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Previous work has had difficulty generating household saving behaviour that makes the distribution
of wealth much more concentrated than that of labour earnings, and that makes the richest households hold
onto large amounts of wealth, even during very old age. I construct a quantitative, general equilibrium,
overlapping-generations model in which parents and children are linked by accidental and voluntary
bequests and by earnings ability. I show that voluntary bequests can explain the emergence of large estates,
while accidental bequests alone cannot, and that adding earnings persistence within families inereases
wealth concentration even more. I also show that the introduction of a bequest motive generates lifetime
savings profiles more consistent with the data.



1. INTRODUCTION

Several papers have documented the fact that the distribution of wealth is much more
concentrated than that of labour earnings and that it is characterized by a tiny fraction of
households owning huge estates (see, for example, Diaz-Gimeénez, Quadrini and Rios-Rull
(1997). Davies and Shorrocks (2000)).

An extensive literature, both empirical and theoretical, shows that the transmission of
physical and human capital from parents to children is a very important determinant of
households’ wealth and earnings ability (see, among others, Becker and Tomes (1979, 1986).
Kotlikoff and Summers (1981), Mulligan (1997), Hurd and Smith (1999)). Moreover, many
papers argue that households with higher levels of lifetime income have higher saving rates.
keep substantial amounts of assets (even during old age), and leave very large bequests (among
these, Dynan, Skinner and Zeldes (1996), Lillard and Karoly (1997), Carroll (1998)).

In this paper I focus on the transmission of physical and human capital from parents to
children and show that such intergenerational links can induce saving behaviour that generates a
distribution of wealth that is much more concentrated than that of labour earnings and that also
make the rich keep large amounts of assets in old age in order to leave bequests to descendants.



1.1. Contributions with respect to the literature

Among the earlier partial equilibrium, quantitative studies, Davies (1982) analyses the effects
of various factors, including bequests. on economic inequality in a one-period model without
uncertainty. In his set-up one generation of parents cares about their children’s future
consumption, and there 1s regression to the mean between parents’ and children’s earnings. As
a consequence, the income elasticity of bequests 1s high and inherited wealth 1s a major cause
of wealth inequality. Compared to Davies (1982), I adopt a general equilibrium. overlapping-
generations set-up, with lifetime and earnings uncertainty, in which the expectation of receiving
bequests from the parents influences their children’s saving behaviour. I also study the impact of
various saving motives over the life cycle and their effects on accumulated wealth, and I model
both accidental and voluntary bequests and their impact on wealth inequality.



2. SOME FACTS ABOUT THE UNITED STATES AND SWEDEN



Table 2 1s computed using data from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) data-set. which
collects income data-sets from various countries (based on the March Current Population Survey
for the U.S.) and makes them comparable. The table 1s computed using data for households
whose head i1s 25-60 years of age. and the definition of gross earnings includes wages.
salaries and self-employment income. Tables 1 and 2 show that earnings display a much lower
concentration than wealth.



TABLE 1
Wealth

Capital or wealth
output ratio

Transtfer
wealth ratio

Percentage wealth in the top

Wealth Gim

1% 5% 20% 40% 60% 80%
1J.S. data
3.0 0-60 0-78 20 53 80 Q3 08 100
Swedish data
1.7 =(.51 0-73 17 37 75 00 100 100




TABLE 2

Gross earnings

Percentage earnings in the top

Gima
coeft. 1% S%  20%  40%  80%
[J.S. data

0.46 6 19 48 72 08
Swedish data

0.40 4 15 42 68 08




3. THE MODEL

The economy is populated by an infinitely lived government and overlapping generations of
people. who may differ in their productivity levels. The members of successive generations are
linked by bequests and the children’s inheritance of part of their parent’s productivity. At age
20 each person enters the model and starts consuming, working and paying labour and capital
income taxes. At age 25 the consumer procreates. After retirement the agent no longer works but
receives social security benefits from the government and interest from accumulated assets. The
government taxes labour earnings. capital income and estates and pays pensions to the retirees.



3.1. Demographics

During each model period. which is 5 years long. a continuum of people’ is born. I define age
t = 1 as 20 years old, age r = 2 as 25 years old. and so on. After one model period. at # = 2, the
agent’s children are born. and four periods later (when the agent is 45 years old) the children are
20 and start working. Since there are no inter vivos transfers in this model economy, all agents
start off their working life with no wealth. Total population grows at a constant, exogenous rate
(n). and each agent has the same number of children.* The agents are retired at t = #, = 10 (i.e.
when they are 65 years old) and die for sure by the end of age 7T = 14 (i.e. before turning 90
years old). From ¢ = # — 1 (i.e. 60 years of age) to T, each person faces a positive probability of
dying given by (1 —s;). Since death 1s assumed to be certain after age T, sy = 0. The assumption
that people do not die before 60 years of age reduces computational time and does not influence
the results because the number of people dying between the ages of 20 and 60 is small.

Since I consider only stationary environments, the variables are indexed only by age. 7, and

the index for time is left implicit.

3. In the theoretical sections, I use the terms “agent”™, “person”, “consumer”, and “household” mterchangeably.
Each household 1s taken to be composed of one person and dependent children.
5, : ar & s I
4. The number of children 1s thus n- 1f » 1s the growth rate of the population over 5 years, or n=- 1f n 1s expressed
in yearly terms.



3.2. Preferences and technology

Preferences are assumed to be time separable. with a constant discount factor. The utility from
consumption in each period is given by u(c;) = ¢; 7 /(1 — o).

The parents derive utility from leaving a bequest. net of estate taxes. b; to their children:
¢ (b;). This type of bequest motive has been called warm glow. and was first introduced by
Andreoni (1989). Considering a more sophisticated form of altruism would increase the number
of state variables (already four in this set-up) and. in some cases, would generate strategic parent—

child interaction.



In this economy all agents face the same exogenous age-efficiency profile, &;, during their
working years. This profile is estimated from the data and recovers the fact that productive ability
changes over the life cycle. Workers also face stochastic shocks to their productivity level. These
shocks are represented by a Markov process {y;} defined on (Y, B(Y)) and characterized by a
transition function Oy, where ¥ C M4 and B(Y) 1s the Borel o-algebra on Y. This Markov
process 1s the same for all households. The total productivity of a worker of age ¢ is given by
the product of the worker’s stochastic productivity in that period and the worker’s deterministic
efficiency index at the same age: y;£;. The parent’s productivity shock at age 40 is transmitted
to children at age 20 according to a transition function Q). defined on (Y, 5(Y)). What the
children inherit is only their first draw: from age 20 on, their productivity y; evolves stochastically
according to Q,,.

