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Tax Policy and Gifts 

By Louis KAPLOW * 

Voluntary transfers between individuals are 
potentially subject to income taxes and wealth 
transfer (estate and gift) taxes. With regard to 
the income tax, Henry Simons (1938) argued 
that it should be levied both on the donor, 
whose gift is a form of personal consumption, 
and on the donee, who directly consumes the 
gift. Others would limit income taxation to the 
donee, the only one whose act of consumption 
dissipates real resources. Most income tax sys- 
tems do tax gifts only once, but the single tax 
is imposed in a different, more administra- 
tively convenient manner: the donee is 
exempt, and instead the donor is taxed, im- 
plicitly, by not allowing any deduction for 
gifts. Yet the rationale for simply applying the 
labor income tax rate - whether once or 
twice-to gifts is dubious because, as I will 
discuss, the incentive, distributive, and other 
welfare effects of taxing gifts and of taxing 
labor income are different. 

Wealth transfer taxes, which in most devel- 
oped countries are levied only on the estates 
of wealthy individuals, are often evaluated in 
terms of their redistributive effects. But such 
analysis is not usually integrated with that of 
the income tax, which is also a redistributive 
tool. Another factor suggesting the need for a 
more integrated treatment of transfer taxes and 
income taxation is that the effects of taxation 
on behavior and welfare will depend on the 
aggregate of taxes levied on a gift rather than 
on what portion of the tax is designated as a 
gift or estate tax and what portion is deemed 
to be an aspect of the income tax. 

Accordingly, this paper considers a single, 
unified framework for analyzing the combined 
taxation of gifts, one that incorporates existing 

analysis of redistributive income taxation.' 
Using such an approach, I sketch a mapping 
between types of gifts and optimal tax policy. 
It is helpful, however, to begin by discussing 
how gifts should be taxed if they were simply 
another form of ordinary consumption. 

I. Gifts as a Form of Ordinary Consumption 

A. Separability of Redistribution 

The approach here is to begin with the stan- 
dard optimal labor income tax problem in a 
world with no gifts and then to examine how 
that tax should be altered in the presence of 
gifts. Interestingly, under such a formulation 
of the transfer taxation question, redistribution 
becomes largely a separate issue. The reason 
is that redistribution is accomplished directly, 
by adjusting the tax schedule as a function of 
income. The transfer taxation problem in- 
volves determining whether, say, parents who 
give an above-average fraction of their income 
to their children should be taxed more or less 
relative to other parents at the same income 
level who instead spend a greater fraction of 
their income on themselves. 

This preliminary study will not formally 
model this rather complicated optimal income 
tax problem. To gain some initial insights, it 
is useful to undertake a simpler thought ex- 
periment. Suppose that, at each level of in- 
come for donors, more (less) generous 
treatment of gifts is achieved by lowering 
(raising) the tax rate applicable to income ex- 
pended on gifts and raising (lowering) the tax 

* Harvard Law School, Cambridge, MA 02138, and 
NBER. I am grateful to Steven Shavell, Oded Stark, Alvin 
Warren, and seminar participants at Harvard University 
and the NBER for comments and to the John M. Olin 
Center for Law, Economics, and Business at Harvard Law 
School for financial support. 

' This inquiry abstracts from such questions as whether 
lifetime gifts and bequests should be distinguished; how 
the substantial majority of wealth, human capital (created 
in large part through different sorts of transfers), should 
be incorporated; what the effects are on savings and 
whether they may be ignored because they can be offset 
by other government policies; and what additional issues 
are raised by transfers to charities. 
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rate applicable to income expended on direct 
consumption, that is, labor income net of any 
gifts made. For example, a gift subsidy could 
be understood as a tax credit for gifts com- 
bined with a higher labor income tax rate, so 
that the tax on donors' direct consumption 
would be higher and the net burden on gifts 
would be lower than under a uniform system. 
One can thus hold the total tax burden on each 
income class constant. (Although this may not 
be optimal, the approach focuses attention on 
the treatment of gifts relative to that of direct 
consumption.) 

