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Introduction “

[The Upited States’ taxation laws have gone through many changes. Initially, state and

federal governments collected money by imposing taxes on a variety of sources, such as excise

taxes, tariffs, and custom duties (U. S. Treasury, 2010). On February 3, 1913, the adoption of the

Sixteenth Amendment allowed the federal government to impose income taxes (U. S. Treasury,
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: (Deleted: (states and Federal) were collecting

2010). Since then, the tax rates have changed many times fo meet the growing need for revenue

and manipulate the economy by providing incentives to encourage or discourage economic

activity. Since the 1950's, the government has attempted to control economic fluctuations like
Dbusiness cycles by manipulating income tax rates. In 1951, the House of Representatives passed

a 12.5% tax increase, the biggest tax increase jn history, In 1954, the tax reduction was directed
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on February 3, 1913

to...
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toward private investments. Other reductions occurred in 1962, 1966, 1969, 1971, 1975, and
1981. These were mainly to spur investment as unemployment rate was at its highest. In 1975,
President Ford signed into law a tax refund of $22.8 billion. Most recent examples of
manipulations are: In 1977, President Ford proposed permanent tax cut, and in 1979, he

suggested automatic adjustment that would keep the tax rate constant for families. Other tax
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changes include the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, the Tax Reform Act of 1986, The
Clinton adjustment of 1993, The Tax Payer Relief Act of 1997, and the Economic Growth and
Tax Relief and Reconciliation Act of 2001 (U. S. Treasury, 2010). All these actions were taken
to either lower marginal tax rates or raise marginal tax rates (Clinton. 1993). But the purpose was

either to spur economic activities or to solve budgetary problems or both.

Looking at the economic fluctuation during the last 50 years, as shown in Figure 1, one

N
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in November 2010 was trying to control spending while advocating lower taxes. The question

most people may ask is who pays taxes and has the tax system become progressive or regressive?
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U.S. GDP vs.,Public,Debt 1950-2010),
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Regardless of the purpose, fiscal policy involves changing the tax structure, which could
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% Change | % Change | % change | in Receipt | in Outlays | outlays
Year in Receipt | in Outlay in GDP inr. GDP inr. GDP to receipt
1955 - 60 25.51 17.33 13.22 4.89 3.46 70.89
1960 - 65 20.32 30.70 27.53 2.07 3.06 147.37
1965 - 70 99.10 99.14 18.28 14.37 15.23 105.99
1970 - 75 47.34 76.40 14.28 14.80 25.30 171.01
1975 - 80 89.90 67.33 19.66 26.30 24.99 95.02
1980 - 85 39.80 61.23 17.30 21.00 36.12 172.00
1985 - 90 41.18 34.10 17.30 25.90 27.65 106.77
1990 - 95 30.03 17.53 13.19 29.81 21.31 71.48
1995 - 00 49.39 18.13 23.45 31.68 12.87 40.62
2000- 05 7.48 40.79 12.58 10.83 51.65 477.07
2005-10 0.43 38.31 4.80 1.55 158.86 | 10264.85
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e 2005-2010

o Receipts increased by .43%

o Outlays increased by 38.31%

o GDP increased by 4.80%

o Change in receipts to change in GDP was1.55%

o__Change in outlays to change in GDP was 158.86%)

o Change in outlays to Change in receipt was 10264%
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outlays compared to change in receipt was 10264%. [That is, receipt in 2010 was $2.205 trjllion,

in 2010 compared to receipt in 2005 of $2.196 trillion, an increase of $9 billion, The outlay, on
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should rise during boom periods. Still, deficits have persisted every year, whether the economy is

in recession or in boom.

Realizing that the budget deficit is at its highest level in history at $1.45 trillion, the «.._(Deleted: T
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discussion in Congress in 2011 wag about how to reduce spending while keeping taxes at the ; (Deleted: i
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spending as the cause of large deficit; however, Manage and Marlow (1986) suggest that "... it
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further suggest that most of the policy decisions are aimed at controlling symptoms and not

causes (Manage & Marlow, 1986, p. 617). Therefore, Congress’s continued failure to attack

causes will have no or little effect on the national deficit.
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!

Normally, one’s spending should be constrained by, receipts, and relative cost, The same

should apply to governments. The government’s income comes from direct and indirect taxes,

CFormatted: Right: 0.25" )
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however, Manage and Marlow (1986) suggest that "... it seems
incorrect to focus on hypothesized symptom of deficit rather than
causes of deficits." They further suggest that most of the policy
decisions are aimed at controlling symptoms and not causes (p. 617).
Therefore, the continued failure to attack causes will have no or litter
effect on deficit.

However, governments have the ability to exceed their jncome by borrowing. Thus, the

government’s receipts consist of direct and indirect taxes and debt. The urge to overspend is the
result of relative costs. These costs are based on the need to get reelected. Manage and Marlow
(1986) suggest that when the cost of debt increases relative to the cost of reelection, the outcry
over deficit becomes loud. It seems that the U.S. government was running deficits, through most

of its history without any real attempt to reduce or eliminate it. However, since the November

2010 election, where the Tea Party showed its power by electing Members to Congress, the
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Republicans are advocating controlling spending. This outcry is based on the assumption that by

reducing spending, the defecit with also be reduced, helping Republican Congresspeopl
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reelected. Manage and Marlow (1986) state "The key, however, is the total funding level which

must balance out aggregate spending'(p. 625). Therefore, higher taxes or cutting spending may
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Progressive and Marginal Taxes, b
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Progressive tax is defined as when the marginal rate of tax on additional dollars js higher

than the average rate on all income. Thus, progressive taxes imply, that if revenue increases faster

than the total income, then the elasticity will be greater than 1.
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A change in marginal tax rate can cause taxpayers to change the way they collect their (Deleted: )

income. For example, they can change investment strategy, the form of compensation, expenses

and itemized deductions, and compliance (Feldstein, 1995, p. 553). It is more likely for higher

income groups to change the way they collect their income because they have the discretion to

do so (Feldstein, 1995, p. 553). Further, higher marginal tax rates could encourage tax payers to (Deleted: bring about a change in their income )

take defensive legal or illegal steps to reduce taxes.
Feldstein (1995) found a substantial response of taxable income to changes in marginal
tax rates. He calculated an elasticity of taxable income with respect to marginal tax rate of at

least,one and stated that it "could be substantially higher" (Feldstein, 1999, p. 570). Feldstein and

Feenberg (1996) stated that ".._ high-income taxpayers would have reported 7.8 percent more
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taxable income in 1993 than they did if their tax rate had not increased' (p. 90). This conclusion

was supported by Long (1999), stating,"... it is not surprising that upper-income tax rate
increases legislated in 1993 raised far less revenue that would have generated had there been no

behavioral responses by taxpayers to the higher rates,' (p. 686).
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119). The income tax controversy reflects it. t[(ornhauser (1994) states, “Today it is an amalgam

of consumption and income provisions, of progressive rates and tax expenditures which

undermine progressivity,, (p. 116). Progressivity is a contentious issue. The question is always
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reflect this”, (p. 167). The current rates are based on taxing income as well as consumptions,

earned and unearned income, and progressivity.
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History of Taxes -

Marginal tax rates and their associated income brackets have changed over the years. [n
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The rates and income brackets were changed again in 1964. The minimum rate was set at
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16% for those with an income between $0 and $1,000 to 77% for income above $400,000. The (Deleted: percent
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tax rates were increasing at half-a-percent for each $1,000 increase in income. In 1965, the rates

were lowered again to a minimum of 14% fo a maximum of 70 % without changing the income (Deleted: percent
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brackets but lowering the maximum taxable income from $400,000 to $200,000. In 1977, taxable
income brackets were changed to set at a minimum of $3,200 and the maximum income at

$203,200, but the rates were left unchanged. In 1979, the income brackets were changed starting
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at 14 % for income starting at $3,400 to 70 % for income above $215,400. The tax rates and (Deleted: percent
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income brackets were changed again in 1982. The minimum tax rate was lowered to 12 % for ( Deleted: percent

income between $3,400 and $5,500 to 50 % for income above $85,600. As a result, the number (Deleted: percent

of brackets was decreased from 16 in 1981 to 13 in 1982. The tax rates were lowered again in

1983 and another income bracket was added. The minimum tax rate was 11 % for income (Deleted: percent

between $3,400 and $5,500 and 50 percent for income above $109,400.

