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Abstract 

We develop and estimate a microeconometric model of household labour supply in four European countries 

representative of different economies and welfare policy regimes: Denmark, Italy, Portugal and the United 

Kingdom. We then simulate, under the constraint of constant total net tax revenue, the effects of various 

hypothetical tax-transfer reforms which include alternative versions of a Basic Income policy. We produce 

indexes and criteria according to which the reforms can be ranked. The exercise can be considered as one of 

empirical optimal taxation, where the optimization problem is solved computationally rather than 

analytically. As long as the ranking of reforms is done according to welfaristic criteria, it turns out that the 

most successful policies are those involving non means-tested versions of basic income and adopting 

progressive tax-rules. When other criteria (such as the implied top marginal top tax rate or the effect on 

female labour supply) are also taken into account, the picture changes: unconditional policies remain 

optimal and feasible in Denmark and the UK; instead in Italy and Portugal universal policies appear to be 

too costly in terms of implied top marginal tax rates and in terms of adverse effects on female participation, 

and conditional policies such as Work-Fare or Negative Income Tax seem more desirable. 
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1. Introduction 
The idea of a providing every individual (citizen, worker etc.) with a Basic Income goes very far back 

in the history of economic, political and philosophical thought.1  We focus here on policies that are 

mainly universalistic (i.e. not strictly tied to specific professional or demographic conditions) although 

they might be mean-tested. The motivations for the introduction of such policies can be classified 

under three types: redistribution (or justice), efficiency and cost-effectiveness.  

Redistribution (or justice). Many proponents give to Basic Income the interpretation of a “social 

dividend”, i.e. an income due to some “common” like natural resources, the electro-magnetic spectrum 

etc.2  What is involved in this view is therefore not simply a policy to help the poor (although this 

might also be an important motivation) but rather the implementation of a fundamental criterion of 

justice. If one sees private property not as a fundamental right but rather as an efficient alternative to 

the “free access” regime for managing the “common”,3 it follows that all the original owners of the 

common should receive a share of the total revenue in return for being deprived of the right to freely 

access the common property. 

 Efficiency. A first efficiency argument can be attributed to Meade (1995), who argued in favour of a 

“Citizen’s Income” as an integral part of a full-employment policy: assuming that full employment 

without inflation could only be achieved with a sufficiently low real wage, an alternative source of 

income (i.e. the citizen’s income) would guarantee an equitable and efficient distribution.  A second 

argument is related to the concept of dynamic efficiency. In a dynamic perspective, the traditional 

efficiency-equality trade-off might be turned upside down. Comparative analyses of developing 

economies suggest that an egalitarian distribution of endowments might contribute to allocation 

efficiency. The lesson can be relevant also for modern economies. Typically credit markets are very 

limited in providing funds for investments in human capital. Many individuals might be trapped in a 

condition in which - so to speak - they are too poor to be efficient.4 A public transfer such as Basic 

Income might alleviate the problem, allowing the individual to engage in more efficient choices. 

Obviously the same goal might be pursued with a different redistribution policy, but a Basic Income 

has the appeal of a simple, transparent and permanent solution. A third and different argument, still 

related to efficiency, points at the opportunity of separating the income support issues from those 

 
1 See for example VanParijs (1995). 
2 The idea can be traced back to Thomas Paine’s Agrarian Justice.  A form of basic income explicitly motivated 
on theses argument is actually implemented in Alaska.  
3 See for example the discussion on the institute of private property in Milgrom and Roberts (1992). 
4 On these issues see for example Bardhan et al. (1998). 
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related to industrial policies. If productive efficiency required a high degree of labour mobility and 

flexibility, Basic Income would help to alleviate the costs imposed on households.5 

Cost-effectiveness. Actual social policies tend to be a (sometimes chaotic) composition of 

interventions originated at different dates and with different motivations, criteria, limitations etc. Basic 

Income might attain comparable goals at a lower cost and with more transparency.   