I assume that children cannot observe directly their parent’s assets. but only their parent’s
productivity when the parent is 40 and the children are 15. that is. the period before they “leave
home” and start working. Based on this information, children infer the size of the bequest they
are likely to receive. I will discuss the relevance and the qualitative effects of relaxing all of these
assumptions in Section 7.



The household can only invest in physical capital, at a rate of return ». The depreciation rate
is §. so the gross-of-depreciation rate of return on capital is » + 4. I assume also that the agents
face borrowing constraints that do not allow them to hold negative assets at any time.

[ assume that the U.S. is a closed economy with an aggregate production function
F(K.L)= AK“L'™® where K is aggregate capital and L is aggregate labour. I instead assume
that Sweden is a small open economy, so the interest rate net of taxes is taken as exogenous and
equal to that of the U.S.



3.3. Government

The government taxes labour earnings, capital income and estates to finance the exogenous public
expenditure and to provide pensions to the retired agents.

Labour earnings are taken as exogenous and calibrated to the data. matching the after-tax
Gini coefficient. Since the U.S. tax system is progressive, this Gini coefficient is lower than the
one computed from pre-tax labour earnings. In the model, I introduce a constant tax rate 7; in
order to balance the government budget, while all the progressive features of the tax system are
already reflected in the calibrated after-tax earnings distribution.

Income from capital is taxed at a flat rate t,. Estates larger than a given value ex; are taxed
at rate 1, on the amount in excess of ex;,.

The structure of the social security system is the following: the retired agents receive a
lump-sum transfer from the government each period until they die. The amount of this transfer
is linked to the average earnings of a person in the economy.



3.4. The household’s recursive problem

I consider an environment in which, during each period, a #-year-old agent chooses consumption
c and risk-free asset holdings for the next period, a’. For given prices, the state variables for an
agent are denoted by x = (¢, a, v. yp). These variables indicate, respectively, the agent’s age (7).
the agent’s assets carried from the previous period (a), the agent’s current productivity process
realization (y) and the value of the agent’s parent’s productivity at age 40 until the agent inherits
and zero thereafter (yp). This last variable takes on two purposes. First, when it 1s positive. it
is used to compute the probability distribution on bequests that the household expects from the
parent. Second, it distinguishes the agents who have already inherited. for whom I set yp = 0.

from those who have not. for whom yp 1s strictly positive. The agents inherit bequests only once
in a lifetime, at a random date which depends on their parent’s death. Since there is no market
for annuities. part of the bequests the child receives are accidental bequests. linked to the fact
that people’s life span 1s uncertain and people therefore accumulate precautionary savings to
offset the life-span risk. The optimal decision rules are functions for consumption. ¢(x). and next
period’s asset holdings, a’(x), that solve the dynamic programming problem described below.



(1) From age r = 1 to age t = 3 (from 20 to 30 years of age). the agent works and will
survive with certainty until the next period. Moreover, the agent does not expect to receive
a bequest soon because his or her parent is younger than 60 and will survive at least one
more period for sure. Since the law of motion of yp is dictated by the death probability of
the parent. for this subperiod yp’ = yp. Thus,

V(t,a,v,vp) = max, p{u(c) + BE; V(t+1,a’. v, yp)} (1)

subject to
c<[14+r(l —t)la+ (1 —1)ey (2)
a =[14+r(l=1)]a—c+(1—1)ey. (3)

The interest rate on assets is denoted by r. and the evolution of y’ is described by the
transition function Q,,.



(1) From # = 4 to = 8 (from 35 to 55 years of age). the worker will survive for sure up to
the next period. However. the agent’s parent is at least 60 years old and faces a positive
probability of dying at any period: hence. a bequest might be received at the beginning of
the next period. Let I, ¢ be the indicator function for yp > 0:1tis one if yp > 0 and zero
otherwise. Thus,

Vt,a.v,vp) = max g{ulc) + BE: V(i +1,a". v, vp')) (4)
subject to (2) and
ad=[14+r(l—1)]a—c+(1—1)ey+ bffu}-p::-ﬂj}'p’zﬂ (5)
, = ith probability .
o = yp with probability s;45 ©)

0  with probability (1 — 5;45)

where E; 1s the conditional expectation based on the information available at time ¢.

The conditional distribution of the bequest a person expects in the case of parental
death is denoted by 5 (x; +).> In equilibrium this distribution must be consistent with the
parent’s behaviour. Since the evolution of the state variable yp is dictated by the death
process of the parent, yp' jumps to zero with probability 1 — s;,s. (Five periods is the
difference in age between parents and their children.) I assume the following processes to
be independent: the survival/death of the decision maker: the survival/death of the parent:
the size of the bequest received from the parent, conditional on the parent dying: and the
future labour earnings. conditional on the current earnings.

5. The probability distribution j1j depends on x only through ¢ and yp, not through v.



(111) The subperiod # — 1 (60 years old) 1s the period before retirement. The agent starts facing
a positive probability of dying, in which case the agent derives utility from bequeathing his
or her assets. Define after-tax bequests as b(a') = a’ — 1 - max(0, a’ — exp). Thus,

Vit a. v, yp) = max g lu(c) + s;BEsW(t + 1.d") + (1 —snp(ba' )} (7)

where

b l—a
¢(b) = @1(1 + GEf”) (8)

subject to (2), (5). and (6). The term ¢ reflects the parent’s concern about leaving bequests
to her children. while ¢, measures the extent to which bequests are a luxury good.®

6. Ewven with full altruism, preferences over bequests and consumption would not be homothetic. This 1s because
bequests add to the permanent income of the children, which 1s already positive.



(iv) From #- to T (from 65 to 85) is the period after retirement. The agent does not inherit after
turning 65 because the agent’s parent 1s already dead at that time. Moreover. I assume that
people no longer work after retirement and live off pensions and interest. This implies that
I can drop two state variables from the retired people’s value function, y and yp. and that
the only uncertainty the retired agents face is the time of their death:

W(t,a) = max, g{u(c) +s;W(t+1.a") + (1 —s;)p(b(a"))} (9)

subject to (8) and
c<[l4+r(l—1]a+p (10)
a=[1+r(l—t)]a—c+p (11)

where p is the pension payment from the government. The terminal period value function
W(T + 1, a) is set to equal ¢ (b(a)).



3.5. Definition of stationary equilibrium

A stationary equilibrium is given by

i

an interest rate » and wage rate w,

allocations c(x), a’(x),

1 government tax rates and transfers (z,, 17, 7, €xp, pP).

a family of probability distributions for bequests pp (x; -),

and a constant distribution of people over the state variables x: m™(x)

L

such that the following hold:

(1) Given the interest rate, the wage, government tax rates and transfers, and the expected
bequest distribution pp(x; -). the functions c(x) and a’(x) solve the above described
maximization problem for a household with state variables x.