B. Optimal Relative Taxation of Gifts 
and Ordinary Consumption 

As a benchmark, it is efficient to tax individ- 
uals' expenditures on different goods and services 
in the same manner (i.e., there would not be dif- 
ferential commodity taxation) when there is an 
income tax. The standard qualification is that tax- 
ing more heavily (lightly) expenditures on com- 
modities that make leisure relatively more (less) 
attractive would lessen the labor/leisure distortion 
caused by income taxation (see A. B. Atkinson 
and Joseph Stiglitz, 1976).2 Thus, viewing gifts 
for the moment as simply another form of con- 
sumption, it is efficient to tax them relatively 
more heavily if, say, donors need more leisure 
time to enjoy their utility from giving (such as by 
spending time with the children whom they sup- 
port) than to enjoy other forms of consumption. 
On the other hand, it is efficient to tax gifts more 
lightly if, for example, much of the enjoyment is 
vicarious, deriving from contemplation of the gift. 
With bequests in particular, a donor may work 
harder in order to leave a larger bequest, whereas 
workers who instead spend their earnings on va- 
cations would need more leisure time. The ques- 
tion of whether it is efficient to tax or to subsidize 
gifts, viewed as another form of ordinary con- 
sumption, is an empirical one that has not, to my 
knowledge, been investigated. 

C. How Gifts May Differ 

The remainder of this paper will focus on 
the manner in which gifts differ fundamentally 

from ordinary personal consumption: making 
a gift does not expend real resources, but in- 
stead shifts them to another individual.3 I will 
now explore the implications of this difference 
and how they depend on the type of gift that 
is involved. 

IL Altruism 

A. Positive Externality on Donees 

Gifts convey a sort of positive externality 
on donees.4 To see this, consider the case of 
an altruistic donor who equally values the di- 
rect utility from his own consumption and the 
donee's utility from her own consumption: 

U(x, y, g) u(x - g) + v(y + g) 

where g is the amount of the donor's gift, x 
and y are the donor's and donee's pretransfer 
incomes, and u( ) and v( ), assumed to be 
strictly concave, are the donor's and donee's 
utilities from their own consumption.' Ob- 
serve that the donor counts the benefit to the 
donee as it enters the donor' s own utility func- 
tion, whereas a social welfare assessment 
should also weigh in the benefit to the donee. 
Thus, under a utilitarian social welfare func- 
tion, W(x, y, g) = u(x - g) + 2v(y + g). 
This discrepancy between the donor's and so- 
ciety's objectives suggests that treating gifts 
more generously than own consumption and, 
hence, a gift subsidy might be optimal. 

To explore this point, consider the following 
formulation of the donor's utility function: 

U(x, y, g) 

= au(x - (1 - s)g - t) + f3v(y + g) 

where a and ,B are the weights that the donor 
gives to the direct utility from his own con- 

2 Other qualifications will not be explored here. 

' It is also relevant that gifts may involve a sort of vol- 
untary redistribution, such as in the case of intergenera- 
tional transfers when there is regression toward the mean 
in earnings ability (see e.g., D. L. Bevan and Stiglitz, 
1979). 

4 This idea has been noted by Atkinson ( 1971 ), among 
others, and is developed in Kaplow (1995). 

5 This is a special case of the model introduced in Gary 
Becker ( 1974). 
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sumption and to the donee's utility from her 
own consumption, s is a subsidy on gifts, and 
t is a tax (taken as given by the donor) that 
the government collects in order to finance the 
subsidy. 

Now, consider the effects of marginally in- 
creasing s, beginning at s = 0. First, this will 
induce the donor to increase his gift. This can 
be seen from the donor's first-order condition: 

a(l - s)u'(x - (1 - s)g - t) 

= f3v'(y + g). 

Raising s (and also increasing t to finance the 
increase in s) will, at a given level of g, reduce 
the value of the left side; to restore equality, g 
must increase, given the strict concavity of 
u ( ) and v ( ) .6 As a consequence, the donee' s 
utility will increase. Moreover, at s = 0, it can 
be shown that there will be no first-order effect 
on the donor's utility.7 Finally, the donor's net 
position vis-a-vis the government also is un- 
changed because the increase in the subsidy 
on gifts is financed by taxing donors. In sum, 
a slight increase in the subsidy will help the 
donee at no cost to the donor or the treasury. 