The study illustrated in this paper focuses on (some) European countries. A 1992 European Union 

recommendation suggests that European governments should introduce some universal basic income 

support mechanisms. In a limited and conditional version, some form of basic income support is now 

implemented in most European countries, acting through the fiscal system or the pension system or the 

transfers related to children or the subsidies to education. The dimensions of these interventions, 

however, are overall limited and still rather selective in character. All the policies actually 

implemented show a large variation in terms of eligibility, equivalence scales, household definition, 

monitoring, supplementary measures, duties on the part of recipients etc. The idea of a basic income 

support close to a universal coverage of the citizens and of an amount sufficient to permanently 

alleviate a significant portion of the poverty is far from being accepted and implemented. Critical 

arguments with respect to Basic Income have been mainly motivated by the assumption that it would 

introduce strong disincentives to work and require high tax rates in order to finance it. As a matter of 

fact, recent proposals or implementations of reforms both in Europe and the US seem to favour in-

work benefits or work-fare policies.6  Yet, these policies are not necessarily an alternative to some 

form of universal support, and do not respond to the distributive and efficiency issues that are 

specifically addressed by the universalistic policies. 

The purpose of this study is the analysis of the behavioural, welfare and fiscal implications of the 

hypothetical implementation in European countries of tax-transfer reforms embodying some version of 

a basic income policy. As a main tool for the evaluation we develop a microeconometric model of 

household labour supply. We estimate the model and simulate the effects of the reforms in four 

European countries representative of different economies and current welfare policy regimes:  

Denmark, Italy, Portugal and the United Kingdom7.  

 
5 This last argument seems to inspire the so-called Flexicurity approach to social and labour market policies, 
originated in Denmark and other Scandinavian countries and often referred to in various recent documents by the 
European Commission. 
6 A very useful survey of current transfer policies in Europe and the debate on reforms is provided by Immervoll 
et al. (2007). 
7 These four countries were chosen because when developing and estimating the model we had a limited access 
to the EUROMOD datasets and the four datasets eventually used were the only ones accessible containing 
sufficient and comparable information and still providing some variety of economic and institutional 
environment. We are currently working at the extension of the exercise to all the European countries covered by 
EUROMOD. 
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The parameters of the reforms are iteratively adjusted in the simulation so that the total net tax revenue 

collected is the same as the current one. For each country we then rank, according to various criteria, 

the alternative types and versions of tax-transfer reforms. Among the evaluation criteria, we also use a 

welfaristic social welfare function. Therefore, with reference to the class of tax-transfer rules 

considered, we actually approximate computationally the solution to an optimal taxation problem, with 

special focus on income transfer mechanisms.  

Interesting examples of recent contributions to the empirical design of income transfer mechanisms 

are Immervoll et al. (2007), Haan and Wrohlich (2007) and Blundell et al. (2007). These studies start 

from optimal taxation formulas obtained by Saez (2002) and assign numerical values to the parameters 

appearing in those formulas (typically the labour supply elasticities) either by calibration (as in 

Immervoll et al. (2007)) or by using previous microeconometric estimates (as in Haan and Wrohlich 

(2007) and Blundell et al. (2007)). Instead, we solve the optimal taxation problem computationally by 

iteratively running the microeconometric model under the constraint of constant total net tax revenue. 

Under this methodological aspect, our exercise is close to Aaberge and Colombino (2008). The 

computational approach to solving optimal taxation problems seems to allow for a more general and 

flexible representation of preferences, agents’ heterogeneity and non-standard constraints on the 

choice set.8 

The structure and the empirical specification of the model are presented in Section 2. Section 3 

presents the estimates. Section 4 explains the simulation method. Section 5 defines the alternative 

policies. Section 6 explains the evaluation criteria. Section 7 reports the main results of the simulations 

(more detailed results are presented in the Appendix). Section 8 contains the final remarks. 

  

 
 
8 For example, Immervoll et al. (2007) assume a quasi-linear utility function (i.e. no income effects), do not 
represent cross-effects between partners, allow little heterogeneity in behaviour and do not account for quantity 
constraints on the opportunity sets (e.g. limits to the choice of hours of work). Haan and Wrohlich (2007) and 
Blundell et al. (2007) use the estimates of a flexible microeconometric model but combine them with formulas 
from Saez (2002) that are based on assumptions not completely consistent with the assumptions of the 
microeconometric model. 
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As an illustration of the behavioural implications of the estimates, Table 2 reports the labour supply 

elasticities with respect to wage rates. In order to compute the elasticities we adopt the same 

microsimulation procedure used for evaluating the reforms. Namely, we increment the gross wage rate 

by 1%, simulate the labour supply responses of each individual and then average the responses across 

the sample. The left-hand side of Table 2 concerns the unconditional hours of work (thus including the 

zero hours for those who decide not to work). Using Italy as an example, the Table tells that if the 

female gross wage rates increase by 1% the hours worked by the women increase by 1.65% while the 

hours worked by the men (their husbands) decrease by 0.24%. The right-hand side concerns 

participation, i.e. the decision to work or not. In this case Table 2 tells, for example, that if the gross 

wage rates of Italian women increase by 1% the number of women who decide to work increases by 

1.44% while the number of husbands who decides to work decreases by 0.15%. The elasticity of the 

conditional hours of work (i.e. the hours worked by those who decide to work) can also be 

(approximately) computed as the difference between the figures on the left-hand side and the 

corresponding ones on the right-hand side. For example, if the female gross wage rates increase by 1% 

the conditional hours of work increase by 1.55% - 1.44% = 0.11%. 

