates Felix’s results. Again, using data
on changes in the corporate tax rate across States, Carroll (2009) estimates
coefficients that are consistent with an elasticity of -0.1 to -0.2 for workers’
wages with respect to the U.S. statutory corporate tax rate. Fuest, Peichl, and
Siegloch (2018), studying nearly 6,800 tax changes in German municipalities
between 1993 and 2012, identify the wage effects of municipal corporate rate
changes. Their point estimates imply a wage elasticity of -0.14 with respect to
the local business tax. An additional contribution of the study by Fuest, Peichl,
and Siegloch (2018) is their analysis of the distributional consequences of the
corporate taxation burden, which shows that low- and medium-skilled work-
ers are differentially disadvantaged by higher tax rates. They find that these
consequences, which are large enough to significantly affect tax progressivity,
would decrease the U.S. tax system’s overall progressivity by an estimated 25
to 40 percent.

Other country-based studies, like those assessing the effects of corporate
income tax rate changes in Canada, may be more applicable to the United
States. Still, labor union membership is higher in Canada, suggesting that there
may be some limits to applying these estimates to the U.S. Using corporate
rate changes across and within Canadian provinces between 1998 and 2013,
Ebrahimi and Vaillancourt (2016) estimate the effects on workers’ wages,
analogous to the analyses by Felix (2009) and Carroll (2009) for U.S. States.
The study finds that a 1 percent increase in the statutory corporate tax rate is
associated with a reduction in workers’ hourly wages of 0.15 to 0.24 percent.
These results—which control for observable worker characteristics, including
labor union membership—hold for both public and private workers. In new
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research, McKenzie and Ferede (2017) also use changes in corporate tax rates
within Canada to develop an estimate of the impact on workers’ wages. The
baseline elasticity estimate is -0.11, with alternative estimates giving absolute
values as large as -0.15.

Looking at other countries with similar market-based economies,
Dwenger, Rattenhuber, and Steiner (2013) estimate the effects on work-
ers’ wages of corporate tax rate changes in Germany. Their results imply a
semielasticity of wages of about -1.24 with respect to the average tax rate,
without accounting for employment effects, and of -2.36 when employment
effects are included.

A cross-country study by Hassett and Mathur (2015), based on 65 coun-
tries and 25 years of data, finds that the elasticity of workers’ wages in manu-
facturing after 5 years with respect to the highest marginal tax rate in a country
is -0.5 in the baseline case, which includes the addition of spatial tax variables.
An expanded analysis by Felix (2007) follows the strategy used by Hassett and
Mathur (2006), but incorporates additional control variables, including work-
ers’ education levels and countries’ degree of economic openness. Felix’s esti-
mates imply a semielasticity of between -0.7 and -1.23. When she replicates
Hassett and Mathur’s specification, the semielasticity is -0.43.

A set of recent papers also seeks to measure the rent-sharing, or “bar-
gaining,” channel directly, including papers by Liu and Altshuler (2013) and
by Arulampalam, Devereux, and Maffini (2012). Liu and Altshuler measure an
elasticity of between -0.03 and -0.04 for U.S. workers’ wages with respect to
effective marginal tax rates, which represent these workers’ profit sharing with
respect to their employers’ tax liabilities. Research by Desai, Foley, and Hines
(2004) also relies on wage data for U.S. multinationals to assess the relative
share of the corporate tax burden borne by labor, measuring the labor share
at between 45 and 75 percent, near the higher end of theoretical predictions.
However, because these papers do not assess the economy-wide effects of
corporate tax reform, they are excluded from figure 1-9, which summarized the
studies discussed here.

Results from Azémar and Hubbard (2015) also utilize cross-country
changes in the corporate tax rates of OECD countries (generally high-income,
developed countries, like the U.S.) to measure the effects of corporate tax rate
changes on workers’ wages. The paper measures changes in workers’ wages
with and without controls for changes in value added (labor productivity). The
results imply a semielasticity of -0.43 (-0.17 for the U.S.) for workers’ wages
with respect to the corporate tax rate, of which about three-fourths is related to
the indirect channel and one-fourth to the direct channel. Azémar and Hubbard
note that the estimates without value added (those corresponding to the com-
bination of both direct and indirect channels) may be overestimates, given the
correlation between value added and corporate tax rates. We include them in
figure 1-8, but note this caution on interpretation.
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Applying the results in each paper to the rate reduction in the TCJA,
figure 1-8 summarizes the estimated changes in U.S. household wages implied
by each paper. For results where semielasticities are reported, we multiply
the semielasticity by the change in the statutory rate, a 14-percentage-point
change (from 39.6 to 25.6 percent). This is the percentage change in wages
implied by the point estimates. These changes are then applied to the mean
value of household income reported by the U.S. Census in 2016, $83,143,
and multiplied by the share of average household income that is wage-and-
salary income (78 percent) (BLS 2016, 2017). For results where elasticities are
reported, we calculate the percent change in the tax rate in the U.S. as 0.14
divided by 0.396 (the U.S. statutory rate, including State taxes), or 35.4 percent.

What do these empirical results imply for the likely effects of corporate
tax reform in the United States? Within each of the four estimation strate-
gies shown in figure 1-8, there is a range of estimated worker wage effects.
Overall, the estimated impact of the 14-point reduction in the U.S. corporate
tax rate varies from $2,400 (based on the cross-Canadian province results from
McKenzie and Ferede 2017) to just over $12,000 based on the longer-run effects
of corporate tax rate changes observed in the Hassett and Mathur data. The
average result is $5,500. Removing the two lowest and two highest estimates
gives a range of $3,400 to $9,900.

Cross-country estimates made by Felix (2007) and by Hassett and Mathur
(2006, 2015) imply far larger effects on wages from corporate reforms, ranging
from $6,000 to $12,000 for Hassett and Mathur (2015), who take into account
the spatial correlation of corporate rate changes. Azémar and Hubbard’s (2015)
estimates are closer to $4,000, although they caution that this number may
be too high because the data suffer from omitted variable bias. For Hassett
and Mathur, the larger estimates may partially reflect the intentional measure
of longer-term wage outcomes; both Azémar and Hubbard (2015) and Felix
(2007) measure cross-country differences in the cross section. This larger range
of estimates is also consistent with estimates made by Dwenger, Kiibler, and
Weizsacker (2013) of the wage effects of German corporate tax reforms, but the
differing nature of wage bargaining across countries is an important limit on
transferring these results.

In all cases, the corporate tax rate changes used for identification are
smaller than the 14-percentage-point reduction proposed under the TCJA. If
the effects of corporate taxes on wages are not linear, then the outcome for
U.S. workers may be different from the estimates given in figure 1-8. One final
consideration relates to changes in employment, which these wage estimates
do not incorporate. If the effect of corporate tax reform is to raise U.S. work-
ers’ wages primarily through wage bargaining rather than through enhanced
productivity, employers could reduce their demand for labor as a result. This
seems far less likely to be the case in the U.S. than in countries with centralized
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Figure 1-8. Average Income Increases for U.S. Households from a
Corporate Rate Reduction, Using Literature Wage Elasticties
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wage setting and stronger labor bargaining power. For a discussion of the
German case, see Dwenger, Kiibler, and Weizsécker (2013).

As a whole, these estimates suggest that a U.S. Federal corporate rate
reduction from 35 to 21 percent is likely to result in wage increases for U.S.
households of $4,000 or more. Though this is a long-run outcome, box 1-1
discusses how corporate investment and bonus announcements immediately
following passage of the TCJA are consistent with estimated effects.

The Incidence of the Mortgage Interest and State and Local
Tax Deductions

The U.S. Treasury estimates that in fiscal year 2017, the American taxpayers
who used the mortgage interest deduction reduced their Federal tax liabilities
by $65.6 billion (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2017). The TCJA does not
eliminate the MID. However, the law nearly doubles the standard deduction,
making it likely that more households will achieve greater tax savings by
claiming the standard deduction instead of itemizing. In addition, for new
mortgages, the law reduces the amount of mortgage indebtedness for which
interest can be deducted from $1 million to $750,000, so that less interest can
be deducted on more expensive homes.

To determine the impact of these changes, it is useful to consider the
theoretical exercise of eliminating the MID, which would provide an upper
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Box 1-1. Update: Post-TCJA Corporate Announcements

In the weeks immediately following passage of the TCJA, more than 300
companies announced wage and salary increases, as well as bonuses and/
or 401(k) match increases affecting 4.2 million workers, citing the TCJA. As
of February 5, 2018, the Council of Economic Advisers tallied a total of over
$2.4 billion in new bonuses that have been publicly announced and explicitly
attributed to the TCJA, as well as 46 employers announcing starting wage
increases. In addition, by that date, the CEA counted $190 billion in newly
announced corporate investment publicly attributed to the TCJA.

Two of the most prominent examples are Walmart Inc. and Apple Inc.
Walmart, the largest private employer in the United States, announced on
January 11, 2018, that it was raising its starting wage by 10 percent, from $10
to $11, expanding maternity and parental leave benefits, introducing new
financial assistance for employees looking to adopt, and providing a one-
time cash bonus for eligible employees of up to $1,000. Meanwhile Apple, as
of December 2017 the largest publicly listed company in the world by stock
market capitalization, on January 17, 2018, announced employee bonuses of
$2,500 worth of restricted stock units in response to the TCJA. The company
also announced that it would be incurring a $38 billion tax bill in order to
repatriate offshore cash in order to invest $30 billion in the U.S. In addition,
JPMorgan Chase, the largest bank in the U.S. by assets, announced a $20 bil-
lion investment program that will open 400 new branches and add 4,000 jobs.
The bank also announced that it would be raising hourly wages for 22,000
full- and part-time U.S. employees.

Though subject to change and evolving circumstances, the immediate
corporate response to the TCJA therefore offers provisional confirmation of
the theoretical and empirical evidence on profit sharing, the link between
corporate taxation and labor earnings, and the effect of corporate taxation on
investment in the context of internationally mobile capital. Moreover, though
the primary channel through which we expect corporate tax reductions to
affect wages is that of long-run capital deepening raising labor productivity,
it is also rational in a tightening labor market for forward-looking employers
to raise wages and offer bonuses in the short run in order to retain similarly
forward-looking workers.

