RF ROCKWOOL Foundation Berlin

BERLIN Institute for the Economy and the Future of Work (RFBerlin)

DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES 143/25

Capitalists, Workers and Landlords:
A Comprehensive Analysis of
Corporate Tax Incidence

David Gstrein, Florian Neumeier, Andreas Peichl, Pascal Zamorski

www.rfberlin.com DECEMBER 2025




Capitalists, Workers and Landlords: A Comprehensive Anal-
ysis of Corporate Tax Incidence

Authors

David Gstrein, Florian Neumeier, Andreas Peichl, Pascal Zamorski

Reference

JEL Codes: H22, H25, H71
Keywords: Corporate taxation, tax incidence, real estate markets

Recommended Citation: David Gstrein, Florian Neumeier, Andreas Peichl, Pascal Zamorski (2025): Capitalists, Workers and Landlords:
A Comprehensive Analysis of Corporate Tax Incidence. RFBerlin Discussion Paper No. 143/25

Access

Papers can be downloaded free of charge from the RFBerlin website: https://www.rfberlin.com/discussion-papers

Discussion Papers of RFBerlin are indexed on RePEc: https://ideas.repec.org/s/crm/wpaper.html

Disclaimer

Opinions and views expressed in this paper are those of the author(s) and not those of RFBerlin. Research disseminated in this dis-
cussion paper series may include views on policy, but RFBerlin takes no institutional policy positions. RFBerlin is an independent re-
search institute.

RFBerlin Discussion Papers often represent preliminary or incomplete work and have not been peer-reviewed. Citation and use of
research disseminated in this series should take into account the provisional nature of the work. Discussion papers are shared to
encourage feedback and foster academic discussion.

All materials were provided by the authors, who are responsible for proper attribution and rights clearance. While every effort has
been made to ensure proper attribution and accuracy, should any issues arise regarding authorship, citation, or rights, please con-
tact RFBerlin to request a correction.

These materials may not be used for the development or training of artificial intelligence systems.

Imprint RFBerlin Gormannstrasse 22, 10119 Berlin
ROCKWOOL Foundation Berlin — Tel: +49 (0) 151143 444 67 RF
Institute for the Economy E-mail: info@rfberlin.com

and the Future of Work Web: www.rfberlin.com BERLIN


https://ideas.repec.org/s/crm/wpaper.html

Capitalists, Workers and Landlords:

A Comprehensive Analysis of Corporate Tax Incidence”

David Gstrein, Florian Neumeier, Andreas Peichl, Pascal Zamorski
This version: November 28, 2025

Abstract

This paper presents novel estimates of the incidence of corporate taxes that, for the first
time, account for commercial real estate. We combine unique real estate data with admin-
istrative data on wages and profits in Germany. We leverage over 17,000 local business tax
changes for our empirical analysis. Our estimates indicate that a one percentage point in-
crease in local business taxes reduces commercial real estate prices by 2%, while residential
real estate prices decline by 1%. Wages decline by approximately 1%, and profits decline
by about 2%. Using the reduced-form estimates, we update current incidence measures

within a spatial-equilibrium framework.
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1 Introduction

A fundamental distinction in public economics lies between the legal obligation to pay a tax
and the ultimate economic burden. Taxes are rarely borne entirely by those legally responsi-
ble for payment. Instead, the economic burden of a tax is passed on to other economic agents
through price adjustments. The fact that the legal incidence of taxation differs from its eco-
nomic incidence is particularly evident in the case of corporate income taxation. While the

taxpayer is a legal entity, the economic burden of a tax can only be borne by individuals.

This paper offers the most comprehensive analysis to date of the incidence of corporate in-
come taxation. Combining theoretical modeling with an empirical analysis, we investigate
how changes in corporate income tax rates affect the economic welfare of four groups: firm
owners, workers, owners of residential real estate, and owners of commercial real estate. The
distribution of the tax burden between these groups has important implications for the pro-
gressivity of the tax system. If the bigger part of the corporate tax burden was borne by firm
owners or landowners, the corporate income tax would be highly progressive, as these groups
tend to be at the top of the income and wealth distribution. However, if workers bore a large
fraction of the tax burden, the progressivity of the corporate income tax would be low or it

could even be regressive.

In the first part of the paper, we extend the spatial-equilibrium model of Suarez Serrato and
Zidar (2016) featuring mobile firms and workers by including a commercial real estate market.
In this framework, corporate income tax shocks affect the scale and location choice of firms. In
equilibrium, workers’ wages, residential real estate prices, and commercial real estate prices
adjust to equate demand and supply in these markets. We then derive closed-form incidence
formulas and show that the incidence shares borne by firm owners, workers, residential real
estate owners, and commercial real estate owners depend only on few key elasticities: the
macro elasticities of labor and commercial-property demand, their cross-elasticities, and the
effective supply elasticities of labor, housing, and commercial land. We demonstrate that the
welfare relevant elasticities can be recovered by estimating the reduced-form impacts of tax
changes on firm profits, wages, as well as residential and commercial real estate prices. Fur-
thermore, we endogenously derive the income shares of each group to obtain income-weighted
incidence shares. This approach provides clear guidance for the following empirical analysis

and allows us to transparently compare our findings with the literature.

In the second part, we estimate the reduced-form effects of corporate income tax changes on
profits, wages, and real estate prices empirically. To this end, we exploit the unique institu-
tional design of the German system of business taxation and make use of extensive real estate

data as well as administrative data on local wage levels and firm profits. In Germany, corporate



income is taxed at two levels: first, at the federal level, and second, at the municipality level
through the local business tax (LBT). The decentralized setup of the German LBT offers two
important advantages for our research design. First, while municipalities can autonomously
adjust the LBT rate every year, the tax base and liability criteria are set by the federal gov-
ernment and, hence, uniform across all municipalities. This allows us to distinguish local tax
rate variation from changes in other tax provisions. Second, there is substantial variation in
LBT rates across space and time as there are roughly 10,000 municipalities in Germany which
adjust their taxes frequently.! During the period we study, there have been more than 17,000

LBT rate changes, providing the statistical power for robust identification.

Our empirical analysis combines administrative panel data on German municipalities, includ-
ing their LBT rates, wage levels, and firm profits, with property-level microdata. The real
estate data cover more than 16 million properties listed for sale and over 15 million properties
listed for rent between 2008 and 2019. Among these, approximately 1.0 million (1.5 million)
are commercial properties offered for sale (rent). Compared to prior research on real estate
markets, our property data are unique in two key respects. First, whereas most existing stud-
ies only study residential real estate or cannot distinguish between commercial and residential
real estate, our dataset provides detailed information on commercial properties separately, in
addition to residential listings. Second, unlike most previous studies, we do not rely on one
single (type of) data source or advertising platform. Instead, our data include information from
more than 140 different sources and cover various leading online platforms and newspapers.
Therefore, our data encompass nearly the universe of commercial real estate transaction offers
and are thus representative of the commercial real estate market as a whole, serving as a proxy

for the cost of property as a factor of production.

We apply a series of flexible event study designs exploiting the variation in LBT rates across
municipalities and over time to estimate reduced-form effects of LBT changes on offered prop-
erty sales prices and rents, wages, and profits. We then use this set-up to estimate the welfare-

relevant elasticities.

Our main finding is that higher corporate income tax rates significantly reduce profits, wages,
as well as residential and commercial property prices. The negative effect of tax hikes on
property prices and wages increases in the years following the tax change, while the negative
effect on profits becomes smaller (in absolute terms). With regard to sales prices, the baseline

event study estimates suggest that a one percentage point increase in local business taxes de-

This variation has been used by Fuest et al. (2018) to study the wage incidence of corporate taxation. It
has also been used to study the effects of corporate taxation on investment (Link et al., 2024), R&D (Lichter
et al., 2025), firm entry and exit (Riedel et al., 2020), MNE location choices (Becker et al., 2012), consumer prices
(Dedola et al., 2023; Jacob et al., 2023) and the interaction of firm mobility and tax setting behavior (Langenmayr
and Simmler, 2021, 2024; Merlo et al., 2023)



creases the offered sales price of commercial properties by two percent after four years. Prices
for residential properties decline by about one percent after four years. Furthermore, we find
that wages decline by about one percent following a one percentage point tax hike, which is
close to the estimate by Fuest et al. (2018) for an earlier period. Finally, we also estimate the
effect of LBT changes on net-profits using two separate methods. First, we directly estimate
a reduced-form effect of tax changes on taxable profits. Second, we use our theoretical model
and the reduced-form effects on wages and commercial real estate to quantify the incidence
on profits. Both methods lead to very similar results. All results are robust to the inclusion of
different sets of control variables, as well as accounting for shocks at the state or commuting
zone level. The findings are also robust to using the estimator developed by De Chaisemartin
and d’Haultfoeuille (2024) to account for potential problems stemming from treatment hetero-

geneity in Difference in differences (DiD) settings.

After estimating the welfare-relevant elasticities, we can compute the share of incidence borne
by each economic agent. We report incidence shares applying the income weighted approach
developed in Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2024).? The analysis reveals that firm owners are the
most affected by tax changes. They bear about 58 percent of the tax burden in the medium
run.’ The second most affected group are the owners of commercial real estate. They bear
about 20 percent of the burden. Residential landowners bear about 12 percent, while roughly
11 percent of the burden falls on workers. According to these estimates, landowners bear a
larger burden than the previous literature suggests, while workers bear a smaller share. This
is in part due to the mechanical effect of adding land as a production factor, but also due to
our refinements to the theoretical and empirical implementation of the incidence analysis.
We also investigate how the incidence shares develop over time. While the incidence in the
year of the tax change is almost entirely borne by firm owners, it is slowly shifted to the
other agents as time passes, most strongly to commercial landowners. We also find that the
price declines for commercial and residential properties are accompanied by decreases in land
prices. This suggests that the price declines are not primarily driven by reduced investment in
structures. The incidence analysis is robust to differences in parameter calibration, the model-
based quantification of profit effects, and alternative assumptions about the deductibility of

capital and property costs.

The analysis of corporate tax incidence has a long tradition in economics. Most studies in
this field, though, only focus on the division of the tax burden between capital and labor.*

In his seminal contribution, Harberger (1962) shows that in a closed economy framework in

*Unweighted incidence shares are reported in the Appendix.

3This is in line with the findings of Link et al. (2024), who report a decline in investment after LBT increases.

A notable exception are the studies by Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2016) and Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2024),
on which we build. Combining a spatial equilibrium model with empirical analyses based on U.S. data, the authors
show that a significant portion of the corporate income tax is shifted to owners of residential real estate.



which all adjustments take place through factor price changes, the burden of the corporate
income tax is completely borne by capital owners.” Reviewing several open-economy general
equilibrium models, Gravelle (2013) concludes that, for the U.S., a reasonable estimate would
be that 60 percent of the corporate income tax burden is borne by capital and 40 percent by
labor. This finding is well in line with the empirical estimates by Liu and Altshuler (2013),
Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2016) and Kennedy et al. (2022) for the U.S., as well as with the
estimates of Fuest et al. (2018) for Germany and Arulampalam et al. (2012) for a sample of nine

European countries.®

We contribute to this literature in several important ways. First, on the theoretical side, we
extend existing spatial equilibrium frameworks by explicitly modeling a commercial real es-
tate market and thereby incorporating commercial land into firms’ production function. This
allows us to recover formulas for the corporate income tax burden falling on four different
groups: firm owners, workers, owners of residential real estate, and owners of commercial
real estate. In particular, it enables us to assess the incidence on commercial landowners, a
margin that has not been explicitly considered in previous work, which mostly focuses on
the distribution of the corporate tax burden between capital and labor. Previous research has
focused on firm mobility (Giroud and Rauh, 2019), investment (Ohrn, 2018; Link et al., 2024;
Chodorow-Reich et al., 2024; Zwick and Mahon, 2017), local labor markets (Fuest et al., 2018;
Garrett et al., 2020) and spatial misallocation (Fajgelbaum et al., 2019). Therefore, our estimate
of the effect on commercial real estate is particularly novel, as there is only a very scarce lit-
erature studying taxation and commercial real estate in general. An exception is Lockwood
et al. (2023), who recently studied the effects of property tax relief measures on vacancy rates

and rental prices for commercial properties.’

Including commercial real estate into the analysis of corporate tax incidence is important for at
least three reasons. First, land is a central factor of production for many firms and, unlike labor
or capital, it is immobile. This implies that commercial land likely bears a notable fraction

of the corporate income tax burden. Consequently, if commercial land is omitted from the

5 Although it has been shown that this conclusion depends on a number of critical assumptions (see Fuest and
Neumeier, 2023, for a detailed discussion), the view that capital owners bear the lion’s share of the tax burden
is still widespread. For instance, the U.S. Congressional Budget Office (CBO) assumes that 75 percent of the
corporate income tax burden falls on capital owners and 25 percent on workers (Congressional Budget Office,
2021). Estimates of the progressivity of the U.S. tax system based on distributional national accounts even tend
to assume that the entire burden of the corporate income tax is borne by capital owners (e.g., Piketty and Saez,
2007; Piketty et al., 2018; Saez and Zucman, 2020).

SWinter et al. (2025) present survey evidence from German firm executives that suggests that incidence of
business taxes can shift asymmetrically across agents, depending on the direction and size of tax changes.

"Our paper also relates to the local public finance literature examining local tax setting behavior and (cor-
porate) tax competition. For instance, Janeba and Osterloh (2013) and Merlo et al. (2023) provide evidence that
German municipalities compete for mobile capital and strategically interact in their tax setting behavior. We
address this fact in a separate section in which we analyze spillover effects of LBT changes.



analysis of corporate tax incidence, the share of the tax burden borne by other economic agents
will be overestimated. Furthermore, real estate owners tend to be at the top of a society’s
income and wealth distribution. Identifying the extent to which corporate taxation is shifted
onto real estate owners is therefore crucial for evaluating the progressivity of the corporate
income tax. Finally, the share of the tax burden borne property owners also has implications
for efficiency. If the tax is shifted onto landowners (commercial and residential), it will, at least
partly, function like a land value tax. In that case, part of the burden is capitalized into lower
property values, so the tax has a smaller distortionary effect on firms’ investment and location

decisions, implying lower efficiency costs.

Our second contribution also concerns the theoretical framework: we provide a transparent
mapping from reduced-form elasticities to tax incidence shares. This makes it possible to
identify which theoretical assumptions drive differences between incidence measures, and to
assess the sensitivity of results to alternative assumptions. By varying key parameters or neu-
tralizing specific channels, we can implement the implicit assumptions of earlier studies and
demonstrate how their results relate to the broader spatial equilibrium model. In doing so, our
framework puts the existing literature into perspective: we not only derive new incidence esti-
mates but also reconcile divergent findings and clarify the mechanisms and modeling choices

responsible for differences across studies.

Third, on the empirical side, our contribution to the literature on corporate tax incidence is the
use of an extensive micro-data set covering residential and commercial real estate prices and
its combination with administrative data on local business taxes, wage levels, and firm profits
in Germany. Our annual data cover real estate offered for sale and for rent in more than 8,000
German municipalities from 2008 to 2019, as well as firm profits and employee wages in those
municipalities, and over 17,000 municipal tax changes used for identification. This allows us
not only to estimate the share of the corporate tax burden borne by firms, workers, and real
estate owners empirically, but also to track the development of the incidence shares year by
year, thereby measuring how the distribution of the tax burden evolves dynamically after a

tax change and how it is gradually shifted between factors over time.?

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we present the theoretical frame-
work underlying our analysis in Section 2. Then, we outline the institutional setting of busi-
ness taxation in Germany and the data we use in Section 3. The empirical model is presented
in Section 4. In Section 5, we discuss the main reduced-form results and perform a variety of
robustness checks. In Section 6 we estimate the incidence shares and check the sensitivity of

our results. Section 7 concludes.

8Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2016), for instance, use decennial data in their empirical analysis, so that they
estimate long-run effects of corporate tax changes on residential property prices, wages, and profits.



2 Theoretical Framework

Our theoretical model characterizes the incidence of local corporate taxes on the welfare of
four agents: workers, firm owners, owners of commercial real estate, and owners of residen-
tial real estate. The effects on the welfare of each of these agents are characterized in terms of
estimable reduced-form effects. These reduced-form effects reflect structural parameters that
determine the supply of and demand for labor, residential real estate, commercial real estate,
and goods. We build on the spatial equilibrium framework introduced by Suarez Serrato and
Zidar (2016, 2024) (henceforth SZ) and extend it. In the model, workers maximize their utility
by locating in one of many small open economies, landowners supply real estate to maximize
profits, and firm owners maximize profits by choosing the location and scale of their produc-
tion. Crucially, we model commercial real estate as an explicit production factor such that
business-tax shocks affect prices for offices, shops, and factories in addition to wages and res-
idential property prices. Goods and capital markets are global, whereas labor, housing, and

commercial property markets are local.

This framework serves three central functions in our analysis. First, it provides a transpar-
ent mapping from reduced-form elasticities to incidence shares, which clarifies how different
theoretical assumptions shape the attribution of the tax burden and allows us to test the sen-
sitivity of incidence shares to alternative assumptions. Second, it enables us to measure the
impact of corporate taxation on the welfare of commercial landowners, a margin that has not
been considered in previous work. Third, the framework is flexible enough to generate in-
cidence predictions under alternative assumptions and to reconcile divergent findings in the
literature. By explicitly modeling different assumptions — either by varying key parameters
or by shutting down particular channels - it becomes possible to replicate earlier approaches,
highlight the margins responsible for differences across studies, and relate their results to the
broader spatial equilibrium model. We focus on the welfare implications for agents in the local
economy, an analysis of global welfare is beyond the scope of this paper (see Fajgelbaum et al.,

2019, for an analysis of global welfare implications of US state taxes).

2.1 Spatial-Equilibrium Environment

Each location c hosts N, identical workers, F. monopolistically-competitive establishments,

a representative residential landlord, and a representative commercial landlord.