B. Externality with Respect to Labor Income 
Tax Revenue 

When considering possible tax-revenue ef- 
fects in a world with a labor income tax 
(which is not explicitly modeled here), it is 
appropriate to take into account possible 
changes in labor supply. For donors, a small 
change in s, beginning at s = 0, will have no 
direct labor-supply effect: because the donor' s 

utility remains the same for any given level of 
earned income, the choice of labor effort 
would be unaffected.8 (There is, of course, the 
qualification noted previously for the case in 
which changing the donor's allocation of in- 
come between gifts and own consumption 
changes the relative value of leisure.) 

Gifts may, however, result in a tax-revenue 
externality because they augment donees' 
income. In conventional analyses, this exter- 
nality would be negative: donees would work 
less because of the income effect and thus 
would pay less income tax. To combat this ex- 
ternality, one could tax donees on ithe gifts 
they receive (or, equivalently, tax donors' 
gifts more heavily). 

There are, however, other considerations. 
Gifts to donees might relax liquidity con- 
straints that otherwise limit investments in hu- 
man capital or entrepreneurship (see Douglas 
Holtz-Eakin et al., 1994). The net long-run 
effect of such gifts may be to increase donees' 
earnings and thus donees' tax payments, cre- 
ating a positive tax-revenue externality. And 
there may be strategic effects that would influ- 
ence donees' earnings and, thereby, the in- 
come taxes they pay: donees might choose to 
earn less, knowing that their plight will induce 
altruistic donors to give more (the "Samari- 
tan's dilemma"), or donees might undertake 
activities that increase their income because 
donors might promise future gifts thali are con- 
ditional on such behavior. 

C. Gifts' Effects on Donors' and Donees' 
Marginal Utility 

Many models of altruism assume that 

U(x, y, g) = u(x - g) + fv(y + g). 

That is, a = 1 and 3 > 0. First, consider how 
the marginal utility of consumption of donors 
compares to that of nondonors. Donors, as a 
consequence of their giving, would have lower 

6 Differentiating the first-order condition with respect 
to s, where t = gs, yields 

dg -au' > 0. 
ds a(1- s)u" + 3v' 

The derivative is 

dU= g'(-a s)u' + Ov' asu'). ds 

On the right side, the first two terms in parentheses, taken 
together, equal zero (from the donor's first-order condi- 
tion), and the third term is zero at s = 0. 

' At s > 0, the induced increase in g reduces the donor's 
own consumption and thereby raises his marginal utility 
of consumption; ceteris paribus, this would tend to in- 
crease labor effort. 
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own consumption than would nondonors at the 
same income level. As a result, donors would 
have a higher marginal utility of income than 
would nondonors who had identical functions 
u( ) for utility of own consumption. (This 
case might arise, for example, when donors 
differ from nondonors only in that the former 
are fortunate enough to have found compatible 
mates or to have had children who please them 
sufficiently to induce giving.) In maximizing 
a utilitarian social welfare function, this dif- 
ference in marginal utilities would warrant 
more favorable tax treatment of donors.9 

Now suppose instead that donors are not in- 
dividuals who place an unusually high value 
on others' well-being, but instead are those 
who derive unusually low utility from their 
own consumption; that is, their a is much less 
than 1 (even though, perhaps, still greater than 
,i). Then, in spite of donors' lower consump- 
tion, their marginal utility might be lower than 
that of nondonors whose utility from own con- 
sumption was given by u ( ), which would jus- 
tify less favorable treatment under a utilitarian 
social welfare function. 

Distinguishing these two cases requires 
making interpersonal utility comparisons. (A 
donor's observable behavior depends only on 
a/,l and not on the absolute magnitude of a 
and ,B.) Analysts often elude this problem by 
stipulating that all individuals have the same 
utility function, but this assumption cannot be 
maintained in the present context because it is 
inconsistent with the heterogeneity in the be- 
havior that is under consideration-namely, 
some individuals are donors and others are not. 
Hence, judgments about transfer policy, like 
judgments about general redistribution policy, 
must to some extent reflect views about dif- 
ferent individuals' utility functions that cannot 
be grounded in observable behavior. 