(11) The tax rate t; is chosen so that the government budget constraint balances at every period:

g = f[rarn + eyl — plisr, + (1 — s;—1) - max(0, a’(x) — exp)]dm™(x).



(iii)

(v)

(V)

The invariant distribution of households over the state variables for this economy, m*. is a
fixed point of the operator R, defined in Appendix A.1: Ry;m* = m*. I normalize m™ so
that m™*(X) = 1. which implies that ™ () is the fraction of people alive that are in a state
¥ e X.

The U.S. is treated as a closed economy. Aggregate capital K is given by [ adm™*(x).
Aggregate effective labour is denoted by L. In equilibrium the price of each factor 1s equal
to its marginal product.

Sweden is treated as a small open economy, therefore its prices are taken as exogenous.
K 1is still given by ] a dm™(x). but it now represents the average wealth held by Swedish
citizens (in Sweden and abroad). which may differ from average capital present in Sweden
(held by Swedish people and foreigners).

The family of expected bequest distributions pp(x; <) 1s consistent with the bequests that
are actually left by the parents. See Appendix A.2 for a formal characterization of this
statement.



4. THE EXPERIMENTS

To understand the quantitative importance of these intergenerational links, I construct several
simulations. I start with an experiment in which the model is stripped of all intergenerational
links: an overlapping-generations model with life-span and earnings uncertainty. The accidental
bequests left by the people who die prematurely are seized by the government and equally
redistributed to all people alive.” The idea is to see how much wealth inequality can be generated
by the life-cycle structure when only life-span and earnings uncertainty are activated. In the
second experiment unplanned bequests are distributed to the children of the deceased, rather
than equally to everybody alive. This 1s meant to assess whether an unequal distribution of
estates 1s quantitatively important when all bequests are ivoluntary. The third experiment adds
inheritance of ability to the second one. In the fourth experiment parents care about leaving
bequests to their children, but there is no inheritance of ability. The fifth exercise activates both
the bequest motive and the parent’s productivity inheritance in order to evaluate the importance
of both intergenerational links jointly.

To be consistent across experiments, I use the same initial distribution of productivity for
20-year-old workers in all simulations for a given country. To do so. for each country I compute
the initial aggregate distribution of productivity implied by the experiment with inheritance
of productivity and use it to initialize all the 20-year-old workers in the simulations without
productivity inheritance.

7. This exercise uses Huggett’s set-up but adapts it to the length of the periods and the productivity process that
I use throughout this paper in order to make the results comparable to the other simulations I run. I cannot use the same
time period and income process that Huggett uses, since the simulations with intergenerational links require a higher
number of state variables and the model would require huge computing resources to solve.



5. CALIBRATION

I distinguish two sets of parameters: those that can be estimated independently of the model or
are based on estimates provided by other studies (Table 3). and those that I choose so that the
model-generated data match a given set of targets (Table 4). Appendix A.3 provides more details
about the calibration.

Table 3. The rate of population growth is n, g is government expenditures and 7, 1s the
capital income tax.



TABLE 3

Parameters estimated independently of the model or
provided by other studies

Parameter  U.S. calibration  Swedish calibration

n 1.2% vyearly 0.8% yearly
g 18% of GDP 25% of GDP
Ta 20% 30%

o 0-36 n'a

3 0-06 n'a

A See text n'a

r Endogenous 6-86%

St Vector Vector

£t Vector Vector
oy 0-85 0.85

o2 0-30 0-1429
Pyh 0-677 0.677
o7 0-37 0-1762

a 1.5 1.5




TABLE 4

Parameters used to match some features in the data

Calibrated parameter

1J.S. calibration

Swedish calibration

B
P
)
Th
e€Xh

p

0-95-0.97
—9.5
11-6
10%
40 years of average earnings
40% average earnings

0.95-0.97
—9.5
11-6
15%
10 years of average earnings
47-50% average earnings




For the U.S., « is the share of income that goes to capital, which T fix at 0-36 (Prescott
(1986). Cooley and Prescott (1995)) and A is the constant in the production function, which is
normalized so that the wage 1s equal to one when the capital-output ratio is 3. I take depreciation
for the U.S. to be 6% (Stokey and Rebelo. 1995). Since Sweden is modelled as an open economy.
its prices are taken as given, and there 1s no production function to be modelled and calibrated.

The rate » is the interest rate on capital, net of depreciation and gross of taxes. Given the
calibration for the U.S. production function. this interest rate is endogenous for the U.S.. and

furns out to be 6%. I take the Swedish interest rate to be 6-86%. so that the interest rates net of
taxes in the two countries coincide, and normalize its wage to one.

The s;’s are the vectors of conditional survival probabilities for people older than 60. and &,
1s the age-efficiency profile vector.

The logarithm of the productivity process is assumed to be an AR(1) with persistence p,
and variance o;. For the U.S. these two parameters are estimated from panel study on income
dynamics (PSID) data. aggregated over 5 years in order to be consistent with the model period.®

8. I am very grateful to Altonji and Villanueva for kindly providing me with these estimates (see Table A.1 for
more details).



The logarithm of the productivity inheritance process (for yp) is also assumed to be an
AR(1) with persistence py; and variance rrji-g. I take py; from Zimmerman (1992). and for the
U.S. I choose f.r;,h to match a Gini coefficient of 0-44 for earnings. These assumptions generate
an increase in earnings inequality over the life cycle that is consistent with the data.

The persistence of the productivity and productivity inheritance processes are assumed
to be the same in Sweden and the U.S. Bjorklund and Jantti (1997) estimate the degree of
intergenerational income mobility in Sweden and do not reject the hypothesis that it 1s the same as
in the U.S. As for the variances, in Sweden more generous social insurance programmes partially
insure households from idiosyncratic shocks and decrease earnings inequality. (More so than in

the U.S.; see De Nardi. Ren and Wei, 2000.) To recover this effect, I reduce both o, and o, for
Sweden to match a Gini coefficient for earnings of 0-33. while imposing that the ratio of o, and
oy, for Sweden be equal to the corresponding ratio for the U.S.

I take risk aversion, o, to be the same in the U.S. and in Sweden. The value that I use in
the calibration is from Attanasio, Banks, Meghir and Weber (1999) and Gourinchas and Parker
(2002). who estimate it using consumption data. This value falls in the range (1-3) commonly
used in the literature.



Table 4. For the U.S., in each experiment I choose the discount factor, £, to match a capital—
output ratio of 3. On a yearly basis. g turns out to be 0-97 in the simulation in which accidental
bequests are equally distributed. 0-96 in the two experiments with accidental bequests (one with
and one without productivity inheritance) and 0-95 in the two simulations with bequest motives.

with and without productivity inheritance.