Workers. Ineach locality ¢, a continuum of identical workers supplies one unit of labor and

selects the location that maximizes V'V, which depends on wages, residential property prices

nc?’



and amenities
ang =ap+Inw. — ozlnrf + /_10 +&ne,

Uc

where w, is the local wage, 77 the residential property price, and o € (0, 1) the Cobb-Douglas
expenditure share on housing, A. a location-specific amenity, and &,. ~ EV(0,0") an id-

iosyncratic taste draw. Local housing demand is H” = %9
c

Land markets. Representative residential and commercial landowners supply housing (res-
idential real estate), HS = (BHrH)1' and commercial real estate, G5 = (B%r&)n where
B and BY denote the location specific productivity of residential and commercial real estate,
n" and n¢ are the corresponding supply elasticities, and 77 and r" are the per-period user
cost of one unit of residential or commercial real estate. For renters this equals the contractual
rent, for owner-occupiers it equals the opportunity cost of tying up capital in a building (in-
terest, depreciation, property taxes).'” With Cobb-Douglas preferences and equating demand
and supply, residential costs satisfy

H

1 1
lnrle In N, + = Inw, — e Hlan—i—

In a.
+ nH 1+ nf 1+

1+ nlf
After substituting this equation into the household location problem and thereby incorporat-

ing the housing market feedback we obtain the effective elasticity of labor supply'':

S
a‘LC _ ELS _ 1+nf—a (1)
dw, = o (+n+a

which depends on housing supply elasticity 1, the housing expenditure share o and the

dispersion of idiosyncratic location tastes "V

Local population is driven by the location choices of households. A household will locate in a location if
the indirect utility there is higher than in all other locations. If &, are i.i.d. local population is determined by:

Ne=P (VYW = max, {VW}) = ="
2 P i

"The framework does not allow for transfers between residential and commercial land use. While interesting
in itself, such conversions are heavily constrained by zoning restrictions and planning regulations in practice in
Germany. Modeling them explicitly would add complexity without materially changing the incidence results, as
the aggregate burden on landowners remains unaffected by these constraints.

We call this the effective elasticity of labor supply because it already incorporates the indirect effect of wage
changes on residential property costs that mute the labor supply elasticity.




Production. Establishments draw an idiosyncratic productivity B;. = B. + Cje With Cje ~
EV(0, o) and produce output

N5 —
yjc = Bjc l;yc kfc 9;](; Mjlc K 177 Vs 57 77>07

under CES product demand (¢”” < —1) and local corporate tax 7.."> The firms use labor
Ljc, capital kj., commercial real estate g;. and intermediate goods M, as inputs.”® Perfectly
mobile capital earns the national rental rate p. A share x, of commercial real-estate costs
is deductible from the corporate tax base, capturing different deductibility rules for bought
and rented real estate. A share ky of capital costs is deductible from the corporate tax base,
capturing differences in tax treatment between equity and debt financing. We discuss the

implications of different deductibility assumptions in Appendix C.9.

In a given location ¢, establishments maximize profits over inputs and prices p;. while facing
a local wage w., local prices for commercial real estate r?, national interest rates p, national

prices p, of each variety v, and local business taxes 7. subject to the production technology:

Tje = max (1—-m1) (pjcyjc — welje — / pvxvvjcdv> —(1 — ryTe) TCngc—(l — KiTe) pkje,
lickjerto,jePje veJ

In Appendix C.3 we solve the establishment problem by deriving the first order conditions for

capital, labor and commercial properties. Then we derive the input factor demands and derive

an expression of profits that only depends on factor prices:

PD 5(ePD - PD _(.PD
mjc:(l—Tc)”J)Z(E H)ﬁc(a H)TCGU(E +1) jc(a —H)/{

where « is a constant term across locations. We use this expression to solve the establishment

location problem.

Location choice of firms. Establishments’ productivity B;. = B. + (jc consists of a com-
mon location specific productivity level B, and an idiosyncratic establishment specific pro-
ductivity level (;., which is ii.d. type I extreme value. Using the profit function derived above,

taking logs and dividing by — (e’ + 1), the expected value of locating in c is

12To simplify the exposition, we focus on the case of single-plant firms. The interaction with formula appor-
tionment is detailed in Appendix B.1 of SZ.
PD

£ __
ePD 1

D + . e
BMje = | [,e; (Tvje) TP dv is establishment j ’s bundle of goods of varieties v. Goods of all va-
rieties can serve as either final goods for household consumption or as intermediate inputs for establishment
production.
!4 As pointed out by SZ, taking logs and dividing by —(¢F'” + 1) does not affect the choice ranking as it is a
strictly monotonic transformation.
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where p, = % and 7, = % are the tax deduction inclusive costs of capital and

commercial properties. Under full deductibility (k; = x4, = 1) they simplify to p and r..

The share of establishments that locates in c is given by:

exp(ve/al)
Yo exp(ve /oF)

L=
where o' is the dispersion of the location specific idiosyncratic establishment productivity ¢;.

Local demand for inputs. Putting together the location choices and the intensive margin
scale decisions, it is possible to derive the local demand for labor and commercial real estate

(the exact derivations are shown in Appendix C.3.5 and C.4:

PD\A, _ PD PD _-PD__ R
L? =E, x wdTe 1p(1+6 )8 (14e )77/106( € 1)Be.

c c c Ze

PD PD PDy,,_ _.PD_1\[
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c pC ZC

where r( and wy are common terms across locations, 2. is a term related to the idiosyncratic

productivity parameter (j..

2.2 Key Reduced-form Elasticities

From these equations we can obtain key elasticities driving the incidence on workers, landown-

ers, and firm owners. The first of those elasticities is the macro elasticity of labor demand:

OlnLP
ML ey k- amen) = (1s )=
1 We Substitution Scale Q/ 7

Firm—Location  Compositional—Margin
(2)
where + is the output elasticity of labor, e'? is the product demand elasticity and o’ is the
dispersion of idiosyncratic productivity. As noted by Malgouyres et al. (2023) the scale mar-

gin cancels out with the compositional margin. Hence, the elasticity simplifies to e*P =



— (1 + UlF) Similarly, we can derive the macro elasticity of commercial real estate e“° =

—(1 4 ). Two other important demand elasticities are the cross-elasticities. First, the elas-
ticity of labor demand with respect to commercial property prices /¢ = — . Second, the
GC ol

elasticity of commercial property demand with respect to local wages e~ = — .

The commercial property demand equation can also be used to derive the equilibrium on the
commercial property market. Commercial property prices obey the following expression that
links In 7% to In N, and In w,.:

G

1 n
In N, Inw, — —¢
T+nG +1+n§nw L+n¢

Inré = In BY

Through this, we can derive another key object that describes how wages and commercial real

estate price are related through their respective supply elasticities:

e LS
Olnry 1 (811&]\/0 1) _1+e 3)

Olnw. 147 \dlnw, 148

Finally, we can characterize the effects of local tax changes on local demand for labor and

commercial real estate:

olmLY  omGP  OlnE, 1 1 _1+i @)
oln(l—7,) 0ln(l—7.) 9ln(l—7.)  —(ePD 4 1)oF ol

where we now assume that capital costs are not deductible and commercial real estate costs

are fully deductible. We show the derivations for different assumptions in Appendix C.9.

2.3 Incidence of a Local Tax Change

We denote w. = dlnw./0In(1 — 7.) and similarly for other variables. We characterize the
incidence of corporate taxes on wages, property prices, and profits and relate these effects to
the welfare of workers, landowners, and firms. We focus on the welfare of local residents, as
the policies we study are determined by policymakers at the local level (with the objective of
maximizing local welfare — at least in our model). Because we study small open economies,
price changes affect the consumers globally, but the effects on consumer welfare in the local
economy is approximately zero. Therefore, the consumer price channel is not relevant for our

local welfare analysis.

Assuming full labor force participation, i.e., Lf = N, clearing in the housing, labor, capital,

10



and goods markets gives the following labor market equilibrium:

H, 4 H\ _ 7D G G .
NC (wcarc 7Acﬂlc ) - Lc (wmpmrc 777(: 77—67 BC: ZC)

This expression implicitly defines equilibrium wages w.. The market clearing condition im-

plies that

dln LY OlnLP olmL?
We + T
org ¢

= v ¢ Oln(1 —7.) + ow,

where the total labor demand elasticity Lg depends on a direct effect and effects through

wages and commercial real estate prices. Rearranging the equation yields:

_OlnL S S I &

. dln(1—7c) _ —(ePP+1)o” ol (5)
We = eLS _ OInLP _ OImLP 14eLS — _LS _ LD _ -LC1+el¥
Owe org  1+n¢ 1+n&

which extends the standard incidence framework by incorporating commercial real estate into

LC 14eb8
1+ng

of commercial real estate reduces the wage elasticity. Furthermore, the incidence depends on

the denominator through the term ¢ . As e1¢ is expected to be negative, the addition

the effect of the tax change on labor demand, and the demand and supply elasticities of labor

and commercial real estate.

Similarly, we can derive the effect of a tax change on commercial real estate prices:

dlnLP :
¢ ami-r) T e 14 elS ©)
7= = ny
‘ e — e 1+n¢

which simplifies to the effect on wages scaled by the labor and commercial real estate supply

elasticities.

The effect on residential real estate prices can be derived similarly and is given by:

1 LS
= () ™)
¢ 1+ nH

The effect on net profits differs from the standard framework by incorporating an additional

term for the change in commercial property costs:

e =1 —5(5PD+1> —i—’y(gPD—l—l)wc—i—n(ng—i—l)r"CG (8)

Reducing capital wedge Higher labor costs Higher property costs
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Hence, including commercial real estate in the analysis reduces the incidence on firm owners.
All these elasticities can be estimated in the data or alternatively calibrated from external data.

In the next section, we show that these elasticities map directly into welfare changes.

2.4 Incidence on Welfare

In this section, we relate the elasticities derived above to welfare changes of the four agents.
We focus on welfare in the local economy, which is the relevant concept for the policymakers
setting the local taxes. Analyzing global welfare is beyond the scope of this paper'> We assume
that the tax change in location c has no effect on wages and property prices in other locations.
We present the main results here, the full derivations are reported in Appendix C.7. The effect

of a tax cut on the welfare of workers in location c is:

A% . .
m = (wc —ar )

The effect of a corporate tax cut on a firm owner is:

T
dln (1 —715)

=T,

Next, consider the effect on the welfare of residential landowners in location c. Landowner
welfare in each location is the difference between housing expenditures and the costs of sup-

plying that level of housing. This difference can be expressed as follows:

Neawe /e

1

G (28 ) do = T "

N.aw,,

VEE — Noaw, — /

0
Importantly, landowner welfare is proportional to housing expenditure. The effect of a cor-
porate tax cut on the welfare of the representative residential real estate owner can then be

expressed as

dln(1 -7  aw.N,1+nH

N _
* T

(1—71°) cdln(l —7°)

dVLE 1 o dN, dw, Ne+w. g
We =
dln

The total expenditure on commercial real estate is given by:

In (GCDFCG) = ln(ZNcwc)

15See Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2016) for more information on how the forces in the model relate to global
welfare and Fajgelbaum et al. (2019) for an analysis of global incidence for US state taxes.
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By the same logic as above, the effect of a corporate tax change on the welfare of the repre-

sentative commercial real estate owner is given by:

Vi N+, g

din(1—7¢)  1+n¢ '°

Therefore, the welfare changes of the four agents are directly linked to the empirically es-

timable elasticities. The full derivations are provided in Appendix C.7.

2.5 Income Share Weighting

The model makes it possible to derive the endogenous income shares of each of the four types
of agents. Following Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2024) we weight the four incidences by the local
income shares (0,,, 0y, 0, 0-) to get an income weighted incidence. The shares are character-

ized in the following way:

(1—(ePP41)5)
1 a n/v (1+n/v) —(EP(D+1)(1)-5)
I’ I ’ I ’ I
~—~ ~—~ ~—~—
Workers Residential Land Commercial Land Firm Owners

(1—(e"P+1)5)
where [ = [1+a+n/y+ (1+ n/v)m . Therefore, the shares depend on «, 9,

n/v and e”P. We calibrate these parameters in Section 6. A complete set of derivations,

alternative deductibility cases, and additional comparative statics are reported in Appendix C.

3 Institutions and Data

To empirically estimate the effect of corporate tax changes on factor prices, we exploit Ger-

many’s decentralized institutional setting of local business taxation.

3.1 Business Taxation in Germany

In Germany, business profits are taxed at two levels. At the national level, depending on a
firm’s legal status, profits are either subject to the corporate income tax (CIT/Korperschaftsteuer;
applies to corporate firms) or the personal income tax (PIT/Einkommensteuer; applies to non-
corporate firms). At the municipality level, firms are subject to the local business tax (LBT). In
2019, the LBT generated a revenue of 55 billion euros, which corresponds to 48.9% of munici-
pal tax revenues (Federal Statistical Office (Destatis), 2022). This equals 65% of total profit tax
revenues from corporate firms, making the LBT a substantial part of overall corporate taxation
(Federal Statistical Office (Destatis), 2022).
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The LBT is levied on firms’ profits and applies to all corporate and non-corporate firms, with
very few exemptions.'® For firms with establishments in different municipalities, formula ap-

portionment based on each establishment’s payroll share allocates to municipalities.

The LBT rate 777 is the product of a basic rate (Steuermesszahl) ti*%,. and a municipality-

specific scaling factor (Hebesatz) %%, such that: 7 g7 = &%, x ™8 The basic rate t%, is
determined at the federal level and identical across all municipalities and firms, as are the tax
base and liability criteria. However, municipalities can autonomously set the scaling factor

. subject to a legal minimum of 200% (which implies a minimum tax rate of 7%). The
municipal council annually decides on the scaling factor. The resulting LBT rate is thus locally
determined and typically set by municipal councils at the end of the calendar year, taking effect
on January 1 of the following year. In our empirical design, we exploit changes in 77, gy driven

exclusively by variation in 6.7

Using variation in the municipal scaling factor 0, g7 as the source of identification offers two
key advantages for causal inference. First, Germany’s more than 10,000 municipalities can be
regarded as small open economies embedded within a nationally integrated economy. In this
setting, the parallel trends assumption — central to event study and difference-in-differences
(DiD) approaches — is more likely to hold than in studies relying on cross-country variation.
General equilibrium spillovers, such as shifts in interest rates or consumer prices, are unlikely
to meaningfully bias the estimates, even in sectors producing non-tradable goods. For example,
residents may easily substitute services across nearby municipalities, minimizing location-
specific price effects (see also Fuest et al., 2018). Second, all observed changes in the LBT rate
during our sample period stem from municipal policy decisions. The tax base and liability
criteria are set at the federal level, and there were no concurrent federal tax changes in the
relevant period. This institutional structure ensures that the variation we exploit is likely
orthogonal to firm behavior, unlike many prior studies where tax rate changes coincide with
adjustments to the tax base.’® Additionally, municipalities also set the local property tax (LPT)
rate. Importantly, adjustments to LBT and LPT are often enacted jointly. To avoid omitted
variable bias, all of our empirical specifications include scaled leads and lags of LPT changes

as controls, ensuring that our estimates isolate the effect of LBT variation. We also provide

18Exemptions include certain professional services (e.g., lawyers, physicians); see Paragraphs 2-3 of the
LBT Act (Gewerbesteuergesetz): https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/gewstg/BINR009790936.html,
accessed January 14, 2023.

7In 2008, the federal base rate the%T was reduced from 5.0% to 3.5%. As this rate has remained unchanged
since, all post-2008 variation in 77 g7 is attributable to changes in the local scaling factor. For 2008, we do not
consider tax changes that were caused by the federal reform, except in those municipalities where 675 increased
sufficiently to raise the overall LBT rate relative to 2007. We also conduct a robustness check in Table B.9, where
we exclude any variation driven by the federal 2008 reform and focus entirely on the changes of the local scaling
factors. The results are very similar to our baseline estimates.

8Notable exceptions include Fuest et al. (2018) and Kawano and Slemrod (2012).
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further robustness checks with different sets of LPT controls or differrent sample definitions

based on the number of LBT and LPT changes during our estimation window.

3.2 Municipal Variables and Business Tax Data

The municipality-level dataset is constructed from administrative records provided by the Sta-
tistical Offices of the German Federal States (Statistische Landesdmter). The core variable of
interest is the annual municipal scaling factor (§74}), which determines the LBT rate. We aug-
ment these data with district-level economic indicators — specifically, gross domestic product
(GDP) and unemployment rates — as well as data on local LPT rates and municipal population.
These serve as proxies for local business cycle fluctuations.”” To capture broader locational
and economic structure, we include the Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Af-
fairs and Spatial Development’s (BBSR) typology of settlement structure (Siedlungsstrukturelle
Kreistypen) and assign each municipality to one of 258 commuting zones (CZs). Following
Fuest et al. (2018), we exclude 648 municipalities affected by merger reforms, as we cannot
consistently assign them a unique LBT rate.?’ Our final panel comprises 10,091 municipalities,

observed annually from 2004 to 2023.

Appendix Figure A.2 visualizes spatial variation in LBT rates. Panel A.2a shows that aver-
age rates are relatively high in Northrhine-Westphalia and Saxony and comparatively low in
Bavaria and much of Eastern Germany. LBT rates range from 7% to 31.5%. Panel A.2b illus-
trates that municipalities in Northern Germany adjusted their LBT rates more frequently than
those in the South. While 1,522 municipalities made no changes over the sample period, 691
increased their rates five or more times between 2004 and 2023. On average, every year, about

10% of municipalities adjust their LBT rate.

Appendix Figure A.1 compares the size of tax changes for the LBT and the LPT. While we
allow for both LBT increases and decreases in our baseline estimation, LBT cuts are rare and
small. Most changes in the LBT are hikes below 2 percentage points, with an average hike of
0.81 percentage points. In 2019, the mean (median) LBT rate was 12.76% (12.78%). That is, the
average LBT change corresponds to 6.3%. In contrast, LPT levels and changes are generally
much smaller - ranging from 0.05 to 0.5 percentage points — with an average increase of 0.12

percentage points.

Measuring Municipal Firm Profits To estimate the incidence on firm owners, we use data
on LBT revenues to approximate firm profits at the municipality level. Gross profits before

taxes are estimated by dividing total LBT revenues by the local tax rate, yielding the pre-tax

YDue to changes in reporting standards, data on municipal expenditures and revenues are only available until
2014 and are excluded from most of our analyses.
20We also exclude two municipalities whose reported LBT scaling factors fall below the legal minimum.
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LBT base. To derive net profits, we subtract the amount of taxes paid from this gross estimate.
This provides a proxy for the income that firms retain after meeting their local tax obligations.
These profit measures allow us to estimate the elasticity of firm profits with respect to tax
changes and to quantify the share of the tax burden borne by firm owners. Disadvantages
of this approach are that yearly tax revenues might include effects from loss offsetting in
other years and that tax planning might affect the measurement. Therefore, we also follow
Malgouyres et al. (2023) and Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2023) and quantify the profit elasticity

using the theoretical model.