bound on any potential effects from the TCJA. When considering the tax inci-
dence of the MID, it may be that buyers gain and current homeowners lose
(or are at least made no worse off). The opposite may also be true. The statu-
tory incidence falls upon the potential homebuyer because he or she can no
longer use mortgage interest to reduce his or her Federal income tax burden.
In other words, the subsidy for housing is removed, and a subsidy is just a
negative tax—the economic theory discussed above applies in the same way,
except that the government, rather than collecting taxes, provides a financial
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payment. Thus, both home buyers and sellers benefit to some extent from the
subsidy—the subsidy allows sellers to receive a higher price and allows buyers
to pay a lower price (assuming standard demand and supply curves, but, unlike
figure 1-6, the demand curve shifts out with a subsidy for buyers.) Removing the
subsidy (and moving back toward the competitive equilibrium) has the effect
of potentially modestly lowering the price that sellers receive and raising the
price that buyers pay. As always, the precise economic incidence is determined
by the relative price-elasticities of demand for and supply of the housing stock.
There is a body of academic literature that has studied the effect of
the MID on housing prices. Early studies found substantial effects on hous-
ing prices. For example, Poterba (1984) estimates that there would be a very
large housing price response to the MID’s elimination—a 26 percent decline.
However, this result was estimated more than 30 years ago, in an environment
of 10 percent inflation and may not be relevant in today’s economic setting.
Capozza, Green, and Hendershott (1996) estimate that eliminating the MID
(along with ending the deduction for property taxes) would decrease house
prices by an estimated 13 percent. Harris (2013) estimates that eliminating the
MID would reduce home prices by 12 to 19 percent, depending upon the model.
Other contributions to the academic literature that consider the MID
within the context of the larger economy find significantly lower price effects
from its elimination. These studies examine a more flexible model of the hous-
ing market that allows demand and supply to respond to reductions in the
demand for housing, or incorporate spillover effects in the rental housing mar-
ket. Most recently, Sommer and Sullivan (2017) find that eliminating the MID
would reduce home prices by 4.2 percent in the long run, although the effect
is only half this size in an environment with the low interest rates observed
today. In a similar model, Floetotto, Kirker, and Stroebel (2016) estimate that
eliminating the MID would decrease home prices by only 1 percent in the long
run. Given that the value of housing is equal to roughly 30 percent of total
household wealth, a 4 percent fall in housing prices translates into about a 1.2
percent decline in total household net wealth (Federal Reserve Board 2017).
Recent research (e.g., Hilber and Turner 2014) also indicates that the
impact of eliminating the MID would vary depending on the elasticity of supply
of housing in different areas. In markets where supply is constrained, eliminat-
ing the MID is more likely to reduce prices because supply does not adjust
downward in the long run and with little to no impact on homeownership
rates. Rappoport (2016) uses a structural model, which allows housing supply
elasticities to vary across areas, and he finds that eliminating the MID would
decrease house prices by 6.9 percent on average, but with considerable varia-
tion across markets, again, depending on the elasticity of supply.
In sum, the most recent academic literature suggests that the impact of
eliminating the MID on house prices is likely to be more modest than those in
the earlier literature, and its magnitude in different areas will depend on the
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Table 1-2. Percentage of SALT and MID Deductions by Income Bracket

Share of SALT Share of MID
Income bracket Share of filers deductions deductions
Under $1 1.43 0.00 0.00
$1t0 $9,999 14.46 0.61 1.19
$10,000 to $24,999 21.99 2.89 3.67
$25,000 to $49,000 23.43 12.52 12.43
$50,000 to $74,999 13.32 16.90 16.83
$75,000 to $99,000 8.63 16.45 16.38
$100,000 to $199,000 12.25 34.73 34.76
$200,000 to $499,999 3.62 12.76 12.15
$500,000 to $999,999 0.58 2.07 1.80
$1,000,000+ 0.29 1.07 0.78

Sources: Internal Revenue Service; CEA calculations.

extent to which housing supply can respond to reduced demand. Cities like
San Francisco, where the housing stock is relatively inelastic, may experience
greater price responses compared to cities with relatively few land-use restric-
tions, like Dallas.

As noted above, the TCJA does not eliminate the MID. As a result, any
potential impact on housing prices is expected to be more muted than that
suggested by this review of the literature. The proportion of households item-
izing is estimated to decrease from 29.2 percent to 13.4 percent—that is, 23.1
million more filers taking the standard deduction as a result of the TCJA. Many
of these households would have claimed the MID in the past, but after the
enactment of the TCJA no longer find it beneficial to do so. In the same vein,
other households with particularly large mortgage interest obligations may
still find it in their interest to claim the MID. As such, the studies that consider
the full elimination of the MID can be considered as upper bounds on the antici-
pated impact of the TCJA and, in all likelihood, ultimately will be far smaller.
Nonetheless, the TCJA is likely to offset any potential harm by nearly doubling
the standard deduction, lowering statutory tax rates and substantially increas-
ing the Child Tax Credit.

Similarly, the extant academic literature suggests that capping the
Federal income tax deductibility of State and local taxes at $10,000 would have
only modest, though potentially progressive, economic impacts. Feldstein
and Metcalf (1987) find strong evidence that deductibility affects how State
and local governments finance spending, and limited evidence that it affects
overall levels of State and local government spending. Specifically, they find
that States where Federal deductibility implies a relatively low cost of financ-
ing via deductible personal taxes (e.g., income, sales, and property taxes), rely
more heavily on those taxes versus business taxes and other revenue sources.
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Figure 1-9. Distribution of Mortgage Interest Deduction, by Adjusted
Gross Income
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Inman (1989) and Metcalf (2011) observe similar outcomes. Inman finds
that though eliminating State and local income tax (SALT) deductibility would
increase the progressivity of the Federal income tax code, it could also result in
higher local property taxation and lower fees in larger U.S. cities. Elimination
would only reduce total local government spending in large cities if property
taxes are constrained, in which case local government revenues and spending
would be expected to decline by roughly 3 to 7 percent. Inman further finds
that the Federal government would unambiguously collect more tax revenue
from taxpayers in large cities. Metcalf, meanwhile, shows that deductibility
leads to greater reliance on income and property taxes at the State and local
levels, while having no observable impact on nondeductible taxes and fees.
Though the deduction is significantly regressive at the Federal level, he finds
some evidence that the SALT deduction may support progressive taxes at the
subnational level.

The aim of the individual elements of the TCJA is, therefore, to simplify
the income tax code and attenuate the distortionary effects of itemized deduc-
tions such as the SALT and MID by lowering marginal income tax rates while
simultaneously limiting the applicability of such deductions. Table 1-2 shows
that households that have adjusted gross income of at least $100,000 consti-
tute less than 17 percent of the population but claim about half of SALT and
MID deductions. Thus, it is possible to partially offset the Federal revenue loss
of marginal rate reductions, whilst still delivering tax relief targeting middle-
income households. Moreover, figures 1-9 and 1-10 show how MID and SALT
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Figure 1-10. Distribution of State and Local Tax Deduction, by Adjusted
Gross Income
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deductions are concentrated at the upper end of the income distribution—
higher income households disproportionately take advantage of such deduc-
tions. Accordingly, the nonpartisan Joint Committee on Taxation (2017a)—the
official scorer of legislative bills—finds that by 2025, before the scheduled
expiration of the individual elements of the TCJA, households earning between
$40,000 and $100,000 will enjoy a net reduction in their total Federal tax liabil-
ity of between 2 and 5 percent. Meanwhile, the share of Federal taxes paid by
households earning more than $1,000,000 is estimated to increase slightly,
from 19.1 to 19.5 percent. The persistence of this middle-class income tax relief
will then depend on whether Congressional representatives elect to extend the
reforms enacted under the TCJA or allow them to expire.

Evidence on Taxes and Growth

A fundamental challenge to estimating the effects of changes in income tax
rates on economic growth is that the timing of the tax changes are not ran-
dom. Historically, legislators have tended to lower tax rates during periods of
economic contraction and raise taxes during periods of expansion. This high
correlation of tax changes with economic conditions can negatively bias esti-
mates of the effect of tax rate reductions on investment and output. Estimated
effects of tax changes may also be biased by the correlation of those changes
with unobserved factors.
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Recent empirical studies have employed two techniques to address
these challenges. One is the approach called structural vector autoregression,
following Blanchard and Perotti (2002), in which the identification of causal
effects relies on institutional information about tax and transfer systems and
the timing of tax collections to construct automatic fiscal policy responses to
economic activity. In their original study, Blanchard and Perotti (2002) find an
initial tax multiplier of 0.7 on impact, with a peak impact of 1.33 after seven
quarters. In contrast, using sign restrictions to identify tax shocks, Mountford
and Uhlig (2009) find a peak-to-impact multiplier that is substantially larger.

A second technique, originating with Romer and Romer (2010), uses
narrative history from Presidential speeches and Congressional reports to
identify exogenous tax changes with political or philosophical, as opposed to
economic, motivations. These changes are unlikely to be correlated with other
factors affecting output. Tax changes unrelated to the business cycle can be
used as a quasi-natural experiment to estimate the effect on economic output;
this matters because if tax cuts are a response to deteriorating economic con-
ditions, the data will show a spurious negative correlation between taxes and
growth. Romer and Romer estimate that a 1-percentage-point increase in the
total tax share of GDP decreases GDP by 1 percent in the first year and up to 3
percent by the third year. They further find that a 1-percentage-point increase
in the total tax share of GDP decreases investment by 1.5 percent in the first
year and up to 11.2 percent by the third year.

Using Romer and Romer’s (2010) series as an external instrument for
changes in average individual marginal tax rates, Barro and Redlick (2011) simi-
larly find that a permanent 1-percentage-point reduction in the average mar-
ginal tax rate raises real GDP per capita by 0.5 percent in the subsequent year,
corresponding to a conventional tax multiplier of 1.1. Applying the narrative
approach to U.K. data, Cloyne (2013) finds that a 1-percentage-point reduction
in the total tax share of GDP increases GDP by 0.6 percent on impact and by 2.5
percent over three years, and raises investment by 1.2 percent immediately
and by 4.6 percent by the third year. Hayo and Uhl (2014), using German output
data, estimate a maximum response to a 1-percentage-point drop in total tax
liability (as a percentage of GDP) of 2.4 percent. Applying a similar approach to
fiscal consolidations (tax revenue increases) across the OECD countries, Leigh,
Pescatori, and Guajardo (2011) find that a tax-based fiscal consolidation of 1
percentage point of GDP reduces GDP by 1.29 percent.

Mertens and Ravn (2013) develop a hybrid approach that combines both
methods. Because narratively identified shocks may be prone to measurement
error, and identification in a structural vector autoregression framework can
require questionable parameter restrictions, Mertens and Ravn develop an
estimation strategy that utilizes Romer and Romer’s (2010) narrative tax shock
series as an external instrument to identify structural tax shocks, avoiding
the need to impose parameter restrictions. Utilizing this hybrid approach to
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analyze U.S. data, they estimate that a 1-percentage-point cut in the average
corporate income tax rate raises real GDP per capita by 0.4 percent in the first
quarter and by 0.6 percent after a full year, with the effect persisting through
20 quarters. Mertens and Ravn additionally estimate that a 1-percentage-point
cut in the average corporate income tax rate generates an increase in nonresi-
dentialinvestment of 0.5 percent on impact, with a peak increase of 2.3 percent
after six quarters. Also employing a hybrid approach, Mertens and Montiel-Olea
(2017) find that in the first two years following a tax decrease of 1 percentage
point, real GDP is expected to be higher by about 1 percentage point.

On the individual side, meanwhile, Mertens and Ravn estimate that a
1-percentage-point cut in the average personal income tax rate raises real GDP
per capita by 1.4 percent on impact and by a peak of 1.8 percent after three
quarters. Though they find that a 1-percentage-point reduction in the aver-
age personal income tax rate has a negligible impact on inflation, short-term
nominal interest rates, and government debt, they do find significant positive
effects on employment, hours worked, consumption, and durable goods pur-
chases and nonresidential fixed investment. In particular, they observe that a
1-percentage-point decrease in the average personal income tax rate results in
a peak employment response of 0.8 percent after 5 quarters, and peak durable
goods and nonresidential investment effects of 5 and 4 percent, respectively,
beyond one year.

Though the estimated coefficients found in these studies are not directly
comparable, the signs, sizes, and statistical significance of the estimates—
combined with their replication across time and geography—provide strong
evidence of a positive effect of tax cuts on economic growth. Although some
of this literature relies on changes in overall tax liabilities, the most recent
research allows us to specifically simulate the impact of corporate tax changes.
Moreover, dynamic stochastic general equilibrium models of newer vintage—
for example, research by Lizarazo Ruiz, Peralta-Alva, and Puy (2017)—are now
generating growth effects from changes in income tax rates that are in the
range of the findings of Mertens and Ravn (2013) and Barro and Redlick (2011),
which suggests an increasing convergence of estimates derived under alterna-
tive modeling frameworks. This development is important, because some crit-
ics of the macroeconometric literature have asserted that the results are too
large to be theoretically plausible.