In 1984, marginal tax was decreased for most brackets, but the number of brackets was

increased. In 1985, the number of income bracket stayed the same, but the income levels were

increased in each bracket. The minimum tax rate was 11% for income between $3,540 and (Deleted: percent

$5,720 and 50% for income above $169,020. In 1986, the income levels in each bracket were (Deleted: percent
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for income above $175,250. In 1987, a major change occurred by reducing the number of

brackets from 15 to 5, and the income brackets were between $0 and $3,000 to above $90,000.

The lowest marginal tax rate was set at 11% and highest rate was set at 38.5%. The rates and the (Deleted: percent
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brackets were changed again in 1993. The five brackets started at 15% for income less than (Deleted: percent

$36,900 to 39.6% for income over $250,000. Since then, the income levels in each bracket were (Deleted: percent

increased every year while tax rates remained the same. In 2002, an income bracket was added

between $0 and $12,000 with a marginal tax rate of 10% while the other rates and income (Deleted: percent

brackets were almost the same. In 2003, the highest rate was lowered from 38.6% to 35% and the (Deleted: percent
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15%. The income level in each bracket was increased for these rates. Since 2003, the tax rates (Deleted: percent
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remained the same until 2011, but income levels in each bracket were increased every year

during those years,| The tax rates and income brackets for 2011 are:,
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Table 2 «

Tax Rates Table for 2011
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Marginal Tax Income Bracket

Rate Over Less Than

10 percent 0 $ 17,000

15 $ 17,000 $ 69,000

25 $ 69,000 $ 139,350

28 $ 139,350 $212,300

33 $212,300 $379,150
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other years may help organize the data. I feel like I'm reading a lot
of numbers with little understanding of what they mean.
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Countries need to tax their citizens to cover the cost of the services they provide.

However, some may resist paying their full share of taxes or paying their taxes at all. Cummings
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et al. (2004) found that "compliance behavior and tax morale can be explained by differences in
the fairness of tax administration, in the perceived equity of the fiscal exchange, and in the

overall attitude towards the respective governments across the countries." (p. 2). . Tax morale, is
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defined as the intrinsic motivation to pay taxes (Alm & Torgler, 2006, p. 5).. There is

considerable evidence that enforcement efforts can increase compliance. However, compliance

has been shown by many studies to be related fo the [fairness of tax administration, the perceived
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fiscal exchange, and the overall attitude towards the respective governments (Cummings et al.
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2006, p. 2).

Tax compliance is a human behavior affected by many factors. A threat of punishment

paragraph word-for-word. I think that it should either rephrase it or
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and increased enforcement are likely to affect compliance. However, some theories, such as the

prospect theory and rank dependent expected utility theory, advocated that social norms may
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explain better compliance than the threat of punishment. However, Cummings et al (2009) found
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that the perception of the fairness of tax and government behavior is major factor in explaining
compliance with tax. [[n comparison, taxpayers in the United States have higher compliance than

other European countries (Alm et al., 1995, p. 15).
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A tax law is framed to collect taxes from income such as wages, dividends, interest, (Deleted: (
capital gain and so on, The legislators pass tax law, called statutory, tax function, to set a basis for (Deleted: other income
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There are two reasons for the difference in the effective tax rate and the statutory rate.
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received (Gouveia and Strauss, 1994, p. 318). Therefore, the question is: how close are the (Deleted: received
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Further, is there a difference between the statutory and effective tax rates in each income group?
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Figure 9

Sources of Taxes 1906-2008,
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Taxes are collected from different sources. Figure 9 shows the share of taxes from

different sources:,
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\Corporations' income tax share was 13.94% of the total taxes in 1980, and its share
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was12.91% in 2008. However, their share of taxes went down to as low as 8.77% in 2001.

Individual income tax share was 55.36% of the total taxes in 1980, and it was 51.95% of the

total taxes in 2008. The share of the employment tax was 24.71% of the total taxes, and it
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went up to 32.17% of the total taxes in 2008. The share of estate taxes was 1.21% in 1980,
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and it was .97% in 2008. The share of gift taxes was .04% in 1980, and it was .12% in 2008.

The share of excise taxes was 4.74% in 1980, and it was 1.88% in 2008. Interestingly, the

excise taxes have almost constantly gone down gach year. |

[Figure 10 and Table 3 show the share of different sources of taxes as a percent of gross
national income (GNI). The total amount of taxes collected as a percent of GNI was 18.67 in

1980, and it was 19.25% in 2008. The share of corporate tax as a percent of GNI was 2.60% in
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1980, and it was 2.48% in 2008. The share of individual tax as a percent of GNI was 10.34% in

1980, and jt was 10.00% in 2008. The share of employment tax as a percent of GNI was

A4.61% in 1980, and it was 6.19% in 2008. The share of estate tax as a percent of GNI was .23%
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in 1980, and it was .1976 in 2008. The share of excise tax as a percent of GNI was .88 in 1980,

and it was .36% in 2008.

Table 3

Sources of Taxes as a Percent of Total Taxes and GNI 1980-2009,

Percent of Total Taxes

Percent of Gross National Income

Sources of Taxes 1980 2009 1980 2008 2009
Corporation 13.94 9.61 2.60 2.48 1.74
Individual 55.34 50.12 10.34  10.00 9.21
Employment 24.71 36.59 4.61 6.91 6.64
Estate 1.21 .92 .23 .19 .17
Gift .04 .13 - .02 .02

Excise 4.74 1.99 .88 .36 .36
Taxes as a share of GNI 18.66  19.25 18.14
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$25,000 under $30,000 1513 | 15.08 | 1504 | 15.04 | 14.96 | 14.93 | 14.93 | 14.93 | 14.94 | 1246 | 12.20 | 12.04 | 12.01 | 11.95 | 11.88 | 11.84 | 11.74 13.59
$30,000 under $40,000 16.00 | 15.94 | 15.84 | 1568 | 1556 | 1542 | 15.37 | 1533 | 1522 | 1315 | 1269 | 12.50 | 1248 | 12.44 | 1238 | 12.32 | 1221 14.15
$40,000 under $50,000 16.30 | 16.35 | 16.35 | 16.43 | 16.34 | 16.28 | 16.25 | 16.26 | 16.16 | 14.38 | 13.79 | 13.66 | 1350 | 1338 | 1322 | 13.11 | 12.85 14.98
$50,000 under $75,000 17.78 | 17.59 | 17.44 | 17.35 | 17.18 | 17.05 | 17.04 | 17.05 | 16.87 | 1543 | 14.65 | 14.54 | 14.47 | 1445 | 1437 | 14.36 | 14.18 15.99
$75,000 under $100,000 2069 | 2061 | 2033 | 2022 | 19.91 | 1951 | 19.45 | 1938 | 19.03 | 17.65 | 1564 | 1544 | 1527 | 1541 | 14.98 | 14.98 | 14.83 17.83
$100,000 under $200,000 2410 | 2396 | 23.74 | 2360 | 2311 | 2274 | 2259 | 2270 | 22.33 | 21.39 | 19.06 | 1873 | 18.50 | 18.29 | 17.99 | 18.06 | 17.80 21.10
$200,000 under $250,000 3012 | 30.08 | 2099 | 29.62 | 2868 | 28.00 | 27.97 | 28.35 | 28.25 | 27.64 | 2535 | 24.91 | 24.58 | 24.51 | 24.36 | 25.03 | 22.15 27.04
$250,000 under $500,000 3432 | 3434 | 3434 | 3396 | 3276 | 3176 | 31.90 | 3221 | 32.69 | 32.35 | 28.81 | 27.90 | 27.50 | 27.57 | 27.52 | 29.08 | 26.64 30.92
$500,000 under $1,000,000 3562 | 3546 | 3552 | 34.75 | 3229 | 3062 | 3113 | 32.80 | 33.92 | 3361 | 2052 | 2816 | 28.45 | 27.90 | 27.91 | 29.57 | 20.62 31.57
$1,000,000 under $1,500,000 3298 | 34.00 | 33.83 | 29.81 | 2840 | 27.96 | 27.86 | 27.87 | 20.57 | 3042 30.27
$1,500,000 under $2,000,000 3263 | 33.91 | 33.99 | 2948 | 27.86 | 27.62 | 27.71 | 27.52 | 29.29 | 3077 30.08
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Table 5 breaks down jncome groups and taxes as a percent of taxable income. The first
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Table 6