Municipal Wage Data To measure the impact of LBT changes on wages, we use adminis-
trative data on average yearly gross manufacturing wages at the municipality level from the
Regionalatlas of the German Statistical Offices. We collect annual observations for the period

2009-2019 and merge them with our municipality-level panel.

3.3 Property Data

To estimate the commercial and residential property price channels as one key dimension of
corporate tax incidence, we employ a large and unique micro-dataset of the German real estate
market provided by the consultancy firm F+B. The dataset compiles information from real
estate advertisements across both residential and commercial property types listed for rent or
sale. It is based on about 140 sources, including major online portals (e.g., ImmobilienScout24),
(trans-)regional newspapers, and real estate agencies. Key advantages of the F+B data are
its extensive coverage and careful cleaning: properties listed across multiple platforms at the
same time are consolidated into a unique observation. For each listing, we observe the first

and last day it was advertised, along with a proxy for the realized transaction price.?!

To assess the validity of the price information, we benchmark our residential price index
against the GREIX (German Real Estate Index), constructed from administrative transaction
data collected by local property valuation committees (Gutachterausschiisse) in major German
urban areas. As shown in Figure A.4 in the Appendix, the two series exhibit highly aligned

price trends, suggesting that the listing prices reliably capture underlying market dynamics.

Crucially, besides a rich panel of residential property listings, the F+B data provides the first
comprehensive source on commercial real estate prices in Germany, allowing us to assess how
local corporate taxes affect both the welfare of residential property owners and the welfare
of owners of commercial properties. We use the data from January 2008 to December 2019,

yielding over 31 million observations: roughly 29 million correspond to residential listings (in-

2I'This proxy corresponds to the offering price on the final day of the listing, adjusted by an estimated discount.
The discount is derived by F+B through matching a subsample of the advertisements to actual transaction data.
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cluding over 14 million rentals and over 15 million sales) and around 2.5 million to commercial

properties (including 1.5 million rentals and 1 million sales).

This micro-dataset represents the most granular and comprehensive source of data on the
German real estate market, capturing close to the universe of all properties listed for sale or
rent. While administrative records are available only at a more aggregated level — and micro-
data are not accessible for research — many previous studies rely on data from a single real
estate platform. In contrast, our data allow us to aggregate the value of all properties offered for
sale in each year, thereby allowing us to estimate annual transaction volumes and to compare
them to administrative records. Appendix Figure A.7 presents estimated transaction volumes
based on our data for each year from 2008 to 2019. These range from €36 billion in 2008
to over €70 billion in 2019 and closely align with external estimates by Burkert et al. (2019),
who report average yearly commercial transaction volumes of €35 billion (2004-2018) and €54
billion (2014-2018). This comparison suggests that our data capture a substantial share of

Germany’s commercial property market.*

In our empirical analysis, we separately study the price effects of an increase in the LBT on
properties offered for rent and those offered for sale. Therefore, our two outcome variables
of interest are the rental and sales prices per square meter (sqm) of a property on the final
day a property was listed. As previously noted, we observe listing prices rather than actual
transaction prices.”> Besides price information, the dataset covers a wide range of property
characteristics. For each property, we have information on floor size, the number of rooms,
the construction year, its location, as well as indicators for amenities and locational character-
istics. Commercial properties are categorized into five different types: offices, retail, storage,
production, or restaurant spaces.”* Residential properties are categorized into single-family

houses, apartments, and multi-family houses.?

2The annual real estate reports by the Gutachterausschiisse document approximately one million property
transactions per year (Arbeitskreis der Oberen Gutachterausschiisse, 2019), of which around 10% involve com-
mercial properties and 70% residential properties. For example, in 2018, they report 727,000 residential and 84,000
commercial transactions. In comparison, our dataset records an average of roughly 1.3 million residential and
100,000 commercial listings offered for sale per year. Although our figures reflect listings rather than realized
transactions, they are of a comparable order of magnitude.

23This implies that properties never listed on the market are not covered in the dataset. However, as discussed
above, listing prices closely track transaction prices. Prior studies have treated final listing prices as a reliable
proxy for actual prices (e.g. Loffler and Siegloch, 2024; Dolls et al., 2025; Fackler et al., 2024; Krolage, 2023), and
in our case, using the estimated transaction price provided by F+B leads to virtually identical results. Moreover,
Figure A.4 in the Appendix further corroborates the validity of the listing prices by showing that they closely
follow transaction-based price indices from the GREIX database.

24Figure A.5 in the Appendix shows the distribution of property types for the commercial sales and the com-
mercial rents sample. In both samples, offices constitute the most common type of properties offered, though
there are some differences in the composition between the samples. The sales sample consists of comparatively
more restaurant and production spaces.

SFigure A.6 in the Appendix shows that in the sales sample, single-family houses and apartments are simi-
larly represented while multi-family houses account for a much smaller share. By contrast, the rents sample is
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3.4 Estimation Sample

We integrate and harmonize municipal panel data including information on LBT rates, wages,
firm profits, and other local variables with the property dataset to construct an annual panel.
We subsequently partition the data into four subsets based on property use (commercial vs.
residential) and listing type (sale vs. rental). These data cover all German municipalities, with
municipality-year observations spanning the period from 2008 to 2019. To account for leads

and lags in our event study estimation, we incorporate LBT rates for the years 2004 to 2023.

In our baseline specification, we require at least one advertisement per municipality-year cell
over all years, yielding a sample of 8,560 municipalities covering all property types. Figure
1 illustrates the spatial variation in the average number of postings per year over the period
2008-2019. As expected, the number of postings is highest in densely populated areas of West
Germany and major agglomeration zones, with large municipalities registering up to 150,000

postings per year.

Figure 1: Average Number of Postings per Year (2008-2019)
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Notes: The figure illustrates the spatial variation in the average annual number of advertising postings across 8,560 German municipalities
between 2008 and 2019. Grey areas denote municipalities for which we do not observe at least one posting per sample year or which were
excluded due to municipal merger reforms occurring during the sample period (2008-2019). Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B
and the Statistical State Offices.

When disaggregating the data into our estimation samples, we retain 8,430 municipalities per

overwhelmingly dominated by apartments.
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year in the residential sales sample (over 15 million price observations) and 6,129 munici-
palities per year in the residential rental sample (over 14 million price observations). In the
commercial market, we observe 3,250 municipalities per year in the sales sample (1,033,264
price observations) and 2,574 municipalities per year in the rental sample (1,526,310 price ob-
servations).” Figure A.3 in the Appendix shows the spatial distribution of the commercial and

residential estimation samples separately for rents and sales.

Table A.1in the Appendix documents the sample selection procedure we follow to generate our
baseline estimation samples. Municipalities are excluded either due to administrative reforms
(e.g., mergers) or because they have too few observations per year in a sample. These excluded
municipalities are primarily located in rural areas of Eastern Germany (notably Saxony-Anhalt
and Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania), as well as in small jurisdictions across Southern and
Western Germany. Table A.2 in the Appendix presents descriptive statistics for property, tax,
and municipal variables in each of the estimation samples. Table A.4 presents the descriptive

statistics for the tax and municipal variables in the wage and profit samples.?’

4 Research Design and Identification

4.1 Empirical Design

In our empirical analysis, we estimate the reduced-form elasticities that map directly into wel-
fare changes according to the model in Section 2. We use an event study design to estimate
the causal effect of LBT changes on our outcome variables of interest: commercial and resi-
dential property prices as well as rents, wages, and firm profits. Because our outcomes vary
in granularity — property-level for real estate outcomes and municipality-level averages for
wages and profits — we define a generalized outcome variable yy,,,;, where £k indexes either in-

dividual properties or denotes a municipality-level observation, depending on the outcome.?®

26 Additionally, 2,186 municipalities have at least one annual posting in each real estate subsample. Although
this subset includes only around 20% of German municipalities, it still captures approximately 78% of all postings
in our dataset population. This concentration is expected: in 2018, the median German municipality had 1,810
inhabitants, and the 25th percentile municipality had 653 or fewer inhabitants.

?TThe profit sample is the most comprehensive covering the largest number of municipalities, while the wage
sample and the commercial rents sample cover the smallest number of municipalities. For the profit regressions,
we keep only municipalities that have positive reported profits over the whole period (covering more than 98%
of the population) and exclude municipalities that experience two or more tax drops over the sample period
(dropping less than 4% of the population). These municipalities are likely special outliers (Fuest et al., 2018).
In these municipalities, the estimated profit responses are quite large; we interpret this as reflecting accounting
profits rather than changes in real activity. Excluding them leaves the estimates for all other outcomes essentially
unchanged. We show how estimates change for different sample definitions in Figure B.8 and Table B.12.

8For real estate outcomes, Ygmt = In(pim¢) represents the log rent or sales price per square meter of property
i in municipality m and year t. For aggregated outcomes such as wages and profits, ypm: = n(wp:) and
Ykmt = In(mme) respectively, where the outcome is observed at the municipality-year level.
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Each municipality is nested in a commuting zone cz and a state s.%

We set up our panel-event study design to allow for municipalities experiencing multiple tax
changes in the event window. In addition, instead of using dummies, we scale our event study
indicators by the tax change, i.e. the actual change in the LBT rate caused by changes in the
municipal scaling factor.® Thus, we allow for varying and continuous treatment intensities.

Formally, all of our regressions are based on some variant of the following model:

J J
n(yeme) = > BALBTL + > G;ALPTR + Xyt + i + Ort + €kt (9)
j=—j+1 j=—j+1

where the ﬁAj capture the estimates of interest that measure the dynamic causal effects before
(j < 0)and after (j > 0) treatment with j lags and j leads of the treatment variable. The event
study indicators in ALBT!,” capture the treatment as a change in the LBT rate in year t — j
and municipality m relative to the year ¢t — j — 1 triggered by a change in the local scaling
factor. The main control variables included in all specifications are the scaled leads and lags of
LPT rate changes ALPT,,” in municipality m at time ¢ — j relative to the year t — j — 1. It is
important to control for changes in property tax rates for two reasons. First, the property tax
has a direct effect on property prices (Oates, 1969; Loffler and Siegloch, 2024) such that our es-
timates can be biased if we do not control for it. Second, similar to the LBT rate, the LPT rate is
also set by municipal governments each year, which suggests that there could be a connection
between changes in both of these tax rates.*’ Equation 9 also includes a set of time-varying
controls, denoted by X},,,;, which are incorporated in some specifications. For property-level
outcomes, Xp,,; includes property characteristics such as floor size, construction year, the
number of rooms, indicator variables representing other amenities as well as an indication of
whether an ad was posted on- or offline (see Section 3.3 for a description of the property data).
In some specifications the controls include dynamic measures such as district GDP, district
unemployment rate, municipal population (in logs and lagged by two periods) to control for
time-varying shocks that may occur shortly before or after a tax change. Unobserved munici-
pal characteristics that are constant over time are captured in the municipal fixed effects, pi,,.
We further include region-by-year fixed effects 6,, to flexibly control for time-varying shocks

at different regional levels. Depending on the specification, the region  is defined either at the

There are several ways to define a commuting zone in Germany. The arguably most common way (see, e.g.,
Fuest et al,, 2018) is to use the so-called definition of Arbeitsmarktregionen (“Labor Market Regions”) from the
BBSR which leaves us with 258 CZs.

3'Note that these changes can be negative in case of a tax cut.

31Blesse et al. (2019) study the joint decision to set LBT and LPT rates. They find that the municipal tax policy
is not consistent with an inverse elasticity rule, i.e. most municipalities impose relatively higher rates on business
profits than on immobile land. To address potential concerns regarding the interaction between LBT and LPT, in
Section 5.1, we present a robustness analysis excluding property tax controls. Additionally, we provide results
for a subset of municipalities that did not experience an LPT change during the sample period.
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state level (s) or at the level of commuting zones (cz), allowing us to account for differential
trends in local economic areas. ¢y,,; denotes the error term. The standard errors are clustered
at the municipality level, which represents the level of the identifying variation in our model.
This generalized model allows us to estimate the dynamic treatment effects of LBT changes

across a variety of outcome types within a unified empirical framework.

We set j = 4 and j = 5, allowing us to cover ten years around a tax reform occurring in pe-
riod ¢ = 0. Including four years in the pre-treatment period should be sufficient to detect
indications for potential violations of the parallel trends assumption, while a post-reform pe-
riod of five years allows investigating both the short- and medium-run effects of tax changes.
Following Schmidheiny and Siegloch (2023), ALBT";’ (and ALPT";’) are binned treatment
indicators so that at the end points the coefficients deliver an estimate for all past and future
tax changes, respectively, that precede or follow our chosen effect window. In this setup, the
observation window of the tax change has to be set longer than the observation window of the
dependent variable to account for the correct leads. Therefore, we track tax changes between
2004 and 2023. Staggered treatment timing leads to an unbalanced panel in event time (even
though the municipality panel is perfectly balanced from 2004 to 2023). We therefore drop the
binned endpoints from our event study graphs following Fuest et al. (2018). The event study
indicator for the pre-reform year is omitted from the regression, such that all coefficients have

to be interpreted relative to the pre-reform year.

While Equation 9 identifies the semi-elasticity of the effect of LBT increases on commercial and
residential property prices, wages, and firm profits, most studies in the corporate tax incidence
literature also report elasticities with respect to the net-of-tax rate (e.g. Suarez Serrato and
Zidar, 2016; Fuest et al., 2018). To be able to compare the magnitudes of our estimates to
previous findings on the effects of corporate taxes on other production factors, we substitute
the treatment indicators in Equation 9 with the change in the log net-of-tax rate in each lag
and lead (Aln(1 — LBT: )). We then average the treatment effects over the post-treatment
period to obtain a measure of the elasticity of each outcome with respect to the LBT burden.
The regressions include the same controls and fixed effects as our event study specification in

Equation 9. We denote point estimates for the elasticities as .

4.2 Identification

The baseline event study regression in Equation 9 includes “state x year” fixed effects. This
specification accounts for state-level shocks such as municipal election years, which have been
shown to affect LBT rates (Foremny and Riedel, 2014). Thus, we identify the effect of tax
changes on factor prices within municipalities and the 16 German states over time. The iden-

tification of causal effects requires that there is neither reverse causality nor omitted variable
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bias, and is based on several additional assumptions.

The first identifying assumption is the parallel trends assumption. In our model, we assume
that untreated (and not-yet-treated) municipalities allow us to infer the counterfactual trend
in factor prices that we would have observed in treated municipalities if they had not been
treated. This implies that our estimates are solely driven by tax changes rather than other
shocks affecting the observed municipalities. This assumption would be violated in case of any
biasing trends or systematic shocks at the municipality level that influence property prices,
wages, firm profits, or tax rates. While the event study setup allows for a visual test of par-
allel pre-trends - i.e., if the lead-coefficients are close to zero — we check for differential lo-
cal shocks between treatment and control group in two ways similar to Fuest et al. (2018).
First, we estimate the model in Equation 9 with municipal unemployment and district GDP
as outcome variables. The results are presented in Figure B.18 in the Appendix. We find flat
pre-trends suggesting that the taxes were not changed in response to worsening economic
circumstances.** Moreover, we control for local shocks at the level of 258 commuting zones.
We do so by including more granular “CZ x year” fixed effects instead of “state x year” fixed
effects. This specification accounts for any annual (labor-market) shock not reflected in state-
level outcomes. In addition, we assume no anticipation effects, i.e., landlords are assumed to
not adjust offering prices after the announcement of a tax change, and before it comes into
effect. LBT changes are usually announced in December and become effective in January of
the following year, that is, usually only one month after they are announced (see Link et al.,
2024, for a discussion on this). Therefore, anticipation effects can only affect a small fraction
of observations in our sample where the final date of advertisement falls into that narrow time
window. Finally, we assume that the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA) holds.
This assumption requires that the effect on property prices, wages, and firm profits following
a tax change in a municipality does not depend on whether neighboring municipalities also
experienced tax changes (Imbens and Rubin, 2015). While it is not trivial to show that SUTVA
is fulfilled, we construct a spillover measure and demonstrate that tax increases in close-by
municipalities have only a very small negative effect on sales prices (see Figure B.11 in the
Appendix). If anything, this should bias our estimates downwards, since the spillovers are
negative. In Figure B.10 in the Appendix, we also show that controlling for spillovers leaves
our estimates essentially unchanged. This is unsurprising as most municipalities are small.
As described in Section 3.1, municipalities set the scaling factor individually each year, which

implies that tax changes occur at different times and with different intensities. At the same

%2This is in line with Foremny and Riedel (2014), Fuest et al. (2018) and Link et al. (2024) who show that
changes in the LBT are typically not triggered by shocks to economic variables. As in the US (Robinson and
Tazhitdinova, 2022), regional variation in corporate tax rates seems to be to a large extent idiosyncratic and not
readily explained by standard theories of tax setting. Overall, we are therefore confident that omitted variables
do not threaten identification in our setting.
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time, some municipalities change their taxes frequently. In general, our event study design
in Equation 9 allows for all the above-mentioned features so that both municipalities that are
never treated and those that are not-yet treated function as control groups while they can
receive treatment several times during our sample period, but it relies on the assumption of

homogeneous treatment effects.

Heterogeneous Treatment Effects. An implicit assumption in the baseline estimation is
that treatment effects scale proportionally with treatment intensity — i.e., that the impact on
factor prices increases in direct proportion to the size of the tax change, while there is no
variation in the treatment effect between municipalities or for different years of treatment.
However, treatments may be heterogeneous between different (groups of) municipalities. Our
model in Equation 9 cannot account for such heterogeneity. In addition, while some munic-
ipalities experience only one tax change during our observation window, others are treated
more frequently. Potentially, the price effect of a single tax increase differs from the effect
of multiple tax increases. For instance, the treatment effect may vary between the first and
the subsequent tax increases within a municipality. Finally, given the differences in treat-
ment timing, some municipalities increase taxes at the beginning of the observation period,
while others do so later. Dynamic effects of tax increases may depend on the year of their
implementation. To account for potentially heterogeneous treatment effects in our model, we
implement the estimator proposed by De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille (2024), i.e. the only
two-way fixed effect robust estimator that can account for the effects of multiple treatments in
the complex setting of the German LBT. It accounts for heterogeneous treatment and measures
both immediate and dynamic treatment effects. Applied to our context, the estimator allows
that municipalities may be exposed to multiple treatments (tax changes), with the treatment
timing defined as the year when a municipality first experiences a change in treatment. The
treatment intensity is measured as the cumulative sum of the tax changes. The control group

consists of both not-yet-treated and never-treated municipalities.