 
  







Table 2. Elasticities of labour supply with respect to the wage rate
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  Denmark Italy Portugal UK 

male 0.20 0.09 1.11 0.15 male 0.12 0.29 0.33 0.28 

female 0.29 0.07 0.67 0.20 female 0.19 0.07 0.52 0.13 

female wage rate female wage rate 

  Denmark Italy Portugal UK   Denmark Italy Portugal UK 

male -0.36 -0.24 0.01 -0.29 male -0.06 -0.15 0.02 -0.04 

female 1.55 1.65 1.78 1.99 female 0.82 1.44 1.24 0.95 
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7. Results of the simulation 

Detailed results of the simulation are reported in the Appendix (Tables A.1 – A.8). Hereafter we comment upon the 

summary evaluation results illustrated by Table 4. The Table concerns NIT, WF, PBI and UBI (results on the current 

system and on pure FT and PT reforms are reported in the Appendix). The evaluation criteria are explained in section 

6. For each country and each criterion, we “grade” a reform:  

with an “A” if it is the best one in that country according to that criterion;  

with a “B” if it is the second best in that country according to that criterion; 

with a “C” if it fares better than the current tax-transfer system in that country according to that criterion.  

In many cases there are additional marks attached to the grades. These marks provide additional information upon the 

feasibility of a specific reform in a specific country. We mark a grade with a “°” if that reform in that country requires 

a top marginal tax rate higher that 55%. We choose this figure as a hypothetical politically feasible upper limit 

because it is close to the top marginal tax rate applied to personal incomes in European countries; in 2000, the four 

highest top effective marginal tax rates applied in Europe are 60.0% (Netherlands), 55.4% (Sweden), 54.3% Denmark 

and 53.8% (Germany).22 We mark a grade with a “*” if that reform in that country implies a reduction of the female 

participation rate. A substantial increase of female participation rates is one of the Lisbon goals. Therefore the 

implications of a reform upon the female participation rates are going to be important in view of its feasibility. These 

are non-welfaristic criteria that might turn out to be important for the feasibility of the reforms.  

We start by commenting on the grades and ignoring for the moment the additional marks. A first observation 

suggested by Table 4 is that for each country there are many reforms that would improve things according to at least 

one of the criteria. Italy appears to be the country most amenable to a reform, in the sense that any type of basic 

income reform (in some version) would improve upon the current status. From this point of view, United Kingdom is 

second after Italy, Portugal is third and last comes Denmark. Otherwise said, Denmark has (already) a successful 

policy on income support and it is therefore difficult to improve upon it. The second observation is that overall the 

most successful reforms are PBI and UBI, in particular in their progressive versions. PBI+PT and UBI+PT get 12 “A”, 

8 “B” and 75 “C”. On the other hand, PBI+FT and UBI+FT get 3 “A”, 11 “B” and 67 “C”. Therefore there seems to 

be a clear indication of the superiority of unconditional policies. An exception is represented by NIT in Italy, where it 

shows a performance comparable to that attained by PBI and UBI. A third indication is that progressive systems seem 

to perform somewhat better than flat systems.  We already noted that the progressive versions of PBI and UBI overall 

get higher grades than their non progressive versions. But this is true also of NIT. The way through which the 

progressive systems attain a better performance can be identified by looking into the more detailed results reported in 

the Appendix (Tables A.1 – A.8).  In most cases, the progressive version of a rule is able to generate a higher net 

available income (C) with respect to the flat version. This is due to the interaction between the pattern of labour supply 

elasticity and the structure of the tax rule. Progressive rules apply higher marginal tax rates on higher incomes and 

lower marginal tax rates on lower incomes. Members of households with higher income tend to show a lower 