Moreover, recent academic research suggests that labor supply effects
among older workers may be contributing to observed growth effects of reduc-
tions in marginal individual income tax rates. Keane and Rogerson (2012, 2015)
observe that the effect of work experience and on-the-job training on the net
present value of lifetime earnings will vary with worker age. Because the net
present value of additional human capital acquisition on the job is quite large
for younger and relatively less experienced workers, labor supply responses
to marginal income tax rates are low among these workers. In contrast, labor
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supply responses to marginal income tax rates are much higher among older,
more experienced workers, which implies potentially significant effects on
productivity.

Effects on the Cost of Capital

A primary mechanism through which changes in corporate tax rates and
depreciation allowances affect business investment is their effect on the user
cost of a capital investment—which can be thought of as the rental price of
capital, and is the minimum return required to cover taxes, depreciation, and
the opportunity costs of investing in capital accumulation versus financial
alternatives. A decrease in the user cost increases the desired capital stock, and
thereby induces gross investment.

By increasing the after-tax return on capital assets, a decrease in the tax
rate on corporate profits decreases the before-tax rate of return required for
the marginal product of new physical assets to exceed the cost of producing
and using these assets, increasing firms’ desired capital stock. Conversely, by
decreasing the after-tax return on physical assets, a decrease in the net present
value of tax deductions for investment expenses increases the before-tax rate
of return required.

Several factors may tend to bias empirical estimates of the user-cost
elasticity of investment, and early studies (e.g., Eisner and Nadiri 1968) tended
to find estimates that were considerably smaller than the benchmark unit
elasticity of demand for capital of Jorgenson (1963) and Hall and Jorgenson
(1967). First, a reliance on aggregate data potentially biases elasticity esti-
mates downward, due to simultaneity between the user cost of capital and
investment shocks. Second, aggregate data suffer from limited variation and
unobserved firm heterogeneity, as demonstrated by Goolsbee (1998, 2004).
Second, as Goolsbee (2000) and Cummins, Hassett, and Oliner (2006) dem-
onstrate, Tobin’s g-based empirical evaluations of neoclassical models will
tend to suffer attenuation bias when the fundamentals that drive investment
are mismeasured. Third, as noted above, estimates of the effects of changes
in corporate taxes on economic output can be biased by the timing of tax
reform. Historically, legislators have tended to lower corporate tax rates and
raise investment tax incentives during periods of economic contraction, and to
raise corporate taxes (and withdraw investment credits and other incentives)
during periods of economic expansion. Insofar as investment is correlated with
general economic conditions—for instance, in standard accelerator models, in
which the change in the growth of output drives investment—estimates of the
user-cost elasticity of investment will therefore be biased toward zero. Studies
that fully address these biases therefore tend to exploit large tax events that
differentially affect various types of firms or asset classes; in these instances,
the change in tax “treatment” is plausibly uncorrelated with underlying eco-
nomic conditions.
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Exploiting instances of major corporate tax reforms, Cummins and
Hassett (1992) estimate user-cost elasticities of investment of roughly -1.1 for
equipment and -1.2 for structures. Auerbach and Hassett (1992) and Cummins,
Hassett, and Hubbard (1994, 1996) exploit differences in the composition of
investment across industries to identify user-cost elasticities, and they find an
estimated long-run elasticity of the capital stock of -0.67. Djankov and others
(2010) find an elasticity of -0.835 at the mean, based on their own database of
corporate income tax rates for 85 countries in 2004.

Using cointegration and plant-level microeconomic data, Caballero,
Engel, and Haltiwanger (1995) report estimated long-run user-cost elasticities
of investment by Standard Industrial Classification, two-digit industry codes
ranging from -0.01 for transportation to -2.0 for textiles and -1.0 on average.
These results imply a generally high long-run responsiveness of investment
to changes in the user cost of capital. Schaller (2006) also uses cointegration
techniques to estimate long-run user-cost elasticity. Assuming that user costs
will largely be exogenous in a small, open economy, Schaller estimates a
user-cost elasticity of -1.6 from quarterly Canadian aggregate data spanning
1962 through 1999. Using Bundesbank data to specifically estimate user-cost
elasticities with respect to the German tax system, and employing generalized-
method-of-moment techniques to instrument for potentially endogenous
investment decisions, Harhoff and Ramb (2001) find a smaller user-cost elastic-
ity of -0.42.

More recently, Dwenger (2014) has used German panel data and a dis-
tributed lag model based on research by Chirinko, Fazzari, and Meyer (1999).
Dwenger’s baseline estimates are about twice as large as the elasticity of -0.25
estimated by Chirinko and colleagues. However, after properly accounting for
the equilibrium relationship in the error correlation model, Dwenger (2014)
finds point estimates of the user-cost elasticity of investment to be -0.9; and a
two-sided, chi-square test suggests that the elasticity is not statistically differ-
ent from the neoclassical benchmark of -1.0.

Approaching the question from a somewhat different angle, Giroud
and Rauh (2017) employ Romer and Romer’s (2010) narrative approach to
estimate the impact of U.S. State-level corporate taxes on establishment
counts, employment, and capital. They find short-run statutory corporate tax
elasticities of both employment and establishment counts of about -0.5 (-1.2
over a 10-year horizon), and short-run statutory corporate tax elasticities of
capital of -0.24 to -0.25. Exploiting quasi-experimental variation created by
the Domestic Production Activities Deduction, which allowed firms to deduct a
percentage of their “qualified production activities income” from their taxable
income, Ohrn (2017) finds that a 1-percentage-point reduction in the corporate
tax rate increases investment by 4.7 percent of installed capital and decreases
debt by 5.3 percent of total assets.
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There is, therefore, a generally emerging consensus within the academic
literature, as summarized by Hassett and Hubbard (2002) and Dwenger (2014),
that places the estimated user-cost elasticity of investment at about -1.0,
consistent with the neoclassical benchmark. These estimates imply that a tax
change that lowers the user cost of capital by 10 percent would raise demand
for capital by up to 10 percent. The tax rate or deduction change required to
affect a 10 percent reduction in the user cost of capital varies with the values of
other relevant user cost parameters, which we discuss below.

As evidence of the need for increased capital investment in the United
States, figure 1-11 shows that business equipment investment has weakened
substantially since 2014. The figure shows the contribution to GDP growth from
each of three business investment categories: equipment, structures, and intel-
lectual property. Investment in equipment and structures, and their resulting
contribution to real GDP growth, has slowed in recent years and was negative
in 2016, as gross investment was less than depreciation, with the result that net
investment turned negative. In contrast, growth in intellectual property invest-
ment remained positive in 2016. Reductions in the user cost of capital that spur
equipment investment could reverse these trends and boost GDP growth.

Effects on Net Capital Outflows

One component of investment is foreign direct investment (FDI), and numer-
ous empirical studies, which are discussed below, have observed that FDI is
highly responsive to cross-border differences in tax rates. Furthermore, this
responsiveness may have increased in recent years. These predictions are rel-
evant to GDP estimates because, for a given level of domestic savings (S), any
increase in inward FDI constitutes a decline in net capital outflows (NCO) and
a corresponding decline in net exports (NX), in accordance with the national
income accounting identity S =/ + NX =/ + NCO. Intuitively, a decline in the
user cost of capital attracts capital inflows (both foreign firms investing more
in U.S. capital stock formation and U.S. firms choosing domestic capital stock
formation over foreign), leading to an exchange rate appreciation that lowers
exports and raises imports, resulting in a decline in net exports. As a capital
inflow, however, FDI is an important funding source for increased investment,
because /=S - NCO.

De Mooij and Ederveen (2003, 2005, 2008) provide extensive literature
reviews of the impact of tax rates on FDI. As most papers utilize different data
and empirical specifications to isolate this impact, these literature reviews
transform the coefficients in each study into a uniform semielasticity of FDI with
respect to the corporate tax rate. In their 2003 paper, de Mooij and Ederveen
average across 351 elasticity estimates, finding a mean elasticity value of -0.7,
which corresponds to a mean semielasticity (with respect to a percentage
point on the tax rate) of -3.3. In their 2005 paper, they extend the 2003 result by
considering alternative classifications of literature and including new studies.
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Figure 1-11. Contribution of Business Investment to Real GDP
Growth, 2010-16
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Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis (2017), private fixed investment by type.

Note: Business fixed investment contribution shows the net contribution of private
nonresidential structures, equipment, and intellectual property spending to real GDP
growth.

Instead of averaging across all studies, they estimate average semielasticities
by study type: time series, cross-sectional, discrete choice, and panel. They
find an average semielasticity of -2.61 across time series studies, -7.16 across
cross-sectional studies, -3.43 across discrete choice models, and -2.73 across
panel data studies. Across all 427 estimates, they find an average semielasticity
of -3.72. In their most recent paper (de Mooij and Ederveen 2008), they predict
semielasticities based on study characteristics. For studies that use financial
data such as FDI or property, plant, and equipment, they predict an effective
marginal tax rate semielasticity of -4.0, an effective average tax rate semielas-
ticity of -5.9, and a country statutory tax rate semielasticity of -2.4. For count
data, such as the number of new plants and/or plant expansions, they find an
effective marginal tax rate semielasticity of -1.3, an effective average tax rate
semielasticity of -3.2, and a country statutory tax rate semielasticity of 0.3.
Summarizing their work, table 1-3 contains semielasticities based on the coef-
ficients within the described studies.

In the first study on taxation and FDI, Hartman (1984) examined aggre-
gate inflows into the U.S. between 1965 and 1979 as a ratio of gross national
product, leading to a mean elasticity of -2.6, as calculated by de Mooij and
Ederveen (2003). Several papers then extend Hartman’s analysis by using a
longer time series and slightly adapting Hartman’s model (Boskin and Gale
1987; Young 1988; Murthy 1989), suggesting mean semielasticities of -5.8, -1.1,
and -0.6 (de Mooij and Ederveen 2003). Newlon (1987) criticized the data on
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Table 1-3. Summary Statistics for FDI Semielasticities

Study and year Number Mean Median Max. Min. S.D.
Hartman, 1984 6 -2.6 -3.5 2 -4.0 2.3
Bartik, 1985 3 -6.9 -6.6 -5.7 -8.5 14
Boskin and Gale, 1987 12 -5.8 -2.7 0.3 -21.2 7.6
Newlon, 1987 2 -0.4 -0.4 3.5 -4.3 5.5
Young, 1988 12 -1.1 -2.1 5.3 -9.2 4.2
Murthy, 1989 4 -0.6 -0.7 0.5 -1.6

Slemrod, 1990 58 -5.5 -3.5 17.8 -84.5 14.4
Grubert and Mutti, 1991 6 -1.7 -1.6 -0.6 -3.3 1.2
Papke, 1991 2 -4.9 -4.9 -0.9 -8.8 5.6
Hines and Rice, 1994 -10.7 -5.0 -1.2 -31.7 14.1
Jun, 1994 10 -0.5 -1.3 5.9 -5.4 3.2
Swenson, 1994 10 13 2.7 5.1 -8.1 4.3
Devereux and Freeman,

1995 4 -1.6 -1.6 -1.4 -1.7 0.1
Hines, 1996 46 -10.9 -10.2 -1.1 -36.7 8.2
Pain and Young, 1996 6 -1.5 -1.4 -0.4 -2.8 1.2
Cassou, 1997 17 -7.5 -2.8 3.1 -44.7 13.5
Shang-Jin, 1997 5 -5.2 -5.0 -4.7 -6.2 0.6
nge;'greux and Griffith, 10 -08 09 0 -12 04
Billington, 1999 2 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1
Broekman and van Vliet,

2000 3 -3.3 -3.5 -2.5 -4.0 0.8
Gorter and Parikh, 2000 15 -4.5 -4.3 4.2 -14.3 4.2
Grubert and Mutti, 2000 15 -4.0 -4.2 -1.7 -5.8 1.2
Altshuler, Grubert, and

Newlon, 2001 20 -2.7 -2.6 -1.4 -4.0 0.8
Benassy-Quere,

Fontagne, and Lahreche: 4 -5.0 -5.0 -2.2 -7.9
Revilthers, 2001

Swenson, 2001 95 -3.9 -3.2 8 -29.9 8.4
Buettner, 2002* 23 -1.52 -1.59 0.58
Benassy-Quere,

Fontagne, and Lahreche- 19 -5.37 -4.22 3.21
Revilthers, 2003*

Stowhase, 2003* 5 -7.36 -6.82 1.12
Buettner and Ruf, 2004* 15 -0.42 -0.39 0.35
Desai, Foley, and Hines,

2004* 2 -0.64 -0.64 0.02
Stéwhase, 2005* 14 -5.26 -4.30 2.71

Sources: de Mooij and Ederveen (2003); de Mooij and Ederveen (2005).