5 Empirical Results

5.1 Baseline Specification

We start our analysis by plotting the event study estimates from Equation 9 in Figure 2 for
commercial sales prices (Panel 2a) and commercial rents (Panel 2b) as dependent variables,
along with corresponding 95% confidence intervals. The figure reports results from four spec-
ifications of Equation 9: (i) including only “state x year” fixed effects, (ii) adding property-level
controls to “state x year” fixed effects, (iii) replacing them with “CZ x year” fixed effects and

(iv) adding the property-level controls to “CZ X year” fixed effects.
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For all specifications, we find a significant, negative effect of LBT increases on commercial
property prices and rents. Panel 2a shows that, following a tax hike, the sales prices of com-
mercial properties decline significantly by approximately two to three percent after four years,
relative to the year prior to the reform. While the effect is small and only marginally sta-
tistically significant in the year of the tax increase, it becomes more pronounced over time,
such that after four years, the estimated effect is highly significant across all specifications.
The estimated effect represents an approximately 2-3 percent fall in prices. Furthermore, pre-
treatment trends are very flat across all four specifications, suggesting that treatment and
control municipalities were evolving similarly prior to the tax change, supporting the validity

of the parallel trends assumption.
Figure 2: Effects on Commercial Properties
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (/3’] ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study

model from Equation 9. The dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel 2a) and the log rental price per sqm (Panel

2b). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. We require at least one ad per municipality-year

cell such that we have 3,250 (2,574) municipalities and 7,512 (5,874) tax changes out of which 7,101 (5,481) are tax hikes for

the sales (rental) price sample. All regressions include municipal fixed effects and the scaled leads and lags of changes in the

municipal property tax rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure. Standard errors are clustered at

the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
The effects on rents in Panel 2b are also negative and significant, but smaller in magnitude.
All specifications yield very similar results, suggesting that commercial property rents fall by
about one percent. The smaller effect of LBT hikes on commercial rental prices compared to
sales prices could be due to two reasons. First, rents are almost fully deductible from the tax
base, while financing costs for a real estate purchase are not, which implies that tax changes
affect buyers of properties more than renters.*®> Second, there is some theoretical research and
empirical evidence that rents are downward rigid while sales prices are not (Genesove, 2003;
Gallin and Verbrugge, 2019). Hence, rents might remain stable after a tax hike, but vacancies

might increase, leading to lower expected cash-flows and sales prices. For these reasons, we

33We show the theoretical implications of different deductibility assumptions in Section C.9 in the Appendix.
Assuming full deductibility of rents and no deductibility of financing costs for purchases, we would expect a
wedge of approximately 1 between the elasticities of rental and sales prices.
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consider the sales price effects the more reliable estimates of the economic incidence of the
LBT. We also analyze the sensitivity of the incidence results when taking the effects on rental
prices. Finally, the results for the heterogeneity-robust estimators in Panels B.9a and B.9b of
Figure B.9 in the Appendix are very similar to the TWFE results. This validates that the effects

are not driven by heterogeneous treatment effects.

Figure 3: Effects on Residential Properties, Wages and Net Profits

0067 o~ Siatex Year FE  —o— State x Year FE + Property Controls 0067 o Statex Year FE  —o— State x Year FE + Property Controls

w =
ki CZ x Year FE CZ x Year FE + Property Controls ki CZxYear FE  —= CZx Year FE + Property Controls
- -
g 004 £ 004
] 5
g 002 g 002
[-¥ A~
2 T 2
4 (7 H& — 4
£ 000 2 g 0.00 }J\ o
3 3
~ ~
£ 002 £ 002
o o
T B
g 004 g 004
£ £
m 5]

-0.06 -0.06

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Years Relative to Tax Increase Years Relative to Tax Increase
(a) Residential Sales Prices (b) Residential Rents

006" o State x Year FE 006 —o— State x Year FE
] CZx Year FE ] CZx Year FE
> =
g 004 £ 004
S S
‘© kit T
o & ! T
© 002 o ooz |
o o
s H s T\l\ ;
o o | T
2 oo H——=% — T T - T : 2 000 - - !
< \Y\+’——‘\¢\¢ 2 - L T 1 1 | i
3 oo 5 I P
5 - - 5 | I |

-0.02 0.02 ! i
2 £ ¥ ! I ! 1
= = ! T T 1 I
3 3 ! i i
T 004 T 004 - 1 1
£ £
k7 @
w il

-0.06 -0.06

3 2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 3 2 El 0 1 2 3 4
Year Since Tax Hike Year Since Tax Hike
(c) Wages (d) Net Profits

Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (B] ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. The dependent variables are the log residential sales price per sqm (Panel 3a), the log residential rental
price per sqm (Panel 3b), the log wage (Panel 3¢) and the log net profits (Panel 3d). Treatment variables are event study indicators
scaled by the LBT change. We require at least one ad per municipality-year cell such that we have 8,430 (6,129) municipalities
and 18,221 (13,164) tax changes for the sales (rental) price sample. We have 1,832 municipalities with 3,418 tax changes out of
which 3,151 are tax hikes in the wage sample, and 8,441 municipalities with 16,736 tax changes out of which 16,212 are tax hikes
in the profit sample. All regressions include municipal fixed effects and the scaled leads and lags of the municipal property tax
rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.
Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.

We now turn to the effects of the LBT on the other outcome variables pinning down the wel-
fare effects for the other agents in our analysis: residential property owners, workers, and
firm owners. Figure 3 presents these results. The effects on residential properties are shown
in Panels 3a and 3b. We find that the reduction in property prices extends to residential prop-
erties. Both rents and sales prices decline following a tax hike. Four years after the tax hike,

the prices are about one percent lower than in the counterfactual. This suggests that residen-
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tial prices respond less than commercial property prices, but the effects are still substantial.
The pre-trends are once again close to zero and insignificant, suggesting similar developments
on the rental markets in treated and untreated municipalities before the tax change. Again,
the results are very similar when using the heterogeneity-robust estimators (see Panels B.9c
and B.9d of Figure B.9 in the Appendix).

The results for the effect of tax changes on wages are shown in Panel 3c.>* We find that wages
decline significantly after a tax hike. The effect of a one percentage point tax hike grows from
about 0.4 percent in the year after the tax hike to about 0.9 percent after four years. This
effect is similar to the one estimated by Fuest et al. (2018).% Finally, the effect of tax changes
on net profits is shown in Panel 3d. Net profits decline immediately following a tax hike,
which is partly driven by the mechanical effect of the tax hike. The effect becomes smaller
over time, suggesting that the burden of the tax hike may be shifted from the firm — which
bears the statutory incidence — to the other agents. Heterogeneity robust estimates for wages
and profits are in a similar order of magnitude, though less precise and more volatile, and are

presented in Panels B.9e and B.9f of Figure B.9 in the Appendix.

To estimate price elasticities for sales prices and rents, we run the same regressions but replace
the tax rate changes by changes in the log net-of-tax rate as explained in Section 4.1. Panel
A of Table 1 shows the corresponding elasticity estimates for commercial properties. The es-
timate of the sales price elasticity for our baseline specification (with no controls except for
leads and lags of property tax changes and “state x year” fixed effects) reveals an elasticity of
2.4 and decreases slightly when adding controls and using “CZ x year” fixed effects. For the
most demanding specification, we estimate an elasticity of about 1.7. That is, following a one
percent increase in the net-of-tax rate, sales prices of commercial properties increase by 1.7
percent. The estimated elasticities for rents are smaller in magnitude, marginally statistically
significant, and lie between 0.7 and 1. Panel B of Table 1 shows the estimated elasticities for
residential properties. The elasticities are generally smaller than for commercial properties.
For sales prices, it ranges from 1 (only “state x year” fixed effects) to 0.66 (full controls). For
rents, the elasticity stays relatively constant when including more demanding sets of control
variables (between 0.7 and 0.93). According to our estimates, residential properties are less
affected by corporate tax changes than commercial properties. Panel C displays the estimated
elasticities for net profits. The elasticity ranges from 1.5 to 1.9 depending on the exact speci-
fication. These estimates are within the range of point estimates obtained by Suarez Serrato

and Zidar (2024) for their specifications relying on productivity and intensive margin labor

%4Since wages and profits are measured on the municipality level, we only plot the specifications with “state
x year” and “CZ x year” FE.

%There are some important differences between our paper and Fuest et al. (2018) as they study a different time
period (1999-2008 vs 2008-2019) and use linked employer-employee data from about 15,000 plants. In contrast,
we use municipal level data covering wages in the manufacturing sector.
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demand to quantify effects on firm profits. We also show the elasticities for the calibration of
net profits that we described in Appendix C.10. The elasticities are quite similar to our reduced
form estimates. Panel C also displays the wage elasticities. They lie between 0.51 and 0.58,

which is again similar to the comparable estimate in Fuest et al. (2018).

Table 1: Elasticity Estimation

Panel A: Commercial Properties
Ln Sales Price sqm Ln Rent Price sqm
A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate ~ 2.390*** 1.634** 1.737** 0.707 0.751* 1.045*
(0.574) (0.441) (0.549) (0.439) (0.356) (0.411)
Property Controls v v
State x Year FE v v v v
CZ x Year FE v v
Observations 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310
Panel B: Residential Properties
Ln Sales Price sqm Ln Rent Price sqm
A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.004** 0.762** 0.655™* 0.934** 0.772** 0.706***
(0.366) (0.251) (0.247) (0.311) (0.240) (0.212)
Property Controls v v
State x Year FE v v v v
CZ x Year FE v v
Observations 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515
Panel C: Ln Net Profit Calibrate Net Profits Ln Wages
A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.457* 1.893** 1.623*** 1.595*** 0.514* 0.578"*
(0.733) (0.706) (0.078) (0.073) (0.222) (0.206)
State x Year FE v v v
CZ x Year FE v v v
Observations 101,316 101,316 - - 25,272 25,272

Notes: This table presents the DiD estimates, 4, of the regression model in Equation 9. The coefficients measure the rental price elasticity
with respect to the net-of-local business tax rate. Panel A displays the elasticities for commercial properties. Panel B displays the elasticities
for residential properties. Panel C displays the net-profit and the wage elasticities. All regression models include municipal fixed effects
and account for the LPT rate. Additional control variables and fixed effects (year, “state X year”, or “commuting zone (CZ) X year”) vary
depending on the specification (as indicated at the bottom of each panel). The estimation sample is restricted to non-merged municipalities
such that we have 3,250 municipalities with 7,512 tax changes out of which 7,101 are tax hikes in columns (1)-(3) of Panel A and 2,574
municipalities with 5,874 tax changes and 5,481 tax hikes in columns (4)-(6) of Panel A. In Panel B we have 8,430 municipalities with 18,221
tax changes (17,350 hikes) in columns (1)-(3) and 6,129 municipalities with 13,164 tax changes (12,476 tax hikes) in columns (4)-(6). In Panel C
we have 8,441 municipalities with 16,736 tax changes (16,212 hikes) in columns (1)-(2) and 1,832 municipalities with 3,418 tax changes (3,151
tax hikes) in columns (5)-(6). Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05,
**p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.

5.2 Additional Results and Robustness Tests

To gain further insights and assess the robustness of our results, we modify our empirical
specification and estimation strategy in several ways. First, we apply six sample restrictions
to examine the sensitivity of our estimates to the type of variation of the LBT and the LPT.

Second, we vary the set of control variables and fixed effects to capture and control for local

27



shocks and local business cycles on different aggregation levels. Third, we run heterogeneity
robust estimations following De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille (2024). Fourth, we analyze
the effects separately for undeveloped land. Finally, we account for and measure potential

spillover effects of LBT changes between municipalities.

Sample Restrictions In a first set of robustness tests, we restrict our estimation sample
in different ways. The results for our robustness checks are shown in Figure B.8 in the Ap-
pendix. The graph plots the event study estimates and associated confidence intervals of the
event study model from Equation 9 for our four main outcome variables and for six different
sample restrictions.”® First, we address the potential concerns about biased treatment effect
estimates due to the fact that some municipalities were treated multiple times (and potentially
in different directions). Therefore, we drop municipalities that experienced a tax drop from the
sample. This leaves the estimates almost entirely unchanged. Second, we restrict the sample
to municipalities that experienced only a single tax hike within the event window (2008-2019).
The estimates are labeled as ‘One Hike in Window’ in Figure B.8 and are slightly less precise
but the point estimates are very similar to our baseline estimates. Third, we restrict the sample
to municipalities that only experienced one tax hike between 2004 and 2023, i.e., the time win-
dow for which we include leads and lags of LBT changes in our empirical model (marked as
‘One Hike’). Again, we lose some precision but the coefficient estimates remain very similar.
Fourth, we test the sensitivity of our baseline results to changes in the LPT. Since both LBT
and LPT are set by municipal governments, there may be important interrelations between
the two. To account for this, we estimate the model separately for municipalities that did not
experience an LPT change between 2004 and 2023. Given that LPT is adjusted even more fre-
quently than LBT (albeit with small tax changes), this specification again results in a loss of
precision. Nevertheless, the point estimates remain similar to our baseline. Fifth, and relatedly,
to address concerns that the leads and lags of LPT may represent ‘bad controls’, we also con-
duct the event study analysis without any property tax controls. Here, results are very close
to the baseline, both in magnitude and precision. Finally, as explained in Section 3.4, the set of
municipalities used in the estimations differs between estimation samples due to differences
in posting numbers. To show that results are not driven by differences between municipality
coverage between samples, we also report the results for the sample of 2,242 municipalities
that we observe for all four property estimation samples with estimates remaining virtually
unchanged. This is not surprising, as we mainly lose municipalities with few observations if

we restrict the analysis to the balanced sample, retaining about 77% of price observations. The

3 Additionally, to corroborate their robustness, we report event studies with the three different main specifica-
tions of fixed effects and controls in Appendix Figures B.12 to B.15. We also present event study graphs excluding
the states of North-Rhine Westphalia and Rhineland Palatine from the analysis in the Appendix in Figures B.16
and B.17.
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consistency of the results across these various checks provides strong evidence that the esti-
mated treatment effects are not driven by sample selection, omitted variable bias, or particular

modeling assumptions.

Local Controls and Fixed Effects The four specifications reported in Figures 2 and 3 in-
clude “state x year” or “CZ x year” fixed effects once with and once without property controls
for the different real estate samples. We report three additional sensitivity tests. First, to ac-
count for shocks at an even finer level than commuting zones, levels we estimate specifications
including more disaggregated “district x year” fixed effects. Second, we estimate specifications
where we add (twice-lagged) local controls (GDP, unemployment, population) to control for
the local business cycle.”” Finally, for the real estate sample, we include building type controls
capturing differences between property types within each real estate sample. We summarize
the post-treatment elasticities with respect to the log net-of-LBT rate and report them in Ta-
bles B.5 to B.11 in the Appendix for the four real estate sample as well as the profits and wages

samples. Estimates are similar to the baseline results.

Heterogeneity Robust Estimation Our event study model cannot fully account for po-
tential heterogeneous treatment effects with regard to the timing, scale, and number of tax
changes. To address this, we use the estimator of De Chaisemartin and d’'Haultfoeuille (2024).
Appendix Figure B.9 shows the results for all real estate estimation samples, collapsed to the
municipality level and population-weighted. Point estimates are very similar to our baseline
results. In particular, the estimates for commercial sales (Panel B.9a), residential sales (Panel
B.9¢), and residential rents (Panel B.9d) are negative and significant in the medium run and
if anything larger in magnitude than the baseline results. The estimate for commercial rents,
however, (Panel B.9b) is statistically indistinguishable from zero. Nevertheless, this does not
change any of the main conclusions of our results, with the wedge likely being explained by
the differential tax treatment between sales and rentals of commercial property. Panels B.9e
and B.9f in Figure B.9 show that the results on profits and wages also remain similar to the

baseline results when using the heterogeneity robust estimation.

Effects on Land Prices Our real estate data only covers developed properties. However,
there is reason to believe that LBT changes affect the values of land and built structures dif-
ferently (Zodrow and Mieszkowski, 1986). Importantly, developing land requires investments.
These investments are not necessarily tied to the location, which is why they should be more
sensitive to tax changes. In contrast, land is completely immobile, which is why it might bear

a larger part of the tax burden. To study the effect of LBT changes on land prices, we utilize

7To reduce endogeneity concerns local control variables are lagged by two periods; the results are similar
when using contemporaneous variables. All control variables are in logs.
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two types of administrative data. The first data set covers land price indices for Germany as a

1.® The second data set includes municipal level land price indices for

whole at the county leve
the state of Bavaria. Both data sets include price indices for two types of land: total land and
buildable land. However, the indices are based on prices of both residential and commercial
land and allow no differentiation between the two. The results are shown in Figure B.19 in the
Appendix. Panels B.19a and B.19b show the effects of LBT rate changes on overall land prices,
panels B.19c and B.19d for buildable land. Our findings suggest that land prices decline sharply
in response to LBT rate hikes. A one percentage point increase in the LBT rate is associated
with a decline in land prices by up to four percent, which exceeds the semi-elasticties from
our baseline specifications (2-3 percent for commercial properties, one percent for residential
properties).” Arguably, this suggests that land values react more strongly to changes in LBT
rates than the value of built structures, i.e. land bears a larger burden of the tax than buildings.

In addition, this finding implies that the results from our baseline specifications are unlikely

to be primarily driven by a reduction in investments into the development of land.