 
22 OECD tax database (http://www.oecd.org/ctp/taxdatabase). 
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elasticity of labour supply (w.r.t. wage). Therefore the progressive rules seem to exploit more efficiently the elasticity 

profile and induce the generation of a higher level of income.23 As said before, so far we have been forced to simulate 

the reforms as joint taxation system due to data limitations. The better relative performance of progressive rules would 

probably emerge to a larger extent, were we able to simulate individual taxation system: this is likely to be the case 

since joint taxation penalizes the wife’s labour supply decisions, while on the other hand the wife’s labour supply 

elasticity is typically relatively high and would be better matched by an individual tax rule.24  

Based on the S(U) criterion and ignoring again the additional markings, the best reforms turn out to be as follows: 

Denmark: UBI+PT (a=1); 

Italy: either NIT+FT (a=1) or NIT+PT (a=1); 

Portugal: UBI+PT (a=0.75); 

UK: either UBI+PT (a=0.75) or PBI+PT (a=0.75).  

The above picture can changes substantially if, besides the welfaristic criteria, we also account for other issues 

mentioned above and signalled by the additional marks attached to the grades shown in Table 4. If we assume that 

reforms requiring a top marginal tax rate higher than 55% and/or implying a reduction of the female participation rate 

are not feasible, then many reforms exit the social planner’s opportunity set. Denmark is not affected by the additional 

constraints: all the reforms satisfy them. On the other hand, in Portugal only two reforms survive: PBI+FT (a=0.25) 

and WF+PT (a=1). What is left in Italy crucially depends on the evaluation criterion. If S(U) is used, then the only 

feasible and welfare-improving reform is WF+PT (a=0.75). If one uses other evaluation criteria more reforms remain 

acceptable (various versions of NIT, WF and PBI). Also for the UK the set of acceptable reforms depends on the 

evaluation criterion. According to S(U), only UBI+PT (a=0.25) remains acceptable.  

Limiting again ourselves to the S(U) criterion, among the feasible policies left after accounting for the additional 

criteria, the new best reforms are now as follows: 

Denmark: UBI+PT (a=1); 

Italy: WF+PT (a=0.75); 

Portugal: WF+PT (a=0.75); 

UK: UBI+PT (a=0.25).  

 
23 More detailed evidence on the pattern of labour supply elasticity is provided by Aaberge, Colombino and Wennemo (2002) for 
Italy and by Aaberge and Colombino (2008) for Norway. This last paper computes an optimal tax rule that turn out to require 
lower (higher) tax rates on lower (higher) incomes as compared to the current rule. A maybe superficial interpretation of the first 
results reported by Mirlees (1971) has contributed to the widespread idea that the optimal tax rule is close to a flat one, and 
possibly even regressive. More recently this idea has been questioned both on theoretical and empirical basis. See Aaberge and 
Colombino (2006), Tuomala (1990, 2008), Røed, K. and S. Strøm (2002), Keen et al. (2006). It must be added that these analyses 
adopt a pure welfaristic criterion, i.e. maximization of social welfare function. There are other dimensions (administrative 
simplicity, compliance etc.) along which the flat rules might have important advantages (see Keen et al. 2006). 
24 The data limitations that so far have not allowed to simulate individual tax rules will be overcome in a future development of 
the project. 
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The superiority of the unconditional policies is preserved in Denmark and the UK, not so in Italy and Portugal where 

now WF turns out as the best choice.  

Immervoll et al. (2007) find that in-work benefits (close to our WF) dominate – on a social welfare basis – more 

universalistic policies (close to our UBI or NIT). The picture emerging from our exercise is less clear-cut: as a matter 

of fact, a pure social welfare-based evaluation would suggest a slight superiority of the universal policies.25 

  

 
25 The analysis of Immervoll et al. (2007) is based on theoretical optimal taxation results (Saez, 2002) that require restrictive 
assumptions on preferences and choices (no income effects, no interaction among partners, little heterogeneity in behaviour), 
which might contribute to explaining the differences between their results and ours. 
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8. Conclusions 

We have developed a microeconometric model of household labour supply, which allows to simulate the effects of 

complex reforms of the tax-transfer rules. We have estimated the model for four European countries (Denmark, Italy, 

Portugal and United Kingdom). We have then simulated the effects of introducing various alternative types of Basic 

Income policies keeping total net tax revenue constant. We report many indexes and criteria according to which the 

performances of the alternative policies can be ranked. As long as the evaluation is based on welfaristic criteria (i.e. a 

social welfare function or the number of utility-based winners), three general suggestions emerge rather clearly: 

i) the universal policies tend to show a better performance; 

ii) the progressive tax rules seem able to exploit more efficiently the pattern of behavioural responses; 

iii) there is very large policy space in every country for improving upon the current status. 

