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The aim of this paper is to show the frequently ambiguous demarcation of the tax progressiveness. It responds to changes or suggestions of changes in the construction of the personal income tax in some European Union states in last years. The theoretical part of the paper, that should lead to the discussion showing that the tax progressiveness is the category of political economy, is also applied to the practical part where the tax progressiveness is calculated in chosen countries of the European Union and results of these analyses are interpreted.

1. Introduction

Nowadays barriers for the individual types of taxes are set in the European Union. Indirect taxes (mainly the value added tax) influence the function of the single market and therefore stand in the centre of attention and effort of its harmonisation. Corporate taxes should help to free movement of capital and should not evoke the harmful competition among individual countries. Social systems should eliminate the discrimination of inhabitants in individual countries minacel systems oration taxes (?? =firemní daluence 








































































 and should not be an obstruction of the free settlement [for example KOVACS, 2006]. Only personal income taxes practically remain in the competence of nation’s governments.

The schemes of personal income tax in the European Union countries are varied, they can differ by the possibility of taking into account the social aspect of the taxpayer (number of nourished children, disability) either in the form of deductible items from the tax base or in the form of the tax abatement. The schemes can also differ by the number of tax brackets, tax rates in the tax brackets and tax progressiveness. There can be found 17 tax brackets in Luxemburg, but also only one tax rate in Estonia, Latvia, Romania and Slovakia on 31.12.2006 (see table l).
Recently (since 2000), there has been a discussion in most of the EU countries about possible elimination of the complicatedness in relation to personal income tax. Especially the countries in central and Eastern Europe tend to be considering a new tax phenomenon – the so-called even tax rate. Such a rate is - viewing the existence of deductibles or tax credits – a progressive tax
 as well, though.    

Moreover the nominal tax rates predicate the real rate of taxation insufficiently. More objective way how to measure the tax circumstances of the taxpayers in individual countries are relative indicators such as the tax incidence of the taxpayer with an average wage, the calculation of an efficient tax rate or measuring the tax progressiveness.

Table 1: Basic tax characteristics*) of European Union member states (on 31.12.2004; tax rates on 31.12.2006)

	Member state of the European Union
	Tax 

quota 
	1000

GDP
	1100

GDP
	1200

GDP
	2000

GDP
	5000

GDP
	α
	β
	personal income tax

number       max. 
of rates        rate
	maximum
corporation tax
	VAT

number

 of rates     rates



	Austria
	42,6
	13,4
	10,0
	2,4
	14,4
	14,8
	21,6
	40,7
	4
	50
	25
	2
	10; 20

	Belgium
	45,2
	17,5
	12,8
	3,2
	14,1
	13,6
	21,8
	43,0
	5
	50
	33
	3
	6; 12; 21

	Bulgaria
	33,1
	8,0
	5,8
	1,9
	12,0
	12,9
	21,0
	37,7
	4
	24
	15
	2
	7; 20

	Cyprus
	34,1
	8,9
	3,6
	3,8
	7,8
	17,4
	19,0
	23,1
	4
	30
	10
	3
	5; 8; 15

	Czech Republic
	36,6
	9,4
	4,8
	4,4
	15,1
	12,1
	22,2
	41,5
	4
	32
	24
	2
	5; 19

	Denmark
	48,8
	30,1
	24,9
	3,1
	1,2
	17,1
	33,0
	37,4
	3
	59
	28
	1
	25

	Estonia
	32,6
	8,5
	6,7
	1,8
	11,1
	13,0
	20,8
	37,6
	1
	23
	23
	2
	5; 18

	Finland
	44,3
	18,1
	13,5
	3,6
	11,9
	14,3
	27,9
	41,9
	5
	32,5
	26
	3
	8; 17; 22

	France
	43,4
	11,6
	7,8
	2,4
	16,3
	15,5
	20,7
	42,4
	7
	48,09
	33,33
	3
	2.1; 5.5; 19.6

	Germany
	38,7
	10,2
	8,7
	0,9
	16,5
	12,0
	18,1
	39,2
	4
	42
	25
	2
	7; 16

	Great Britain
	36,0
	15,8
	10,3
	2,8
	6,6
	13,6
	18,7
	24,8
	3
	40
	30
	2
	5; 17.5

	Greece
	35,1
	8,9
	4,8
	3,3
	12,1
	14,0
	17,5
	37,9
	4
	40
	29
	3
	4.5; 9; 19

	Hungary
	39,1
	9,3
	6,7
	2,1
	13,5
	16,3
	28,6
	40,8
	2
	36
	16
	2
	5; 20

	Italy
	40,6
	14,0
	10,4
	2,2
	12,3
	14,3
	16,8
	42,0
	4
	43
	33
	3
	4; 10; 20

	Ireland
	30,2
	12,4
	7,4
	3,6
	4,6
	13,2
	26,5
	26,3
	2
	42
	12,5
	3
	4.8; 13.5, 21