Percent Change in Income Group Reporting Taxable Income 1993-2009,

30+
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income Per tax filed Per capita
1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
All returns, total..............
$1 under $15,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$15,000 under $30,000.... 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
$30,000 under $100,000. 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
$100.000 under $500,000....... | 49 | 49 | 49 | 49 | 47 | 46 | 46 | 46 | 45 | 44 | 40 | 39 | 39 | 38 | 37 | 37 | 28
$500,000 under $1,000,000...... 202 | 205 | 206 | 205 | 198 | 192 | 193 | 195 | 194 | 192 | 172 | 168 | 165 | 163 | 162 | 168 | 71
$1,000,000 under $1,500,000... | 810 | 821 | 832 | 885 | 854 | 862 | 897 | 360 | 363 | 360 | 320 | 305 | 305 | 300 | 299 | 309 | 169
$1,500,000 under $2,000,000... 515 520 520 460 441 434 428 427 444 315
$2,000,000 under $5,000,000... 889 902 900 783 749 745 745 737 767 458
Taxable returns, total....... 6 6 6 7 7 8 9 9 8 8 7 8 8 9 9 9 8
$1,000,000 under 5000,000 810 821 832 885 854 862 897 560 558 548 485 469 470 466 463 475 213
Table 7 shows the average tax paid by taxpayer in each income group. \Taxpavers in the

income group between $15.000 and $30.000 paid an average of $2 per taxpayer in 1993 and $1 in

2008, a drop of 50%. Taxpayers in the income group between $30.000 and $100,000 paid an average

of $7 per taxpayer in 1993 and $5 per taxpayer in 2009, a drop of 29%. Taxpayers in the income

group between $100.,000 and $500,000 paid an average of $49 per taxpayer in 1993 and they $28 per

taxpayer in 2009, a drop of 43%. Taxpayers making more than $1 million in 1993 paid an average of

$810 per taxpayer in 1993 and $213 per taxpayer in 2009, a drop of 79%. This data indicates that the {c ted [CB40]: Since this data is directly from Table 7,

higher the income, the more they saved in taxes as indicated by the large drop in rate in 2009.

These analyses of taxes so far indicate that the tax rates, and amount of taxes paid have been

does in need to be reiterated here? Instead, I think that analyzing the
data and explaining the significance of it may serve the paper better.
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that are designed to collect a greater proportion of income from the rich relative to the poor (p.
5).
Tax progressivity is normally misunderstood. There are many suggested indexes, for

measuring progressivity, but there is no commonly used method, Some methods, measure, the
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an indication of the level of inequality of a society" (p. 2). Stroup (2005) argues that

progressivity is often measured by how much is paid in taxes by certain income groups. He

argues that this measure does not relate tax share to income share (Stroup, 2005. p, 205). Stroup

(2005) states tax progressivity is to be determined by marginal taxes, which are calculated via the .

share of income tax paid in relation to income share earned (p. 209).,

If one uses the [Piketty and Saez (2004) definition of progressivity, one may conclude that= - B

the U.S. tax system is progressive. Table 7 shows that as income increased, taxpayers paid more

in taxes. [[n 1993, the lowest income group was paying 17.31% of their income in taxes, and

highest income group was paying 35.63% of their income in taxes. In 2009, the lowest income

group paid 9.90% of their income in taxes and the highest income group paid 27.66% of their

income in taxes. This shows that the rate of taxes paid dropped for the groups.,
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average of $49 per taxpayer in 1993 and they paid an average of $28
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than a million dollars in 1993 paid an average of $810 per taxpayer
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percent. Obviously, this indicates that the higher the income, the
more they saved in taxes as indicated by the lower rate in 2009.
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Figure 20,shows the average marginal tax paid each year by all income groups. As (_ Deleted: | )
shown, the average marginal tax paid by all the tax filers fluctuates wildly. However, the
precipitous drops in 1997 and 2007 were, the result of economic downturn, as shown by the ( Deleted: as

drop in GDP in Figure 1, Below, Figure 21, shows the average marginal tax paid by each
income group for the years 1993 t0.2009. The figure indicates that additional dollars paid in ( Deleted: -

taxes for each dollar of jncome is negative for incomes between $75,000 and $100,000 for

( Deleted: (see Figure 1)
( Deleted: 2

( Deleted: additional

the years 1993 to 2009. The same trend is also true for all incomes above $75,000 except

those in income groups between $100,000 and $200,000 and between $5 million and $10

A AN —/

’ “(Moved (insertion) [6]

(_ Deleted: 000,000 )

million, Filers in income groups between $5,000 and $75,000 paid more in taxes for each

dollar of income.|

( Deleted: ,000,000 )

38

Commented [CB47]: This figure and paragraph seem like they
may fit better in the who pays taxes section of the paper.

- (Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", First line: 0" )




IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 39+« (Formatted: Right: 0.25" )

(Deleted: for the Years
(Formatted: Font: Not Bold, Italic

Figure 21, « (Formatted: Left, Indent: Left: 0", Line spacing: Double )
‘(Deleted: 2 )
Average Marginal Tax Paid py Income Group, 1993-2009 (Formatted: Font: Not Bold, Italic )

Average Marginal Tax Paid by Income Group

2.0000

1.5000

2 A

&1.0000

x

%

z

£ 0.5000

3

3 —//\/ \

s

14

EO'OOOO = = = = = = = = = = s = 5 A
—o.sooo;z’iéiiéf\%/éé ¥ §F 2 ¢
-1.0000

Income group

Moved up [6]: income is negative for income between $75,000
and $100,000 for the years 1993 to 2009. The same trend is also
true for all income above $75,000 except those in income groups

Ginicoefficients are, most often used fo measure jnequality. The coefficient varies between $100,000 and $200,000 and between 85,000,000 and
% $10,000,000. Filers in income groups between $5,000 and $75,000

. . paid more in taxes for each dollar of income.
between zero and one. One means complete inequality and zero means complete equality. W ( Deleted:

*ini

( Deleted:
4 ( Deleted: is
C Deleted: as
k ( Deleted: of
( Deleted:
( Deleted:
( Deleted: a consistent way
5 5 ( Deleted: A
unequal. In 1993, the Gini index was .189, indicating more equality of reported gross income. ‘(Moved (insertion) [7]
( Deleted: -
In 2009, the Gini,index, was .3565, indicating more inequality of income. ( Deleted:
(Deleted: Gini
( Deleted: close to zero
( Deleted: ini
( Deleted: indicates

According to Farris (2010),"The Gini,index offers,.. a, single number that measures how

equitably a resource is distributed in population... It allows us to illustrate how equity has

®

changed in a given situation over time..." (p. 851). ,Using the Ginj,index, Figure 23 shows the X

NI

reported adjusted gross income. As the figure indicates, the income distribution has become

ni

A7 N N4 A NI A N N0 N N0 N N N4 N N NI N

Q

-« CFormatted: Indent: Left:

39



IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE?

Figure 22,
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Figure 22 shows the Gini index of the reported average income tax before credit declared <. .
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paid. It went up to as high as .4532 in 1999 and then dropped to .38 in 2007. Regardless, the

indices indicate inequality of taxes paid, although it shows that inequality has decreased from,
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Hale (2001) suggested using skewness, dispersion, variance, and coefficient of

variation to measure inequality. These are commonly used statistical measures that describe
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Figure 24 shows the mean, median, and standard deviation of the average reported -
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taxable income for each year from 1993 to 2009. The standard deviation jncreased each year,

indicating a bigger spread of reported taxable income. However, the average median of reported

taxable income has dropped since 1999 and has stayed lower. The median average reported
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Figure 25 shows the mean, median, and standard deviation of average taxes paid before

credit from 1993 to 2009. The standard deviation jncreased each year, indicating a bigger spread

of taxes paid. However, the median of taxes paid has dropped, and stayed lower since 1999,

indicating that more taxpayers' incomes have fallen. On the other hand, the average taxes paid is

higher, indicating that rich are getting richer. ,
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Figure 26,shows the coefficients of variation. As shown, the coefficients of variation for, B
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Table § (Formatted: Font: Bold )
Comparison of Suits, Gini, Kakwani, and Theil Measures 1993-2009, - (Formatted: Font: Italic )
™ (Formatted: Indent: Left: 0" )
Suits (S), Gini (G), Kakwani (K), and Theil (T) Measures ) (Formatted: Font: Not Bold, Italic )
S G K T