When other criteria, possibly coming from political feasibility arguments, are also taken into account, clearly the size 

of the feasible policies is reduced. If for example we set an upper limit of 55% to the top marginal tax rate and drop 

the policies that imply a reduction in female participation rate, the country-specific results tend to diverge. On the one 

hand, countries like Denmark and the UK seem still able to support universal Basic Income systems as optimal 

policies. On the other hand, in countries like Italy and Portugal the price of supporting unconditional policies seems 

too high and policies like WF emerge as more appropriate.  

The question of what configurations of country-specific characteristics lead to such divergent results cannot be solved 

within the limits of the modelling effort illustrated in this paper and requires further investigation. In exercises based 

on theoretical optimal taxation results (such as Immervoll et al. 2007) one can directly identify a correspondence 

between optimal tax rules and a few parameters such as labour supply elasticities or moments of the skills distribution. 

The exercise presented in this paper is an example of computational optimal taxation (as in Aaberge and Colombino 

2008). The welfare properties of tax-transfer reforms are identified by simulating detailed microeconometric models. 

The identification of the mapping from country-specific characteristics to optimal reforms requires a large variety of 

datasets and new theoretical and statistical concepts that are objects of our current research. 

 

 



24 

 

Table 4. Summary evaluation of alternative basic income policies. 

  Denmark Italy Portugal United Kingdom 

   S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C)

N
IT

 +
 F

T 

a=1.00     A°* C°* C°*  C* C*       

a=0.75     C*  C*        C* C* 

a=0.50       A* C*        C 

a=0.25       C C        C 

W
F 

+ 
FT

 a=1.00     C* C* C* C* C* C*   C* C*   

a=0.75      C C C      C C C 

a=0.50      C C C        C 

a=0.25        C        C 

PB
I +

 F
T 

a=1.00 C A C B C°* B°* C°* C°*  A°*   C°* C°* C°*  

a=0.75   C C C°* C°* C°* C°* B* C*   B°* B°* C°*  

a=0.50   C C C* C* C* C* C* C*   C* C* C* C* 

a=0.25      C C B C     C C C 

U
B

I +
 F

T a=1.00 C B B A B°*  C°* C°* C°* C°*   C° C° C°  

a=0.75 C  C C B°*  C°* C°* C* C*   B°* C°* C°*  

a=0.50   C C   C* C* C* C*   C* C* C* C* 

a=0.25       C* C*      C* C* C* 

N
IT

 +
  P

T a=1.00     A°* C°* C°*  C* C*   C* C* C*  

a=0.75     C* C* C*        C* C* 

a=0.50     C*  B* C*        C 

a=0.25       C C        C 

W
F 

+ 
PT

 a=1.00     C* C* C* C* C C   C* C*   

a=0.75     C C C C      C C C 

a=0.50      C C C        C 

a=0.25        C        C 

PB
I +

 P
T 

a=1.00 B C A C C°* A°* C°* C°* C°* B°* C°* C°* C°* C°* C°*  

a=0.75 C  C C C°* C°* C°* C°* B* C* A* C* A°* A°* C°* C°*

a=0.50   C  C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* 

a=0.25      C C A   B* C*  C B A 

U
B

I +
  P

T a=1.00 A C A C B°*  C°*  C°* C°* C°* C°* C°* C°* C°*  

a=0.75 C  C C B°* C°* C°*  A°* C°* C°* C°* A°* C°* C°*  

a=0.50      C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* C* 

a=0.25      C* C* C*   C* C* C C A B 
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Table A.1.  Denmark – Flat rules 

 

 Mean(U) Gini(U) Mean(C) Gini (C) hm hf Taxes Gross F t B S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) 
                