Another factor is that donees' own con- 
sumption will be higher than otherwise on ac- 
count of the gifts that they receive. This 

implies that their marginal utility of income 
will be lower than that of individuals with the 
same earned income who do not receive gifts, 
which favors heavier taxation of donees (tan- 
tamount to heavier taxation of gifts). Never- 
theless, it remains true that, abstracting from 
possible tax-revenue externalities, it will be 
optimal for objects of altruism (prospective 
donees) to receive more effective income and 
thus have a lower marginal utility of income 
than others because their utility from own con- 
sumption receives additional weight in the 
social welfare function due to altruists' 
concerns. 

III. Utility from Giving Per Se 

Some donors may care only about the gifts 
that they themselves make, motivated by a 
need for self-sacrifice or a desire for prestige, 
as in James Andreoni (1990). Let 

U(x,g)=u(x-(I -s)g--t,g). 

Analysis of this case, it turns out, is virtually 
the same as for altruism. It can be shown that 
introducing a positive subsidy will induce the 
donor to give a larger gross gift, and that this 
will increase the utility of the donee without 
reducing the donor's utility (at s = 0). 1 Tax- 
revenue effects and other factors will be anal- 
ogous as well. 

The preceding formulation may, however, 
be inappropriate. If the donor really is moti- 

'Different social welfare functions may have qualita- 
tively different implications. For example, under a maxi- 
min function, such altruistic donors are better off than 
others on account of their altruistic preferences and thus 
should be taxed more heavily (as should donees, who are 
better off on account of receiving altruists' gifts). 

'?The donor's first-order condition is now 

(1 - s)u = U2 

where a subscript i denotes the derivative with respect to 
the ith argument. Differentiating this condition yields 

dg uj 
ds (1 - S - (1 -)U12-21 + U22 

The numerator is negative, and from the second-order con- 
dition, the denominator is negative, so dg/ds > 0. Finally, 

dU=g P( (ls)uI +U2 su). 
ds 

Again, the first two terms in parentheses on the right side, 
taken together, equal zero (from the donor's first-order 
condition), and the third term is zero at s = 0. 
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vated in a manner that depends on his own 
sacrifice and not on the gross gain to the donee 
from all sources (as with the altruist), then it 
seems reasonable that the donor's benefit 
should not depend on the gross gift, g, as in 
the preceding model, but rather on the net 
amount that he himself gives up, (1 - s) g. 
Accordingly, consider 

U(x, g) = u(x - (1 - s)g - t, (1 - s)g). 

In this case, the effect of a gift subsidy on so- 
cial welfare is quite different: raising s directly 
reduces the donor's utility because he benefits 
only from his own sacrifice, (1 - s)g, which 
is reduced as s is increased. It tums out that 
when a subsidy induces the donor to increase 
his gift, he is in essence redistributing his own 
income to the donee; unlike the previous cases, 
here a higher gross gift induced by a subsidy 
produces a utility benefit to the donee but a 
utility loss to the donor (even at s = 0).12 The 
limited empirical work on this transfer motive 
has not sought to distinguish between these 
two different formulations. 

IV. Exchange 

If donors' gifts are in exchange for donees' 
efforts (see Douglas Bernheim et al., 1985; 

Donald Cox, 1987), the transaction really con- 
sists of ordinary consumption by the donor and 
labor income earned by the donee, and each 
component should be taxed accordingly. A 
different form of exchange arises when trans- 
fers actually are loans (or loan repaynments) or 
elements of various forms of insurance and an- 
nuity schemes (see Laurence Kotlikoff and 
Avia Spivak, 1981). In such cases, payments 
in both directions would generally be exempt 
from taxation. 