I use ¢ to match a transfer wealth share of 60% in the U.S. simulation with both
intergenerational links.

Many people leave estates of little or no value: according to Hurd and Smith (1999). the
average bequest left by single decedents at the lowest 30-th percentile was $2000 (Asset and
Health Dynamics among the Oldest Old (AHEAD) data-set. 1993—1995). Median household
income in 1994 was $32.264 (U.S. Census Website, CPS data). I choose ¢> to match that ratio
in the model with both links. Using the average bequest left by singles rather than the one for all
decedents (which turns out to be $10.000) 1s a more sensible choice because typically a surviving
spouse inherits a share of the estate, which will be partly consumed before finally being left to
the couple’s children.

I choose to use the same parameter values for ¢»; and ¢, 13 and exp, in the simulations with
bequest motive only or with both intergenerational links in order to disentangle the increase in
wealth inequality due to the two links when the preference parameters for bequests and estate
taxation are the same.

The preference parameters for Sweden are assumed to be equal to those for the U.S.

The rate 7 1s the tax rate on estates that exceed the exemption level exp. For the U.S. T set
these parameters to match the observed ratio of estate tax revenues to GDP. and the proportion
of estates that pay estate taxes, 1-5% in the experiment with both intergenerational links.



In Sweden taxes are paid on inheritances. rather than on estates. It is therefore more difficult
than in the U.S. to define the statutory exemption level. The combined choice of 15 and exp
matches the revenues from bequests and gift taxes as a fraction of GDP in the experiment with
both intergenerational links. I do sensitivity analysis on these parameters for Sweden and find
that the results do not vary significantly for reasonable values of these parameters.

Pensions. p: for each country. the social security replacement rates are chosen such that
the ratios of government transfers to GDP generated by the model are consistent with the ratio
reported in the Council of Economic Advisors (1998) for the U.S. and with the one (net of
taxes) reported in Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (1999) for 1996
(respectively. 7% and 12%). The implied replacement rate for the U.S. is 40%. across all
experiments, which i1s a number similar to that used in many papers on social security. The
implied replacement rate for Sweden is 50% in the experiments without a bequest motive, and
47% in the other two. Using the same replacement rate of 50% in all simulations for Sweden
would generate very similar wealth distributions and a marginally lower capital-output ratio.



6. RESULTS
Tables 5 and 6 summarize the results for the U.S. and Sweden.”

9. For all experiments I exclude 20-year-old people from the computations on the wealth distribution because I
assume that people start off with zero wealth, and hence I do not propose a theory of the distribution of wealth for them.



TABLE 5

Results for the U.S. calibration

Capital-output ~ Transfer wealth ~ Wealth Percentage wealth in the top Percentage with negative
rat1o ratio Gini 1% 5% 20% 40% 60% or zero wealth
U.S. data
3-0 0-60 0-78 29 53 80 93 08 5-8-15-0

No mtergenerational links, equal bequests to all
3.0 0-67 0.67 7 27 69 90 08 17

No intergenerational links, unequal bequests to children
3.0 0-38 0-68 7 27 69 o1 90 17

One link: productivity inheritance
3.0 0-38 0.69 5 29 70 92 99 17

One link: parent’s bequest motive
3-0 0-55 0-74 14 37 76 95 100 19

Both links: parent’s bequest motive and productivity inheritance
3.0 0-60 0.76 18 42 79 95 100 19




TABLE 6

Results for the Swedish calibration

Wealth—output  Transfer wealth ~ Wealth Percentage wealth in the top Percentage with negative
ratio rafio Gini 1% 5%  20% 40%  60% or zero wealth
Swedish data
1.7 =0.51 0.73 17 37 75 00 100 30

No mtergenerational links, equal bequests to all
2.0 0.73 0.67 7 26 68 90 98 22

No imntergenerational links, unequal bequests to children
1.9 0-42 0-69 7 28 71 03 99 26

One link: productivity inheritance
1.9 0.43 0.-70 8 30 72 03 100 28

One link: bequest motive
1.5 0-46 0-74 9 32 76 06 100 33

Both links: bequest motive and productivity inheritance
1.5 0.47 0.75 10 34 78 06 100 33




6.1. No intergenerational links

Line 2 in Table 5 shows that an overlapping-generations model with no dynastic links and equal
distribution of bequests has serious difficulties in generating enough skewness to match the U.S.
distribution of wealth. The lower tail of the wealth distribution is too fat. and its upper tail 1s far

too thin.



The overlapping-generations model with no intergenerational links also fails to recover the
age—asset profile observed in the data. All households in the model economy (Figure 1) run down
their assets during retirement until they are left with zero wealth at the time we assume they die
for sure. This implies a much larger dissaving than observed in the data, especially for the richer
households. Dynan ef al. (1996) find that the richest retirees (defined as those in the richest
quintile or in the top 5% or 1% of the lifetime income distribution) not only keep substantial
amounts of assets at advanced ages, but also keep saving a larger fraction of their income than
the poorest retirees. Based on their empirical findings. the authors argue, “The results clearly
rule out models that imply that saving 1s proportional to permanent income.” They argue further
that “These results suggest that in the top 1% (or top 5%) of the population the motives for
saving, in particular for bequests, might be different from their less affluent (but still high income)
colleagues.”



Wealth

FIGURE 1
U.S. wealth 0-1, 0-3, 0-5, 0.7, 0-9, 0.95 quantiles. by age. No links. equal bequests to all



The transfer—wealth ratio appears high for this simulation because all living agents receive
a transfer every year, starting at age 20 (rather than at age 54 on average. as it happens with more
realistic timing of bequests). and this measure includes interest from received transfers. This bias
becomes clearer in line 3, which corresponds to the model economy in which accidental bequests
are distributed to the children of those who die. In this case. the measure declines from 0-67 to
0-38, even though the aggregate amount of bequests left in every period is almost the same.

Compared to the U.S. calibration. households in the Swedish model economy face less
earnings uncertainty and a higher social security replacement rate. The first element reduces
precautionary saving, and the second one reduces life-cycle saving. Given that I assume Swedish
people to be as patient as those in the U.S., the model predicts a lower wealth-to-GDP ratio than
in the U.S. The distribution of wealth shows that, even in Sweden. the basic version of the model
generates an upper tail of the wealth distribution which is too thin; the richest 1% of people hold
only 7% of total wealth, compared with 14% in the data. Unlike the results for the U.S. model
economy, the model for Sweden does not generate too many people at zero wealth.