Current 35.29 0.02 3371.00 0.33 38.06 27.93 1830.00 4113.00 0.07 0.54 1552.00 34.58 2265.31   
Flat without benefits 35.09 0.03 3241.00 0.49 39.29 31.23 277.00 3970.00 0.07 0.08 0.00 34.18 1662.63 42.93 43.72 
Flat with benefits 35.10 0.02 2996.00 0.30 36.66 25.18 2090.00 3960.00 0.13 0.60 1577.00 34.34 2109.18 32.46 34.82 
NIT + FT                
a=1.00 35.27 0.02 3259.00 0.36 38.25 29.26 659.00 3989.00 0.07 0.28 381.00 34.46 2075.98 42.93 42.94 
a=0.75 35.20 0.02 3248.00 0.41 38.60 29.89 499.00 3977.00 0.07 0.20 222.00 34.37 1916.32 42.15 42.67 
a=0.50 35.14 0.02 3242.00 0.45 38.91 30.47 377.00 3971.00 0.07 0.13 99.00 34.27 1786.34 43.46 42.67 
a=0.25 35.10 0.03 3241.00 0.48 39.15 30.95 301.00 3969.00 0.07 0.10 23.00 34.20 1698.28 43.19 43.46 
WF + FT (H = 20)                
a=1.00 35.26 0.02 3279.00 0.37 38.91 29.74 636.00 4011.00 0.07 0.27 358.00 34.46 2082.17 41.62 43.72 
a=0.75 35.19 0.02 3259.00 0.41 39.05 30.21 485.00 3990.00 0.07 0.19 207.00 34.36 1916.29 42.15 42.41 
a=0.50 35.14 0.02 3248.00 0.45 39.16 30.65 369.00 3977.00 0.07 0.13 92.00 34.27 1786.40 43.46 42.93 
a=0.25 35.10 0.03 3243.00 0.48 39.24 31.02 299.00 3972.00 0.07 0.10 21.00 34.20 1696.09 42.93 43.46 
PBI + FT                
a=1.00 35.46 0.02 3365.00 0.29 38.22 29.41 1854.00 4105.00 0.07 0.51 1577.00 34.71 2375.69 68.58 60.47 
a=0.75 35.37 0.02 3329.00 0.34 38.52 29.90 1460.00 4067.00 0.07 0.41 1182.00 34.58 2197.14 57.59 52.36 
a=0.50 35.28 0.02 3289.00 0.39 38.79 30.37 1066.00 4032.00 0.07 0.30 788.00 34.45 2012.87 51.57 47.12 
a=0.25 35.18 0.02 3269.00 0.44 39.05 30.81 672.00 4000.00 0.07 0.19 394.00 34.31 1837.18 45.81 45.81 
UBI + FT                
a=1.00 35.46 0.02 3362.00 0.29 38.16 29.37 1855.00 4103.00 0.07 0.51 1577.00 34.71 2373.57 69.11 60.21 
a=0.75 35.37 0.02 3328.00 0.34 38.48 29.88 1461.00 4065.00 0.07 0.41 1183.00 34.59 2196.48 57.85 52.36 
a=0.50 35.28 0.02 3297.00 0.39 38.77 30.36 1066.00 4032.00 0.07 0.30 788.00 34.46 2017.76 51.57 47.12 
a=0.25 35.18 0.03 3269.00 0.44 39.04 30.81 672.00 4000.00 0.07 0.19 394.00 34.30 1837.18 45.81 45.81 
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Table A.3. Italy – Flat rules 

 
Italy Mean(U) Gini(U) Mean(C) Gini (C) hm hf Taxes Gross F t B S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) 
                