Other posited transfer behavior has ele- 
ments of exchange. Oded Stark and Ita Falk 
(1998) suggest that individuals may make 
gifts to engender gratitude in recipients, who 
may later return the favor. In this case, one of 
the preceding types of exchange may be pres- 
ent, depending upon whether the initial gifts 
or later "repayments" comprise labor effort. 
James Buchanan (1983) claims that potential 
donees will engage in rent-seeking behavior to 
elicit gifts from prospective donors, in which 
case perhaps gifts should be taxed, if donees' 
efforts to induce gift-giving waste resources. 

V. Conclusion 

This paper offers a framework for assessing 
tax policy with regard to private voluntary 
transfers to individuals. The main elements are 
integrating the income tax and estate/gift tax's 
treatment of gifts, taking a unified view of the 
distributive problem in the context of an 
optimal income tax framework, and focusing 
on aspects of gifts that distinguish them from 
donors' ordinary consumption. 

The present analysis reveals that the optimal 
tax treatment of gifts (relative to the tax treat- 
ment applicable to labor income that is ex- 
pended on direct consumption for oneself) 
is extremely sensitive to the type of gift 
involved: 

(i) Altruism. -Gifts involve a positive ex- 
ternality on donees, which favors a sub- 
sidy; there may also be a positive or 
negative tax-revenue externality, and do- 
nors may have higher or lower marginal 
utility than others, which tends to favor 
a larger subsidy or a smaller subsidy (or 
a tax), as the case may be. 

(ii) Utility from giving per se. --This is 

" To dramatize the point further, suppose that the sub- 
sidy was not paid to donors, but instead was administered 
in the financially equivalent form of a matching grant paid 
directly to donees. (Note that an assumption implicit in 
both formulations is that donors do not derive utility from 
paying taxes, even if those taxes are used to subsidize 
gifts.) 

2 The donor's first-order condition is now ul = u2. 
From this, one can derive: 

dg -gu12 + gu22 

ds ull - (1 - S)U2- U21 + ( - S)U22 

Observe that dglds may not be positive. (It will be unless 
u12 is sufficiently negative.) Finally, 

dU - = 
g'(-u, + u2 - SU2) - gu2- 

ds 

Again, the first two terms in parentheses on the right side, 
taken together, equal zero (from the donor's first-order 
condition), and the third term is zero at s = 0. But now 
there is the additional term, which is negative even at s = 

0. 
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similar to altruism if the donor's utility 
depends on the gross gift (i.e., including 
the subsidy), but there is no positive gift 
externality if the donor's utility depends 
on the gift net of the subsidy. 

(iii) Exchange. -If a gift is really compen- 
sation in exchange for labor, the "gift" 
should be taxed as part of labor income; 
if the exchange is financial (such as with 
loans and repayments or insurance ar- 
rangements), no tax or subsidy is appro- 
priate; if gifts are induced by wasteful 
rent-seeking, a tax may be optimal.1" 

These results indicate the policy relevance 
of further empirical work that distinguishes 
among transfer motives and identifies more 
precisely the form of donors' utility functions. 
Because transfer motives no doubt vary 
greatly among donors, and in ways that the 
government cannot readily observe, it may be 
necessary to adopt tax policies based upon av- 
erage behavior or to employ some simple cat- 
egorical rules that, perhaps, distinguish among 
gifts between spouses, transfers to descen- 
dants, and contributions to public charities, 
based upon the typical characteristics of each 
class of gifts.14 

'3 Note also that purely accidental bequests (when 
individuals cannot annuitize), which were not exam- 
ined here, might optimally be subject to confiscatory 
taxation. 

'4 Such distinctions are made in current regimes 
(e.g., in rules defining the tax and welfare treatment of 
various family units), although existing rules are not 
well rationalized in terms of the general distributive 
objectives of the tax system or the motives likely to 
govern sharing (transfers) within the family. For an ini- 
tial study of this problem, see Kaplow (1996). 

REFERENCES 

Andreoni, James. "Impure Altruism and Do- 
nations to Public Goods: A Theory of 
Warm-Glow Giving?" Economic Journal, 
June 1990, 100(401), pp. 464-77. 

Atkinson, A. B. "Capital Taxes, the Redistri- 
bution of Wealth and Individual Savings." 