1993 0.157 0.560 0.096 0.1651

1994 0.157 0.565 0.000 0.1647

1995 0.161 0.574 0.097 0.1622

1996 0.164 0.586 0.099 0.1587

1997 0.156 0.599 0.096 0.1565

1998 0.149 0.603 0.094 0.1606

1999 0.151 0.611 0.095 0.1591

2000 0.151 0.620 0.097 0.1556

2001 0.157 0.590 0.100 0.1687

2002 0.184 0.579 0.121 0.1727

2003 0.166 0.586 0.109 0.1771

2004 0.159 0.603 0.106 0.1757

2005 0.155 0.623 0.104 0.1693

2006 0.152 0.628 0.103 0.1688

2007 0.149 0.635 0.102 0.1676

2008 0.165 0.609 0.110 0.1822

2009 0.177 0.587 0.115 0.2004

Table 8 summarizes all the common measures of inequality. All four of the measures,

indicate inequality of taxes, as all of them have shown a constant increase since 1993. (Deleted: (s, G, K, and T) )
(Deleted: . )
Interestingly, all of them show a drop during economic recession, such as from 1997 to 1999 (Deleted: A )
gexcept for Gini, which dropped in 2001 and 2002. S, K, and T all dropped again in 2006 and (Deleted: (1997 through 1999) )
N (Deleted: ini )
2007. but, Gini,did not drop until, 2008 and 2009. Regardless, all the measures indicate increasing (eleted: They )
) (Deleted: except )
inequality. . “(Deleted: ini )
( Deleted: which )
(Deleted: dropped in )

46




IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 47+«

\Another way to measure inequality is to compare changes between the share of income

and tax paid over time. In 1993, 77% of tax filers had,a taxable income under $50,000,received

38.04% of the total taxable income and paid 28.81% of all taxes. Filers reporting incomes

between $50,000 and $100,000 made up,18.10% of all filers,, they received 31.78% of the total

taxable income and paid,28.74% of the total taxes. Filers with a reported income between

$100,000 and $1 million made up 4.44% of all filers: they received 24.04% of the total taxable
income and paid 31.88% of the total taxes. Ejlers with a reported income of more than $ Imillion

made up .07% of all filers; they,received 6.15% of taxable income,and paid 10.56% of total

taxes. In 1996, 72% of the tax filers reported taxable income under $50,000, and they received

30.42% of the total taxable income and paid 22.07% of all the taxes. Filers reporting an, income

CFormatted: Right: 0.25"

1 In 1993, 77 percent... of the ...ax filers had reported. ..a taxable

between $50,000 and $100,000 made up 20.81% of the filers; they, received 31.54% of the total

taxable income and paid 26.94% of the total taxes. Eilers reporting an income between $100,000

and $1 million_made up 6.23% of all filers, and they received 28.91% of the total taxable income

and paid 36.30% of the total taxes. .11% of the filers reported income of more than $1,000,000,

received 9.13% of taxes, and paid 14.69% of total taxes. In 2000, 65.37% of the tax filers

reported taxable income under $50,000, received 21.12% of the total taxable income and paid

14.59% of all the taxes. 24.33% of the filers reported income between $50,000 and $100,000,

|

the filers reported income between $100,000 and $1,000,000, received 34.84% of the total

taxable income and paid 40.42 of the total taxes. .23% of the filers reported income of more than

$1,000,000, received 16.26% of taxes, and paid 22.61% of total taxes. In 2004, 60.29% of the

tax filers reported taxable income under $50,000, received 18.35% of the total taxable income

and paid 12.16% of all the taxes. 27.31% of the filers reported income between $50,000 and

47

Deleted: in ...ctween the share of income and tax paid over time.

income under $50,000,...received 38.04 percent... of the total
taxable income and paid 28.81 percent... of all the ...axes. Filers
reporting incomes between $50,000 and $100,000 made up ...8.10
percent... of all the ...ilers reported income between $50,000 and
$100,000..., ...they received 31.78 percent... of the total taxable
income and paid in taxes...28.74% of the total taxes. Filers with a
reported income 4.44 percent of the filers reported income ...etween
$100,000 and $1 million,000,000,...made up 4.44% of all filers;
they received 24.04 percent... of the total taxable income and paid
31.88% of the total taxes. F.07 percent of the f...lers with a reported
income of more than $1,000,000...illion made up .07% of all filers;
they,...received 6.15 percent... of taxable income,...and paid 10.56
percent... of total taxes. In 1996, 72 percent... of the tax filers
reported taxable income under $50,000, and they received 30.42
percent... of the total taxable income and paid 22.07 percent... of all
the taxes. Filers 20.81 percent of the filers ...eporting aned...income
between $50,000 and $100,000 made up 20.81% of the filers;
they,...received 31.54 percent... of the total taxable income and paid
26.94% of the total taxes. 6.23 percent of the ...f...lers reporting
aned...income between $100,000 and $1 million,000,000...made up
6.23% of all filers, and they received 28.91 percent... of the total
taxable income and paid 36.30% of the total taxes. .11 percent... of
the filers reported income of more than $1,000,000, received 9.13
percent... of taxes, and paid 14.69 percent... of total taxes. In 2000,
65.37 percent... of the tax filers reported taxable income under
$50,000, received 21.12 percent... of the total taxable income and
paid 14.59 percent... of all the taxes. 24.33 percent... of the filers
reported income between $50,000 and $100,000, received 27.78
percent... of the total taxable income and paid in taxes 22.37 of the
total taxes. 10.07 percent... of the filers reported income between
$100,000 and $1,000,000, received 34.84 percent... of the total
taxable income and paid 40.42 of the total taxes. .23 percent... of the
filers reported income of more than $1,000,000, received 16.26
percent... of taxes, and paid 22.61 percent... of total taxes. In 2004,
60.29 percent... of the tax filers reported taxable income under
$50,000, received 18.35 percent... of the total taxable income and

paid 12.16 percent... of all the taxes. 27.31 percent ... [20]




IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 48+« CFormatted: Right: 0.25" )

{ Deleted: percent... of the total taxable income and paid in taxes
22.66 of the total taxes. 12.17 percent... of the filers reported
income between $100,000 and $1,000,000, received 38.30 percent...
of the total taxable income and paid 44.52 of the total taxes. .23
percent... of the filers reported income of more than $1,000,000,
received 14.26 percent... of taxes, and paid 20.65 percent... of total
taxes. In 2009, 54.52 percent... of the tax filers reported taxable
income under $50,000, received 15.05 percent... of the total taxable
income and paid 9.49 percent... of all the taxes. 28.78 percent... of
the filers reported income between $50,000 and $100,000, received
27.33 percent... of the total taxable income and paid in taxes 20.64
percent... of the total taxes. 16.48 percent... of the filers reported
income between $100,000 and $1,000,000, received 45.31 percent...
of the total taxable income and paid 50.83 of the total taxes. .23
percent... of the filers reported income of more than $1,000,000,
received 12.31 percent... of taxes, and paid 19.02 percent 1217

$100,000, received 28.69% of the total taxable income and paid in taxes 22.66 of the total taxes.

12.17% of the filers reported income between $100,000 and $1,000,000, received 38.30% of the

. . . /
total taxable income and paid 44.52 of the total taxes. .23% of the filers reported income of more /

than $1,000,000, received 14.26% of taxes, and paid 20.65% of total taxes. In 2009, 54.52% of

the tax filers reported taxable income under $50,000, received 15.05% of the total taxable

income and paid 9.49% of all the taxes. 28.78% of the filers reported income between $50,000

and $100,000, received 27.33% of the total taxable income and paid in taxes 20.64% of the total

taxes. 16.48% of the filers reported income between $100,000 and $1,000,000, received 45.31%

of the total taxable income and paid 50.83 of the total taxes. .23% of the filers reported income

of more than $1,000,000, received 12.31% of taxes, and paid 19.02% of total taxes. |

[ Commented [CB52]: This is a lot of data in one paragraph. It
may be more palatable to a reader in a table or figure instead.