Current 19.64 0.02 1815.00 0.24 35.79 14.38 539.00 2268.00 0.16 0.42 166.00 19.23 1388.48   
FT without benefits 19.59 0.02 1848.00 0.28 36.61 14.92 373.00 2326.00 0.16 0.17 0.00 19.19 1337.95 42.99 68.20 
FT with benefits 19.62 0.02 1811.00 0.26 35.76 14.41 540.00 2264.00 0.16 0.25 189.00 19.21 1331.90 19.23 27.02 
NIT + FT                
a=1.00 19.68 0.02 1589.00 0.12 32.32 11.96 712.00 2056.00 0.18 0.77 339.00 19.29 1406.27 63.81 40.75 
a=0.75 19.66 0.02 1701.00 0.18 33.92 13.22 551.00 2172.00 0.17 0.45 178.00 19.27 1398.22 70.00 39.85 
a=0.50 19.63 0.02 1770.00 0.23 35.11 14.04 449.00 2245.00 0.17 0.29 77.00 19.24 1359.36 77.19 64.33 
a=0.25 19.61 0.02 1819.00 0.26 36.02 14.59 395.00 2295.00 0.16 0.21 23.00 19.22 1342.42 56.76 68.29 
WF + FT (H = 20)                
a=1.00 19.64 0.02 1811.00 0.16 36.19 14.05 519.00 2288.00 0.16 0.50 146.00 19.25 1526.67 56.24 56.79 
a=0.75 19.63 0.02 1829.00 0.21 36.39 14.45 435.00 2306.00 0.16 0.34 63.00 19.23 1450.40 62.05 79.04 
a=0.50 19.61 0.02 1839.00 0.24 36.49 14.69 393.00 2316.00 0.16 0.25 20.00 19.22 1390.28 53.61 75.39 
a=0.25 19.61 0.02 1844.00 0.27 36.56 14.83 376.00 2322.00 0.16 0.20 3.50 19.21 1355.34 46.51 71.29 
PBI + FT                
a=1.00 19.66 0.02 1777.00 0.12 35.75 13.48 1685.00 2253.00 0.17 0.78 1312.00 19.26 1569.09 60.97 56.54 
a=0.75 19.65 0.02 1804.00 0.14 36.05 13.89 1355.00 2281.00 0.16 0.62 982.00 19.26 1546.83 62.69 59.68 
a=0.50 19.64 0.02 1823.00 0.18 36.29 14.26 1025.00 2300.00 0.16 0.47 653.00 19.25 1491.21 66.27 68.16 
a=0.25 19.62 0.02 1838.00 0.23 36.47 14.60 698.00 2315.00 0.16 0.32 326.00 19.23 1417.94 69.41 82.36 
UBI + FT                
a=1.00 19.68 0.02 1562.00 0.11 32.15 11.66 1750.00 2029.00 0.18 0.90 1378.00 19.28 1390.18 63.38 43.42 
a=0.75 19.68 0.02 1669.00 0.13 33.65 12.73 1406.00 2139.00 0.17 0.69 1033.00 19.28 1455.27 66.57 47.33 
a=0.50 19.66 0.02 1744.00 0.17 34.84 13.58 1061.00 2218.00 0.17 0.50 689.00 19.26 1440.54 71.21 54.91 
a=0.25 19.63 0.02 1802.00 0.23 35.81 14.29 717.00 2277.00 0.16 0.33 344.00 19.24 1394.75 76.55 77.11 
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Table A.5.  Portugal – Flat rules 

 
 Mean(U) Gini(U) Mean(C)  Gini (C) hm hf Taxes Gross F t B S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) 
                
Current 19.52 0.05 896.00 0.35 41.44 24.49 132.00 1076.00 0.07 0.35 60.00 18.62 581.24   
FT without benefits 19.49 0.06 936.00 0.46 42.71 25.31 72.00 1130.00 0.06 0.07 0.00 18.42 506.38 27.22 39.00 
FT with benefits 19.51 0.05 922.00 0.41 41.69 24.59 133.00 1106.00 0.06 0.13 69.00 18.50 542.14 13.89 16.67 
NIT + FT                
a=1.00 19.44 0.04 834.00 0.28 39.19 22.05 191.00 1016.00 0.07 0.39 119.00 18.66 601.31 41.78 35.56 
a=0.75 19.48 0.05 886.00 0.37 40.66 23.66 134.00 1075.00 0.07 0.22 62.00 18.57 560.84 29.67 30.78 
a=0.50 19.49 0.05 913.00 0.42 41.69 24.53 100.00 1105.00 0.06 0.13 29.00 18.50 534.11 20.67 27.89 
a=0.25 19.49 0.05 928.00 0.44 42.34 25.01 83.00 1121.00 0.06 0.09 11.00 18.44 517.82 25.44 34.11 
WF + FT (H = 20)                
a=1.00 19.48 0.04 874.00 0.30 41.35 23.42 166.00 1061.00 0.07 0.32 94.00 18.65 609.18 39.00 38.33 
a=0.75 19.49 0.05 908.00 0.38 42.08 24.49 119.00 1099.00 0.07 0.19 47.00 18.55 567.50 26.78 36.44 
a=0.50 19.50 0.05 924.00 0.42 42.48 24.97 93.00 1117.00 0.06 0.12 21.00 18.49 537.77 21.67 34.00 
a=0.25 19.49 0.05 931.00 0.44 42.65 25.17 80.00 1125.00 0.06 0.09 8.50 18.44 518.57 25.67 36.56 
PBI + FT                
a=1.00 19.37 0.03 780.00 0.17 39.76 21.05 599.00 956.00 0.08 0.70 527.00 18.75 646.62 56.00 51.22 
a=0.75 19.46 0.04 835.00 0.24 40.72 22.48 467.00 1017.00 0.07 0.52 395.00 18.74 631.26 56.78 52.33 
a=0.50 19.49 0.04 876.00 0.32 41.49 23.59 335.00 1063.00 0.07 0.35 263.00 18.66 597.43 53.44 50.78 
a=0.25 19.50 0.05 909.00 0.39 42.14 24.52 203.00 1099.00 0.07 0.21 131.00 18.55 554.49 50.33 58.89 
UBI +  FT                
a=1.00 19.34 0.03 755.00 0.16 38.49 20.27 602.00 928.00 0.08 0.73 530.00 18.72 631.94 54.67 49.11 
a=0.75 19.45 0.04 823.00 0.24 39.96 22.05 469.00 1004.00 0.07 0.52 397.00 18.73 624.66 56.44 49.67 
a=0.50 19.49 0.04 870.00 0.32 41.04 23.35 337.00 1057.00 0.07 0.36 265.00 18.66 594.21 53.55 48.89 
a=0.25 19.50 0.05 906.00 0.39 41.93 24.41 204.00 1097.00 0.07 0.21 132.00 18.55 552.66 50.33 57.22 
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Table A.7. United Kingdom – Flat rules  