Spillover Effects To assess whether LBT changes in neighboring jurisdictions affect prop-
erty markets beyond municipal boundaries, we construct a spillover variable at the municipality-
year level that captures the average LBT increase in surrounding municipalities within a 50
kilometer radius. Each neighboring municipality’s tax change is weighted by the inverse of
its geographic distance, giving greater influence to closer jurisdictions. Furthermore, it is also
weighted by the municipality’s population. This spillover measure serves two main purposes:
(i) to estimate the direction and magnitude of potential cross-border effects and (ii) to control
for spatial confounding due to contemporaneous tax reforms in nearby areas in our baseline
estimation. Appendix Figure B.11 shows that spillover effects are negative and significant in
the commercial and residential sales sample, but insignificant in the commercial and residential
rents samples. That is, LBT increases in neighboring municipalities tend to depress property
values in untreated areas. This finding is somewhat surprising, as it goes against the common
presumption that higher taxes in one jurisdiction redirect land investment to nearby, lower-tax
locations. Instead, the negative sign suggests that land investment decisions across munici-
palities may be complementary — potentially reflecting cross-location supply chain relations,
shared demand conditions or regional business cycles. Importantly, while the estimated semi-
elasticities of these spillovers in the sales samples are large in magnitude (approximately 0.1),

their actual quantitative impact is minor due to the small average value of the spillover vari-

3There are 401 counties in Germany, meaning that the dependent variable is measured at a higher level of
regional aggregation than our explanatory variable of main interest, the LBT rate. Additional information about
the data and our estimations is provided in Appendix Section B.2.

%If we use our baseline estimates to compute an average effect for commercial and residential properties and
take into account that residential land makes up around 50-70% of all land, we obtain an estimate of around 2
percent for developed land, which is only half the size of the effect we find for undeveloped land.
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able itself (mean = 0.078, median = 0.058 , std. dev. = 0.076).* Crucially, when we re-estimate
our main regressions while controlling for this spillover measure (Appendix Figure B.10), our
core estimates remain virtually unchanged. This confirms that our baseline results are not

driven by unaccounted spatial dependencies.

6 Incidence Analysis

6.1 Baseline Scenario

In this Section, we interpret the estimated reduced-form elasticities from the previous Sec-
tion through the spatial equilibrium model described in Section 2. Table 2 summarizes how
the reduced-form estimates of the elasticities of wages (y"), residential housing costs (y?7),
costs for commercial properties (yv7“) and after-tax profits (y'!) map into welfare changes for
workers, landowners, and firm owners. As these estimable parameters map directly into the
incidence formulae obtained from the model, it is possible to estimate the share of incidence

borne by each of the four groups of economic agents.

Table 2: Incidence

Agent Incidence Identified by
Workers (disposable income) w—ar? AW — anyBH
Residential Landowners (housing costs) rH RH
Commercial Landowners (comm. property costs) r¢ RC
Firm owners (after-tax profit) 7r 1

Notes: This table shows how estimable elasticities map into the incidence formulae obtained from a spatial equilibrium
model in the style of Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2016). The parameter « refers to the housing expenditure share and has to
be calibrated.

In addition to the reduced-form effects, we also need to calibrate four parameters to quantify
the incidence of the LBTs. First, we need the housing expenditure share . Housing expen-
ditures make up between 26% and 31% of disposable income in the period from 2009 to 2019
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2025a). Hence, in line with Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2016), we set
a = 0.3. We show how incidence shares change for values of a € [0, 0.5]. For the income
share weighting, we also need the elasticity of product demand 7, the output elasticity of
capital d, and the ratio of output elasticities of commercial property and labor 7/v. For e¥'”
we adopt a baseline value of -2.5, again in line with Suéarez Serrato and Zidar (2016). The

trade literature usually tends to find values of e©'? closer to -4 or -5 (Head and Mayer, 2014).

“For example, applying a semi-elasticity of 0.1 to the average spillover value yields an expected price effect of
approximately 0.1 x 0.078 = 0.78 log points. Thus, even with relatively large spillover coefficients, the resulting
change in property prices is economically modest.
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Therefore, we assess how the incidence shares change for more elastic product demand. The
parameters ¢ and 77/~ can be calibrated by taking the cost shares of capital, properties, and
labor from Statistisches Bundesamt (2025b). As a baseline, we set § = 0.2 and 1/ = 0.24.
Table 3 summarizes the baseline calibrated parameter values, their sources, and the ranges

used in the robustness checks in Section 6.2.

Table 3: Parameters

Parameter Values Robustness Source

Housing expenditure share: « 0.3 [0, 0.5] Statistisches Bundesamt (2025a)
Elasticity of Product Demand: 7P -2.5 [-2.0, -5.0] Head and Mayer (2014)
Output elasticity of capital: § 0.2 [0.15,0.25] Statistisches Bundesamt (2025b)

Ratio output elasticity of property ~ 0.24  [0.15, 0.35] Statistisches Bundesamt (2025b)
to output elasticity of labor: 7/

With the necessary parameters calibrated, we are now equipped to calculate incidence shares.
Using the point estimates from the previous sections, we estimate the incidence of the LBT
on landowners (both residential and commercial), workers, and firm owners. As discussed in
Section 5.1, we view the effects on prices as the most reliable indicator of the economic inci-
dence of the tax on landowners. Accordingly, the following analysis focuses on the estimates
obtained from the sales price regressions. Panel A of Table 4 reports the incidence estimates
for each factor of production, while Panel B displays the weighted incidence shares borne by

each type of agent.”!

According to our estimates, firm owners bear the largest portions of the LBT burden, with an
average incidence share of about 72 percent over the full post period. Commercial landowners
bear about 12 percent of the burden, workers about 11 percent and residential landowners
about 6 percent. These incidence shares evolve dynamically after a tax change. In the first
two periods, almost the entire burden falls on firm owners due to the mechanical effect of
the tax increase. Over time, the burden shifts towards the other factors of production. For
commercial landowners, the incidence share increases from 1.5 percent in the two years after
the tax change to 19.6 percent four to five years after the tax change. Similarly, the incidence
share for residential landowners increases from 2.1 percent to 11.5 percent. The incidence on
workers stays relatively constant, because the wage changes from the short to the medium

run are almost entirely counterbalanced by the price changes for residential properties.**

“We follow Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2024) in presenting weighted incidence shares. The alternative approach
uses unweighted shares. This highlights which type of agent is most affected by the tax change, without adjusting
for differences in income shares across groups. We report unweighted estimates in Table B.14 in the Appendix.

#2The estimates for the specification with State x Year FE are displayed in Table B.15. In the medium run the
incidence on firm owners is lower (approximately 41%) and the incidence on residential (approximately 19.5%)
and commercial landowners (approximately 35%) is higher than for the CZ x Year specification.
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Table 4: Incidence Estimates

A. Incidence Average Short-Run Medium-Run
Workers 0.381* 0.422** 0.292
(0.217)  (0.175) (0.254)
Firm Owners 1.893*** 2.706™** 1.106
0.706)  (0.626) (0.802)
Landowners (Residential)  0.655*** 0.287* 0.984***
(0.247)  (0.171) (0.302)
Landowners (Commercial) 1.737*** 0.269 2.137"*
(0.549)  (0.472) (0.657)
B. Share of Incidence
Workers 0.108 0.101** 0.114
0.072)  (0.046) (0.102)
Firm Owners 0.720***  0.864™** 0.576***
(0.103)  (0.054) (0.154)
Landowners (Residential) 0.056" 0.021 0.115**
(0.030)  (0.014) (0.050)
Landowners (Commercial)  0.116™* 0.015 0.196™*
0.052)  (0.028) (0.081)
Rent or Sales Sales Sales Sales
CZ x Year FE v v v

Notes: This table presents the incidence estimates for landowners, workers and firm owners. Panel A displays
the welfare-relevant elasticities described in Table 2. For workers it shows the incidence on disposable income
 — arf, Panel B displays the share of incidence borne by economic agent. Each column displays a different
specification for estimating the elasticities. All regression models include municipal fixed effects, account for
the LPT rate and include “commuting zone (CZ) X year” fixed effects. The second column shows incidence
estimates for the first two years after the tax change. The third column shows the incidence estimates for
the medium-run (four and five years after the tax change). The estimation sample is restricted to non-merged
municipalities such that we have 3,250 municipalities with 7,512 tax changes out of which 7,101 are tax hikes
in the commercial sales sample, and 2,574 municipalities with 5,874 tax changes and 5,481 tax hikes in the
residential sales sample. We have 1,832 municipalities with 3,418 tax changes(3,151 tax hikes) in the wage
sample, and 8,557 municipalities with 17,272 tax changes (16,478 tax hikes) in the profit sample. Standard
errors are clustered at the municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.

Our medium-run incidence estimates for firm owners are quite similar to the updated esti-
mates reported by Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2024). However, our estimates for residential
property owners and workers are slightly lower. These discrepancies are in part due to adding
commercial real estate to the analysis. They are potentially also due to institutional differ-
ences. The German LBT is set on the municipal level, while Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2024)
rely on variation at the US state level. Workers are likely more mobile between municipalities
than they are between US states. This could explain the smaller incidence falling on workers
in our setting. Through the lens of the model, this translates into a larger effective labor supply
elasticity gls, reducing the incidence on workers, but increasing the incidence on commercial

and residential landowners.

Comparing our results to Fuest et al. (2018), we obtain a smaller incidence share for workers,
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although our reduced form wage elasticities are very similar. This is mainly due to modeling
differences. While in Fuest et al. (2018) the distribution of the tax burden between firm owners
and workers is a result of rent sharing, we consider broader economic effects including firms

adjusting their input factor demand, firm entry and exit, and worker mobility.*

6.2 Sensitivity Analysis

To assess the robustness of our baseline incidence estimates, we examine how the distribution
of the tax burden responds to variations in the calibrated model parameters presented in Table
3 as well as other modeling decisions. This sensitivity analysis provides insight into the extent

to which our results depend on specific features of the model.

In Appendix Figure B.20, we analyze how the incidence shares of the four agents change when
the parameters are set at different values. We always keep the other parameters at the baseline
value and vary one of the parameters to check the sensitivity of the incidence shares to the
calibration. In Panel B.20a we show how the incidence shares vary for different values of the
housing cost share a.. This parameter plays an important role in distributing the tax burden
between workers and owners of residential real estate. If & = 0, the residential real estate
market essentially drops out of the model and the full burden of lower wages is borne by
workers. With higher o, workers are less negatively impacted, because they also benefit from
lower real estate prices. By construction, the shares for firm owners and owners of commercial

properties are unaffected.

In Panel B.20b we show how the incidence shares vary for different values of the product
demand elasticity ¢©’P. This parameter mainly impacts how large corporate profits are. A
more negative e’? implies lower profits as market power declines. Therefore, the parameter
determines how the incidence is distributed between firm owners and all other agents. The
figure shows that firm owner shares are always clearly the largest for all plausible values of
ef’P. In Panel B.20c we show how the incidence shares vary for different values of the output
elasticity of capital . Together with 7’7, this parameter has an important impact on the size
of factor demand responses to tax changes. Hence, it also impacts the income share of firm

owners. The incidence shares are relatively insensitive to plausible changes of ¢.

Finally, in Panel B.20d we show how the incidence shares vary for different values of the
ratio between commercial property and labor costs 7/~. This parameter has an impact on the

income share of owners of commercial real estate. As such, their income share is the most

#n Figure B.21 we adjust our model to more closely match the modeling approach in Fuest et al. (2018). We
set a and 7) to zero (essentially shutting off the real estate markets) and show how the incidence shares change
when moving e7’? closer to perfect competition on the output market. The Figure shows that for sufficiently
negative 7P we find incidence shares that are very close to the findings in Fuest et al. (2018).
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sensitive to varying 77/. In the sensitivity tests, it varies from about 15 percent to 25 percent.

In Appendix Figure B.21 we conduct an exercise that makes our estimates more comparable
to the previous literature. The figure shows the incidence for workers and firm owners when
disregarding property markets (0« = n = 0) and varying e"”. With this set-up and elastic
product demand, workers and firm owners share about 50% of the burden each. Once product
demand becomes sufficiently elastic (e”” < —5) workers even bear the majority of the burden.
This set-up is more comparable to some parts of the literature (e.g. Fuest et al., 2018), who
do not model property markets and monopolistically competitive product markets. Under
these assumptions, our results are very similar to the common finding of approximately 50%

incidence on workers.

Table B.13 in the Appendix displays the incidence shares for a variety of alternative approaches.
The first column displays the baseline medium-run effect from Table 4. The second column
shows incidence estimates when using the rental price elasticities instead of the sales price
elasticities. The main difference is a reduction of the incidence share borne by owners of com-
mercial real estate because of the smaller rental elasticities. Next, we focus on an alternative
approach to quantify the incidence on firm owners. We can take the expression for the inci-
dence on firm owners from Equation 8 and calibrate the parameters to obtain an alternative
estimate for the incidence on firm owners.** The incidence shares from that approach are dis-
played in column 3 of Table B.13. Even though the approach is quite different, the incidence
share for firm owners is remarkably similar to the baseline. Figure B.22 in the Appendix also
shows the sensitivity of our findings to parameter assumptions for that approach. Finally, the
fourth column adjusts the assumptions about deductibility of costs from the tax base. Instead
of capital being non-deductible and property fully deductible, both production factors are par-
tially (50%) deductible. This leads to slightly lower incidence shares for firm owners and higher
shares for the other agents, but the differences are quite small. This exercise shows that the

incidence estimates are not very sensitive to parameter calibration and modeling choices.

7 Conclusion

This paper provides a comprehensive analysis of the incidence of corporate income taxes.
Combining theoretical modeling with empirical analyses, we assess the distribution of the
economic burden of the German LBT on four groups: firm owners, workers, commercial real
estate owners, and residential real estate owners. For identification, we exploit the German

institutional setting of local business taxation, in which we observe more than 17,000 business

*Since the taxable profit we use for the reduced form effects might not fully capture economic profits, we
use this alternative approach to check the sensitivity of the incidence estimates. More details are provided in
Appendix C.10.
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tax reforms between 2008 and 2019. We combine administrative data on tax rates, firm profits,
and wages with real estate micro data that is unique in two dimensions. First, it allows us to
assess the cost of commercial land as a production factor, as it specifically covers only com-
mercially used properties. Second, the dataset covers information from 140 different sources
on over 1.5 million commercial properties offered for rent and 1 million properties offered for
sale. The number of residential properties in our data listed for sale is about 15.5 million, the

number of residential properties listed for rent about 14 million.

We adopt an event study design and find that business tax increases capitalize into lower com-
mercial and residential property prices. Following a one percentage point LBT increase, the
sales prices of commercial buildings decrease by about two percent after four years. For resi-
dential properties, we observe a price drop of about one percent. Wages decrease by roughly
one percent, firm profits by close to two percent. Extensive robustness checks show the sta-

bility of our findings to modifications to our empirical specification and estimation strategy.

Expanding the model developed by Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2016), we derive a direct link
between our reduced form elasticities and welfare changes for commercial landowners, work-
ers, residential landowners, and firm owners. Commercial landowners bear a substantial part
of the burden with about 20 percent. About 12 percent of the incidence falls on residential
landowners, while workers also bear approximately 11 percent. Finally, about 58 percent of
the incidence falls on firm owners. Our analysis shows that it is crucial to account for both
commercial and residential landowners when analyzing the incidence of corporate taxation.
We also show that there is a dynamic response to tax changes. While firm owners bear most of
the burden immediately after the tax change, the adjustment of real estate and labor markets

leads to a shift towards the other agents over time.
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A Comprehensive Analysis of Corporate Tax Incidence”

(for online publication only)

David Gstrein, Florian Neumeier, Andreas Peichl and Pascal Zamorski

A Descriptive Statistics

Table A.1: Sample Selection

# Municipalities # Tax Changes # Tax Hikes # Properties

Municipality Data (2003-23) 10,724 24,793 22,916 -
Dropped mergers 10,091 22,013 20,686 -
Panel A: Real Estate Data
I. Merge with Real Estate Data 8,560 18,448 17,568 32,140,006
I.i Commercial Sales Data 3,250 7,512 7,101 1,033,264
I.ii Commercial Rent Data 2,574 5,874 5,481 1,526,310
Liii Residential Sales Data 8,430 18,221 17,350 15,513,916
Liv Residential Rent Data 6,129 13,164 12,476 14,066,516
Balanced Real Estate Data 2,186 5,198 4,855 27,674,326
Panel B: Profit Data
II. Merge with Profit Data 8,441 16,736 16,212 -
Panel C: Wage Data
III. Merge with Wage Data 1,832 3,418 3,151 -
Panel D: Balanced Data
Balanced Data 1,216 2,503 2,296 -

Notes: The table shows the number of municipalities, tax changes, tax hikes, and property price observations per
sample selection step for the property price samples used in the analysis in Panel A, the profit sample in Panel B,
the wage sample in Panel C, and a sample that is balanced over all six dimensions (four real estate dataset together
with profits and wages) in Panel D where we require each variable to be non-missing for every municipality and
year combination per sample.

Source: Statistical State Offices.

42



Density

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Notes: The histogram displays changes in the LBT rate, induced by municipal scaling factor changes between 2004 and 2023 for
the 10,091 municipalities that were not subject to merger reforms. The average increase in the LBT (excluding tax drops) is 0.806
percentage points, the 75th percentile increase is at 1.5 percentage points. The average increase in the property tax (excluding
tax drops) is 0.127 percentage points, the 75th percentile increase is at 0.157 percentage points. The number total tax changes
between 2003 and 2023 amounts to 22,013 (out of which 20,686 are tax hikes). For illustrative reasons, around 0.1 percent of
observations with increases greater than 5 (2) or smaller than -2 (-1) percentage points for the LBT (LPT) are omitted in the

figure.

Figure A.1: Histogram of Tax Changes
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Source: Own calculation based on data from the Statistical State Offices.
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Figure A.2: Tax Variation - All municipalities vs. Estimation Sample
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Notes: The figure shows the average LBT rates and the number of municipal LBT increases in Germany for a sample of
10,724 municipalities between 2008 and 2019 in Panels A.2a and A.2b, respectively. Panels A.2c and A.2d show the same
statistics for the subsample of 8,560 municipalities for which we observe property prices between 2008 and 2019. Grey
areas indicate municipalities for which we do not observe at least one posting per sample year or that we drop as they
experienced municipal merger reforms during the sample period (2008-2019).