Note: S.D. = standard deviation. * indicates an update from de Mooij and Ederveen (2005).
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the rate of return for FDI used by Hartman and similar studies and highlighted
spurious correlation in the data, but found a similar semielasticity of -0.4 (de
Mooij and Ederveen 2003). Slemrod (1990) also criticized Hartman’s use of FDI
flows, raising concerns about using aggregate FDI flows to analyze the rela-
tionship between FDI and tax rates. Auerbach and Hassett (1992) then showed
that different components of FDI respond differently to tax rates, with mergers
and acquisitions constituting a particularly responsive form of FDI, moving
researchers to use data on property, plant, and equipment (PPE).

Grubert and Mutti (1991) analyzed the distribution of plant and equip-
ment in manufacturing affiliates in 33 countries, leading to a mean semielas-
ticity of investment of -1.7 with respect to foreign effective tax rates (de Mooij
and Ederveen 2003). Hines and Rice (1994) consider the distribution of PPE in
all affiliates in 73 countries, and they estimate a much larger semielasticity of
PPE ownership with respect to tax rates of -10.7, though the mean significant
semielasticity is -5.0 (de Mooij and Ederveen 2003; they estimate the mean sig-
nificant semielasticities in their earlier working paper, De Mooij and Ederveen
2001). Altshuler, Grubert, and Newlon (2001) similarly compared the tax sen-
sitivity of PPE and inventories in 58 countries between 1984 and 1992, finding
that the elasticity of both to changes in after-tax returns increased between
1984 and 1992, leading to an estimated average semielasticity of -2.7 across
both years (de Mooij and Ederveen 2003).

Another set of studies analyzes the impact of a host country’s tax rates on
firms’ location choices using discrete choice models. For example, Bartik (1985)
estimates the probability that a multinational chooses a given U.S. State for the
location of new plants as a function of State statutory corporate income tax
rates. De Mooij and Ederveen (2003) estimate that Bartik’s mean semielasticity
is -6.9. Using the same concept, Papke (1991) also finds a negative relationship
between U.S. States’ corporate income tax rates and location decisions, with
a mean semielasticity of -4.9 (de Mooij and Ederveen 2003). Devereux and
Griffith (1998) expand the discrete choice model outside the United States, by
looking at U.S. firms’ decisions to locate in France, Germany, and the United
Kingdom. De Mooij and Ederveen (2003) show that Devereux and Griffith’s
logit model implies an average semielasticity of -0.8. Buettner; and Ruf (2004)
and Stowhase (2003) look at the location choices of German multinationals in
the European Union’s member countries. Buettner and Ruf find mixed results,
while Stowhase find that firms respond to effective tax rates but not statutory
tax rates. The average semielasticity from Buettner and Ruf is -0.42, compared
with -7.36 from Stowhase (de Mooij and Ederveen 2005).

Since de Mooij and Ederveen’s (2008) meta-analysis, several notable
studies have been published. Using a novel data set on corporate tax rates
across 85 countries in 2004, Djankov and others (2010) find large effects of
corporate tax rates on FDI where raising the effective tax rate by 10 percentage
points reduces FDI by 2.3 percentage points after one year. Looking at affiliates
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in low-tax jurisdictions, Dischinger and Riedel (2011) find a significant inverse
relationship between the average tax differential to other group affiliates and a
subsidiary’s intangible (intellectual) property investment, with estimates sug-
gesting a semielasticity of about -1.1. Karkinsky and Riedel (2012), meanwhile,
examine whether patent applications are more likely to be made by lower-tax
affiliates, and find a semielasticity evaluated at the sample mean of -2.3, mean-
ing that a 1-percentage-point increase in the corporate tax rate differential
reduces the number of patent applications by 2.3 percent.

The estimated tax elasticities and semielasticities of cross-border invest-
ment and of profit shifting (the latter are discussed below) are relevant to an
analysis of the effects of changes in the user cost of capital on investment—not
only because they have a direct bearing on investment financing but also
because they help explain weak investment and the absence of capital deep-
ening in the U.S. before the TCJA. Elasticities from this literature suggest that
reducing the U.S. corporate tax rate will have two effects. First, U.S. net capital
outflows (NCO) would decline. This is both because foreign firms would invest
more in U.S. capital and because U.S. firms would invest less in capital abroad.
Second, U.S. firms would be less incentivized to shift their profits abroad, as
discussed below. The former effect will tend to result in a dollar apprecia-
tion, which will reduce net exports (NX). The latter effect will tend to raise net
exports. Provisions of the Tax Cut and Jobs Act to reduce the abuses of a ter-
ritorial tax system would be critical to the realization of these gains.

Effects on Profit Shifting

An additional margin along which changes in corporate tax rates are likely to
affect growth is through profit shifting by U.S. firms to their foreign subsidiaries
or by U.S. subsidiaries to their foreign parents, typically by mispricing sales of
goods, services, and intangible capital between affiliates in high- and low-tax
jurisdictions. (Profit shifting, otherwise referred to as base erosion and profit
shifting, refers to tax avoidance strategies that exploit gaps and mismatches in
tax rules to artificially shift profits to low- or no-tax locations. This is different
from the legitimate earning of profits abroad from investment.) Guvenen and
others (2017) focus their analysis on U.S. multinational enterprises, and argue
that profit shifting by these enterprises leads to some economic activity being
credited to their foreign affiliates, resulting in an understatement of U.S. GDP.
This profit shifting has increased substantially since the 1990s. The authors
correct for this mismeasurement by “reweighting” the amount of consolidated
firm profits that should be attributed to the United States by apportioning
profits according to the locations of labor compensation and sales to unaffili-
ated parties.

Applying these new weights to all U.S. multinational firms and aggregat-
ing to the national level, the authors calculate that in 2012, about $280 billion
in so-called foreign profits could be reattributed to the United States. Given
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that the trade deficit was equal to about $540 billion, this reattribution would
have reduced the trade deficit by over half in that year. Extrapolating the 2012
findings to subsequent years, the CEA estimates that transfer pricing continued
to account for at least half the trade deficit between 2013 and 2016.

Crucially, firms’ propensity to engage in profit shifting is highly respon-
sive to tax rate differentials. Hines and Rice (1994), using aggregate country-
level data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, estimate a tax semielasticity
of profit shifting of -2.25, indicating that a 1-percentage-point decrease in a
country’s corporate tax rate is associated with an increase of 2.25 percent in
reported corporate income.

As discussed in a recent white paper on this topic, “Corporate Tax Reform
and Wages: Theory and Evidence” (CEA 2017), the tendency of U.S. firms to
hold corporate profits overseas reduces the wages of U.S. workers. Engaging
in profit shifting is highly responsive to tax rate differentials, as discussed
above, and corporate rate reductions are therefore likely to affect the share
of profits that is repatriated. Under the assumption that U.S. workers would
retain 30 percent of the 2016 profits of U.S. firms that were earned abroad and
not currently repatriated, U.S. households could earn a raise of up to 1 percent,
depending on the share of profits that was repatriated. (For an example of
workers capturing 29 percent of firm operating surplus, see Kline et al. 2017.)
The trajectory of foreign profits indicates that the value of these profit shifts
for U.S. workers would increase in the future. Household income boosts from
this channel may be additive to the estimated $4,000 in household income
discussed above, because the empirical literature is largely based on countries
and time periods with less foreign profit activity, and less existing capital
parked overseas as taxes changed.

In general, profits earned abroad show the willingness of U.S. firms to
invest in production and business operations overseas, at the expense of
domestic investment. Reductions in the corporate tax rate create an opportu-
nity for U.S. firms to instead increase their domestic investment. Furthermore,
these multinationals are among the class of high-paying employers in the
United States. The rent-sharing literature discussed above implies that incen-
tivizing these high-paying firms to locate more of their operations in the U.S. is
again constructive for U.S. wage growth.

Effects of Crowding Out

Decades of research suggest that the long-term benefits of tax reform may be
attenuated by the revenue changes in the Federal budget. Decreases in tax
revenues that enlarge the government deficit and thus raise public borrowing
may crowd out private sector investment, which reduces long-term economic
activity. In the literature, crowding out occurs in both real and financial ways
(Blinder and Solow 1973). There is real crowding out when increased public
investment displaces private capital formation. This direct crowding out occurs
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through public consumption and investment (Buiter 1990). Conversely, finan-
cial crowding out influences private behavior by altering budget constraints or
by affecting prices through interest rates. Increased interest rates, a result of
the Federal Reserve’s bond-financing of fiscal deficits, can lead to the partial
loss of private capital formation.

The effect of increasing public spending or lowering taxes on future
national income is dependent on the return from public investment. Gale and
Orszag (2004) examine three models of how fiscal policy affects the economy.
The Ricardian equivalence theorem holds that government deficits will be off-
set by private saving through the purchase of public bonds, so that there are no
resulting changes in interest rates or capital flows. The small, open economy
view suggests private savings is less than the deficit, but that capital inflows
make up the shortfall. This means that economic growth and interest rates
remain stable. The conventional view is that private savings and capital inflows
are less than the change in deficit, so that GDP falls and interest rates rise to
induce more savings. If this holds, then public debt would be expansionary in
the short term and contractionary in the long term. Using reduced-form mod-
els, they conclude that increases in the budget deficit by $1 reduces national
savings by 50 to 80 cents. This suggests that Ricardian equivalence does not
hold.

Gale and Orszag (2004) also compare the small, open economy and con-
ventional views by testing whether budget deficits affect interest rates. They
find that larger projected budget deficits equivalent to 1 percent of GDP are
associated with increases in long-term interest rates of 25 to 35 basis points.
Calomiris and Hassett (2002), however, observe little evidence that modest
temporary increases in government deficits have a significant effect on interest
rates, and further provide evidence that the empirical counterfactual should
account for the probability that a substantial portion of additional Federal tax
revenue would be spent rather than saved.

Laubach (2009) controls for the business cycle and monetary policy
effects on deficits by examining the relationship between the long-term for-
ward rate and projected deficits projected by the Congressional Budget Office.
He finds that a 1 percent increase in the projected debt-to-GDP ratio raises
future interest rates by about 4 to 5 basis points. When the deficit increased
by the same measure, interest rates increased by 25 basis points. Engen and
Hubbard (2005) also find that when government’s debt increased by the equiv-
alent of 1 percent of GDP, interest rates rose by 2 to 3 basis points. They find
that these results are sensitive to model specification. When the dependent
variable is the change in the forward rate rather than the interest rate level,
the result is statistically insignificant. Results from several economic studies
suggest that a deficit increase over the long term would result in higher interest
rates. Some researchers consider these results evidence that the conventional
view is a more accurate model than a small, open economy view.
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Figure 1-12. The Effect of an Exogenous Tax Cut on Nominal
Interest Rates
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Sources: Romer and Romer (2010); BEA NIPA; Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System; CEA calculations.