	Latvia
	28,6
	7,9
	6,0
	1,7
	8,7
	11,9
	17,5
	36,3
	1
	25
	15
	2
	5; 18

	Lithuania
	28,4
	8,8
	6,8
	1,9
	8,4
	11,2
	18,1
	37,0
	2
	33
	15
	3
	5; 9; 18

	Luxemburg
	40,1
	14,1
	7,1
	6,1
	11,3
	14,7
	25,7
	29,0
	17
	38
	22
	4
	3; 6; 12; 15

	Malta
	35,1
	12,4
	7,2
	4,2
	6,9
	15,8
	17,0
	23,9
	6
	35
	35
	2
	5; 18

	Netherlands
	37,8
	10,8
	6,0
	3,3
	14,0
	13,0
	23,9
	31,0
	4
	52
	29,6
	2
	6; 19

	Poland
	32,9
	6,4
	4,0
	2,0
	13,4
	13,1
	19,3
	36,4
	3
	40
	19
	3
	3; 7; 22

	Portugal
	34,5
	8,7
	5,4
	2,8
	11,3
	14,5
	19,2
	30,3
	7
	42
	25
	3
	5; 12; 21

	Romania
	31,9
	7,9
	5,8
	1,9
	11,0
	12,9
	20,9
	37,1
	1
	16
	16
	2
	9; 19

	Slovakia
	30,3
	6,1
	3,1
	2,7
	12,2
	12,0
	19,2
	37,3
	1
	19
	19
	1
	19

	Slovenia
	39,7
	8,5
	5,9
	2,0
	14,7
	16,5
	24,4
	37,8
	5
	50
	25
	2
	8.5; 20

	Spain
	34,6
	10,7
	6,4
	3,5
	12,2
	11,7
	16,0
	29,4
	5
	45
	35
	3
	4; 7; 16

	Sweden
	50,5
	19,5
	15,7
	3,0
	13,8
	17,1
	27,6
	45,9
	3
	25
	28
	3
	6; 12; 25


α... implicit tax rate of consumption,  β… implicit tax rate of labour 

1000 – 5000… tax classification according to OECD methodology, GDP … gross domestic product

2. Determination of questions and adopted methodology
The tax progressiveness is often spoken topic by tax theorists, politicians and economists [CAMINADA, GOUDSWAARD, 2001]. Its solution is not only an economical question – it refers to ethics or morality as well, because it has to choose between situations of subjects with various social positions. In economics we will not find an answer to a question if it is proper to take away one unit from a subject with the higher income and give this unit or less to a subject with lower income. The role of ecomists goes back in these questions and implications of various process and approaches among which politicians decide become more important [SLEMROD, 1994]. The category „tax progressiveness“ can be rank to the political economy.

Justness proper is an abstraction that should be understood rather from the ethical, legal or socially- political view. According to the Czech Law Dictionary (Slovník českého práva [MADAR, 1995] , justness is...“a normative concept of morality and law in which the  face of affairs is characterised as something desirable, something in conformity with the essence and rights of humans, or – on the contrary – something in contradiction which therefore must be eliminated“. Justness is an ethical principle or idea that is embodied in social norms, affects the acts of individuals or social groups, and may be visible in performance of social institutions (e.g. law, judiciary, social welfare system, etc.). The contents of the word “justness” is obviously relative, being conditioned historically as well, which may be evidenced by the ancient Roman definition “ars boni et aequi“.  

Tax fairness had been mentioned by Aristoteles already, and the concept has been going through rather long genesis since then. According to St.Thomas Aquinas, labour proper is a burden, so it should not be loaded with tax. Klock mentions labour taxation by “increasing rate“. Smith is known for his “four tax cannons“. Mills requires a basic principle of tax capability, while an ideal system would be an “even sacrifice”. Cambridge school proposal is an “even marginal sacrifice”.

First mentions of models analysing income taxation process with progressive tax rates may be found at Edgeworth. His analyses provide a fundamental starting point for discussions about modern income-distributing models. Edgeworth analysed implications of the concept of minimal sacrifice, and examined the hypothesis of identical preferences and decreasing marginal benefit. According to Pigou, marginal benefit is falling down if income  is growing, however,  no government has access to relevant information about  subjective benefits, so any  redistribution is mere “second best“. Mirrless´ models dealt with principles of social welfare and maximisation of total benefit in terms of relevancy of the tax policy intended. He formulated four basic elements of the model: the function of social welfare; the individual function of supply of labour; ability division in the society; and the production structure [e.g. MIRRLEES, 1971].  

The legal regulation itself tells very little about what part of their personal income the taxpayers pay to the government. We have to look into the effective taxation which finds out how the legal form of a tax system transforms into the effective tax burden. Effective taxation is characterized by the average tax rate that is defined as per cent ratio of the tax obligation to gross pay. Tax rebates do not work with the average rate; it is construes by the tax theory for measuring the tax burden. It is then dependent on the amount of the statutory limit rates, the width of tax brackets and construction of the tax base (exemption, deductibles, credits, etc.).

Calculations of the average rate of various types of taxpayers are used for international and intertemporal comparison of individual taxes of the whole tax systems. In principle this is assessment of two aspects: degree of tax burden and degree of tax progressiveness. While the degree of tax burden only tells what part of their income the taxpayers pay in form of tax, the degree of progressiveness characterizes the degree of difference of the tax burden of individual taxpayers according to their income. 