Review of Economic Studies, April 1971, 
38(2), pp. 209-27. 

Atkinson, A. B. and Stiglitz, Joseph E. "The 
Design of Tax Structure: Direct versus In- 
direct Taxation." Journal of Public Eco- 
nomics, July-August 1976, 6(1-2), pp. 
55-75. 

Becker, Gary S. "A Theory of Social Interac- 
tions." Journal of Political Economy, 
November-December 1974, 82(6), pp. 
1063-93. 

Bernheim, B. Douglas; Shleifer, Andrei and 
Summers, Lawrence H. "The Strategic Be- 
quest Motive." Journal of Political Econ- 
omy, December 1985, 93(6), pp. 1045-76. 

Bevan, D. L. and Stiglitz, J. E. "Intergenerational 
Transfers and Inequality." Greek Economic 
Review, August 1979, 1 ( 1 ), pp. 8-26. 

Buchanan, James M. "Rent Seeking, Noncom- 
pensated Transfers, and Laws of Succes- 
sion." Journal of Law and Economics, 
April 1983, 26(1), pp. 71-85. 

Cox, Donald. "Motives for Private Income 
Transfers." Journal of Political Economy, 
June 1987, 95(3), pp. 508-46. 

Holtz-Eakin, Douglas; Joulfaian, David and 
Rosen, Harvey S. "Entrepreneurial Decisions 
and Liquidity Constraints." Rand Journal 
of Economics, Summer 1994, 25(2), pp. 
334-47. 

Kaplow, Louis. "A Note on Subsidizing Gifts." 
Journal of Public Economics, November 
1995, 58(3), pp. 469-77. 

"Optimal Distribution and the Fam- 
ily." Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 
March 1996, 98(1), pp. 75-92. 

Kotlikoff, Laurence J. and Spivak, Avia. "The 
Family as an Incomplete Annuities Mar- 
ket." Journal of Political Economy, April 
1981, 89(2), pp. 372-91. 

Simons, Henry C. Personal income taxation. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1938. 

Stark, Oded and Falk, Ita. "'Transfers, Em- 
pathy Formation, and Reverse Transfers." 
American Economic Review, May 1998 
(Papers and Proceedings), 88(2), pp. 
271-76. 


	Article Contents
	p. 283
	p. 284
	p. 285
	p. 286
	p. 287
	p. 288

	Issue Table of Contents
	The American Economic Review, Vol. 88, No. 2, Papers and Proceedings of the Hundred and Tenth Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association (May, 1998), pp. i-viii+1-538+i-xxii
	Volume Information [pp.  i - vi]
	Front Matter
	Editors' Introduction [p.  vii]
	Foreword [p.  viii]
	Richard T. Ely Lecture
	Turnpikes [pp.  1 - 14]

	Clio and the Economic Organization of Science
	Common Agency Contracting and the Emergence of "Open Science" Institutions [pp.  15 - 21]
	Revolution from above: The Role of the State in Creating the German Research System, 1810-1910 [pp.  22 - 27]
	Academic Science and Technology in the Service of Industry: MIT Creates a "Permeable" Engineering School [pp.  28 - 33]
	Federal Government Initiatives and the Foundations of the Information Technology Revolution: Lessons from History [pp.  34 - 39]

	Historical Perspectives on Current Issues of Economic Performance
	Micro Rules and Macro Outcomes: The Impact of Micro Structure on the Efficiency of Security Exchanges, London, New York, and Paris, 1800-1914 [pp.  40 - 45]
	The Peace Dividend in Historical Perspective [pp.  46 - 50]
	Wages and Labor Markets before the Civil War [pp.  51 - 56]

	Useful Microeconomics from Business History
	Representative Firm Analysis and the Character of Competition: Glimpses from the Great Depression [pp.  57 - 61]
	Survival and Size Mobility among the World's Largest 100 Industrial Corporations, 1912-1995 [pp.  62 - 65]
	Partnerships, Corporations, and the Theory of the Firm [pp.  66 - 71]