More recent research by Traum and Yang (2015) finds that no systematic
relationship exists between debt, real interest rates, and investment when
using a New Keynesian model that accounts for the interaction between mon-
etary and fiscal policies. Using data from the tax increases of the 1990s and
the deficit-financed tax cuts of the early 2000s, they conclude that short-term
private investment crowding in or out depends on the fiscal or monetary shock
that leads to a deficit. Crowding in can occur when deficits result from lower
capital tax rates or increased public investment, because both raise the net
return to capital. In the long term, deficits can crowd out investment.

Utilizing their hybrid approach, meanwhile, Mertens and Ravn (2013) find
that a 1-percentage-point reduction in the average corporate tax rate has no
statistically significant effect on short-term interest rates (neither the Federal
funds rate nor three-month Treasury bill), over any time horizon. Mertens and
Ravn do, however, observe a significant short-run disinflationary effect of
reductions in the average corporate tax rate, which they note “might instead
have been expected to trigger a stronger monetary policy accommodation.” A
simpler approach, following Ramey (2016), is to set Romer and Romer’s (2010)
exogenous tax shock series as the impulse in a standard fiscal policy vector
autoregression, which generates the impulse response function reported in
figure 1-12. These results indicate that there is no statistically significant effect
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on short-term nominal interest rates, and possibly even a slight negative effect
over the first two years, which is consistent with Romer and Romer (2010),
whose results are generally inconsistent with large interest rate effects of tax
changes. In contrast, to completely offset our estimated long-run increase
in GDP of 2 to 4 percent due to the corporate rate cut to 21 percent and the
introduction of full expensing, discussed below, real interest rates would need
to rise by between 300 and 400 basis points.

Estimating the Growth Effects of Tax Reform

The particular challenge in translating the Mertens and Ravn (2013) estimates
into growth projections is that their estimated coefficients are based on an
explanatory variable equal to Federal tax receipts on corporate income relative
to corporate profits. Applying these estimates to a reduction in the statutory
corporate income tax rate from 35 to 21 percent and the simultaneous intro-
duction of full expensing for nonstructure investment requires calculating the
effect these changes would have on Federal tax liabilities. As such, it is not
valid to simply treat changes in average effective tax rates as changes in the
relevant independent variable of Mertens and Ravn’s model. Corporate profits
in 2017 and preliminary estimates of the combined 2018 revenue effect (Joint
Committee on Taxation 2017b) suggest a roughly 5.7-percentage-point decline
in the ratio of Federal corporate tax liabilities to corporate profits in the first
year of implementation. Mertens and Ravn’s estimates suggest this could raise
GDP per capita by as much as 3.4 percent. Their estimates further suggest that
the proposed reduction in the average corporate tax rate would generate an
increase in nonresidential investment of about 13 percent.

Alternatively, converting the estimated 2018 revenue effect (Joint
Committee on Taxation 2017b) of the 14-percentage-point statutory rate
reduction plus full expensing into a change in the total tax liability share of GDP
of 0.8 percent, Romer and Romer’s (2010) estimates suggest these two reforms
will raise GDP by 0.8 percent in year one, and by 2.4 percent over three years.
Romer and Romer’s estimates also imply an increase in investment of about 9
percent by year three.

Approaching the question from a more structural angle, a primary
mechanism by which changes in corporate tax rates affect business investment
is through their effect on the user cost of capital. As discussed previously, by
increasing the after-tax return on capital assets, a decrease in the rate of tax
on corporate profits decreases the before-tax rate of return required for the
marginal product of new capital assets to exceed the cost of producing and
using those assets, thereby increasing firms’ desired capital stock. By raising
firms’ desired capital stock relative to current stock, decreases in the user cost
of capital thereby require positive net investment to offset depreciation, imply-
ing an increase in gross investment.
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The user cost modeling is simple if expensing is permanent, and though
the Administration expects Congress to eventually make the provision perma-
nent, the TCJA as passed calls for 100 percent bonus depreciation to expire
after five years. In a forward-looking, rational expectations model, firms would
look ahead to the expiration of the provision and respond less to the tax
change because their long-run target capital stock would be lower than for a
permanent change in policy.

Accordingly, estimating the impact of an expiring provision necessitates
estimating the impact of permanent expensing and the impact of the expir-
ing expensing. The correct growth effect would then be between the two,
depending on the extent to which firms expect the provision to be renewed in
subsequent legislation.

We begin with the effect of permanent expensing. The emerging consen-
sus in the academic literature places the user-cost elasticity of investment at
-1.0, which implies that a tax change that lowers the user cost of capital by 10
percent would raise demand for capital by 10 percent. Computing the effect on
the average user cost of capital of reducing the statutory corporate tax rate to
21 percent and introducing immediate full expensing of nonstructure capital
investment depends on the values of the relevant parameters. Calculations of
these parameters—following Devereux, Griffith, and Klemm (2002); and Bilicka
and Devereux (2012)—yield an estimated decline in the average user cost of
capital of about 9 percent, though the percentage change in the user cost var-
ies across asset types. Assuming a consensus user-cost elasticity of investment
of -1.0, a 9 percent decline in the average user cost of capital would induce a
9 percent increase in the demand for capital. Following Jensen, Mathur, and
Kallen (2017), it is then possible to use the Multifactor Productivity Tables from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics in a growth accounting framework to increment
the Congressional Budget Office’s 10-year GDP growth projections by the addi-
tional contribution to output from a larger capital stock, assuming constant
capital income shares, until we attain a new steady state.

Based upon user-cost elasticity estimates, our calculations show that a
reduction in the statutory Federal corporate tax rate to 21 percent combined
with full expensing of capital investment would raise long-run GDP by between
2 and 4 percent. Our estimates indicate a 0.4 percent increase over the base-
line forecast by the Congressional Budget Office in year one and a 3.8 percent
increase in the long-run steady state if full expensing is made permanent. If full
expensing of nonstructure assets expires in year five as legislated, however,
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the long-run steady state increase in GDP will be 2.9 percent. The economy
will achieve the higher growth path if firms expect the policy to be continued.’

Previous estimates of similar tax reform proposals yielded similar results.
A report released by the President’s Advisory Panel on Federal Tax Reform
(2005) evaluated a “Growth and Investment Tax Plan” that implemented a
business cash flow tax, allowed for the immediate expensing of capital invest-
ment, and set a flat corporate tax rate of 30 percent. Analysis of this plan by
the U.S. Treasury Department using a variety of alternative models found that
these reforms would have generated an increase in the capital stock by 5.6 to
20.4 percent over the long run, raising output by 1.4 to 4.8 percent during the
same period.

Financing of the additional investment implied by the reduction in the
user cost of capital would depend, as noted above, partly on repatriation
of previous profits and decreased profits attributed to foreign subsidiaries,
and partly on changes in savings and capital flows. Our preliminary calcula-
tions suggest that funding the estimated increase in gross investment could
potentially be achieved almost entirely by increased capital inflows by both
U.S. and foreign multinational firms. Given that in 2016 private nonresidential
fixed investment totaled $2.3 trillion, a 9 percent change would constitute an
increase of about $207 billion in investment. The mean estimate of the tax
semielasticity of FDI of -3.3 reported in de Mooij and Ederveen (2003), cor-
responding to a user-cost elasticity of 2.8 (A log[/] = alog[»] = [a / (1 - EMTR)]
A EMTR), suggests that a 14-point reduction in the statutory Federal corporate
tax rate along with the introduction of full expensing would raise FDI in the
United States by $121 billion and reduce U.S. direct investment abroad by
$79 billion, for a combined reduction in net capital outflows of $200 billion. As
noted above, increased capital inflows would result in an appreciation of the
dollar, thereby reducing net export demand in tandem with the increase in net
capital inflows.

Moreover, our calculations also indicate a positive contribution to
growth from reduced profit shifting by U.S. firms to foreign affiliates. Applying
Hines and Rice’s (1994) estimate of the tax semielasticity of profit reporting
to a statutory corporate rate reduction of 14 percentage points suggests that
reduced profit shifting could add up to $142 billion to GDP (0.8 percent), based
on 2016 numbers. Analyzing the TCJA specifically, private subscriber reports

! Devereux and Griffith (1998) have argued that marginal analysis like this may be less relevant
for high-value, discrete projects that should be more responsive to average tax rates over time.
They develop a measure of the effective average tax rate, EATR, and show that capital spending is
highly responsive to it. Jensen, Mathur, and Kallen (2017) calculate the impact of moving toward
full expensing and dropping the statutory corporate tax rate to 20 percent, finding that the EATR
declines by about 11 percentage points. They estimate that, under the assumption that the move
to full expensing remains permanent, corporate investment would increase as a result by up to
34 percent in certain asset classes, thereby raising GDP by 4.7 percent over 10 years and by 8.4
percent in the long run.
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from Goldman Sachs and Deutsche Bank estimated in late 2017 that the
reduced incentives to shift profits overseas could reduce the U.S. trade deficit
by as much as 50 percent on impact, with a permanent level shift. Along with
the lower corporate tax rate that would make profit shifting less attractive for
many firms, the TCJA has also put in place a number of significant anti-base
erosion measures such as the “global intangible low-taxed income” provision
that imposes a minimum tax on foreign earnings, and the “base erosion anti-
abuse tax.”

On the individual side, Barro (2018), using estimates from Barro and
Redlick (2011), finds that the tax bill’s cut to the weighted-average marginal
individual income tax rate will expand the economy by 1.6 percent through
2019, corresponding to additional growth of 0.8 percent a year. Barro notes
that though the growth effect is temporary, the extra contribution to the level
of GDP is permanent. Using the Joint Committee on Taxation’s (2017b) 2018
revenue score and applying Mertens and Montiel-Olea’s (2017), Romer and
Romer’s (2010), and Mertens and Ravn’s (2013) estimates to the TCJA, mean-
while, suggest that the reductions in individual tax liability will raise GDP by 0.4
to 1.3 percent within three years.

Conclusion

We started this chapter with a look back at the United States’ tax system in a
historical and international perspective and the major tax reform achievement
of 2017—the enactment of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. On the individual side, we
demonstrated that the extensive use of itemized deductions in the U.S. income
tax code not only generates regressivity at the Federal level but also can distort
incentives and reduce Federal income tax revenue. Lowering individual income
tax rates while simultaneously raising the standard deduction and limiting the
use of distortionary deductions—as the TCJA does—can therefore facilitate
tax relief for middle-income households. These changes also provide supply-
side benefits to economic growth, while at the same time partially offsetting
short- to medium-term negative revenue effects. Specifically, we find that the
net individual tax cuts of the TCJA can be expected to raise GDP by up to 1.6
percent by 2020.

On the corporate side, the TCJA is meant to address, in large part, the
increasing uncompetitiveness of U.S. corporate income taxation relative to the
rest of the world, due to a relatively high statutory rate and worldwide taxa-
tion. This, along with the observed high and increasing international mobility
of capital in recent years, has deterred U.S. capital formation. An analysis of
tax incidence also reveals that labor—as the relatively less mobile factor of
production—has borne a disproportionate burden of high corporate taxation.