This data shows that more filers have moved into higher income brackets. [The percent of « (Formatted: Indent: First line: 0.5" )
‘ Deleted: Obviously, m...re filers have moved into higher income
1 1 1 o/ 3 brackets. The percent of filers in the income bracket from i.e.
filers in the income bracket from, $50,000 and $100,000 increased from 18.10% in 1993 to oo botwenn. . $50.000 and $100.000 hereased from 16.10% in

1993 to 28.78% in 2009. Filers with (18.10 (1993) vs. 28.78 (2009)

0/ 3 9 o 2 2 0/ ; percent), ...ncomes between $100,000 and 1,000,000 increased from
28.78% in 2009. Filers with jncomes between $100,000 and 1,000,000 increased from 4.44% in oA i (003, tove.. 16.48%in ( ..009. Lastly 3. filers
with and ...ncomes of more than a...$1 million increased

from1,000,000...(...07% in (...993 to) vs..... 23% in (...009))

99 16.48% in 2009. Lastly. filers with jncomes of more than, $1 million increased fro

percent... ...he share of taxes paid by these income groups has
also changed. For filers reporting an income ...nder $50,000, the
0/ 3 0/ 3 . . share of taxes paid decreased from (...8.81% in
07% in,1993 tq,.23% in 2009, The share of taxes paid by these income groups has also changed. C093).. %5, on 0.49% in (..000)... For the,...850.000 to

$100,000 income bracket, the share of taxes paid decreased from
(...8.74% in (...993)...t0 vs....20.64% in (...009. For filers with
incomes 0f9)),...$100,000 to $1 million, the share of taxes increased
from (...1.88% in (...993)...tovs....50.83% in (...009))... Lastly,

. . . fil ing an i f, and...over $1 million i d fi
1993,£0,9.49% in 2009, For the, $50.000 to $100.000 income bracket, the share of taxes paid (‘_ e:)ssrzf,’/f'lz“(ga:g‘;f"':fvg31‘902‘3/:1 (”5‘();;;‘) fmerease “’[“2‘2]

For filers reporting an income under $50,000, the share of taxes paid decreased from 28.81% in

decreased from 28.74% in 1993, t0,20.64% in 2009. For filers with incomes of,$100.000 to $1

million, the share of taxes increased from 31.88% in 1993, tq,50.83% in 2009, Lastly, filers

reporting an income of,over $1 million increased from,10.56% in,1993,tq,19.02% in 2009,

48



IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 49+« CFormatted: Right: 0.25" )

Comparing 1993 with 2009, filers in the income group between $50,000 and $100,000

received 4.45% less in taxable income and paid 8.10% less in taxes. Filers in the income group } (Deleted: percent
‘(Deleted: percent
between $100,000 and $1,000,000 received 21.27% more in taxable income and paid 18.95% (Deleted: percent
‘ (Deleted: percent
more in taxes. Filers in income group of more than $1 million received 6.16% more in taxable (Ddeted: a
income and paid 8.46% more in taxes. Comparing 2002 with 2009, after the Bush tax took effect, . (Deleted: 0
filers in the income group between $50,000 and $100,000 received 3.87% less in taxable income . -( Deleted: (in 2001, the Bush tax took effect),
(Deleted: percent
and paid 4.42% less in taxes. Filers in the income group between $100,000 and $1 million, (Deleted: percent
" Deleted: 000,000
received 8.94% more in taxable income and paid 6.72% more in taxes. Filers in the income (Demed: percent

“( Deleted: percent
group of more than $1, million received 1.97% more in taxable income and paid 2.37% more in Ebeleted: .

(Deleted: 000,000
) (Deleted: percent

L L. . . . . ( Deleted:
These results indicate that taxpayers in higher income groups are paying higher taxes. ) E cletect pereent

taxes.\

Commented [CB53]: Would this data be easier to understand if
it were formatted in a tbale?

However, Figure 21 indicates that the average marginal tax paid per year has dropped since (Deleted: may

2003, and Figure 22 indicates that the average marginal tax by income groups above $75,000 has, (Deleted: higher
(Deleted: s

N A AN AN AN A N AN A N AN

either been negative or smaller compared to taxpayers in income groups below $75,000.

‘ (Deleted: means either cutting the services or running deficit

Conclusion « (Formatted: Centered )

Income tax makes up,a major share of federal and state budgets which cover,many vital . (Deleted: is )

Sl (Deleted: the )

services for, society. The costs of these services have increased and need,to be covered. The U.S. ( Deleted: (Federal or states) that )
o “(Deleted: s )

has run on a deficit for more than fifty years, and there is no end in sight. One of the ways to . (Deleted: of the )
. . . . . ‘(Deleted: Obviously, )

cover the cost is to either increase the sources of taxes or increase the tax rate. The U.S. will have * ( Deleted: do go up )
ith . deficit if tt . h CDeleted: s )

to either cut services or run a deficit if they fail to generate enough revenue, , ( Deleted: F )
(Deleted: ing )

Deleted: In the U.S., deficit has occurred for more than fifty years
and there is no end in site.

49



IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 50+« (Formatted: Right: 0.25"
[Many politicians are insisting on reducing expenses and tax rates. Unfortunately, the (Deleted: as well as insisting on reducing
emphasis js on cutting taxes, whether expenses can be reduced or not. Most of those advocating (Deleted: 7

cutting taxes argue that taxes are unfair to the rich and, if taxes are reduced, the economy will

improve. This paper did not deal with the issue whether reducing taxes will spur economic

growth or not. However, the paper did deal with the issue of tax fairness. |

This paper analyzed, tax data to measure jnequality in order to determine whether taxes

{Commented [CB541: If this paragraph discusses a topic that is

not in the paper, then it is likely not needed in the conclusion.

(Deleted:

€

are fair. This research indicated that taxes are unequal. The conclusion is based on the four

measures of inequality: Suits, Kakwani, Gini, and Theil, Other measures such as average

marginal tax rate, coefficient of variation, dispersion, median, and mean, all indicate inequality as

well. Therefore, the tax system js unfair when measured for progressivity. This paper does not

support the idea that, the rich are paying higher shares of taxes and that their tax rates need to be

reduced, As a result, this paper doesn’t sustain the concept of politicians advocating that the rich

are paying higher shares of their income in taxes, As for the argument for taxes spurring the

(Deleted:

data,

‘(Deleted:

sis of the

. “(Deleted:

create every possible

‘ ‘ (Deleted:

of

k(Deleted:

or unfairness

W ' (Deleted:

fair or not in the paper

; ;k:;‘CDeleted:

\) (Deleted:

ie.

(Deleted:

. All these measures indicate inequality of taxes

5 ) (Deleted:

, and other measures discussed in the paper

(Deleted:

or the taxes are

: (Deleted: s

if

(Deleted:

beyond the scope of this paper and may be pursued in further research.

: (Deleted:

Therefore, for those to

W ‘(Deleted:

say that

CDeleted:

is not supported by the results in the paper

: (Deleted:

the

4 (Deleted:

is not supported by this paper

: (Deleted:

Therefore, taxes are not unfairness toward the rich.

(Deleted:

However, a

\ (Deleted:

c

(Deleted:

that

(Deleted:

NN AN A AN A AN A A

(Deleted:

50



IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 51«

References,

CFormatted: Right: 0.25"

(Formatted: Font: 12 pt, Not Bold

s

Alm, J., Lee, F., & Wallace, S. (2005). How fair? Changes in federal income taxation and the

distribution of income 19978-1998. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, ﬁl oS-

22

2

Alm, J., Sanchez, |., & De Juan, A, (1995). Economic and noneconomic factors in fax

compliance, KYKLE, 48, p. 218,

Alm, J., & Torgler, B. (2006). Cultural djfference and tax morale in the United States and in

Europe_Journal of Economic Psychology, 27(2),224-246.,

Blackburn, J. O. (1967). Jmplicit tax rate reduction with growth, progressive taxes, constant

‘ [Commented [CB56]: The issue number needs to be cited in

‘(Formatted: Font: Italic

(Deleted: Bibliography’
Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Line spacing:
Double

Deleted: ,"...ow fF...ir? Changes in fF...deral il...come
taxation and the distribution of income 19978-1998. ,”

Commented [CB55]: The issue number needs to be cited in
parentheses after the volume number.

Deleted: 24... pp/...-22.¢

(Formatted: Font: Italic, No underline

Deleted: 1. ...anchez, 1., & and...De Juan, A.. De
Juan...(1995).,"...conomic and nN...neconomic fF...ctors in
tT...x cC . [25]

parentheses after the volume number.

progressivity, and a fixed public share,America Economic Review, 57(1),,162-169.,

Conceicao, P., & Ferreira, P. (2000). . The voung person's guide to the Theil index: Suggesting

iptuitive ipterpretation and exploring apalytical application (Working Paper No. 14).