Line 3 in Tables 5 and 6 displays the experiment in which accidental bequests are inherited
by the children of the deceased, rather than being distributed equally to all living people.
Comparing lines 2 and 3, we can see that distributing accidental bequests unequally, rather than
equally, does not significantly increase wealth concentration in either country. The intuition is
the following: some people in the economy inherit some wealth, other people do not, but nobody
cares about leaving bequests. Without a bequest motive. even high-income households dissave
quickly after retirement. The age—asset profiles for the various quantiles of the wealth distribution
almost coincide with those generated by the previous experiment. In this economy. the large
bequests are the ones left by 65-year-old people who die prematurely. Older people, even if they
were rich at age 65, keep few assets and leave small or no bequests when they die at advanced
ages. The likelihood that several generations of the same family die around age 65 1s very small.
For this reason this model fails to generate the intergenerational transmission of large estates
observed in the data.



6.2. With intergenerational links

Line 4 in Tables 5 and 6 shows that introducing productivity inheritance in the model with
accidental bequests has small effects on wealth inequality. The fraction of total wealth held by
the richest 1% of people increases from 7% to 8% in both countries. More productive parents
tend to have more productive children, who. on average, receive larger bequests. However, this
effect is small because just inheriting a higher productivity level from their parents does not make
people choose higher saving rates. which is the mechanism that leads to the accumulation of the
large fortunes observed in the data.

Even if the parameters in the bequest function were not chosen to generate more wealth
concenfration, we can see from line 5 in Tables 5 and 6 that the mtroduction of the bequest
motive leads to a large increase in the concentration of wealth. In the simulations for the U.S..
the fraction of total wealth held by the people in the upper tail of the distribution increases
significantly. The richest 1% of the population holds 14% of total wealth, and the richest 5%
holds 37% of total wealth. In the simulations for Sweden. including the bequest motive increases
the share of wealth held by the richest 1% of people from 7% to 9% and increases the share held
by the top 5% from 26% to 32%.



The age—asset profiles for various quantiles of the U.S. wealth distribution are displayed in
Figure 2. In this figure notice a substantial difference in the main motives that lead the households
to save. The median household saves mostly for retirement: the peak in its wealth holdings occurs
at age 65, and if the household reaches the age of 85, it consumes all of its assets (before dying
at age 90) and does not leave any bequest. The median consumer leaves mostly unintended

bequests. This becomes clearer when we compare the age—asset profiles for the poorest 10%.
30%, and 50% with the model with no bequest motive (Figure 1): the profiles are very close.

At the top of the wealth distribution, a significant part of wealth is accumulated in order to
leave bequests. and large bequests are left even when the parents die in advanced age. Comparing
these top quantiles with those in the model with no intergenerational links, we see how the
introduction of a bequest motive produces an age—wealth profile for the retirees that is consistent
with Dynan et al.’s (1996) findings. This 1s another feature of the model that i1s not matched by
construction, but should be seen as a test of the model and its calibration.
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FIGURE 2

U.S. wealth 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 0.95 quantiles. by age. Experiment with bequest motive only



Line 6 in Tables 5 and 6 refers to the experiment in which both intergenerational links are
activated. This version of the model does an even better job of matching the observed skewness in
asset holdings. In the simulations for the U.S.. the richest 1% of the population holds 18% of total
wealth, up from 14% in the previous simulation, and the richest 5% holds 42% of total wealth.
up from 37%. The intergenerational transmission of productivity helps further in matching the
top 20% of the wealth distribution for Sweden: the shares held by the richest 1%, 5% and 10%
increase to 10%, 32% and 52%. respectively.

When both intergenerational links are present, parents and children are linked not only
by the bequest the parent intends to leave to the children, but also through transmission of
productivity. Success in the workforce is now correlated across generations. and more productive
parents accumulate larger estates and leave their bequests to their children who are, in turn. more
productive than average in the workforce.

To further gauge the ability of the model to explain the households’ saving decisions, it 1s
useful to compare other implications of the model to the data. I now look at the estate distribution
and the elasticity of bequests to permanent income.



Figure 3 displays the cumulative distribution of estates implied by the model and the
distribution that Hurd and Smith (1999) report from the AHEAD data for single decedents. The
size of the estates is normalized by median household income. One parameter of the model
was chosen so that the two distributions match at one point: the 30-th percentile. The estate

distribution generated by the model actually compares very well to the AHEAD data until the
70-th percentile of the estate distribution. From that point on, the model predicts larger bequests
than those observed in the AHEAD data. The discrepancy is partly due to the fact that AHEAD
misses some large estates. As Davies and Shorrocks (2000) point out, over-sampling the rich is
necessary to obtain a good representation of the asset holdings of the richest.
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FIGURE 3

Cumulative distribution of estates. solid = model. dash—dot = AHEAD data



Now look at some of the features generated by the model to better understand its
functioning. Figure 4 displays the strictly positive range of the bequest distribution for a 40-year-
old person. conditional on the person’s parent’s observed productivity level. should the parent
die during that period. At that age. the probabilities of receiving zero bequests are, respectively.
54%, 27%. 4% and 0%, for people with parents in the lowest, second lowest, second highest and
highest productivity levels. The average bequests expected are. respectively. 3. 5. 10 and 21 years
of average labour earnings. Even in the presence of a bequest motive, the parents run down their
assets after retirement. so the expected bequest declines. The fraction of people whose parent
lives up to the final age of the model economy and who do not receive a positive bequest are
97%. 95%. 90% and 56%, respectively. The average bequest that they expect at that point in life
1s about 1-4, 1.7, 2.6 and 6-6 vears of average labour earnings.
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U.S. calibration. Strictly positive range of the expected bequest distribution at age 40, conditional on the productivity of

the parent



Figure 5 shows the strictly positive range of the bequest distribution for 40-year-old Swedish
agents. should their parent die this period. For people whose parent was at the lowest productivity
level at age 40, the average bequest is 0.6 years of average labour earnings, and the probability
of receiving no intergenerational transfer is 65%. For those whose parent was at the highest
productivity level at age 40. the average bequest 1s 9 years of average labour earnings. and the
probability of receiving no intergenerational transtfer is 0%. Compared to the U.S. simulation,
the average bequest size for all parents” levels of ability is lower.
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Swedish calibration. Strictly positive range of the expected bequest distribution at age 40, conditional on the productivity

of the parent



Figure 6 compares the saving behaviour of the average U.S. agent who expects to receive
some bequest with the agent’s behaviour in the hypothetical case in which the agent does not

expect to receive a bequest. The fact that a parent’s assets are not observable influences the
saving behaviour of people who have not yet imnherited. Since in this economy children do not
become orphans before age 40 and everybody attributes positive probability to receiving some
bequest until their parent dies. the comparison starts for agents of age 40. For them. we can
compare the behaviour of people whose parent died and did not leave them any asset (these
children do not expect an inheritance anymore) with the behaviour of people who still expect to
receive something. The top line refers to the age—saving profile for the average agent in the case
in which the agent does not expect to inherit. While the average expected bequest decreases over
time. because of parental asset decumulation, the probability of the parent’s death increases over
time. These two forces balance out, decreasing the saving rate by similar amounts over the life
cycle. The corresponding figure for Sweden 1s similar,
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Figures 7 and 8 show that in the simulations the wealth quantiles of the people who do
receive a bequest are significantly higher than those who do not get a positive transfer of wealth
from their parent.
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U.S. calibration. Wealth quantiles: 0-1, 0-25, 0.5, 0-75, 0-85, 0-95, conditional on not having inherited
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7. DISCUSSION OF THE ASSUMPTIONS