We have cited a wide range of academic studies demonstrating that
reductions in corporate tax liabilities have significant, positive short- and

70 | Chapter1



long-run effects on GDP growth and wages—in particular by lowering the user
cost of capital and thereby inducing higher investment in capital formation,
financed principally by increased capital inflows. On the basis of these studies,
we have calculated that a reduction in the statutory Federal corporate income
tax rate from 35 to 21 percent, simultaneously with the introduction of imme-
diate full expensing of capital investment, would generate an increase in GDP
of between 2 and 4 percent over time. We have also studied the impact of this
growth on a typical household, and find that the average household would,
conservatively, realize an increase in wage and salary income of $4,000.

In addition, estimated user-cost elasticities of foreign direct investment
suggest that the corporate tax changes of the TCJA will not only mitigate the
migration of U.S. investment capital abroad but also will serve to attract inward
capital investment by foreign companies, including overseas affiliates of U.S.
companies that are currently holding an estimated $2.6 trillion in unrepatri-
ated profits. Increased international tax competitiveness will also contribute to
the net export component of GDP—by as much as 50 percent—by attenuating
corporate profit shifting through transfer pricing, and thereby partly offset the
effects of increased capital inflows on exchange rates.
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Chapter 2

Deregulation That Frees
the Economy

By limiting the costs of unnecessary regulation, by reviewing and eliminating
ineffective rules whose costs exceed their benefits, the Administration’s agenda
of deregulation is unleashing the talents of the American people and the true
potential of American businesses. Although some regulation can be benefi-
cial—for example, to protect the environment and health—when job creators
must abide by overly burdensome rules, Americans lose opportunities to trans-

form their own ideas into new businesses and into even more opportunities.

Regulation’s dynamism-dampening effects are evident in empirical analyses
of its influence on the economy. Increases in regulation decrease rates of
new business entry, and newer firms tend to make greater contributions to
economy-wide productivity, which in turn means higher wages for employees.
Increased regulation may even explain a nontrivial portion of the productivity
slowdown observed in recent years, which has exacerbated the stagnation of

wages. Moreover, the effects of regulation extend beyond business dynamics.

For example, overregulation has a negative impact on people’s ability to relo-
cate to where jobs exist. Geographic mobility in the United States has ebbed to
an all-time low, as regulatory barriers, especially at the State and local levels,
make living in high-priced cities unattainable for many Americans. According to
one estimate, for instance, the relaxation of restrictive land-use regulations in
just the three cities of New York, San Jose, and San Francisco between 1964 and
2009 would have increased the 2009 U.S. gross domestic product (GDP) by 8.9
percent, and would have given more Americans the freedom of movement that

has been such a tradition in the United States. Additional barriers to mobility
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come from, among other things, State-level occupational licensing restrictions
that prevent Americans from pursuing opportunities. These regulatory distor-
tions of the labor allocation across borders also cause economic distortions,
along with regulation’s overall negative impact on job growth. In addition to
preventing people from moving to new jobs, regulation may prevent jobs from
being created in the first place, and can reduce the number of jobs in the overall

economy.

To put the economic burden of regulation into context, consider a thought
experiment: Imagine that each of the 9.8 billion hours devoted to compliance
paperwork in fiscal year (FY) 2015, according to the Office of Management and
Budget, were instead used by employees to create output equal to average
hourly earnings. These earnings would total $245.1 billion, equal to 1.35 per-
cent of that year’s GDP and 41.6 percent of that year’s Federal national defense

budget.

To prevent these unintended consequences, the Administration is dedicated
to eliminating excessive regulation. In the Administration’s first eight months,
Federal agencies issued 67 deregulatory actions and only 3 regulatory actions,
far outpacing the goal of 2 deregulatory actions for every regulatory action. This
effort has created more than $8.1 billion in present-value cost savings. Given
the evidence regarding the impact of poor regulation on the economy, contin-
ued deregulatory efforts in the coming years can lead to further cost savings for

both firms and consumers as the U.S. economy grows.

overnment regulation affects firms and individuals pursuing various
types of economic activity. Examples of firm-level activity influenced
by government regulation include how and when one firm may merge
with another, how public utilities set prices, the amount of pollutants a firm
may generate in the course of producing its goods, and how much risk a firm
in the financial sector can take on without endangering the wider financial
system. Examples of the impact of regulation in the lives of individuals come in
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the form of things like the seatbelts and airbags found in automobiles and in
the insurance policies that individuals buy.

Regulations have intended as well as unintended consequences. In
some cases, the intended and unintended benéefits of a regulation outweigh its
intended and unintended costs. The benefits of regulations that outlaw child
labor, for example, outweigh the costs they impose. In other cases, however,
the intended and unintended costs of a regulation may instead outweigh its
benefits. And the quantity of regulations in the United States, regardless of
how they are measured, has rapidly increased in recent decades. In light of the
reality that regulations can impose costs that exceed their benefits, this pro-
liferation of regulations underscores the importance of ensuring that existing
regulations do not impose excessive costs.

The Trump Administration has prioritized the identification—and
removal—of regulations that fail to generate benefits that outweigh their
costs. This agenda of deregulation stands poised to increase economic growth
and improve the economic opportunities available to American businesses and
employees. Economists and other academics have, over the years, produced a
body of literature on regulation that provides the economic rationale for the
Administration’s current agenda of deregulation. After all, as Gayer and Viscusi
(2016, 1) note, the intellectual basis of cost/benefit assessments of government
regulation date back to Jeremy Bentham’s 1776 adage that “it is the greatest
happiness of the greatest number that is the measure of right and wrong.”

To put this Administration’s regulatory priorities in context, this chapter
first explores the theoretical justifications for regulation. Then it synthesizes
the economics literature’s empirical documentation of the effects that regula-
tions have on economic activity in places like the United States. These empiri-
cal analyses demonstrate the benefits that can be generated by deregulation
along the lines of the Trump Administration’s agenda. Finally, the chapter
describes the actions undertaken by the Administration so far in order to
deliver these benefits to the American people.

Theories of Efficient and Inefficient
Regulation and Deregulation

Classical economic theory argues that economic agents, whether firms or
individuals, acting in their own self-interest (which they are in the best position
to know) will, via voluntary trading, come up with the most efficient allocation
of goods and services. Such an allocation of resources will maximize social
welfare. In this theoretical world, the only role for the government is to protect
property rights—no regulation of a market is necessary. So if this is the case,
why do we have regulations?

Two broad and influential schools of thought lay out the economic basis
for regulation. For the first school, regulations improve welfare by correcting
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“market failures.” For the second one, in additional to correcting market fail-
ures, regulations can improve welfare by addressing “internalities,” which
entails correcting individuals’ or firms’ failures to behave in their own (i.e.,
internal) self-interest.

Regulatory Benefits

The scope of benefits one counts in justifying the creation or the removal of a
regulation varies between these two different views. The set of benefits gener-
ated by a regulation, after all, depends at least in part on the nature of the
economic activity affected by the regulation.

In the first, and traditional, view of the conditions whereby regulations
can improve economic welfare, they correct for the failures of markets to gen-
erate the socially optimal outcome (e.g., when they address market failures).
The economics profession has identified the circumstances in which market
failures can result. These include when firms have excessive market power,
preventing competition within a market; when there are externalities imposed
by one individual or firm on another; and when there are information asymme-
tries between different market participants. The textbook example of a market
failure due to the existence of market power and the absence of competi-
tion comes from the leverage of the Standard Oil Company, a firm that once
held a monopoly on the production of oil in the U.S. The textbook example
of a market failure due to an externality that leads to overproduction in the
absence of regulation may come from the example of pollution in the environ-
ment, because firms and the consumers of their products do not fully pay for
the costs that the pollution they generate impose on others. An example of
information asymmetry is the market for used cars, because a car dealer may
know the defects of a car better than a buyer. As a result of this asymmetry, in
the absence of regulation, the market for used cars may not produce efficient
outcomes.

In all these cases, the measure of a regulation’s benefits and costs must
be in accord with their effects on the entire economy, rather than vis-a-vis
the specific firm or individual that produces or consumes the product that
the regulation affects. The regulatory breakup of Standard Oil generated ben-
efits for U.S. consumers and other U.S. producers that exceeded the costs to
Standard Oil. U.S. citizens writ large have benefited from reduced pollution of
the environment, despite the fact that reducing it has made both producers’
costs and consumers’ prices higher than they were in the absence of pollution
regulations. Likewise, U.S. consumers, rather than used car dealers, benefit
from steps to ensure that used car dealers do not exploit asymmetries of infor-
mation by reducing the costs of information for buyers.

In contrast, the second set of economic rationales go much further than
market failure rationales in determining the benefits of regulation. Rather than
addressing the externalities discussed above, regulations can also improve
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welfare by correcting for “internalities” that lead individuals to make decisions
that do not serve their own best interests. Those who suggest that internalities
can render regulation welfare-improving depend on evidence in the behavioral
economics literature purporting to document cognitive biases in support of
this proposition. (For a representative exposition of the internalities-based
school of thought on regulation, see Allcott and Sunstein 2015; and for a repre-
sentative exposition of its contrasts with the traditional view of regulation, see
Mannix and Dudley 2015.)

The departure of the internalities-based approach to regulation from the
approach that centers on the redress of market failure is not merely an abstrac-
tion. Indeed, some regulations in recent years have been justified on the basis
of cost/benefit analyses that include internalities. An example comes from
a regulation on energy conservation standards for commercial refrigeration
equipment. As part of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, this reg-
ulation set energy efficiency standards for commercial refrigerators, effectively
circumscribing the type of commercial refrigerators that would be available
on the market. From a decrease in the set of possible refrigerators available
to choose from in the first place, the cost/benefit analysis assumes that those
who operate commercial refrigerators would experience a decrease in the cost
of operating them over the lifetime of the product. To assert that commercial
refrigerator operators would benefit from a restriction on the set of available
commercial refrigerators, one would need to assume that some subset of
commercial refrigerator operators would choose some subset of commercial
refrigerators that makes them worse off relative to what they could have cho-
sen in the absence of the regulation. This regulation, then, appears to justify
its benefits in part on the basis of its purported remedying of an “internality”
suffered by the operators of commercial refrigerators.

Nonetheless, whether internalities render regulation welfare-improving
as much as the proponents of this school of thought would suggest remains
controversial. Some question whether the government regulators themselves
suffer from behavioral biases that distort their decisionmaking (e.g., Viscusi
and Gayer 2015). In this view, regulation serves to increase institutional behav-
ioral biases rather than overcome them. Others question the reliability of the
research that purports to document the existence of the cognitive biases that
give rise to alleged internalities (e.g., Shrout and Rodgers 2017).

The idea that a regulation may generate benefits that accrue directly to
the actors that are the focus of the particular regulation, rather than to other
participants in economic activity, is not as new as the internality-focused
school of thought and the rise of the behavioral economics that is its founda-
tion. At least since the 1990s, some have argued that the regulated experience
net benefits from regulation, though the focus tended to be on firms rather
than on individuals. This corner of the economics literature has focused, in
particular, on the possibility that environmental regulations can incentivize
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firms to innovate, offsetting compliance costs through increased efficiency
and enhanced productivity (Porter 1991; Porter and Van der Linde 1995;
Ambec et al. 2013). This is formalized in the economics literature as the Porter
Hypothesis, which can be presented in several different forms.

The first, or “narrow,” form of the Porter Hypothesis distinguishes
between market-based instruments and prescriptive regulation. The use of
market-based instruments incentivizes firms to innovate by working within a
competitive market, while prescriptive regulation discourages innovation by
defining how activities should be undertaken. This form emphasizes that flex-
ible regulatory policies are more efficient than prescriptive ones.