Source: Own calculation based on data from the Statistical State Offices.
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Figure A.3: Average Number of Postings per Year (2008-2019)
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Notes: The figure shows spatial variation in the average number of advertising postings in Germany for a sample of 3,250
municipalities in the commercial sales sample (Panel A.3a) and 2,574 municipalities in the commercial rents sample (Panel
A.3b), 8,430 municipalities in the residential sales sample (Panel A.3c) and 6,129 municipalities in the residential rents sample
(Panel A.3d) between 2008 and 2019. Grey areas indicate municipalities for which we do not observe at least one posting
per sample year or that we drop as they experienced a municipal merger reform during the sample period. Source: Own
calculation based on data from F+B and the Statistical State Offices.
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Figure A.4: Data Validation of Property Offering Prices: Evolution of F+B Property Offerings
Price Index and German Real Estate Index (GRELX) 2008-2019
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Notes: This figure illustrates the evolution of residential real estate price indices in 19 of Germany’s largest counties/cities
(Berlin, Hamburg, Munich, Cologne, Frankfurt, Stuttgart, Diisseldorf, Bonn, Chemnitz, Dortmund, Dresden, Duisburg,
Erfurt, Karlsruhe, Leipzig, Libeck, Minster, Potsdam and Wiesbaden which together represent roughly 16% of the German
population) from 2008 to 2019. Panel A.4a illustrates the correlation between the F+B property offering price indices,
which are used in the analyses of this paper (on the X-axis). The y-axis depicts the GRELX, an administratively compiled
index based on actual transaction prices reported by municipal property valuation committees (Gutachterausschiisse). Both
indices track prices of residential sales of apartments, single- and multi-family houses and are normalized to an index value
of 100 in 2013. Panel A.4b shows a corresponding line plot over time where the blue line represents the F+B property
offering price indices, while red lines depicts the GREIX index.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and GRELX.

Figure A.5: Distribution of Commercial Property Types
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Notes: The figure shows the distribution of property types for both the commercial sales sample (Panel A.5a) and the
commercial rents sample (Panel A.5b) between 2008 and 2019. Every commercial property in the data comes with one of
the five property type labels listed in the figure such that there are no missing values. The number of properties in the sales
sample is 1,033,264, the number of properties in the rents sample is 1,526,310. Source: Own calculation based on data from
F+B.
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Figure A.6: Distribution of Residential Property Types
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Notes: The figure shows the distribution of property types for both the residential sales sample (Panel A.6a) the residential
rents sample (Panel A.6b) between 2008 and 2019. Every property in the data comes with a property type label as listed in
the figure such that there are no missing values. The number of properties in the sales sample is 15,513,916, the number of
properties in the rents sample is 14,066,516. Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B.

Figure A.7: Aggregate Value of Commercial Properties offered for Sale
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Notes: This figure shows the development of the aggregate value of commercial properties offered for sale in our data along
with two external data sources on the estimated actual transaction value from the local expert committees as well as from
Statista/EY. Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B, Statista, and the Expert Committees.
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Table A.2: Summary Statistics: Real Estate Samples

Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max N Years
Panel A - Commercial Sales
Price (in €/m2) 1,535 1,132 59.50 6,000 1,033,264  2008-19
First price (in €/m2) 1,519 1,061 88 5,296 1,012,605  2008-19
Construction year 1961 53.85 1500 2022 848,499  2008-19
Floor size (in m2) 577.2 1,602 1 99,329 1,033,264 2008-19
# Rooms 3.432 5.689 0 99 1,033,264  2008-19
Basement dummy 0.256 0.436 0 1 1,033,264 2008-19
Parking spots dummy 0.496 0.500 0 1 1,033,264  2008-19
Renovation status 3.813 0.582 2 4 1,033,264  2008-19
Luxury property dummy 0.087 0.282 0 1 1033264 2008-19
Bright rooms dummy 0.037 0.189 0 1 1,033,264  2008-19
Public transport nearby 0.044 0.205 0 1 1,033,264  2008-19
Web portal dummy 0.742 0.437 0 1 1,033,264  2008-19
Panel B — Residential Sales
Price (in €/m2) 1,966 1,274 100 18,657 15,513,915 2008-19
First price (in €/m2) 1,926 1,085  273.6 6,944 15,203,931 2008-19
Estimated transaction price (in €/m2) 1,879 1,237 93.92 17,559 15,513,915 2008-19
Construction year 1980 39.31 1500 2022 13,440,972 2008-19
Floor size (in m2) 137.3 107.0 12 12,000 15,513,915 2008-19
# Rooms 4.381 2.829 0 95 15,513,915 2008-19
Basement dummy 0.427 0.495 0 1 15,513,915 2008-19
Parking spots dummy 0.619 0.486 0 1 15,513,915  2008-19
Renovation status 3.462 1.167 1 5 15,513,915 2008-19
Luxury property dummy 0.0476 0.213 0 1 15,513,915  2008-19
Bright rooms dummy 0.218 0.412 0 1 15,513,915 2008-19
Web portal dummy 0.797 0.402 0 1 15,513,915  2008-19
Panel C - Commercial Rents
Price (in €/m2) 10.96 14.35 0.264 597.3 1,526,310 2008-19
First price (in €/m2) 9.615 6.100 2 57.47 1,497,222 2008-19
Estimated transaction price (in €/m?2) 10.56 13.78  0.250 597.3 1,526,310  2008-19
Construction year 1969 45.16 1500 2021 885,418 2008-19
Floor size (in m2) 407.7 1,496 1 99,999 1,526,310 2008-19
# Rooms 0.698 1.579 0 15 1,526,310 2008-19
Basement dummy 0.206 0.404 0 1 1,526,310 2008-19
Parking spots dummy 0.370 0.482 0 1 1,526,310  2008-19
Renovation status 3.813 0.582 2 4 1,526,310  2008-19
Luxury property dummy 0.0793 0.270 0 1 1,526,310  2008-19
Bright rooms dummy 0.0547 0.227 0 1 1,526,310  2008-19
Public transport nearby 0.106 0.308 0 1 1,526,310  2008-19
Web portal dummy 0.817 0.386 0 1 1,526,310 2008-19
Panel D - Residential Rents
Price (in €/m2) 7.364 3.155 2 55.56 14,066,515 2008-19
First price (in €/m2) 7.258 2.659 3.534 20 13,785,261 2008-19
Construction year 1974 38.55 1500 2021 8,522,411 2008-19
Floor size (in m2) 78.37 36.63 12 972 14,066,515 2008-19
# Rooms 2.665 1.245 0 15 14,066,515 2008-19
Basement dummy 0.458 0.498 0 1 14,066,515 2008-19
Parking spots dummy 0.470 0.499 0 1 14,066,515  2008-19
Renovation status 3.508 0.989 1 5 14,066,515  2008-19
Luxury property dummy 0.0272 0.163 0 1 14,066,515  2008-19
Bright rooms dummy 0.263 0.440 0 1 14,066,515 2008-19
Web portal dummy 0.801 0.399 0 1 14,066,515  2008-19

Notes: This table provides descriptive statistics for the four property price estimation samples after merging
the municipality data with property price data. Observations in municipalities that are subject to merger
reforms or for which we do not observe one observation per municipality and year during the sample period
(2008-2019) are excluded (see Table A.1 for more context on the number of municipalities).

Source: Statistical State Offices and F+B.

48



Table A.3: Summary Statistics: Municipal Variables (Real Estate Samples)

Mean Std. Dev. Min Max N Years
Panel A - Commercial Sales
LBT rate (in %) 13.95 1.828 7 20.30 1,033,264 2008-19
LBT change (in %p) 0.0643 0.404 -8.680 5.250 1,033,264 2008-19
LBT hike dummy 0.124 0.330 0 1 1,033,264 2008-19
LBT drop dummy 0.00683 0.0823 0 1 1,033,264 2008-19
# total tax changes 2.294 1.836 0 18 1,033,264 2008-19
Property tax rate (in %) 1.546 0.447 0.700 3.675 1,033,264 2008-19
Muni. Population 260,751 703,166 191 3,669,491 1,033,264 2008-19
Dist. GDP per capita (in €) 35,009 13,962 12,141 195,809 1,033,264 2008-19
Dist. Unemployment 4,640 9,580 0 54,898 1,033,264 2008-19
Panel B — Residential Sales
LBT rate (in %) 13.70 1.879 7 26.25 15,513,915 2008-19
LBT change (in %p) 0.0496 0.455 -14.70 15.05 15,513,915 2008-19
LBT hike dummy 0.110 0.312 0 1 15,513,915 2008-19
LBT drop dummy 0.00673 0.0818 0 1 15,513,915 2008-19
# total tax changes 2.166 1.791 0 18 15,513,915 2008-19
Property tax rate (in %) 1.495 0.447 0.700 3.675 15,513,915 2008-19
Muni. Population 278,422 731,720 34 3,669,491 15,513,915 2008-19
Dist. GDP per capita (in €) 34,808 15,089 12,141 195,809 15,513,915 2008-19
Dist. Unemployment 4,554 9,837 0 54,898 15,513,915 2008-19
Panel C - Commercial Rents
LBT rate (in %) 14.86 1.777 7 20.30 1,526,310 2008-19
LBT change (in %p) 0.043 0.311 -8.680 4.445 1,526,310 2008-19
LBT hike dummy 0.0779 0.268 0 1 1,526,310 2008-19
LBT drop dummy 0.00723 0.0847 0 1 1,526,310 2008-19
# total tax changes 1.676 1.695 0 18 1,526,310 2008-19
Property tax rate (in %) 1.772 0.497 0.700 3.675 1,526,310 2008-19
Muni. Population 693,976 1,028,792 179 3,669,491 1,526,310 2008-19
Dist. GDP per capita (in €) 44,483 19,641 13,397 195,809 1,526,310 2008-19
Dist. Unemployment 10,429 13,875 0 54,898 1,526,310 2008-19
Panel D - Residential Rents
LBT rate (in %) 14.66 1.856 7 26.25 14,066,515 2008-19
LBT change (in %p) 0.0708 0.332 -14.70 15.05 14,066,515 2008-19
LBT hike dummy 0.118 0.322 0 1 14,066,515 2008-19
LBT drop dummy 0.00716 0.0843 0 1 14,066,515 2008-19
# total tax Changes 2.242 1.745 0 18 14,066,515 2008-19
Property tax rate (in %) 1.634 0.396 0.700 3.675 14,066,515 2008-19
Muni. Population 234,907 305,403 47 3,669,491 14,066,515 2008-19
Dist. GDP per capita (in €) 37,727 16,401 12,141 195,809 14,066,515 2008-19
Dist. Unemployment 8,960 12,667 0 54,898 14,066,515 2008-19

Notes: This table provides descriptive statistics on municipal variables for the four property price es-
timation samples after merging the municipality data with property price data. Observations in mu-
nicipalities that are subject to merger reforms or for which we do not observe one observation per
municipality and year during the sample period (2008-2019) are excluded (see Table A.1 for more con-
text on the number of municipalities).

Source: Statistical State Offices and F+B.
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Table A.4: Summary Statistics: Municipal Profits and Wages

Mean Std. Dev. Min Max N Years
Panel A — Municipal Profits
Gross Firm Profits 31,854 262,405 0.036 15,769,181 101,328 2008-19
Net Firm Profits 27,373 219,898 0.031 13,064,767 101,328 2008-19
LBT rate (in %) 12.315 1.304 7.000 20.300 101,328 2008-19
LBT change (in %p) 0.066 0.409  -9.000 6.300 101,328 2008-19
LBT hike dummy 0.102 0.303 0 1 101,328 2008-19
LBT drop dummy 0.003 0.052 0 1 101,328 2008-19
# total tax changes 1.982 1.479 0 13 101,328 2008-19
Property tax rate (in %) 1.238 0.224 0 3.675 101,328 2008-19
Dist. GDP per capita (in €) 28,071 8,633 12,141 195,809 101,328 2008-19
Muni. Population 8,124 38,217 31 1847253 101,328 2008-19
Dist. Unemployment 256 1,444 0 54,898 101,328 2008-19
Panel B — Municipal Wages
Muni. Wages 37,404 9,481 9,400 100,900 25,272 2009-19
LBT rate (in %) 12.879 1.567 8.400 20.300 25,272 2009-19
LBT change (in %p) 0.042 0.410 -8.680 3.500 25,272 2009-19
LBT hike dummy 0.098 0.297 0 1 25,272 2009-19
LBT drop dummy 0.007 0.083 0 1 25,272 2009-19
# total tax changes 1.866 1.613 0 12 25,272 2009-19
Property tax rate (in %) 1.312 0.271 0.700 3.483 25,272 2009-19
Muni. Population 28,742 114,370 375 3,669,491 25,272 2009-19
Dist. GDP per capita (in €) 31,458 10,700 14,957 116,466 25,272 2009-19
Dist. Unemployment 935 3,066 0 54,898 25,272 2008-19

Notes: This table provides descriptive statistics on the municipal profits (Panel A) and municipal
wages (Panel B) estimation samples. Observations in municipalities that are subject to merger
reforms during the sample period (2008-2019) are excluded (see Table A.1 for more context on the
number of municipalities).

Source: Statistical State Offices and F+B.
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B Additional Results

B.1 Robustness
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Notes: This figure presents the results of six robustness tests imposing restrictions on our sample of municipalities. The
figure shows estimated treatment effects of a one percentage point increase in the LBT rate on commercial sales prices in
Panel (a), residential sales prices in Panel (b), municipal wages in Panel (c), and net profits in Panel (d). We present the
baseline event study estimates and six additional robustness tests: (i) dropping municipalities that experience tax drops,
(ii) keeping only municipalities that experienced no more than one single tax increase between 2004 and 2023, (iii) or one
tax increase within the (shorter) event window, (iv) keeping only the subsample of municipalities that did not experience
a LPT change during the sample period, (v) estimates from regressions excluding property tax controls, (vi) or results for
the subset of 1,216 municipalities included in all four estimation samples. Unless stated otherwise, all regressions control
for the scaled leads and lags of the LPT rate. Horizontal bars indicate 95% confidence intervals. All specifications include
municipal and “state x year” fixed effects, with no additional controls. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality

Figure B.8: Robustness Analysis — Event Studies
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Table B.5: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Commercial Sales

(1) (2) ©) (4) () (6) (7)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 2.390%**  1.634***  1.737**  1.198*"  2.532***  1.903"**  2.069***
(0.574)  (0.441)  (0.549)  (0.443)  (0.563)  (0.552)  (0.556)

State x year FE v v v v v

Property Controls v v

CZ x year FE v v

Building Type Controls v

District Type x year FE v

Local Controls ¢t — 2 v

N 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with the log commercial sales price as
dependent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression
models include municipal fixed effects. Additional control variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year” “District type
x year”), property controls, building type controls, or twice lagged municipality controls vary depending on the specification (as
indicated at the bottom of the table). The sample includes 3,250 municipalities. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal
level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, " p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.

Table B.6: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Residential Sales

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.004** 0.762** 0.655** 0.615** 1.037** 0.610* 0.705*
(0.366)  (0.251)  (0.247)  (0.236)  (0.359)  (0.284)  (0.295)

State x year FE v v v v v

Property Controls v v

CZ x year FE v v

Building Type Controls v

District Type x year FE v

Local Controls ¢ — 2 v

N 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with the log residential sales price as
dependent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression
models include municipal fixed effects. Additional control variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year” “District type
x year”), property controls, building type controls, or twice lagged municipality controls vary depending on the specification (as
indicated at the bottom of the table). The sample includes 8,430 municipalities. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal
level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Table B.7: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Commercial Rents

(1) (2) &) (4) ) (6) (7)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 0.707 0.751* 1.045* 1.659*** 0.634 0.415 0.436
(0.439)  (0.356)  (0.411)  (0.455)  (0.394)  (0.386)  (0.391)

State x year FE v v v v v

Property Controls v v

CZ x year FE v v

Building Type Controls v

District Type x year FE v

Local Controls ¢t — 2 v

N 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with the log commercial rent price as
dependent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression
models include municipal fixed effects. Additional control variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year” “District type
x year”), property controls, building type controls, or twice lagged municipality controls vary depending on the specification (as
indicated at the bottom of the table). The sample includes 2,574 municipalities. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal
level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, " p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.

Table B.8: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Residential Rents

(1) ) (3) 4) ®) (6) (7)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 0.934** 0.772**  0.706***  0.693"* 0.925** 0.611* 0.577**
(0.311)  (0.240)  (0.212)  (0.213)  (0.309)  (0.243)  (0.210)

State x year FE v v v v v

Property Controls v v

CZ x year FE v v

Building Type Controls v

District Type x year FE v

Local Controls ¢ — 2 v

N 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with the log residential rent price as
dependent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression
models include municipal fixed effects. Additional control variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year” “District type
x year”), property controls, building type controls, or twice lagged municipality controls vary depending on the specification (as
indicated at the bottom of the table). The sample includes 6,129 municipalities. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal
level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Table B.9: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates - Alternative 2008 Specification

Commercial Sales (1) (2) (3) (4)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 2.390%** 1.737** 2.510%** 1.862**
(0.574) (0.549) (0.606) (0.581)

State x year FE v v

CZ x year FE v v

Alternative 2008 specification v v

N 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264 1,033,264

Residential Sales (1) 2 (3) 4)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.004** 0.655** 0.910** 0.596**
(0.366) (0.247) (0.358) (0.238)

State x year FE v v

CZ x year FE v v

Alternative 2008 specification v v

N 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915 15,513,915

Commercial Rents (1) (2) (3) 4)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 0.707 1.045* 0.869 1.144**
(0.439) (0.411) (0.468) (0.417)

State x year FE v v

CZ x year FE v v

Alternative 2008 specification v v

N 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310 1,526,310

Residential Rents (1) (2) (3) (4)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 0.934** 0.706*** 1.014%** 0.795***
(0.311) (0.212) (0.271) (0.161)

State x year FE v v

CZ x year FE v v

Alternative 2008 specification v v

N 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515 14,066,515

Net Profits (1) (2) (3) (4)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.457* 1.893** 1.578* 1.811**
(0.733) (0.706) (0.763) (0.700)

State x year FE v v

CZ x year FE v v

Alternative 2008 specification v v

N 101,316 101,316 101,316 101,316

Wages (1) @) 3) 4)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 0.511* 0.580** 0.638* 0.661*
(0.219) (0.204) (0.240) (0.222)

State x year FE v v

CZ x year FE v v

Alternative 2008 specification v v

N 25,272 25,272 25,272 25,272

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9. Coefficients measure the price elasticity
with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression models include municipal fixed effects. Additional control
variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year”) vary depending on the specification (as indicated at the bottom of
the table). Columns (3) and (4) use different set-up for the leads and lags of the tax changes. The changes are calculated to
only depend on the changes of the local scaling factor, not taking into account any variation driven by the 2008 federal reform.
Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Table B.10: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Net Profits

(1) (2) (3) 4

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.457* 1.893** 1.673* 1.308
(0.733)  (0.706)  (0.712)  (0.774)

State x year FE v

CZ x year FE v

District Type x year FE v

Local Controls ¢t — 2 v
N 101,316 101,328 101,316 84,373

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with log municipal net profits as depen-
dent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression models
include municipal fixed effects. Additional control variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year” “District type x
year”) or twice lagged municipality controls vary depending on the specification (as indicated at the bottom of the table). The
sample includes 8,441 municipalities with 16,736 tax changes (16,212 hikes). Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.
Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from Statistical State Offices.