In order to make the model manageable and solvable., I have made several simplifying
assumptions. In this section I discuss the assumptions and their likely qualitative implications.
The assumption that children partially inherit their parents” productivity is meant to recover
the fact that education and human capital are closely related to the family background of each
person. Becker and Tomes (1979. 1986) study the parents’ optimal investment decision in
children’s human capital in a set-up in which human capital investment in children has decreasing
returns, while the return on physical capital is fixed. In this setting parents begin investing in their
children’s human capital and then invest in physical capital when the return from human capital
falls below the return on physical capital. In the presence of borrowing constraints, the poorest
families only invest in their children. and they may not even be able to do so at the optimal
level. The richest families not only invest in their children’s human capital but also leave them

physical capital. Poorer families will tend to have poorer children, thus generating persistence in
the lower end of the wealth distribution. At the upper tail of the distribution, rich children might
want to save less because they expect large bequests. However. they will also be richer (because
of their dominant income process and the bigger transfers they receive from their parents): hence,
they might want to save more. At the aggregate level. this will increase or decrease persistence
at the upper end of the wealth distribution, depending on which effect dominates. Most likely, if
the altruism toward their children is strong enough for the richer people, the desire to leave large
estates to children will offset the reduction in saving because of the large bequests received.
Which effect dominates thus depends on how wealth affects savings at high levels of wealth.



As discussed previously, I made restrictive assumptions on the information available to the
children on their parent’s wealth and income. These assumptions are made for computational
reasons but are also likely to affect the results. In particular, I expect the model in the current
version to display fatter tails at both ends of the wealth distribution, compared with a model
in which the parent’s assets and income are observable by the child. With perfect observability
children of poor parents will save more, since they are aware that no bequest will be left to them.
In contrast. children of richer parents will save less. If wealth of poor parents is easier to measure
than wealth of rich parents, only the lower tail of the distribution of wealth would become thinner.

Another important assumption is that there are no inter vivos transfers. In the data these
transfers often have a compensatory nature: parents tend to give when the children need money
the most. This may happen when they go to college. start a new job, get married, buy a house,
or get a sequence of bad shocks. This assumption 1s probably most relevant when children are
2035 vyears of age and are starting off on their own. Allowing for inter vivos transfers would
help reduce the number of people at zero wealth. especially among the young.



I take fertility to be exogenous and independent of households’ income. If poorer families
tend to have more children, the amount of resources received by each child will be even
lower. thus exacerbating wealth inequality. Knowles (1999) constructs a two-period. overlapping-
generations model with fertility choice, human capital investment, and voluntary bequests, and
he studies its implications for income and wealth inequality. The model is capable of matching
the fact that higher-income households on average tend to have fewer children and shows that
fertility decisions can help in matching some features of income concentration. While this model
does not generate the observed concentration of wealth in the upper tail of its distribution. it
would be interesting to investigate the effect of differential fertility in a set-up similar to the one
used in this paper.

I assume labour earnings to be exogenous. This is a limitation for two reasons. First, labour
supply might respond to the expectation of receiving a large bequest. Second, the U.S. data
show a noticeable correlation between high wealth and entrepreneurial activity. Some households
might accumulate huge fortunes because they face high implicit rates of return, but they are not
free to borrow as much as they wish to exploit these investment opportunities. Such a channel
could be quantitatively important to fully account for the saving decisions of the very richest.
Both of these mechanisms are left for future research.



I also assume that the probability of death 1s independent of wealth and ability. In the data
the richer and more able people tend to live longer (see, for example, Attanasio and Emerson,
2001). Introducing heterogeneous mortality (or survival probabilities that depend on wealth or
ability) mto the model would not change the features of the saving behaviour that are key in
driving the results: poor people save primarily for self-insurance: richer people also save to leave
bequests. Given reasonable assumptions on the life span. savings against life-span risk would
remain a small fraction of total wealth for the richest people. Therefore, introducing differential
mortality in this model (and. hence. a different timing of bequests) would not have a significant
umpact on wealth inequality, and on the upper tail of the distribution in particular.

The results I report in the paper do not make any adjustment on consumption and utility
for the demographic changes the household is undergoing over time. Since Attanasio ef al.
(1999) found demographics to be important in their set-up, I also experimented by using per-
adult-equivalent scale consumption, depending on the children’s age. (I used some estimates
kindly provided by Guglielmo Weber.) When I introduced this modification, while at the same
time adjusting the discount factor to obtain a comparable capital-output ratio, the results did
not change in a quantitatively significant way. The intuition is related to the key features of
saving behaviour that I just described. Moreover. in this model. the hump-shaped behaviour in
consumption and wealth is generated by the presence of borrowing constraints (which generate
the increasing part of the hump during youth) and age-dependent probability of death (which
generates the decreasing part of the hump after retirement).



APPENDIX

A.1. Transition function

From the policy rules, the bequest distribution, and the exogenous Markov process for productivity, we can derive a
transition function }Lff:ir{.'f; -). The transition function J'L}{x: -) is thus the probability distribution of x* (the state in the next
period), conditional on x. for a person who behaves according to the policy rules ¢(x ) and a(x).19 The measurable space
over which M is defined is {i’ , f} with

X={1.....T} xNy x ¥ x (Y U{0}),
X =P({L...., T} x B(%y) x B(Y) x B(Y U{0}),
X =XxU(D},

X={j:7=XUd.XeX.de{d (D}

where P 1s the cardinal set of {1, ..., T} and D indicates that a person 1s dead.
To characterize M., it 1s enough to display it for the sets

Lit,a,v,vp)={(t'.a" . v.vpheX ' =tna =anrny =vnyp <ip}
On such sets M is defined by
Si‘ff+15?[fm[x}i:a (Iyp=0 + Lyp<ypSe45)+ if x #£ D
Mx, L(t,a,y,yp)) = { up(x: [0,a —a(x)D(1 = 545) L5 0] Oy (¥, [0, ¥YIN T)
0 ifx =D

where 7 1s an mdicator function, which equals one if the subscript property is true and zero otherwise.