The “weak” form of the Porter Hypothesis claims that environmental
regulation results in increased innovation. The “strong” form of the Porter
Hypothesis not only claims that well-designed environmental regulation
can increase innovation, but also can increase a firms’ competitiveness and
productivity enough to offset compliance costs. However, empirical evidence
supporting Porter’s view is anecdotal, and more rigorous empirical stud-
ies have provided mitigating and even contradictory results (Lanoie, Patry,
and Lajeunesse 2008; Jaffe and Palmer 1997; de Vries and Withagen 2005;
Brunnermeier and Cohen 2003). This lack of clear evidence in support of the
Porter Hypothesis makes its use in the estimation of regulatory benefits and
costs difficult to justify.

Regulatory Costs

Regulations can impose costs through a number of different channels. First,
there is the cost of complying with a regulation that businesses pay, both in
demonstrating that they are complying with the regulation and in changing
their production processes to do so. Second, though these regulations are
often placed on businesses, those who buy their products will pay part of the
regulations’ costs. Increases in firms’ costs via regulation will increase the
prices of products for consumers in a competitive market (as with the Fiduciary
Rule; see box 2-1). Third, there are costs that accrue to would-be consumers
who do not engage in a transaction, due to the effect of a regulation, or to
would-be businesses that cannot enter a market or stay in operation due to
the existence of a regulation. Fourth, costs can accrue to would-be employees
if firms decrease hiring in response to a regulation. Of particular importance,
for an externality like pollution, if these costs are equal to or less than the
benefits of reduced pollution, then the externality is appropriately internalized
and social welfare increases. But if this is not the case, the regulation does not
improve social welfare.

Of all regulatory costs, an easily identifiable one is the cost of collecting
information used by the government to determine compliance with a regula-
tion. The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 was designed to reduce the total
paperwork burden that the Federal government imposes on private businesses
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Box 2-1. Determining the Future of the Fiduciary Rule

In 2015, the U.S. Department of Labor released an updated rule proposal
to amend the definition of a fiduciary under the 1975 Employee Retirement
Income Security Act, known as ERISA. This rule change would expand those
with a fiduciary duty to include those providing investment advice to a retire-
ment plan, participant, or individual retirement account owner. Imposing a
fiduciary duty requirement has a clear benefit, in that financial advisers would
be required to act in the best interest of their clients. Also, there is a large
academic literature finding that conflicting investment advice imposes sub-
stantial costs on retirement savers (Chalmers and Reuter 2010; Christoffersen,
Evans, and Musto 2013; Del Guercio and Reuter 2014; Foerster et al. 2017).
However, the rule would also impose large costs.

The Fiduciary Rule would immediately make an entire class of retire-
ment planning professionals comply with those responsibilities associated
with being a fiduciary. Given the rule’s ambiguous language, it also creates
regulatory uncertainty as to whether the fiduciary duty exists for certain
investment educators and investment advisers. This increases the costs to
provide retirement investment advice, as advisers are now forced to comply
with a whole host of new regulations. This cost will be passed onto consumers
in the form of reduced availability of investment education and advice, or
higher fees for said advice. The industry points out that the additional compli-
ance costs may make it unprofitable to provide individual investment advice
for small retirement accounts.

In response to these concerns, President Trump ordered the Department
of Labor to study if the fiduciary rule harms investors by decreasing access
to retirement savings products, information, or related financial advice.
Additionally, the department is asked to determine if the Fiduciary Rule has
disrupted the retirement services industry. The deadline for compliance with
the prohibited transaction exemptions accompanying the Fiduciary Rule has
been postponed until July 2019. For advisers, this delay will allow time to
comply with the extensive requirements associated with being a fiduciary.
Consumers of retirement investment advice should not see dramatic changes
in the availability of retirement products or advice during this period. The
Administration is continuing to review this rule, and hopes to tailor it more
narrowly so it has a less dramatic impact on the retirement investment
market.

and citizens. The act imposes procedural requirements on agencies that wish
to collect information from the public, including an estimate of the hours
necessary to collect the required information and an estimate of the person-
nel cost that reflects the burden of the collection. As part of the Paperwork
Reduction Act, agencies must seek and consider public comment on proposed
collections of information with 10 or more respondents, and receive approval
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from the Office of Management and Budget before beginning to collect infor-
mation from the public.

In spite of the Paperwork Reduction Act, the Office of Management
and Budget’s estimated paperwork burden for regulatory compliance has
increased steadily over the years. This can be seen in the blue trend line in
figure 2-1—but with one important caveat: the methods used to capture total
paperwork burden changed between FY 2009 and FY 2010. Hence, it is not
possible to compare values across these two periods. In fact, doing so would
suggest that the burden barely changed between FYs 2009 and 2015. But when
one looks at the hours before and after this break in the data, it is clear that
the total burden increased in both. It went from 7.0 billion hours in FY 1997
to 9.8 billion hours in FY 2009—an average annual increase of 2.8 percent. It
then went from 8.8 billion hours in FY 2010 to 9.8 billion in FY 2015—an average
annual increase of 2.2 percent. The red trend line in figure 2-1 looks at the total
paperwork burden coming from the Treasury Department alone. Paperwork
from the Treasury, which accounts for more than 70 percent of the total burden
every year between FYs 1997 and 2015, follows a similar trajectory during the
two periods.

To put the economic impact of the paperwork burden into context, con-
sider a thought experiment: Imagine that each of the 9.8 billion hours devoted
to paperwork in 2015 instead were used by employees to create output equal
to their average hourly earnings. These earnings would total $245.1 billion, an
amount equal to 1.35 percent of that year’s GDP and 41.6 percent of that year’s
Federal national defense budget. One potential benefit of the Administration’s
deregulatory efforts will be to slow down the growth in costs related to the
paperwork burden.

In some cases, regulators underestimate costs or additional, unan-
ticipated costs arise. Although the original regulatory impact assessment may
have estimated a net benefit from a regulation, rising costs over time could
reduce or eliminate this benefit. This often occurs in situations where tech-
nology brings unanticipated change to a market that is heavily burdened by
regulation. Such unanticipated or underestimated costs are often cited as a
justification for instituting periodic retrospective reviews of existing regulation.

In addition, it is worth noting the distinction between the direct and
indirect costs imposed by a regulation. A firm’s direct costs are those that are
attributed directly to complying with a regulation—for instance, its costs to hire
a compliance officer to handle the regulatory paperwork. Its indirect costs are
the opportunity costs of investing its funds in a regulatory compliance activity
that could have been used for another part of its business. For instance, if a firm
must invest $1 million in a compliance activity, its indirect cost of compliance is
the profit that the $1 million could have generated if it had been invested in a
revenue-producing activity. These costs are difficult to measure, given that it is
difficult to know what a firm would have done with funds allocated to financing
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Figure 2-1. Total Paperwork Burden Hours, FYs 1997-2015
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Source: Office of Management and Budget, Information Collection Budget.
Note: At the end of 2006, the Office of Management and Budget introduced an electronic system to
process agencies’ paperwork burden estimates. Because the system was not fully implemented
until the end of 2007, values from about this time may contain errors, and comparison between
prior values and values afterward may not be reliable. Between 2009 and 2010, values underwent a
one-time adjustment, affecting all future values. The FY 2015 estimate will be updated in the FY
2016 report.

compliance activity if those funds had been used elsewhere. Nonetheless,
indirect costs are imposed on the economy by regulation.

The Impact of Regulation

There is a sizable body of economics literature on regulation’s impact on
various measures of a country’s economic health. Deriving a causal estimate of
the effect of regulation is difficult, in part due to the difficulty of formulating a
reasonable measure of regulation. Despite this, the economics literature does
include efforts by researchers to overcome such difficulties and document
the economic effects of regulation. Estimates of the effects’ magnitude vary
substantially, but this literature does highlight cases where regulation lowers
the level and rate of economic activity and can harm firms, employees, and
consumers.

Measurement

Many of the methods used by researchers to quantify the stock of current
regulations or the flow of all regulations are imperfect. Nonetheless, in spite of
these imperfections, these measures do allow one to draw at least some infer-
ences about regulation and its effects. Moreover, measurement error in regula-
tion measures will, in many cases, bias estimates of the impact of regulation
toward zero. To the extent that the literature finds effects, then these effects
should be notable to analysts.
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One common variable used to study the impact of regulation is the num-
ber of pages in the Federal Register or the Code of Federal Regulations—two
measures with known limitations. For example, one could object to measure-
ments derived from either on the grounds that they fail to measure the seman-
tic content of what the text says (e.g., a few paragraphs of text could prohibit
a vast amount of economic activity, or vice versa). Even then, these caveats
illustrate the specificity of the conditions in which measurement error invali-
dates attempts at statistical inference. For instance, whether measurement
error causes an attempt at statistical inference to generate a “false positive”
(e.g., the effect of regulation on growth) depends on how the measurement
error correlates with the other variables relevant to the statistical technique at
hand. Thus, the presence of measurement error requires careful consideration
of appropriate statistical analysis but does not necessarily eliminate the useful-
ness of these imperfect measures of regulation.

As an alternative solution to a lack of a good measure of total regulation,
researchers have introduced RegData, an index derived from a textual analysis
of the Code of Federal Regulations, to more accurately measure the quantity
and impact of regulation (McLaughlin and Sherouse 2017; RegData is main-
tained by the Mercatus Center at George Mason University). RegData breaks the
data down by paragraph and by title, allowing analysis by different aggregation
levels; and it then counts the number of keywords that are indicative of restric-
tions on the economy—such as “shall,” “must,” “may not,” “required,” and
“prohibited.” RegData also closely tracks the number of pages in the Code of
Federal Regulations, from which it is derived.

In spite of the imperfections of any one measure, measures of regula-
tion in the United States as a whole seem to support the idea that regulation
has increased in the country. Figure 2-2 illustrates the growth measures of
total regulation—using the Federal Register, the Code of Federal Regulations,
and the sum of all industry-relevant restrictions from RegData. Each series is
represented as an index, such that 1976 is equal to 100. Series are set to begin
in 1976 to reduce the impact of changes in the underlying construction of the
Federal Register in earlier years. Despite their shortcomings, each measure
shows an increase in the quantity of regulations of almost 2 to 2.4 times over
the last 40 years.

Another alternative is to measure the subset of regulations that are
classified as “economically significant”—which the 1993 Executive Order (EO)
12866 defines as those estimated to have “an annual effect on the economy
of $100 million or more.” Figure 2-3 highlights the economically significant
final rules published by selected agencies and administrations. A total of 29
economically significant final rules were published in the first year of the
George W. Bush Administration, and 45 were published in the first year of the
Obama Administration. In the first year of the Trump Administration, agencies
published only 18 final rules—most at zero net cost.

” o«
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Figure 2-2. Estimated Measures of Regulation, 1976-2016
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Sources: GW Regulatory Studies Center; McLaughlin and Sherouse (2017).
Note: CFR = Code of Federal Regulations. FR = Federal Register. RegData index is the sum of all
industry-relevant restrictions.

Figure 2-3. Published Economically Significant Final Rules by First
Year of a Presidential Term
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Note: A “Presidential term” is defined as starting on January 20 and ending on January 19.
President Trump’s term accounts for regulation through January 19, 2018. The George W. Bush
Administration’s counts began before an electronic system was implemented by the Office of
Management and Budget in 2004 and should be compared with later Administrations’ counts
with caution.
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Additional measures of the regulatory burden include survey-based indi-
ces that allow regulations to be compared across countries. For example, the
World Bank’s worldwide governance indicators measure six dimensions of gov-
ernance, including regulatory quality. This measure captures “perceptions of
the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and
regulations that permit and promote private sector development” (Kaufmann,
Kraay, and Mastruzzi 2011, 233). The World Bank also publishes Ease of Doing
Business rankings, calculating each country’s distance from benchmark econo-
mies (those that implement the best regulatory practices). Comparing these
rankings over time and across countries highlights the relative changes of each
economy’s regulatory scheme. In the most recent data, the United States was
6th out of the 190 rated countries in the Ease of Doing Business ranking, lagging
behind New Zealand, Singapore, Denmark, South Korea, and Hong Kong.