University of Texas,,

Research. www.crema-research.chl,

Cummings, R. G., Martinez-Vazques, J.. Mckee, M., & Torgler, B. (2006). Effects of tax morale

vidence, UC Berkeley:

Berkeley Program

mpliance: Experimental and surve

in Law and Economics, eScholarship. http://escholarship.org/uc/item/8sch2wafp,

Cummings, R. G., Martinez-Vazques, J., Mckee, M., & Torgler, B. (2009)..Tax morale affects

tax compliance: Evidence from surveys and an artefactual field experiment. Journal of

Economic Behavior and Organizatiop, 70(3),447-457.,

51

C Deleted: ,”
Formatted . [26]

( Deleted:
Deleted: and B. ...orgler, B. (2006). ,"...ultural dD...fference
and tT...x mM...rale in the United States and in Europe.," 271

(Formatted .. [28]
Deleted: , ...2), pp....224-246. ¢ .. [29]
Deleted: ,..."...mplicit tT...x rR...te rR...duction with
gG...owth, pP...ogressive tT...xes, cC...nstant pP...ogressivity,
and a fF...xed pP...blic sS...are.," .. [30]

tFormatted . [31])
Deleted: , ...1), pp. ...62-169.9 . [32])
Deleted: and ...erreira, P. (2000). ,"...he yY...ung pP...rson's

gG...ide to the Theil il...dex: Suggesting il...tuitive
il...terpretation and eE...ploring aA...alytical aA...plication (,"
Working Paper No. 14). , ...niversity of Texas, Austin, Texas..."

.. [33]
Deleted: J....Martinez-Vazques, J., M. ...ckee, M., and ...
Torgler, B. Torgler...(2004).,"...iscal eE...change and sS...cial
cC...pital: Effects of ¢C...Iture on tT...x
cC...mpliance,...[Uu...published mM...nuscript].,..
Research. www.crema.CREM...1R

.CREMA

Commented [CB57]: This should be a link that goes dlrectly to
the paper instead of to the general website.

( Deleted: (accessed March 2011).¢

Deleted: J....Martinez-Vazques, J., M. ..
&B....Torgler, B. (2006). ,"...ffects of tT...x mM.. ralc ontT...x
tT...x cC...mpliance: Expenmentdl and sS...rvey ¢E.. 1den0135]

.ckee, M., and

CFormatted Font: Italic

Deleted: Working Paper Series..
eScholarship.,...http://escholarship. org/uc/1tcm/85<:h2watp [36]

Deleted: J. ..

.artinez-Vazques, J., M....Mckee, M., and ...

Torgler, B. (2009).,..."...ax mM....rale aA...fects tT...x [37]
( Formatted . [38])
Deleted: , ...3), pp. ...47-457.¢ .. [39]




IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 52«

CFormatted: Right: 0.25"

Dunbar, A., & Groff, J.E. (2000),Determination of income mobility using tax return data. ,

—

Deleted: ....(2000).,..."...ctermination of income mobility
using tax return data. ," ... [40]

Public Finance Review, 28.,511-539,,

C
{parentheses after the volume number.

ommented [CB58]: The issue number needs to be cited in

)

Duncan, D. and Peter, K. S. (2010)..Tax progressivity and income inequality,(Working Paper Deleted: pp....511-539.1 .. [42])
Formatted [41])
Deleted: ,..."...ax pP...ogressivity and il ..come

No. 2008-6-5).|Georgia State University, Department of Economics,,

Easterly, W. and Rebelo, S. (1993). Fiscal pplicy and economic growth: An empirical

il...equality,"...(Working Pp...per No. 2008-6-5).,... June 2008,
Department of Economic, ...corgia State University, Department
of Economics. Atlanta, GA ... [43]

ipvestigation,(Working Paper No. 4497), National Bureau of Economic Research,,

Deleted: S. ...cbelo, S. (1993).,"...iscal pP...licy and
eE...onomic gG...owth: An eE...pirical
il...vestigation,"...(Working Paper No. 4497).,...National Bureau
of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA...¢ ... [44]

Farris, F. A. (2010)..The Gini index and measure of inequality, American Mathematical Monthly, /(

Deleted: ,"...he Gini il...dex and mM...asure of il...equalipgp]

Formatted

...[46])

117(10), 851-864.,

—

Deleted: , ...10), pp....851-864." .. [47])

Feldstein, M. (1995). The effect of marginal tax rates on taxable income: A panel sfudy of the

Deleted: ,"...he eE...fect of mM...rginal tT...x rR...tes on
tT...xable il...come: A pP...nel sS...udy of the 1986 Tax Reform

Act.," ... [48
1986 Tax Reform Act. The Journal of Political Economy, 103(3),551-572,, ~—<Formatted Lgb
. . ) \( Deleted: , ...3),,...pp. ...51-572.° ... [50])
Feldstein, M, & Feenberg, D. (1996)..The effect of increased tax rates on taxable jncome and —

economic efficiency: A preliminary apalysis of the 1993 fax rate increases. Tax Policy ‘

il...creased tT...x rR...tes on tT...xable I...ncome and
¢E...onomic eE...ficiency: A pP...eliminary aA...alysis of the

d: and D. ...eenberg, D. (1996).,..."...he eE...fect of
1993 tT...x rR...te il...creases.,"

... [51]

//{Formatted

. [521)

and the Economy, 10, p. 89-117.,

Commented [CB60]: The issue number needs to be cited in
parentheses after the volume number.

Formby, J. P., Seaks, T. G. & Smith, W. J. (1982)_Measuring the net progressivity of ™,

Deleted: *

)

government expenditures and taxes (Working Paper No. E820401) . University of North

Carolina at Greensboro, Center for Applied Research, ,

%[

Deleted: and ... Smith, W. J. (1982).,..."...easuring the nN...t
pP...ogressivity of gG...vernment eE...penditures and tT...xes
(Working Paper No. E820401) ."...(...niversity of North Carolina
at Greensboro, Center for Applied Research, Working Paper

Fullerton, D. (1982)..On the possibility of an inverse relationship between tax rates and

government revenues. Journal of Public Economics, 19(1),3-22.,

lGoolsbee, A. (2000).,What happens when you tax the gich? Evidence from executive

compensation, The Journal of Political Economy, 108(2),352-378,

IGouveia, M. & Strauss, R.P... Effective federal individual tax function: An exploratory empirical

E820401)... ¢ ... [53]

Deleted: ,..."...n the pP...ssibility of an il...verse

rR...lationship between tT...x rR...tes and gG...vernment

rR...venues.," ... [54]

~’<Formatted [55])
\( Deleted: , ...1), pp. ...-22.° [56])
| Deleted: Gouveia, M. and R. P. Strauss,"Effective Federal

Individual Tax Function: An Exploratory Empirical Analysis,"

National Tax Journal, 47, 2, pp. 317-319.1

! ... [57]
\CFormatted [58])

Deleted: , ...2), pp....352-378.9 ... [59]

analysis. National Tax Journal, 47(2), 317-319. ]

Commented [CB62]: This source is missing the year of

publication in parentheses after the author names.

)

L)

Hale, T. (2003). The theoretical basics of popular inequality measures; Online computation of

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt

.

Deleted: "...he (T...eoretical bB...sics of pP...pular
il...equality mM...asures; Online cC ... [60]

52



) (Formatted [61])
o ' (Commented [CB63]: This working paper needs a numbeyl_atﬁes])

IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 53« f':EF”'“atte" [64]%
' -( Formatted ... [62]
) . . . A /C Deleted: E...amples." ... [63]
examples, (Working Paper). University of Texas Inequality Project., < " Deleted: . _University of Texas Inequality Project . 661 )
. . L . Deleted: and ... Slottjc, D. (1995).,..."...valuating cE... fecfi
Hayes, K., Lambert, P. J., & Slottje, D. (1995). Evaluating effective income tax progression, < /%For::t;d and ... Slottie, D. (1995) aluating ¢ -?FP@S]%
... [67]
JOMVIZLZZ Off.ubllC Economics, ‘561, 461 _474' » %Commented [CB64]: The issue number needs to be cited in [71]%
% Formatted ... [69]
Iyer, S. G., Schmidt, A., & Seetharaman, A (2008). The effects of standardized tax rates, 3 N % Deleted: p )
. ( Formatted ... [70]
average tax rates, and the distribution of income on tax progressivity,, Journal of ( Deleted: ©
< » Deleted: ,...(2008). ,"...he effects of standardized tax ratg_s,[72])
Accounting and Public Policy, 27.,88-96., /(Formatted [73])
. . ) . (Commented [CB65]: The issue number needs to be cited in [74])
John, P., Lambert, P.L, (1999).Measuring the responsiveness of income tax revenue to income Deleted: pp....85.96- 175
. . . Deleted: ,...(1999).,..."...casuring the rR...sponsiveness of 76]
growth: A review and some UK values, Fiscal Studies, 10(4),1-18., \_{{ormm& 4 o
Kakwani, N. C. (1977).Measurement of {ax progressivity: An international comparison., — 0 3e:e:e:: oo Ah PP ”"18‘: — = [78]%
eleted: ,..."...easurement of tT...x pP...ogressivity: An [79]
Economic Journal, ‘871,7 1 -801 o - (Commented [CB66]: The issue number needs to be cited in [31])