10. For simplicity of notation I keep the dependence of M on ¢, a, 1 implicit.



To understand M, notice that s; is the probability of surviving into the next period. Conditional on survival, a
person currently of age  will be of age f + 1 next period: hence, the presence of I, 1 7. If the person’s parent is already
dead, that 1s, yp = 0, the person cannot receive bequests anymore, and his or her assets next period are a(x) for sure.
(As discussed above, this 1s always the relevant case for people 65 and older.) If, instead, the parent 1s still alive, that
is, yp = 0, the parent can survive into the next period with probability s, 5. In that case. tomorrow’s assets for the
person will be a(x) and yp’ = yp. Alternatively, the parent may die, with probability 1 — s, 5. Under this scenario, the
person inherits next period, vp’ = 0, and the probability that next period’s assets are no more than a is the probability
of receiving a bequest between 0 and @ — a(x). The person’s evolution of productivity is described by O,. Note that
the evolution of productivity, a person’s survival, and the survival of the person’s parent are independent of each other.
Finally, death is an absorbing state.

Based on M. I can define an operator R jy that maps probabulity distributions on (X, )

(R i) (%) Efﬁ{x.jf}m{dx}. Vi e X.

This operator describes the probability distribution of finding a person in state x’ tomorrow, given the probability
distribution of the state today. Such an operator has a unique fixed point, which 1s the probability distribution that
attributes probability one to {D}: everybody dies eventually. However, in the economy as a whole. I am not interested
in keeping track of dead people. so I will define a modified operator on measures on (X, /X'). Furthermore, I must take
into account that new people enter the economy in each period. The transition function corresponding to the modified
operator Rz 1s thus

M(x, L(T,a,7,yP)) + 1" Li=5 Oy (v, [0, F1N V) Lycyp

i

M(x,L(t,a,y,vp)) =




The transition function M differs from M in two ways. First, it accounts for population growth: when population
grows at rate 1, a group that 1s 1% (say) of the population becomes 1/1% in the subsequent period. Second, it accounts

for births, 1& hich explains the second term in the numerator. If a person 1s 40 years old (r = 5), that person’s children
(there are n” of them) will enter the economy next period. All of those children have age + = 1 and zero assets. 1 Their
stochastic productivity 1s inherited from their 40-year-old parent, according to the transition function Q,p: v (which 1s
part of x) 1s their parent’s productivity at 40. L

The operator Ry 1s thus defined as

(Rpym)(y) = fM{x. ¥ imidx) Yy eX.
The operator Ry maps measures on (X, A') into measures on (X, A'), but it does not necessarily map probability

measures into probability measures. Unless the population 1s at a demographic steady state. the total measure of people
alive may grow at a rate faster or slower than »n, which mmplies that (Rym)(x) # 1 even it m(x) = 1.

11. Sincer = 1 and a = 0. I do not need to include Ilir_ and I[}E;.



A.2. Consistency of bequest disivibutions

First define the marginal distribution of age and productivity in the population, which 1s a probability distribution on
(1, .... Ty x Y, P({1,..., TH x B(Y) imiyp(xey)=m*(x € X:(t,y) € xey}) ¥xey € PU1, ..., ThH x B(T).

Define m™(- | t,y) as the conditional distribution of x given t and y. For any given (£, ¥), m™(- | £, ¥) is a
probability distribution!? on (X, X'). For any set ¥ € X.m*(y | t,y) is measurable with respect to P({1,..., T} x
B(Y) and 1s such that

f m*(x | r.}'}nri},{dt dy) = m*(y) Vyed Vyryv e P({L...., T}) x B(T).
Xry

The child observes the parent’s productivity at age 40. The conditional distribution of the characteristics of the
parent at age 40, given a productivity level y . sBm*(. |t =5y = Vp). I want the characteristics of the parent at
later ages. conditional on the parent’s productivity as of age 40 being y, and conditional on not having died. Denote by
I(- | t,yp) these conditional distributions. They can be obtained recursively as follows: I(x | 5.vp) = m™(x | 5.»p)
and

[ M(x, )l(dx | t,yp)
St .

12. The conditional distribution {m*(y | r, »)} is uniquely defined up to sets of m¥ | -measure zero.

13. Tuse yp to di-::.tilnguish from .b{}ﬂl v and VP! Vp plays the role of productivity for the parent (state variable y)
and the parent’s productivity for the child (state variable yp).



The conditional distributions /(- | . ¥p) imply conditional distributions of assets Iq(- | 7. yp) on (R4, B(R4)),
which are given by
lalyalt.yp) =ll{x e Xia € yal | t.vp).

Since the probability of death 1s independent of productivity and assets. the distribution of assets that are
bequeathed by dying parents is the same as the distribution of assets of surviving parents. I thus have

-1 ]
t—1 a — exp
pp(t,a, v, yvp) ¥aq) =1 (a e My : n> (I L:l 33) [ﬂfﬂiﬂb + (E-"b + m) Ia;}exbjl € xa |+ S,}:p)
xVya € B(MHy) Ya e Ry Vyv.ypel, t=1,..., T -5. (A.1)

In equation (A.1). I take into account the assumptions made before about the structure of bequest taxation and the
assumption that the bequest 1s distributed evenly among surviving children.

I now need to define pp when r = T — 4, which 1s the last age at which a person can nherit. Since there are no
survivors at age T + 1, I cannot use the survivor’s assets to compute the assets that are bequeathed. Instead, I use the
policy function a(x) to define

la(ya | T+ 1,yp) = fXIa{J.'}EKn”d-T | T,yp)  Vya € B(Ay).

With this definition, equation (A.1) can be extended to + = T — 4 as well. Equation (A.1) 1s thus the formal requirement
of consistency on tp.



TABLE Al

_[.Gg eqarnings persisrence and variance

Specification
L.H.S. variable 1 2 3 4
Husband’s earnings Persistence 0.92 0.91 0.87 0-86
Variance 041 041 031 0-30
Husband’s earnings Persistence  0.90 0.89 0.84 0-81
plus wife’s earnings Variance 0-38 036 029 0.27
Husband’s earnings Persistence 0.94 0.94 0.88  0-87
plus unempl. insurance Variance 0-41 0.38 0.32 0:31
plus workmen’s compensation
Husband’s earnings Persistence 0.92  0.90 0.85 0-80
plus wife’s earnings Variance 0.38 0.36  0.30 0:27

plus unempl. 1nsurance
plus workmen’s compensation




A.3. More on the calibration

Survival probabilities. In the calibration of the U.S. economy, I use the mortality probabilities of people born in
1965 (which are for the most part projected, since these people are still young) provided by Bell, Wade and Goss (1992).
The Statistics Sweden (1997) provides the mortality probabilities for people at various ages in 1991-1995. Since life
expectancy 1s increasing, the Swedish data underestimate the life expectancy at the various ages with respect to the one
taced by people born in 1965 in Sweden. To correct for this problem, I use the 1.S. data to compute the relative increase
in life expectancy for the relevant period. I then correct the Swedish data assuming that the increase m life expectancy
1s the same in the two countries. However, as a check, I also use the U.S. conditional probabilities i the simulation of
the Swedish economy. It turns out that this has a negligible impact on the results even if the life expectancy of Swedish
people 1s about 3 years longer than that of U.S. people.