Table B.11: Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Wages

(1) (2) ®) 4

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 0.511* 0.580**  0.419  0.498*
(0.219)  (0.204) (0.227) (0.215)

State x year FE v

CZ x year FE v

District Type x year FE v

Local Controls ¢ — 2 v
N 25,272 25,272 25,272 25,272

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with log municipal manufacturing wages
as dependent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression
models include municipal fixed effects. Additional control variables and fixed effects (“state x year” or “CZ x year” “District type
x year”) or twice lagged municipality controls vary depending on the specification (as indicated at the bottom of the table). The
sample includes 1,832 municipalities with 3,418 tax changes out of which 3,151 are tax hikes. Standard errors are clustered at the
municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from Statistical State Offices.

Table B.12: Additional Robustness Event Study Elasticity Estimates — Net Profits

(1) (2) (3) 4 ) (6)

A Ln Net-of-Tax Rate 1.893%** 0.831 2.230"**  1.855"**  3459**  1.720**
0.706)  (0.648)  (0.684)  (0.702)  (1.607)  (0.723)

CZ x year FE v v v v v v

No LPT Controls v

Only LPT Hike Controls v

Unbalanced Panel v

All Tax Changes v

No Tax Drops v

N 101,328 101,328 101,328 116,544 102,612 95,016

Notes: This table presents the summarized post-reform estimates of regression model 9 with log municipal net profits as depen-
dent variable. Coefficients measure the price elasticity with respect to the net-of-local-business-tax rate. All regression models
include municipal fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. *p < 0.1,
**p < 0.05, " p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from Statistical State Offices.
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Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

Figure B.9: Heterogeneity Robust Estimates
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Notes: The graphs show the implementation of the estimator proposed by De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille (2024). Treatment
there is defined as the cumulative sum of tax changes with the first tax change happening in period 0. The dependent variables are
the log sales price per sqm and the log rental price per sqm. We require at least one ad per municipality-year cell. All regressions
include municipal fixed effects and the scaled leads and lags of the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described
in the figure. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.
Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

Figure B.10: Baseline Effects: Controlling for Spillovers

0.08

—— State x Year FE
&= State x Year FE + Property & Local Controls
CZ x Year FE

0.04

-0.08
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Years Relative to Tax Increase
(a) Commercial: Sales Prices
0087 o~ State x Year FE
~o— State x Year FE + Property & Local Controls
CZ x Year FE
0.04
b3l
0.00 2% ? ey Tol T.- T4 10
[T ———— ?
- L | 1 ]
-0.04
-0.08
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Years Relative to Tax Increase

(c) Residential: Sales Prices

Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

Estimated Effect Relative to Pre-Reform Year

0.08

0.04

0.00

-0.04

-0.08

0.08

0.04

0.00

-0.04

-0.08

—o— State x Year FE

o= State x Year FE + Property & Local Controls

CZ x Year FE
Tw
ﬂ‘fh T3 1
iy < T T T TS
L1 M&%
14 . 2 B =
3 2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Years Relative to Tax Increase

(b) Commercial: Rents

—e— State x Year FE
—— State x Year FE + Property & Local Controls
CZx Year FE

R

-1 0 1 2 3 4

Years Relative to Tax Increase

(d) Residential: Rents

Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (3;,j € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, we control for weighted average leads and lags of tax changes in municipalities in
surrounding areas. The dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.10a and B.10c) and the log rental price per
sqm (Panel B.10b and B.10d). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include
municipal and “state X year” fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure.

Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.11: Effect of Tax Changes in Surrounding Municipalities
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (3;,j € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals for an event study
model from Equation 9 that includes also weighted average leads and lags of tax changes in surrounding municipalities. The
Figures plot the coefficient estimates for these weighted average leads and lags of the tax changes to analyze spillover effects
of tax changes on other municipalities. The dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.11a and B.11c) and
the log rental price per sqm (Panel B.11b and B.11d). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change.
All regressions include municipal and “state x year” fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls
described in the figure. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.12: Baseline Effects: Only Tax Hikes - No Drops
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (ﬁj ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, we only keep municipalities that experience no tax drops in the sample period. The
dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.12a and B.12c) and the log rental price per sqm (Panel B.12b and
B.12d). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include municipal and “state
% year” fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.13: Baseline Effects: Only One Tax Hike in Event Window
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (ﬁj ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, we only keep municipalities that experience no more than one tax hike during
the sample period. The dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.13c and B.13a) and the log rental price per
sqm (Panel B.13b and B.13d). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include
municipal and “state X year” fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure.
Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.14: Baseline Effects: Only One Tax Hike between 2004 and 2023

Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (ﬁj ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, we only keep municipalities that experience no more than one tax hike during full
sample period (2004-2023). The dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.14a and B.14c) and the log rental
price per sqm (Panel B.14b and B.14d). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions
include municipal and “state X year” fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the
figure. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.15: Baseline Effects: No Property Tax Change in Event Window
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (ﬁj ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, we only keep municipalities that experience no property tax changes during the
event window. The dependent variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.15a and B.15c) and the log rental price per
sqm (Panel B.15b and B.15d). Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include
municipal and “state X year” fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure.

Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.16: Baseline Effects: Removing North-Rhine Westphalia
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (ﬁj ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, drop all municipalities in the state of North-Rhine Westphalia. The dependent
variables are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.16a and B.16c) and the log rental price per sqm (Panel B.16b and B.16d).
Treatment variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include municipal and “state x year”
fixed effects and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure. Standard errors are clustered at
the municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.17: Baseline Effects: Removing Rhineland Palatine
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (ﬁj ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. In this specification, drop all municipalities in the state of Rhineland Palatine. The dependent variables
are the log sales price per sqm (Panel B.17a and B.17c) and the log rental price per sqm (Panel B.17b and B.17d). Treatment
variables are event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include municipal and “state X year” fixed effects
and the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the figure. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal
level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.18: Local Business Cycle Effects
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (3;,j € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. The dependent variables are the log unemployment rates and district GDP. Treatment variables are
event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. We require at least one ad per municipality-year cell. All regressions include
municipal fixed effects and the scaled leads and lags of the LPT rate as control. They also include the controls described in the
figure. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Source: Own calculation based on data from Statistical State Offices.
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B.2 Effects on Land Prices

The analysis of land prices presented in Section 5.2 serves to assess whether the effects of
LBT hikes are reflected not only in the value of developed properties (structures), but also in
the value of land itself. A limitation of this analysis arises from data availability. In Bavaria,
land price indices are reported at the municipality level, which aligns with the level at which
LBT variation occurs. In the rest of Germany, however, land price data are only available at
the county level. This creates a mismatch: outside Bavaria, the treatment (municipality-level
LBT changes) is not directly aligned with the outcome variable (county-level land prices). To
address this, we run the estimations on land values twice. First, we estimate the effects using
German-wide transaction prices for both total and buildable land at the county level (Pan-
els B.19a and B.19c of Figure B.19). Second, we restrict the sample to Bavarian municipalities,
where land price data are available at the municipality level, and re-estimate the models us-
ing transaction prices for total and buildable land (Panels B.19b and B.19d of Figure B.19). In
the German-wide, county-level estimations, land prices represent averages across treated and
untreated municipalities within a county. This introduces classical measurement error in the
outcome variable and may lead to attenuation bias. As a result, these coefficients should be
interpreted as lower bounds on the true semi-elasticity of land values with respect to LBT
hikes. The fact that we nonetheless observe statistically and economically significant effects
— declines in land prices of 3-4 percent following a one percentage point tax increase — sup-
ports the interpretation that tax hikes are capitalized into land values, not just into structures.
Standard errors in these regressions are clustered at the county level. To further address the
potential measurement issue, we separately report results for Bavarian municipalities, where
both the treatment and outcome variables are observed at the same level. For this subsample,
we estimate fully saturated event study specifications, as described in Equation 9, which com-
pare trends in treated and untreated municipalities over time. Standard errors are clustered
at the municipality level. The resulting estimates are very similar to the county-level results,
reinforcing the conclusion that local tax changes have a meaningful impact on land values and

that these effects are not merely driven by investment in structures.
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Figure B.19: Effects on Land Prices
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Notes: This graph plots the event study estimates (BAJ ,J € [—3,4]) and associated 95% confidence intervals of the event study
model from Equation 9. The dependent variables are the county-level log total land price per sqm (Panel B.19a), Bavarian
municipality-level log total land price per sqm (Panel B.19b), the county-level ready-to-build/buildable land price per sqm (Panel
B.19¢) and the Bavarian municipality-level ready-to-build/buildable land price per sqm (Panel B.19d). Treatment variables are
event study indicators scaled by the LBT change. All regressions include municipal and “state X year” or “CZ X year” fixed
effects as indicated in the graph and the scaled leads and lags of the LPT rate as control. Standard errors are clustered at the
municipal level.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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B.3 Incidence

Table B.13: Sensitivity of Incidence Shares

Share of Incidence
Medium-Run
Baseline Rent elasticities Calibrate 7 Deductibility

Workers 0.114 0.140 0.089 0.096
(0.102) (0.101) (0.074) (0.077)
Firm Owners 0.576*** 0.647*** 0.666™** 0.640***
(0.154) (0.131) (0.050) (0.050)
Landowners (Residential)  0.115*** 0.117*** 0.090*** 0.097***
(0.050) (0.033) (0.031) (0.033)
Landowners (Commercial) 0.196*** 0.097*** 0.154*** 0.166™**
(0.081) (0.027) (0.041) (0.044)
CZ x Year FE v v v v

Notes: This table presents the incidence estimates for landowners, workers and firm owners. Panel A displays the welfare-relevant
elasticities described in Table 2. Panel B displays the share of incidence borne by economic agent. Each column displays a different
specification for estimating the elasticities. All regression models include municipal fixed effects, account for the LPT rate and include
“commuting zone (CZ) X year”. The second column shows incidence estimates when using the rental price elasticities instead of the
sales price elasticities. The third column shows the incidence estimates when calibrating the net-profit elasticity. The fourth column also
shows incidence shares when calibrating the profit elasticity, but it test a different assumption for deductibility. Instead of capital being
non-deductible and property fully deductible, both production factors are partially (50%) deductible. Standard errors are in parentheses.
*p <0.1," p <0.05 " p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Table B.14: Incidence Estimates - Unweighted

A. Incidence Average Short-Run Medium-Run
Workers 0.381% 0.422™* 0.292
(0.217)  (0.174) (0.255)
Firm Owners 1.893***  2.706™** 1.106
0.706)  (0.626) (0.802)
Landowners (Residential)  0.655*** 0.287* 0.984***
0.247)  (0.171) (0.302)
Landowners (Commercial) 1.737*** 0.269 2.137**
(0.549)  (0.472) (0.657)
B. Share of Incidence
Workers 0.082 0.115** 0.065
0.052)  (0.056) (0.065)
Firm Owners 0.406™**  0.735™** 0.245
(0.113)  (0.124) (0.173)
Landowners (Residential)  0.140** 0.078 0.218"
(0.060)  (0.052) (0.094)
Landowners (Commercial) 0.372*** 0.073 0.473***
(0.102)  (0.136) (0.139)
Rent or Sales Sales Sales Sales
CZ x Year FE v v v

Notes: This table presents the incidence estimates for landowners, workers and firm owners. Panel A displays
the welfare-relevant elasticities described in Table 2. Panel B displays the share of incidence borne by economic
agent. Each column displays a different specification for estimating the elasticities. All regression models
include municipal fixed effects, account for the LPT rate and include “commuting zone (CZ) X year”. The
second column shows incidence estimates for the first two years after the tax change. The third column shows
the incidence estimates for the medium-run (four and five years after the tax change). The estimation sample
is restricted to non-merged municipalities and municipalities that experience no tax cuts between 2008 and
2019. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.1, **
p < 0.05,** p < 0.01.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Table B.15: Incidence Estimates - Only State x Year FE

A. Incidence Average Short-Run Medium-Run
Workers 0.213 0.346* 0.103
(0.250)  (0.186) (0.301)
Firm Owners 1.457** 2.415*** 0.638
0.733)  (0.631) (0.855)
Landowners (Residential)  1.004*** 0.417** 1.358***
(0.366)  (0.200) (0.451)
Landowners (Commercial) 2.390*** 0.536 3.070***
(0.574)  (0.469) (0.706)
B. Share of Incidence
Workers 0.070 0.090* 0.049
(0.089)  (0.054) (0.124)
Firm Owners 0.644™*  0.844™** 0.409™*
(0.133)  (0.063) (0.193)
Landowners (Residential) 0.100% 0.033% 0.195**
(0.052)  (0.019) (0.078)
Landowners (Commercial) 0.186™" 0.033 0.346™**
0.073)  (0.031) (0.115)
Rent or Sales Sales Sales Sales
State x Year FE v v v

Notes: This table presents the incidence estimates for landowners, workers and firm owners. Panel A displays
the welfare-relevant elasticities described in Table 2. Panel B displays the share of incidence borne by economic
agent. Each column displays a different specification for estimating the elasticities. All regression models
include municipal fixed effects, account for the LPT rate and include “state X year” FE. The second column
shows incidence estimates for the first two years after the tax change. The third column shows the incidence
estimates for the medium-run (four and five years after the tax change). The estimation sample is restricted
to non-merged municipalities and municipalities that experience no tax cuts between 2008 and 2019. Standard
errors are clustered at the municipal level. Standard errors are in parentheses. *p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.0L.

Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.20: Sensitivity of Incidence to Parameter Calibration
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is varied while the others are fixed at their baseline values: & = 0.3,eFP = —2.5,§ = 0.2, n/vy = 0.24.
Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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Figure B.21: Sensitivity of Incidence to Parameter Calibration - FPS Comparison
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Notes: This graph plots the sensitivity of the incidence shares to parameter calibration. We vary ¥’ P while the others are fixed
at the following values: « = 0,6 = 0.2,/ = 0.
Source: Own calculation based on data from F+B and Statistical State Offices.
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C Theoretical Model

To estimate the incidence of corporate taxation we extend the spatial equilibrium model devel-
oped in Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2016, 2024). We characterize the incidence of local corporate
tax increases on workers, landowners and business owners as a function of estimable param-

eters adding commercial properties to the model.

C.1 Basic Outline

Both workers and plants are mobile across locations. We consider a small location ¢ in an open
economy with many locations. There are four types of agents workers, business owners and
(commercial and residential) landowners. There is no population growth or establishment
entry on a global level, but firms and workers can change their location. Workers choose
the location that maximizes their utility, establishments choose the location that maximizes
their profits and landowners choose the supply of residential and commercial real estate to
maximize their profits. Capital and goods markets are global, while the labor and housing
markets are local. These markets clear in each location. In equilibrium N, households locate
in location ¢ and earn wage w, and pay housing costs 7/, E, establishments are active and

they earn after-tax profits .. There is a representative commercial and residential landowner,
G

[

Suéarez Serrato and Zidar (2016) and Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2024). The derivations are

earning rents 7 and ¥ respectively. Many parts of the model carry over unchanged from

reproduced for the ease of the reader.

C.2 Household Problem and Residential Real Estate Market

The solution to the household problem and the equilibrium in the residential real estate mar-
ket are exactly equivalent to the derivations in Suérez Serrato and Zidar (2016). Households
will locate in location c if their indirect utility there is higher than in any other location ¢'.
Assuming &/, s are i.i.d. type I extreme value, the share of households for whom that is true

determines local population V. :

o= p (12 = {1)) = 0 e

o €XP :VCV

where o' is the dispersion of location-specific preferences and u. is the indirect utility in

location c.

The housing market clearing condition, H, CS =H CD , determines the rents 7. in location ¢ and

is given in log-form by the following expression:
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1
Inrf = In N, + 1 Tk

. BH C.2
14l Tl T T e T 2

where B is exogenous local housing productivity and a; is a constant. 7 is the local housing
supply elasticity and governs the strength of the price response. We can then get an elasticity
of labor supply that includes the effect of increased wages on residential housing market. This

yields the first key elasticity: the effective elasticity of labor supply,

In L7 1+l —
Ol (140 —a ) _ s (C3)
0lnw, oW (1+4+nH) +

where o is the dispersion of location-specific preferences and « is the housing expenditure

share.

C.3 Establishment Problem

Establishments j are monopolistically competitive and have productivity B;. that varies across
locations. Establishments combine labor /., capital k;., commercial real estate g;., and a bun-
dle of intermediate goods M. to produce output y;. with the following technology:

_ Y 1.0 0 pAfl-v—6-m
Yje = Bjcljckjcgjchc

cPD
EPD SPT
where M;. = ( Joes (X jc) TP dv) ™ is establishment J ’s bundle of goods of varieties
v. Goods of all varieties can serve as either final goods for household consumption or as

intermediate inputs for establishment production.

In a given location ¢, establishments maximize profits over inputs and prices p;. while facing
a local wage w,, local rents for commercial real estate ¥, national interest rates p, national
prices p, of each variety v, local business taxes 77 and deductibility shares r;, and k, subject

to the production technology in equation (3) :

Tje = max (1 — ch) (pjcyjc — Welje — / Jpv:cvjjcdv> —(1 — /ﬁcch) pk; —(1 — /1ng> rchjc,
ve

ljak;jawv,japjc

One can show that demand takes the following form:

Dije
Yije = I (Pg)

where [ is the sum of national real income not spent on housing and intermediate good de-

ePD
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mand from establishments, and P is the price level. Using this expression and substituting it

into the profit expression gives:
1
b v (2o b b\ .G
Tije = (1 - TC) (yiljc[(aPD) - wclijc - /Uervﬂfv,ijch) B (1 o K“’“TC) 'Okijc_ (1 B /€ch> Te Gje
-1
where the markup ;1 = L,% + 1} is constant due to CES demand.