(Commented [CB67]: Kakwani isn’t cited as an author in thqsz])

Kornhauser, M. E. (1993)."The morality of money: American aftitude toward wgalth and the Formatted [80])

3 ( Deleted: pp.
income tax_JIndiana Law Journal, [70,[119- ., ( Deleted: © )
T, Deleted: ,...(1993).,...The mM...rality of mM...ney: Amcl]!gg])
Long, J. E. (1999)..The impact of marginal (ax rates on {axable income: Evidence from sfate EN ‘({' ted [CB68]: The issue number needs to be cited in [35])
- ) ) § (Commented [CB69]: What is the end of this page range?
income fax differentials, Southern Economic Journal, 65(4), 855-869., E(Formatte d [84])

( Deleted: , /994

( Deleted: pp. )
¢

Manage, N. & Marlow, M. L.. (1986)..The causal relation between federal expenditure and

receipts, Southern Economic Journal, 52(3), 617-629,, Deleted: 1 )

\C Deleted: ,...(1999).,..."...he il...pact of mM...rginal 1T~.u:’{86])

Myles, G.,D. (2000)_Taxation and economic growth, Fiscal Studies, 21),141-168, - Formatted ...187)
Deleted: , ...4), p. ...55-869." ... [88]
Piketty, T., & Saez, E. (2007)..'How progressive is the U.S. federal tax system? A historical and « Deleted: and M. L... Marlow, M. L., (1986).,..."...he cC;. [g9f]

Formatted [QQD

international perspective, Journal of Economic Perspective, 21(1), 3-24., Deleted: , ...3).... pp....17-629.. [91])

(Formatted [92])

Saez, E. (2003)::The foECt of mﬁrglnal L;'lX [,ates on iﬁcomei A Bﬂnd §,tudy of hfaCket geep‘: Deleted: areth...D. (2000).,..."...axation and ¢E...onomic [93])
. . ! (Formatted ... [94]

Journal of Public Economics, 87(5-6),1231-1255,, Deleted: ... 1).pp. .. 41.168° - [95]]

(Formatted [96])

Silber, J, (1994) Income distribution, tax structure and the measurement of tax progressivity,

Public Finance Quarterly, 22(1), 86-102, Formatted ... [98]

\ Deleted: , ...1), pp. ...-24. [99])

\ \ Deleted: ,..."...he ¢E...fect of mM...rginal tT...x "R“'.F?S[QOOD

\ (Formatted [101])

\ Deleted: , ...5-6), pp. ...231-1255.1 ... [102])

53 Deleted: ,...(1994).,..."...ncome distribution, tax struct_gye{ilgg])
(Formatted [104])

Deleted: , ...1), pp....86-102.1 ... [105])




IS THE U.S. TAX SYSTEM PROGRESSIVE? 54+ (Formatted: Right: 0.25" )

Smith, A. (1776).,The Wealth of Nations.J. M. Dent and Sons, Ltd, London,, . ( Deleted: , )
\< Deleted: ,...J. M. Dent and Sons, Ltd, London.* [106])
86,205-213, ) ‘(Formatted: Font: Italic, No underline

[ commented [CB70]: The issue number should be cited in
parentheses after the volume number.

Stroup., M. D. (2005)..An index for measuring tax progressivity, Economic Letters,

Sutherland, A. (1997).Fiscal crises and aggregate demand: Can hjgh public debt reverse the

Deleted: ....M. D. (2005).,..."...n il...dex for measuring tax J

effects of fiscal policy? Journal of Public Economics, 65,147-162,, A\ \_progressivity..” ... [107
Deleted: pp....205-213.1 ... [108])
Tanzi, V. (1969). Measuring the sensitivity of the federal income tax from cross-section data: A ( Formatted: Font: Italic
Deleted: ,..."...iscal ¢C...ises and aA...gregate dD...mand:
. . . Can hH...gh pP...blic dD...bt rR...verse the cE...fects of
new approach. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 5(2),206-209,, o S R verse the eb.. fects o

\‘ fF...scal pP...licy?" ... [109
\\(Formatted ... [110

( Deleted: , pp....147-162.¢ [111D

Taylor, J,,B.(2000)Reassessing djiscretionary fiscal policy, Journal of Economic, Perspectives,

Deleted: ,..."...easuring the sS...nsitivity of the fF...deral
]4,(3),21-36, il...come tT...x from cC...0ss-sS...ction dD...ta: AnN...w
\ aA...proach.," ... [112
Thoresen, T. O. (2004). Reduced tax progressivity in Norway in the nineties: The effect from tax (F”'“atte" [113}}
Deleted: ..... ...), pp....206-209.¢ ... [114])

Deleted: ohn...B.,...(2000).,..."...eassessing dD...scretionary

changes. Jnternational Tax and Public Finance, 11,487-506, peletedi om. .
...scal ...P... icy.", ... [115

U. S. Department of the Treasury. (2010) Fact sheet on the history of the U.S. tax system. U.S. Formatted .. [116])

Deleted: , ...3), pp....21-36.5 . [117])

Deleted: ,..."...educed tax progressivity in Norway in the

Department of the Treasury_ https://www.treasury.gov/resource- ele -
nineties: The effect from tax changes.," ... [118

Ccnlcr/faq s/Taxcs/Pagcs/hlsloryrooscvcltmcssagc.aspx. either needs to be cited in the paper or the reference doesn’t need to

be included here.
Formatted [1IQD
Deleted: pp.

¢
( Deleted: ° )
(

Commented [CB71]: This source is not cited in the paper. It J

Deleted: -...act sS...eet on the hH...story of the U.S. tT._,.A‘x[A}‘?zoD
Formatted: Font: Not Italic

% ( Deleted: , )
( Deleted: retrieved on November, 19, 2010. )

54



Page 12: [1] Deleted Carrie 4/28/20 1:18:00 AM
v

o A
Page 12: [1] Deleted Carrie 4/28/20 1:18:00 AM
v

o A
Page 12: [1] Deleted Carrie 4/28/20 1:18:00 AM
v

o A
Page 12: [2] Deleted Carrie 4/28/20 1:18:00 AM
v

o A
Page 12: [2] Deleted Carrie 4/28/20 1:18:00 AM
v

o A
Page 12: [2] Deleted Carrie 4/28/20 1:18:00 AM
v

o A
Page 12: [3] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:02:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [3] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:02:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [4] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:03:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [4] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:03:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [4] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:03:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [5] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:03:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [5] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:03:00 PM

A\




o A

| Page 12: [5] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:03:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [6] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [6] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [6] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [6] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [6] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [7] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [7] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [7] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [7] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [7] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [7] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:07:00 PM
v
o A
Page 12: [8] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:04:00 PM




o A

Page 12: [8] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:04:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [9] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:04:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [9] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:04:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [9] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:04:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [9] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:04:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [10] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:08:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [10] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:08:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [10] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:08:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [11] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:09:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [11] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:09:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [11] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:09:00 PM
v

o A
Page 12: [12] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:09:00 PM

A\




o A

| Page 12: [12] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 5:09:00 PM
<
v
o A
| Page 23: [13] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:59:00 PM I
X
| Page 36: [14] Commented [CB42] Carrie 5/1/20 9:10:00 PM I

The References entry for this citation has the publication year as 2007. I suspect one of two things: this source is not
cited in the References, or the year is wrong for this citation.

A
| Page 36: [15] Commented [CB43] Carrie 4/30/20 9:48:00 PM

If the definition of progressive and regressive taxes has been updated, then I might only include the most recent
definition so as not to confuse the reader.