	The New Institutional Economics
	The New Institutional Economics [pp.  72 - 74]
	The Institutions of Governance [pp.  75 - 79]
	Historical and Comparative Institutional Analysis [pp.  80 - 84]
	Norms and Networks in Economic and Organizational Performance [pp.  85 - 89]

	What We Get for Health-Care Spending
	Technological Change in Heart-Disease Treatment. Does High Tech Mean Low Value? [pp.  90 - 96]
	The Value of Health: 1970-1990 [pp.  97 - 100]
	Economic Effects of Reducing Disability [pp.  101 - 105]
	Measuring Prices and Quantities of Treatment for Depression [pp.  106 - 111]
	Public Funds, Private Funds, and Medical Innovation: How Managed Care Affects Public Funds for Clinical Research [pp.  112 - 116]

	The Changing Market for Health Insurance
	The Demand for Medical Care: What People Pay Does Matter [pp.  117 - 121]
	Adverse Selection and Adverse Retention [pp.  122 - 126]
	Payment Heterogeneity, Physician Practice, and Access to Care [pp.  127 - 131]
	What Has Increased Medical-Care Spending Bought? [pp.  132 - 136]

	Social Security and the Real Economy: Evidence and Policy Implications
	Social Security: Privatization and Progressivity [pp.  137 - 141]
	Perspectives on the Social Security Crisis and Proposed Solutions [pp.  142 - 150]
	Social Security and the Real Economy: An Inquiry into Some Neglected Issues [pp.  151 - 157]

	Social Security and Declining Labor-Force Participation: Here and Abroad
	Social Security and Retirement: An International Comparison [pp.  158 - 163]
	Social Security and Labor-Force Participation in the Netherlands [pp.  164 - 167]
	Pensions and Labor-Market Participation in the United Kingdom [pp.  168 - 172]
	Social Security and Declining Labor-Force Participation in Germany [pp.  173 - 178]

	Informing Retirement-Security Reform
	401 (k) Plans and Future Patterns of Retirement Saving [pp.  179 - 184]
	The Cause of Wealth Dispersion at Retirement: Choice or Chance? [pp.  185 - 191]
	Socioeconomic Status and Health [pp.  192 - 196]
	Extending the Consumption-Tax Treatment of Personal Retirement Saving [pp.  197 - 201]

	Women and Retirement Issues
	Married Women's Retirement Expectations: Do Pensions and Social Security Matter? [pp.  202 - 206]
	Gender Differences in the Allocation of Assets in Retirement Savings Plans [pp.  207 - 211]
	How Are Participants Investing Their Accounts in Participant Directed Individual Account Pension Plans? [pp.  212 - 216]

	Life-Cycle and Cohort Studies of Aging
	Aging in the Early 20th Century [pp.  217 - 221]
	The Rise of the Welfare State and Labor-Force Participation of Older Males: Evidence from the Pre-Social Security Era [pp.  222 - 226]
	Secular Trends in the Determinants of Disability Benefits [pp.  227 - 231]
	The Evolution of Retirement: Summary of a Research Project [pp.  232 - 236]

	Demographic Trends and Economic Consequences
	Uncertain Demographic Futures and Social Security Finances [pp.  237 - 241]
	Demographic Analysis of Aging and Longevity [pp.  242 - 247]
	Aging and Inequality in Income and Health [pp.  248 - 253]

	Intergenerational Relations
	Generations and the Distribution of Economic Well-Being: A Cross-National View [pp.  254 - 258]
	Relative Cohort Size and Inequality in the United States [pp.  259 - 264]
	Intergenerational Transmission of Health [pp.  265 - 270]

	On the Economics of Giving
	Transfers, Empathy Formation, and Reverse Transfers [pp.  271 - 276]
	The Prestige Motive for Making Charitable Transfers [pp.  277 - 282]
	Tax Policy and Gifts [pp.  283 - 288]

	Tax and Human-Capital Policy
	Taxes, Uncertainty, and Human Capital [pp.  289 - 292]
	Tax Policy and Human-Capital Formation [pp.  293 - 297]
	Does Government R&D Policy Mainly Benefit Scientists and Engineers? [pp.  298 - 302]