 
 Mean(U) Gini(U) Mean(C) Gini (C) hm hf Taxes Gross F t B S(U) S(C) W(U) W(C) 
                
Current 14.58 0.04 2523.00 0.21 44.92 23.49 472.00 3007.00 0.09 0.40 199.00 13.95 1990.14   
FT without benefits 14.53 0.04 2628.00 0.26 46.93 24.77 274.00 3114.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 13.89 1949.98 42.98 73.59 
FT with benefits 14.54 0.04 2537.00 0.24 45.34 23.49 472.00 3023.00 0.09 0.17 191.00 13.90 1925.58 23.94 33.51 
NIT + FT                
a=1.00 14.58 0.04 2396.00 0.17 42.62 21.32 547.00 2860.00 0.10 0.43 274.00 13.95 1983.89 47.81 33.33 
a=0.75 14.57 0.04 2516.00 0.22 44.67 23.07 383.00 2991.00 0.09 0.23 109.00 13.94 1962.48 54.12 62.11 
a=0.50 14.55 0.04 2582.00 0.25 45.98 24.11 303.00 3065.00 0.09 0.15 29.00 13.91 1949.41 45.44 76.14 
a=0.25 14.54 0.04 2615.00 0.26 46.66 24.59 278.00 3100.00 0.09 0.11 4.00 13.90 1948.18 44.12 74.65 
WF + FT (H = 20)                
a=1.00 14.58 0.04 2528.00 0.19 45.22 22.76 452.00 3003.00 0.09 0.34 178.00 13.96 2055.26 43.86 47.72 
a=0.75 14.56 0.04 2583.00 0.23 46.12 23.84 335.00 3064.00 0.09 0.20 61.00 13.93 2001.83 51.14 81.32 
a=0.50 14.55 0.04 2612.00 0.25 46.64 24.45 285.00 3096.00 0.09 0.14 11.00 13.91 1969.45 44.12 78.68 
a=0.25 14.54 0.04 2623.00 0.26 46.84 24.68 274.00 3108.00 0.09 0.11 0.50 13.90 1954.14 43.95 75.26 
PBI + FT                
a=1.00 14.60 0.04 2364.00 0.13 42.57 20.65 1953.00 2823.00 0.10 0.74 1679.00 13.99 2061.41 57.63 47.72 
a=0.75 14.61 0.04 2451.00 0.15 43.98 21.87 1533.00 2919.00 0.09 0.56 1259.00 14.00 2085.80 59.12 49.47 
a=0.50 14.60 0.04 2521.00 0.18 45.13 22.93 1113.00 2997.00 0.09 0.40 839.00 13.98 2059.66 59.65 55.18 
a=0.25 14.57 0.04 2579.00 0.22 46.09 23.89 693.00 3060.00 0.09 0.24 419.00 13.94 2011.62 68.42 81.84 
UBI + FT                
a=1.00 14.60 0.04 2309.00 0.13 41.60 20.09 1957.00 2765.00 0.10 0.76 1684.00 13.98 2015.76 57.11 44.74 
a=0.75 14.61 0.04 2422.00 0.15 43.43 21.56 1536.00 2888.00 0.00 0.57 1536.00 14.00 2061.12 58.95 47.37 
a=0.50 14.60 0.04 2506.00 0.18 44.83 22.77 1115.00 2981.00 0.09 0.40 842.00 13.98 2047.40 59.91 53.42 
a=0.25 14.57 0.04 2573.00 0.22 45.97 23.83 695.00 3054.00 0.09 0.24 421.00 13.94 2004.37 69.21 81.58 
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