A
| Page 37: [16] Formatted Carrie 5/2/20 6:08:00 PM

Right: 0", No widow/orphan control, Keep lines together, Tab stops: Not at 0.63"

A
| Page 37: [17] Commented [CB45] Carrie 4/30/20 10:39:00 PM

If the definition was updated in 2007, should that definition be referenced here instead since it’s more up to date?

A
| Page 37: [18] Commented [CB46] Carrie 4/30/20 10:39:00 PM

How do these statistics relate to whether or not taxes are progressive? Can that relationship be explained after giving

the statistics? Additionally, would these statistics fit better in the section on who pays taxes? Then they can just be
briefly referenced here before analyzing them.

A
| Page 37: [19] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:08:00 PM |
X
| Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM

A\

A

Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM




A

Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM




A

Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 47: [20] Deleted Carrie 4/30/20 11:14:00 PM
v

A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v

A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v

A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v

A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM
v
A
Page 48: [21] Deleted Carrie 4/29/20 12:36:00 PM




A

Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM

A\




A

| Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM




A

Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v

A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM

A\




A

| Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 48: [22] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 12:03:00 AM
v
A
Page 51: [23] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:45:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [23] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:45:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [23] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:45:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [23] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:45:00 PM




Page 51: [23] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:45:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [24] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [24] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [24] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [25] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:46:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 51: [26] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:47:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [26] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:47:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [26] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:47:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [27] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 51: [27] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [27] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [27] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [27] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [27] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 51: [28] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [28] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [29] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM I
<
v
A
Page 51: [29] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [29] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:48:00 PM

A\

A




Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 51: [30] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:49:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 51: [31] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:50:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [31] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 2:50:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [32] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:50:00 PM I
<
v
A
Page 51: [32] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:50:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [32] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:50:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM




Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [33] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:51:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 51:

[34] Deleted

Carrie

5/1/20 2:55:00 PM

A\

A

Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [34] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 2:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM




Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [35] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:03:00 PM
v
A
Page 51: [36] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:05:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 51: [36] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:05:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [36] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:05:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
v

A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM




A

Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [37] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:08:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 51: [38] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:09:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [38] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:09:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 51: [39] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:09:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 51: [39] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:09:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 51: [39] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:09:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [40] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [40] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [40] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [40] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 52: [41] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [41] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [41] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [42] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 52: [42] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:10:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM




Page 52: [43] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:12:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [44] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:14:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 52: [45] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [45] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [45] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [45] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [45] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 52: [46] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [46] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [47] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 52: [47] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [47] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM

A\

A




Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [48] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:16:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 52: [49] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:18:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [49] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:18:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [50] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:18:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 52: [50] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:18:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [50] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:18:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [50] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:18:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM




Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [51] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:19:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 52: [52] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:20:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [52] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:20:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM I
<
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM

A\

A




Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [53] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:24:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [54] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:22:00 PM
v
A
| Page 52: [55] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:23:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [55] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:23:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [56] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:23:00 PM I
v
A
Page 52: [56] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:23:00 PM
v
A
Page 52: [56] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:23:00 PM
v
A
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
X
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
'Y
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
X
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
'Y
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
X
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
'Y
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
X
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
'Y
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
X
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
'Y
| Page 52: [57] Deleted Carrie 5/2/20 6:17:00 PM I
X
| Page 52: [58] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:26:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [58] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:26:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 52: [59] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:26:00 PM I

A\




A

| Page 52: [59] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:26:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [59] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:26:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
Page 52: [60] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
| Page 1: [61] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 10:19:00 PM |
Right: 0.25"
A
| Page 53: [62] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM |
Indent: Left: 0.5", Line spacing: Double
A
| Page 53: [63] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM |
<
X
A
Page 53: [63] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM




| Page 53: [64] Formatted

Carrie

5/1/20 3:28:00 PM

Font: (Default) Times New Roman, 12 pt

A
| Page 53: [65] Commented [CB63] Carrie

5/1/20 3:30:00 PM

This working paper needs a number after it from the document.

A
| Page 53: [66] Deleted

Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM |
<
X
A
Page 53: [66] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:30:00 PM
<
X
A
| Page 53: [67] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM I

Indent: Left: 0", Hanging

: 0.5", Line spacing: Double

A
| Page 53: [68] Deleted

Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [68] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 53: [69] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM

Font: Italic, No underline

A




| Page 53: [70] Formatted Carrie

5/1/20 3:31:00 PM |

Font: Italic

A
| Page 53: [71] Commented [CB64] Carrie 5/1/20 3:31:00 PM I
The issue number needs to be cited in parentheses after the volume number.
A
| Page 53: [72] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM I
<
v
A
Page 53: [72] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [72] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [72] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 53: [73] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM I

Font: Italic, No underline

A
| Page 53: [73] Formatted Carrie

5/1/20 3:32:00 PM |

Font: Italic, No underline

A
| Page 53: [73] Formatted Carrie

5/1/20 3:32:00 PM |

Font: Italic, No underline

A
| Page 53: [73] Formatted Carrie

5/1/20 3:32:00 PM |

Font: Italic, No underline

A
| Page 53: [74] Commented [CB65] Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM I
The issue number needs to be cited in parentheses after the volume number.
A
| Page 53: [75] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM I
<
v
A
Page 53: [75] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM

A\

A

Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie

5/1/20 3:32:00 PM

A\

A




Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [76] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:32:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 53: [77] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:33:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [77] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:33:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [78] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:33:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [78] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:33:00 PM




Page 53: [78] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:33:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [79] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 53: [80] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [80] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [81] Commented [CB66] Carrie 5/1/20 3:34:00 PM I

The issue number needs to be cited in parentheses after the volume number.

A
| Page 53: [82] Commented [CB67]

Carrie

5/1/20 9:07:00 PM

Kakwani isn’t cited as an author in the paper. This author either needs to be cited in the paper, or this citation can be

removed from the References.

A
| Page 53: [83] Deleted

Carrie

5/1/20 3:35:00 PM

A\

<

A




Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [83] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 53: [84] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:35:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [85] Commented [CB68] Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM |

The issue number needs to be cited in parentheses after the volume number.

A
| Page 53: [86] Deleted

Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM




Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A

Page 53: [86] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:36:00 PM
v

A
| Page 53: [87] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:37:00 PM

Font: Italic, No underline

A




| Page 53: [87] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:37:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline

A
| Page 53: [88] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:37:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [88] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:37:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [88] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:37:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM

Page 53: [89] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:45:00 PM




| Page 53: [90] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [90] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [91] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [91] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [91] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [91] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
| Page 53: [92] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:47:00 PM
Line spacing: Double
A
| Page 53: [93] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [93] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [93] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [93] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [93] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [93] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM
v
A
| Page 53: [94] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM

Font: Italic, No underline

A




| Page 53: [94] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:46:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [95] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:47:00 PM |
v
A
Page 53: [95] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:47:00 PM
v
A
Page 53: [95] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:47:00 PM
v
A
| Page 53: [96] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM |
Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Line spacing: Double
A
| Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [97] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM




A

| Page 53: [98] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [98] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [99] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [99] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [99] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [100] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:51:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 53: [101] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:52:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [101] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:52:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [102] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:52:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [102] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:52:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [102] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:52:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [103] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [103] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [103] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [103] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM

A\

A




| Page 53: [104] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline

A
| Page 53: [104] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 53: [105] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 53: [105] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 53: [105] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [106] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [106] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:53:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [107] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:54:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [107] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:54:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [107] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:54:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [107] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:54:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [107] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:54:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [108] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM

Page 54: [108] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM




Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
v
A
Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM

A\




A

| Page 54: [109] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 54: [110] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [110] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [111] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 54: [111] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:55:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM




Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [112] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 54: [113] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [113] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM I
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [114] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 54: [114] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [114] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [114] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM




A

Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [115] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:56:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 54: [116] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [116] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [116] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [116] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [117] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
<
v
A
Page 54: [117] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [117] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [118] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM
<
v
A
Page 54: [118] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM




A

Page 54: [118] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM
<
v
A
| Page 54: [119] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [119] Formatted Carrie 5/1/20 3:57:00 PM |
Font: Italic, No underline
A
| Page 54: [120] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 9:19:00 PM |
<
) ¢
A
Page 54: [120] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 9:19:00 PM
<
) ¢
A
Page 54: [120] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 9:19:00 PM
<
) ¢
A
Page 54: [120] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 9:19:00 PM
<
) ¢
A
Page 54: [120] Deleted Carrie 5/1/20 9:19:00 PM