	Rethinking Public Education
	The Origins of State-Level Differences in the Public Provision of Higher Education: 1890-1940 [pp.  303 - 308]
	How Much Does School Spending Depend on Family Income? The Historical Origins of the Current School Finance Dilemma [pp.  309 - 314]
	Demographic Change, Intergenerational Linkages, and Public Education [pp.  315 - 320]

	Work or Leisure: A Changing Decision?
	When We Work [pp.  321 - 325]
	Assortative Mating by Schooling and the Work Behavior of Wives and Husbands [pp.  326 - 329]
	The Unequal Work Day: A Long-Term View [pp.  330 - 334]

	What Is Poverty and Who Are the Poor? Redefinition for the United States in the 1990's
	Absolute versus Relative Poverty [pp.  335 - 341]
	Self-Reliance as a Poverty Criterion: Trends in Earnings-Capacity Poverty, 1975-1992 [pp.  342 - 347]
	Alternative Historical Trends in Poverty [pp.  348 - 351]
	Poverty-Measurement Research Using the Consumer Expenditure Survey and the Survey of Income and Program Participation [pp.  352 - 356]

	African-American Economic Gains: A Long-Term Assessment
	Race and Class in Postindustrial Employment [pp.  357 - 362]
	Quit Behavior as a Measure of Worker Opportunity: Black Workers in the Interwar Industrial North [pp.  363 - 367]
	Assessing 50 Years of African-American Economic Status, 1940-1990 [pp.  368 - 375]

	Theoretical and Empirical Developments in Cost-Benefit Analysis and Program Evaluation
	Imagined Risks and Cost-Benefit Analysis [pp.  376 - 380]
	General-Equilibrium Treatment Effects: A Study of Tuition Policy [pp.  381 - 386]

	Government in Transition
	Regulatory Discretion and the Unofficial Economy [pp.  387 - 392]
	Changing Incentives of the Chinese Bureaucracy [pp.  393 - 397]
	Private Enforcement of Public Laws: A Theory of Legal Reform [pp.  398 - 403]

	Forecasting Japan's Future: The Lessons of History
	The 1940 System: Japan under the Wartime Economy [pp.  404 - 407]
	Structural Change and Japanese Economic History Will the 21st Century Be Different? [pp.  408 - 411]
	Declining Population and Sustained Economic Growth: Can They Coexist? [pp.  412 - 416]
	The Incentive Structure of a "Managed Market Economy": Can It Survive the Millennium? [pp.  417 - 421]

	China's Economic Reforms: Some Unfinished Business
	Competition, Policy Burdens, and State-Owned Enterprise Reform [pp.  422 - 427]
	China's State Enterprises: Public Goods, Externalities, and Coase [pp.  428 - 432]
	Village Leaders and Land-Rights Formation in China [pp.  433 - 438]

	Banking Crises, Currency Crises, and Macroeconomic Uncertainty
	The Double Drain with a Cross-Border Twist: More on the Relationship between Banking and Currency Crises [pp.  439 - 443]
	Financial Crises in Asia and Latin America: Then and Now [pp.  444 - 448]
	On the Importance of the Precautionary Saving Motive [pp.  449 - 453]
	Risk, Entrepreneurship, and Human-Capital Accumulation [pp.  454 - 457]

	The Economics of Gun Control
	Who Owns Guns? Criminals, Victims, and the Culture of Violence [pp.  458 - 462]
	Guns, Violence, and the Efficiency of Illegal Markets [pp.  463 - 467]
	Lives Saved or Lives Lost? The Effects of Concealed-Handgun Laws on Crime [pp.  468 - 474]
	Criminal Deterrence, Geographic Spillovers, and the Right to Carry Concealed Handguns [pp.  475 - 479]

	Teaching Statistics and Econometrics to Undergraduates
	Engaging Students in Quantitative Analysis with Short Case Examples from the Academic and Popular Press [pp.  480 - 486]
	Teaching Undergraduate Econometrics: A Suggestion for Fundamental Change [pp.  487 - 492]

	Proceedings of the Hundred and Tenth Annual Meeting [pp.  493 - 538]
	Back Matter [pp.  i - xxii]