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
also publishes a series of regulation-related indices, including the Indicators
for Regulatory Policy Governance (known as iREG), Indicators of Regulatory
Management Systems, Product Market Regulation indicators, Competition
Law and Policy Indicators, Indicators for Employment Production, and the FDI
[Foreign Direct Investment] Regulatory Restrictiveness Index. Each measures
evaluates a different aspect of regulation. For example, the Product Market
Regulation indicators assess how regulation affects competition in the product
market, with the understanding that increased competition results in a more
robust economy and greater economic growth. Meanwhile, the FDI Regulatory
Restrictiveness Index measures statutory restrictions on FDI for more than 50
countries. This ranking relies on four measures: equity restrictions, screening
and approval requirements, restrictions on foreign personnel, and such other
restrictions as limits on land purchases and the repatriation on profits.

In one ranking in particular, the OECD Product Market Regulation indica-
tor, the United States tends to be more-regulated than its OECD peers. The
OECD’s calculations place the United States 27th out of 35 countries, behind
France, Chile, and the Czech Republic (Koske et al. 2015; see figure 2-4). This
suggests that the United States has the opportunity to exploit the gains from
deregulation in product markets.

Researchers typically use these indices to compare regulatory regimes
across countries. As long as the measurement error of the index does not
systematically vary across the countries included in the analysis, cross-country
analyses that draw on these regulation indices to make inferences about
growth will be as reliable as any other inference from cross-country data.

Aggregate Growth

Estimates of the impact of regulation on economic growth vary, not least
because estimated effects will depend on the category of regulation considered,
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Figure 2-4. Product Market Regulation, 2013 (35 OECD Countries)
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the nonrandomness of regulatory implementation or withdrawal, and possible
general equilibrium effects that complicate identification. Nonetheless, there is
evidence within the academic literature supporting the conclusion that higher
levels of regulation in the aggregate can result in lower economic growth.

Djankov, McLiesh, and Ramalho (2006) estimate that moving from
the 25th to the 75th percentiles on the World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business
Index increases average annual per capita GDP growth across 10 years by 2.3
percentage points. Loayza, Oviedo, and Servén (2010) and Jacobzone and
others (2010) similarly observe a negative relationship between regulation and
economic growth. An OECD study by Egert and Gal (2016), meanwhile, esti-
mates that a 0.31-point reduction in a country’s score on the OECD’s 6-point
energy, transportation, and communications indicator of regulatory intensity
in product markets is associated with a 0.72 percent boost to GDP per capita
over 5 years. The estimated effect rises to 1.02 percent over 10 years, and 2.09
percent in the long run. Egert and Gal also estimate that 0.30-point reduction
in a country’s score on the OECD’s 6-point employment protection laws indica-
tor of regulatory intensity in labor markets is associated with a 0.22 percent
increase in GDP per capita over 5 years, rising to 0.57 percent over 10 years and
1.83 percent in the long run.

Ciccone and Papaioannou (2007) measure the burden imposed by regu-
lation across countries by constructing a proxy for regulation’s red tape, which
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reflects the time it takes to start a new business in each country. They find that
responsiveness to industry-specific global demand shocks, as measured by
new firm entrants, increases as the volume of red tape decreases. Alesina and
others (2005) also find that more stringent regulation of product markets has
large and negative effects on aggregate investment. Finally, Justesen (2008)
observes that, in contrast to other variables plausibly determined by govern-
ments, the level of regulation is correlated with subsequent economic growth
in a panel of countries spanning the period from 1970 through 1999.

One primary channel through which increased regulation appears to
affect growth is through its effect on productivity growth. Exploiting a new
time series measure of the extent of regulation by the U.S. Federal government,
Dawson and Seater (2013) find that regulation lowers total factor productivity
(TFP) by distorting the mix of inputs in production, thereby adversely affect-
ing overall output growth. Bailey and Thomas (2017), meanwhile, find that
regulation may also affect productivity through its effect on firm entry and exit.
Using a fixed-effects model, they observe that industries with more Federal
regulation experienced fewer new firm births and slower employment growth
between 1998 and 2011, and that large firms are less likely to exit more heavily
regulated industries than small firms. More specifically, they estimate that a 10
percent increase in the intensity of regulation leads to a 0.47 percent reduction
in new firm births.

At the more local level, Hsieh and Moretti (2017) estimate that with
decreased zoning restrictions in three cities—New York, San Jose, and San
Francisco—the growth rate of aggregate output could have increased by 0.795
percent to 1.49 percent a year between 1964 and 2009, thereby increasing GDP
in 2009 by 8.9 percent. The authors find that zoning restrictions increased the
spatial misallocation of labor, with the result of lowering labor productivity
growth. Herkenhoff, Ohanian, and Prescott (2017) reach similar conclusions,
finding that U.S. labor productivity and consumption would be, respectively,
12.4 and 11.9 percent higher if all states moved just halfway from their current
land-use regulations to the current Texas level.

Although local zoning restrictions specifically may lie beyond the scope
of Federal policy, we can apply estimates from the academic literature on
regulation generally to create a back-of-the-envelope projection of the impact
of the current Administration’s deregulatory agenda. Because Egert and Gal
(2017) suggest that decreasing a country’s Product Market Regulation Index
by 0.31 (the typical decrease in an episode of deregulation in OECD countries)
would increase its GDP per capita by 1.02 percent within 10 years, we can apply
their estimate to moving the United States from 27th in the Product Market
Regulation Index to 1st. If the United States achieved the same level of product
market regulation as the Netherlands from structural reform, U.S. real GDP
would increase 2.2 percent over 10 years, assuming a constant population
growth rate and constant inflation. If the United States instead implemented
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the typically observed reform—decreasing its index by 0.31—U.S. real GDP
would increase by 1.0 percent over 10 years. And if the U.S. moved up the rank-
ing a few places to achieve Canada’s level of product market regulation, U.S.
real GDP would increase by 0.5 percent over the same time frame.

Business Dynamics

Evidence across sectors indeed appears consistent with what one would
expect if an increase in regulatory burdens were impeding the dynamism of
American business. Regulations that impose fixed costs on businesses double
as barriers that prevent new businesses from entering markets and competing
with established firms.

Trends across a number of indicators of business dynamism appear
consistent with what one would expect if regulatory burdens were increas-
ing, in a trend that favored large, well-positioned businesses over newer and
smaller firms. First, the net rate of new establishment creation in the United
States has trended downward over time (e.g., Decker et al. 2014; Hathaway
and Litan 2014). Second, the degree of competition appears to have decreased
in most industries in the United States (Gutierrez and Philippon 2017). And
this decrease coincides with an increase in firm profits coupled with stagnat-
ing investment; profits are rising, yet firms seem to be investing less in capital
assets that produce their goods and services. In particular, for companies
to invest in the United States, the break-even rate of return on a U.S. capital
investment must be higher than in alternative, lower-regulation jurisdictions.
If firms’ regulatory costs increase, fewer companies are likely to invest in the
United States. The economics profession is only beginning to develop an
understanding of the causes of these trends.

However, some evidence points to increases in Federal regulation as a
causal mechanism that could explain the apparent decline in new firm creation
and decrease in new firm dynamism. Bailey and Thomas (2017) exploit the
variation in regulatory trends across industries at the level of the four-digit
North American Industry Classification System code offered by the RegData
database. The baseline specification of Bailey and Thomas (2017) includes
year and industry fixed effects, allowing the isolation of variation in Federal
regulations that are idiosyncratic to a given industry within a given year—and
addressing the concerns raised by estimates of Federal regulations’ effects,
based only on variation across time. And according to the results from this
approach developed by Bailey and Thomas, an increase in Federal regulations
tends to decrease rates of new business entry. Bailey and Thomas also note
that large, established firms tend to be less likely to exit when their industry
has more regulation. Though the complexity of trends in the dynamism of
America’s businesses belies the possibility that any one piece of evidence
could have the final word, Bailey and Thomas nonetheless points to a causal
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link between the decline in U.S. start-up rates and competition and increased
Federal regulation.

Even if evidence for the relevance of government regulation to contem-
porary business dynamics may be new, the possibility that government regula-
tion would reflect the preferences of interest groups like those representing
established businesses rather than merely maximize aggregate social welfare
has a long history in the economics profession (Stigler 1971; Peltzman 1976;
Becker 1976). Meanwhile, measures of policy uncertainty have trended upward
over time since the 1960s, and additional research has documented that firms
appear to vary their lobbying expenditures and political donations in response
to fluctuations in political risk (Baker, Bloom, and Davis 2016; Hassan et al.
2017).

Also, according to new research, the existence of regulatory barriers
to entry that influence rates of business formation would have an impact on
more than the distribution of benefits between firms. Research suggests that
the contributions of firms to productivity tend to decrease rapidly as firm age
increases. Established businesses whose longevity may be prolonged by the
existence of regulations tend to make less of a contribution to productivity
than the new firms that could replace them, according to new research from
Alon and others (2017). They estimate that the aging of established firms
since 1980 had by 2014 lowered aggregate productivity to 3.1 percent below
the level where it would otherwise have been. To the extent that government
regulation has decreased start-up rates and prolonged the existence of estab-
lished firms—as Bailey and Thomas’s (2017) results suggest—then regulation
may have generated a causal contribution to the decline in productivity in the
United States.

Productivity

The influence of regulation on business dynamics, however, is only one of the
possible channels through which regulation can exert an effect on productiv-
ity. A useful measure for exploring these channels is TFP, which is the portion
of output not explained by the quantity of inputs, measuring how efficiently
and intensely inputs are used. Annual TFP growth for the private business sec-
tor averaged 1.7 percent from 1995 to 2005 but slowed down after the Great
Recession, growing 0.05 percent on average annually from 2007 to 2016. This
has been the slowest TFP growth rate of any recent business cycle expansion.
In 2016, TFP decreased 0.1 percent for the private business sector, its first
decline since 2009. Figure 2-5 illustrates these trends in TFP growth.

Although changes in productivity—both increases and decreases—have
been explained by a wide variety of factors, regulation has been shown to be an
important determinant of productivity (Baily 1986; Maddison 1987). Because
TFP is measured as the output per combined inputs, an increase in regulatory
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Figure 2-5. Total Factor Productivity Growth, 1990-2016
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costs results in an increased level of total inputs for the same level of output,
decreasing the ratio of output to inputs.

For example, hiring a compliance officer increases labor input, but may
not increase a firm’s output, as hiring a worker in another role would do. Thus,
the compliance burden lowers measurements of productivity by inducing firms
to allocate funds to compliance that generate no output included in the TFP
measure, rather than to output-generating activity included in the measure.
And CEA analysis suggests that the allocation of funds toward compliance is
nontrivial in magnitude. Using Bureau of Labor Statistics data on compliance
officer wages (Ruggles et al. 2017), CEA estimates that businesses spent $19.8
billion in 2016 on compliance officers’ wages—which constitutes a real increase
of 202 percent since 2000, with compliance costs growing an average of 7.16
percent each year.

Regulation can also result in disincentives to invest and innovate, further
decreasing TFP. If regulation diverts funding from otherwise productive uses
like innovation, regulation then limits a firm’s ability to increas