Age-efficiency profile vector £;. I assume it to be the same in both countries. Its source 1s Hansen (1993).

The rates of population growth, ». are set to the respective average population growth from 1950 to 1997 for each
country (Council of Economic Advisors (1998), Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (1999)).

The ratio of g (total government expenditure and gross investment. excluding transfers—which includes federal,
state and local for the U.S.) to GDP comes from the Council of Economic Advisors (1998) and Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (1999) for 1996.

The capital income tax 1, (computed by Kotlikoff, Smetters and Walliser, 1999 for the U.S.) 1s equal to a flat tax
rate of 30% in Sweden (Statistics Sweden, Website: http: //wuw.scb.se/indexeng. asp).

Estimates for the log income process using PSID income data aggregated over 5 years were very kindly provided by
Altony1 and Villanueva. The regressions were run as follows.

Specification 1: Regressors are year dummues (take value 1 if the year 1s the first of a period of five) and a fourth-order
polynomial in age. in differences from 40.

Specification 2: Same regressors as i (1), plus an extra intercept for nonwhite.

Specification 3: Same regressors as in (2). plus dummies for less than 5 years of schooling, more than 5 and less than 8,
more than 8 and less than 11, college dropout, college, and more than college.

Specification 4: Same regressors as in (3). plus intercept for not married. whether there are children in the household,
and the number of children.

The estimates for persistence and variance m the upper half of the table are based on the sample of male heads of
household in the PSID for the period 1968-1997. The PSID was divided in equally spaced 5-year periods, and income
was aggregated within those cells. Only complete income spells of 5 years were used starting in 1968, 1973, 1978, 1983
and 1993,

The estimates in the lower half of the table are based on a sample of males in the PSID for the period 1978-1997,
given that questions about the exact amount of unemployment insurance and workmen’s compensation are only available
from 1977 on. Income from both unemployment insurance and workmen’s compensation are asked of husband and waife.

In all specifications, observations with earnings below five tumes 900 dollars (from 1993) are dropped. The variance
1s taken from the pooled cross-section and time series variation of the prediction errors in the corresponding regression.



TABLE A.2

Earnings

Percentage earnings in the top

Gini
coeff. 5% 10%  20%  40%  60%

80%

U.S. earnings data
0.46 19 30 48 72 89

U.S. earnings + social insurance transfers
0.44 19 30 47 71 BE

U.S. simulated earnings
0.44 15 30 50 73 87

Swedish earnings data
0-40 15 25 42 68 86

Swedish earnings 4 social insurance transters
0.33 13 22 37 62 B0

Swedish simulated earnings
0-33 12 24 40 65 81

98

97

96

98

04

93




In my calibration for the U.S., I choose the persistence and variance parameters from the regression that includes
log earnings of the husband, earnings of the wife, and transfers and that pertain to the third specification, the one that
accounts for age, race and some education effects. This 1s a middle-of-the-range estimate among the relevant ones. It
should be noted. however, that the range of the estimated parameters from the various regressions 1s rather tight.

I convert both the productivity and the productivity inheritance processes to four-state discrete Markov chains
according to Tauchen and Hussey (1991). Since I want the possible realizations for the initial inherited productivity level
to be the same as the possible realizations for productivity during the lifetime, I choose the quadrature points jointly for
the two processes. The resulting gridpoints for the productivity process y for the U.S. and for Sweden are, respectively:
[0.2594, 0-6513, 1.5355, 3.8547] and [0-3941, 0.7438, 1.3444, 2.5373]. Given the assumptions on the parameters of the
processes, the transition matrices Oy and O, for the U.S. and Sweden are the same. and are given, respectively, by

0.7132  0-2764 0-0104  0-0000
0-1467 0.6268 0-2210 0-0055
0.0055 0.2210 0.6268 0-1467

_0.0000 0.0104 0.2764 0.7132

0.5257  0.4228 0.0509 0.0007]
0-1461 0.5538 0.2825 0.0176
00176 0.2825 0-5538 0-1461

 0.0007 0.0509 0.4228 0.5257

Table A.2 reports data on earnings distributions for the U.S. and Sweden, respectively, and compares them with the
earnings distributions used in the model. The tables are computed using data for households whose head 1s 25-60 years of
age. For each country the first row refers to gross earnings (which include wages, salaries, and self-employment income):
the second row adds social msurance transfers to gross earnings; while the third row reports the earnings distribution
implied by the model.



Estate taxes. According to U.S. law, each individual can make an unlimited number of tax-free gifts of $10,000 or
less per year, per recipient: therefore, a married couple can transfer $20,000 per year to each child, or other beneficiary.
For larger gifts and estates, there 1s a unified credir, that 1s, a credit received by the estate of each deceased, against
lifetime estate and gift taxes. For the period between 1987 and 1997, each taxpayer received a tax credit that eliminated
estate tax liabilities on estates valued at less than $600,000. The marginal tax rate applicable to estates and lifetime gifts
above that threshold 1s progressive. starting from 37% (Poterba, 1998). However, the revenue from estate taxes is very
low (on the order of 0-2% of GDP in 1985-1997) because there are many effective ways to avoid such taxes (see, e.g.
Aaron and Munnell (1992)). Moreover, only about 1-5% of decedents pay estate taxes. Therefore, in the model I set exy,
to be 40 times the median income and 3 to be 10% to match the observed ratio of estate tax revenues to GDP and the

proportion of estates that pay estate taxes. I discuss the sensitivity of the model to the choice of these two parameters

when describing the results. For Sweden, I take the effective tax rate to be higher than that for the U.S.. 15%. and
the exemption level to be lower, 10 years of average labour earnings. In Sweden taxes are paid on inheritances, rather
than on estates, and the revenue from inheritance and gift taxes is approximately 0-1% of GDP. The statutory tax rate
for children’s mheritance i1s higher than in the U.S. (for the first bracket it 1s about 50%) and the exemption level is
much lower (on the order of $5000), but there are legal ways, for example, bequeathing an apartment or a large firm, of
obtaining a much larger exemption level. It 1s therefore more difficult than in the U.S. to define the statutory exemption
level. The combined choice of 1 and exp matches the revenues from bequests and gift taxes.
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