C.3.1 Deriving FOCs for Capital, Labor and Commercial Real Estate

As in the main text, we abstract from formula apportionment. Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2016)
outline how formula apportionment affects the derivations and also show that the impacts are

relatively small.

Labor:
1
#
Yue T p(2PD) = 4, (C.4)
f lije ~~
Capital:

1% kijc 1 - Te
=pc
Commercial Real Estate:
m G
Yie 0_p(tep) _ (L= KgTe)re (C.6)
K Gije 1 - Te
=;G

C.3.2 Deriving Input Factor Demands

We take ratios of the FOCs, then plug them into the production function to obtain expressions

for input demand that only depend on output and prices.

Ratios:

Kije _@é Mije _@1—7—5—77
lijc ﬁc/y lijc 1 Y
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Kije PO ije _ e

Gije ﬁc n Gije We N

Derive input demand for Labor by substituting the ratios into the production function:

o (wes, \ (e, \" (G l—y—b6—n, \ T
Yije = Bijelje ﬁ*§lijc ?;lijc Tflijc

Rearrange:

For capital:

For commercial real estate:

Yije | ~n a6 M1 o5 1- (16—
Gije = g [@UZ(/)C) rG T (L =y =6 =) ")}
ije

For intermediate goods:

Yije [ ~n 1~ \6 .G~y 5—8, —
mije = 22 (07 (5e)’ 18"y 67071 — y — & — ) O]
Substituting the expression for labor into C.4 yields the following equation:

1 1 1 s~ s (S
ny]ﬁC[(sPD) :yijcui [w'ypﬁ,rG”,y 7570y ML=y —8—1n) (1= n)} (C.7)
1)cC

=Cijc
This equation shows that revenues are a markup u over costs, i.e., pijc¥ije = U¥ijcCije, indicat-
ing that prices are a markup over marginal costs ¢;j.
C.3.3 Deriving an Expression for Profits

We now assume that capital costs are not deductible (x; = 0) and commercial property costs

are fully deductible (x, = 1). We relax this assumption in Section C.9. We begin with the
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following expression for profits in terms of factors:
Tije = (1 - Tc) (pijcyijc - wclijc - Tchijc - / Jpvxv,ijcdv) - pkijc
vE

Now we can use C.7 to simplify p;;cyje.

DijcYije = ﬁlijcwc
Y

We can also use the input factor ratios derived above to re-arrange the profit equation to only

depend on labor:

l—~v—0— )
7Tijc:(]-_'7—c)lijcu~)c(Iu_1_77_’}/77_)
Y Y Y Y

Substituting for labor and using the definition of product demand yields:

PD _PD
Tije = (1 - Tc) [ﬂe ngc i (,U - 1)
This indicates that profits are a markup over costs where ;1 > 1. Substituting for ¢;j., we can

express profits as a function of local factor prices, local productivity, and taxes:

tie = (1— 7y i) G ignl(7P) (=P

where k is a constant term across locations. %

C.3.4 Establishment Location Choice

Establishments productivity B;, = B+ jc consists of a common location specific productivity
level B, and an idiosyncratic establishment specific productivity level (., which is i.i.d. type I

extreme value. Taking the profit function derived above, the expected value of locating in c is

5 1
Vf? = Ve + (je = ln(l_TC)) + B, —vInw, — 6lnp—nlnfrCG—|— — 1 F1 +Cje

—(ePP+41 (5PD + 1)

Ve

The share of establishments that locates in c is given by:

45, I/J,GPD (7_75_577_77(1 - 5— n))—(l—’y—é—”l)
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B exp(v./ot’)
‘ Yoexp(vg/ol)

where o is the dispersion of the location specific idiosyncratic establishment productivity (.

We can now show how firm entry is affected by wage changes:

OmE, ~

Olnw ol

and also the elasticity with respect to the net-of-tax-rate:

Oln E, 1 0

Oln(l—-17)  (ePP+1)oF * of
C.3.5 Local Labor Demand

Local labor demand depends on the share of establishments that choose to locate in location ¢
(extensive margin) and the average employment of establishments in that location (intensive

margin):
Lg =FE.x E; [l;fc((jc)]c =arg mz;X(VjC/)] (C.8)
First, we will derive the intensive margin. Start with labor demand:

Yije

ijc

[0 (5e) G 01—y = 6 — ) )]

lijc =
Substitute in C.7 for y;j.:

lje = B g e s G
where g = g1 §=5(E P+ (<0(PH0) (] oy _ § — ) ~(1=1-3-1("P+) Taking into

account the productivity draw the intensive margin can be expressed as follows:

o rePD i1 (14ePDYs (4P P)n —(e+1
lije = w)* T ptE G ko Ec B,

where EC[Bf(EH)] = exp (—ePP — 1) B. E¢[exp(—e™ — 1){y0)|c]

ijc

Zc

Putting the intensive and extensive margin together we get labor demand:
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) ~G,(1+EPD)T]

D o ~’Y€PD+'Y_1 ~(1+€PD (_€PD_1)B
Lc - EC X We Pe Te ‘

Koe€ Ze

Malgouyres et al. (2023) show that z. is related to v... The relationship between the conditioning
event of firm location in ¢ and the conditional expectation z. can be expressed as I'(1+ (7P +
1)o™)E(0+"")" \where T'() is the gamma function. This implies that as more firms enter the

conditional expectation z. changes, i.e. the mean productivity of firms in ¢ changes.

Taking logs and simplifying:

In(1 —7.) 1 _ In p

D c PD ic

IHLC —/ﬁ}g—m—lnﬂ"i‘(’}/(fi +1—07)—1)1ch (gPD+1)O-F+ (C9)

1 1 -
PD ~ PD G PD
(0 +1— =) Inp.+ (n(e™ +1 -~ U—F))lnrc + (=" + 1)+ —)B.+Inz

(C.10)

From this equation we can obtain the macro elasticity of labor demand:

Oln LD

S T Gt I T Co R ) I (B B

st Substitution Scale ) g’/ ) Y . 4
Firm—Location  Compositional—Margin

(C.11)

which takes into account that d2e — ~ (ap 7y 1). As noted by Malgouyres et al. (2023)

Olnwe

the scale margin cancels out with the compositional margin. Hence the elasticity simplifies to
— (14 ).
This elasticity combines the average firm’s elasticity and the effect of firm entry and exit on

labor demand. We can also derive the effect of a business tax change on local labor demand:

dln LY ) 1
Oln(l—71.) of  —(ePP+1)oF
wich s that 285 = 11+ PP)o¥ sLBE = (14 7P)o% (4 — o) = (13
gDy —1

C.4 Commercial Real Estate Market

Applying the same steps as in Section C.3.5, we obtain the demand for commercial real estate:
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Gl =FE. x é”c [IDZ (ﬁc)(S r?n Sl b=l —y — 6 — n)—(l—v—é—n)
ijc

Substituting for ;e

GP = ( Cl exp (”)) % w<1+s”D>wp(1+ePD)6r';c(WEPD+’7—1>WOe(fsPD71)BC 2
™

where wy = £~ —HEPPHD) 50 P 1) (= n(ePD+1)+1)(1 v —§ — )~ Ao eFP+1).

Taking logs and simplifying yields the (log) demand curve for commercial real estate:

In(1 —7.) 1 3 In p;
IGD: S Sl | PD | 1 _ )] - ic
Hhe =2 (efP +1)oF nm (e O'F>> e (ePP 4+ 1)t
1 1 1. =
(0(e PD—i—l—g—))lnpc (n(ePD—i-l—g—F)—l)lnfCG—i-(—(€PD+1)+U—F)BC+IHZC

Substituting In N, yields*® :

InG? =In N, + Inw, — In7¢

[

The local supply of commercial real estate, G5 = G ( ¢ BG), is upward-sloping in both
the rental price 7%, which allows landowners to benefit from higher rental prices, and ex-
ogenous local real estate productivity BS. The marginal landowner supplies real estate at
costr., = G! (Gf ; B¢ ) For tractability, we assume G (frCG; BCG) = (BCGTCG)UCG, where the
local commercial real estate supply elasticity n¢ > 0 governs the strength of the price re-
sponse to changes in demand and productivity. The commercial real estate market clearing
condition, G5 = GP, determines the rents r¢ in location ¢ and is given in log-form by the

following expression:

B =1+ Inrf —In N, — Inw, (C.13)
#1n Equilibrium In N, = In L = ko — % —Inm+ (y(ePP +1- C%F) —1)Inw, — (Epénﬁ +

(8PP +1— L)) npe+ (nEePP +1 - L) Infd + (—(eFPP +1)+ 5 )B. + Inz
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C.5 Equilibrium

We characterize the incidence of corporate taxes on wages, rents, and profits and relate these
effects to the welfare of workers, landowners, and firms. We focus on the welfare of local
residents as the policies we study are determined by policymakers with the objective of max-
imizing local welfare. For now we focus on the case where capital costs are not deductible
(kr = 0) and commercial real estate costs are fully deductible (x, = 1). We relax this assump-

tion in Section C.9.

Assuming full labor force participation, i.e., LS = N,, spatial equilibrium ¢ depends on market
clearing in factor markets, housing markets, and output markets, and can be expressed in
terms of the expressions for log labor supply (Equation C.1), the log of housing market clearing
condition (Equation C.2), the log of the clearing condition for commercial real estate (Equation
C.13) and log labor demand (Equation C.9).

C.6 Incidence

dlﬂ% and define 77, #¢ and 7. analogously. The effects of a local corporate tax

c

cut on local wages, rents, and after-tax profits are given by the following expressions:

Let w, =

_OlnLg S S I 5
. dln(1—7¢) _ —(ePP+1)o” ol d
We = oLS _ OInLP  OInLD 14¢LS — eLS _ cLD _ 6LcH—eLS ; an
Owe org  1+ng 1+n&

N: 1+€LS .
7= ——— | w.
o\ l4nd

1 LS
R i

fe=1 —0("P+1) +7 (PP +1) e+ (7P +1)5C,

Reducing capital wedge Higher labor costs Higher rental costs

where 7, is the percentage change in after-tax profits, ¢ is the output elasticity of capital, 7"
is the product demand elasticity, 7y is the output elasticity of labor, and .. is the percentage

change in wages following a corporate tax cut.

C.7 Local Incidence on Welfare

Effect of a tax cut on the welfare of a worker in location c:

dvW

dln (1 —75) B (wc B aff)
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This expression assumes that the tax change in location ¢ has no effect on wages and rental

costs in other locations.

The effect of a corporate tax cut on a firm owner is:

v
dln (1 —7¢)

=T,

Next, consider the effect on the welfare of residential landowners in location ¢. Landowner
welfare in each location is the difference between housing expenditures and the costs of sup-

plying that level of housing. This difference can be expressed as follows:

Neoawe/re

G (g 2) dg = %Ncawc,

Vit — N.aw, — / i —
147,

0
Importantly, landowner welfare is proportional to housing expenditure. The effect of a cor-
porate tax cut on the welfare of the representative residential real estate owner can then be

expressed as

IR

dVLE 1 o dN, dw, Ne+. g
We =
dlIn

— N,
dln(1—-7¢)  aw.N.1+nH (1—71°) + dIn(1 — 7°)

The total expenditure on commercial real estate is given by:

In (G?ff) = ln(ZNcwc)

By the same logic as above the effect of a corporate tax change on the welfare of the represen-

tative commercial real estate owner is given by:

avie  N.+uw. g

din(1—7¢)  1+n7¢ '°

These equations show how welfare changes for workers, landowners and firm owners are

related to reduced form estimates. This is shown in Table 2 in the main text.

C.8 Incidence weighted by Income Share

In the model workers have income wNN, residential landowners have income cvw N and com-
mercial landowners have income r“G. Capital owners obtain firm profits 7 and the return to
capital — (PP + 1)md.
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Assuming all agents spend their income in the product market, total expenditure is given by:
(1= a)wN +awN +r°G + 7 — (" + 1) 76 = wN + 779G + 7 (1 - ("7 + 1) §)

PD

Since total expenditure is —¢" "~ 7 we can rewrite profits as:

B wN +r¢G
 —(ePP +1)(1 - 6)

We can then express total income as:

wN +r¢G
EE )

wN + awN +r°G + 1—<6PD+1)5)

Since r¢G = n / ~ywN, we can rewrite total income as:

(1—(5PD—|—1)5)

N |1 1 =wN/
wN |1+ a+n/v+( +77/7)_(€PD+1)(1_5) w
Then we obtain the following income shares:
(1—(ePP+1)0)
1 a n/vy (L+n/v) “EPDIO(0)
I’ I ’ I ’ I
<~ <~ ~—
Workers Residential Land Commercial Land Firm Owners

The shares depend on «, 6, 7/~ and P, As before we parameterize o = 0.3. We take a range
of values for all parameters As a baseline we set ¢”” = —2.5. We set the output elasticity of
capital 6 = 0.2, based on cost shares from the statistical offices. Similarly we also set the ratio

between commercial real estate and wage expenditures 7/ = 0.24.

C.9 Deductibility

For now we assumed that costs for commercial real estate are fully deductible and costs for
capital are not deductible at all. We now relax these assumptions. This shows up in the FOCs

for capital and commercial real estate:

, (C.14)

=/e
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e =, (C.15)
ijc c
1
I
%lll(%”) = w, (C.16)
% jc ;5/

where k = 1 implies full deductibility and x = 0 implies no deductibility. This yields the profit

expression as above but with different 7. and p. :

Tije = (1 — 7¢) @z(EPDH)ﬁg(aPDH)fcn(spDH)Bc_(EPDH)/f

Taking the derivative of log profit with respect to the log net of tax rate yields:

fie=1-06 (" +1) (1—'%];_17—p'c>+7(6PD+1>u'Jc+77(€PD+1) (ff—ll__;ib>7
c 9'c

- - Higher labor costs ;
Reducing capital wedge Higher rental costs

As before we assume that the tax change has no effect on the interest rate p, so we get:

fo=1-0 (" + 1) ﬁ_;’:jb +7 (PP +1) b+ (7P +1) (TG - 11__:f.b>’
c g'c

) ] Higher labor costs
Reducing capital wedge & Higher rental costs

This implies that if capital was fully deductible, the benefits from a tax cut are smaller. If it is
not at all deductible the benefits are the largest. For commercial real estate costs the effects are
the opposite. If they are fully deductible, the increased rental costs after a tax cut have their

full effects on profits. Otherwise they have a reduced effect.

For now we have assumed that we can observe the actual economic profit 7, but in the em-
pirical application we can only observe the tax base T. This is exactly the same if everything
was fully deductible and then (1 — 7)T = 7. In reality, not everything is deductible and
(1 — 7)T > 7 in most cases (maybe in some cases more than the actual cost is deductible).
This implies that our empirical estimates underestimate the effect on profits. We can show

this in the following way. The net profit is:
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(1—7)T =7+ (1 — ki) pkije + (1 — Ky) 7g4jc -

non-deductible wedge

Now we can substitute for 7, k;;, and g;;. and obtain the following relation between the tax

base and profits:

- 1
(1—T)T:7T<1—l- AL “g>

I — ket 1= KyT

kg\ke | 0 025 050 075 1

0 0.000 0.062 0.098 0.089 0.000
0.25 | 0.062 0.134 0.181 0.182 0.097
0.50 | 0.098 0.181 0.239 0.247 0.161
0.75 | 0.089 0.182 0.247 0.259 0.158

1 0.000 0.097 0.161 0.158 0.000

Table C.16: Size of the bias of estimates

Now if we take the derivative of this with respect to In(1 — 7), we get:

kel — ki) | Kg(1 — rky)
(1 — k)2 (1 —KyT)?
1-— R 1-— Rg

1+T=7a4+(1~71)

1+

1— kT 1 — kg7
If both of the x equal 0 or 1, the term drops out and there is no bias to the estimate. If both are
in the interval (0,1) we overestimate the effect on profit by our method. Table C.16 shows the
size of the bias. The bias varies between 0 and 0.26. For x;, = x4 = 0.5 the mismatch is about
0.24. We use an alternative approach to estimate the effect on profits taking this into account

in Section C.10.

Partial Deductibility and Incidence on Landowners of commercial real estate: If com-
mercial real estate costs are not fully deductible the commercial real estate market clearing

condition is:

—nyIn B +In N, + Inw, — In(1 — k,7.) + In(1 — 7.) = (1 +n,) Inr¢
If Ky = 1 (full deductibility) this drops out. Otherwise it leads to a larger effect of the tax on
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commercial real estate prices. The less deductible it is the larger the expected effect should be.
The effect is:

This does not impact the incidence calculation because this effect is included in our empirical
estimates. If we assume that rental payments are fully deductible (v, = 1) and real estate
purchases are not deductible (xk, = 0), the wedge between the two effects should be 1, which
is relatively close to our empirical findings. We find a wedge of about 0.7 between the sales

and rental elasticities, which could be driven by the different deductibility rules.

C.10 Alternative ways to estimate the effect on profits

Suarez Serrato and Zidar (2024) characterizes the elasticity of net profits to local business taxes

as follows:

=1+ (14&"7) (yi - 9),

where v and § are the output elasticities of labor and capital, respectively, e'? is the product
demand elasticity. We get the following equation for our model with commercial real estate

and partial deductibility:

11—k 11—k
. 1 __ (.PD k . -G g
e =1- ("7 +1) (51 — o F et (rc R RQT(?)) (C.17)

C
where 7 is the output elasticity of commercial real estate and everything else is defined as
above. As for the income share weighting we parameterize § = 0.2, e"? = —2.5,y = 0.2 and
n = 0.05. For 7*¢ we estimated 1.737, for ), we estimated 0.58. As above we set 7° = 0.15.

The table below shows how 7. varies for different values of x;, and x,:

The elasticity varies from 1.2 to 1.7, which is quite close to our medium-run estimates from

the reduced-form approach.
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Table C.17: Elasticity of net profits 7, for different combinations of x;, and &,

Kg/ Kk 0 025 050 0.75 1

0 1.53 145 137 1.29 1.22
0.25 1.56 1.48 1.40 132 1.24
0.50 1.59 151 143 134 1.26
0.75 1.62 154 145 137 1.28
1 1.66 157 148 1.39 1.30
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