According to the tax progression, the tax can be proportional, progressive and regressive. Tax is progressive if the average tax rate grows together with growth of the gross income, and there are more characteristics: e.g. we can say that tax grows more quickly than income. 

In analyzing the tax progressiveness, we cannot forget about the term that is often confused with it, i.e. progressiveness of the tax rate. This represents the way of calculation of the tax from tax base; in practice it is an algorithm of determining the tax obligation (progressiveness of the tax rate = amount of the respective tax / tax base). In progressive tax rate the tax growth is relatively quicker that the tax base growth. In tax rate, the gradual and sliding progression is distinguished. While the gradual progression means that the taxpayer pays higher per cent rate from each unit of the tax base, in sliding progression the tax base is gradually taxed by individual levels of the tax rate that the tax base goes through, i.e. higher rate is applied only to that part of the tax base that exceeds a certain limit, and the amount that does not reach it is taxed by lower rate. 

The tax theory distinguishes between the local and global progressiveness. Dividing individual indexes of tax progressiveness is shown in the figure.

Local (point, interval) progressiveness measures the change of the average rate in one point or between two selected points in the income scale and it is closely linked to effective taxation. The outcomes of its analysis can help to specify the income intervals where the tax progressiveness is the highest or the lowest, in what income intervals there is an eventual break-even point in tax progression, i.e. when tax changes from one form (e.g. progressive) to the other form (proportional or regressive). Then the results can determine which group of taxpayers bears the relatively biggest part of the tax burden.  

In specialized literature we can mostly see three ways of measuring local progressiveness: progressiveness of the average rate, tax obligation and earning after taxation (see Figure l).
Figure 1: Indexes of tax progressiveness
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Progressiveness of the average rate

This index of progressiveness measures the ratio of the average rate change and the income change:

Progressiveness of the average rate =
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Progressiveness of the tax obligation

Progressiveness of tax obligation represents elasticity of tax obligation with regards to the income before taxation:
Progressiveness of the tax obligation = 
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Progressiveness of earning after taxation

The index of progressiveness of earnings after taxation is the elasticity of the earnings after taxation with regards to the income before taxation: 
Progressiveness of earning after taxation = 
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where Y is the income before taxation and T is the tax obligation. Indexes 0 and 1 relate to marginal points of the income interval, in which the progressiveness is measured [for more details MUSGRAVE, 1968]. 

Review of values that the individual indexes can reach is given in table 2.
Table 2: Value of Indexes of local progressiveness

	Tax
	Value

	
	Progressiveness
of the average rate
	Progressiveness
of the tax obligation
	Progressiveness
of earning after taxation

	proportional tax

progressive tax

regressive tax
	  0

>0

<0
	  1

>1

<1
	  1

<1

>1


For calculation of tax progressiveness, any of the mentioned indexes can be used, but the degree of progression will differ in dependence on the index construction. In order to prevent eventual inconsistencies it is always necessary to refer to the respective type of index. 

While the interval tax progressiveness measures the progressiveness in certain limits, most often the gross income of the taxpayer and it can be used for mapping the impact of partial changes of tax law to a particular group of taxpayers, for macroeconomic purposes tax has to be evaluated by one index in its whole course. That is why indexes of global progressiveness are applied. These are mostly oriented on the Lorenz method of the analysis of the income distribution. The most popular is the Lorenz curve and the Gini coefficient, Musgrave-Thin index, Kakwani index, Suits index, Atkinson index, Robin Hood index and the Theil index. For the purposes of this paper they will not be described in detail.

In order to come up to the objective of the essay, an indicator of tax liability progressiveness (2) was applied (as it is least affected by taking into account or, respectively, eliminating social insurance payments), while original “flexible“ marginal points of the interval were considered. If such a methodology is chosen [MUSGRAVE, 2004], the standard procedure is that indexes 0 and 1 are matched with marginal values of the income interval, and cannot be changed for the time of the examination. Such an approach, however, represents a fixation of the values whose real valuation  is changing (or falling) with time. If a fixed interval were taken in account, then the result would be a comparison of the tax progressiveness along the interval, and also a determination of how the changes in the construction of the tax  (deductibles, tax brackets and tax rates within them, tax credits) affected the  degree of the progressiveness within the interval defined by means of fixed nominal margins. A question is whether or not such a methodology makes sense in case of the Czech Republic, and whether or not relevant results may be reached at all. As for the Czech Republic, average employee gross wage in 2006, comparing to 1993 (when the new tax system was established) is 3.53 times higher. 

Therefore, the procedure has been modified, and the margin values of the intervals are matched to average wage adjusted by coefficients equal to the particular multiple of the average wage. Viewing the level of the intervals, the average wage represents an independent variable. The main advantage of this modified approach is  the relatively constant number of the tax payers within the individual intervals analysed, taking into account the fact that the income “scissors“ have been wide opening 
. Applying this method of the determination of the interval margin values, you may find out how the tax progressiveness is changing in case of a taxpayer that stays within the same income interval for the whole period examined. 

For the purposes of the analysis, an employee was chosen, as a representative of the majority of the “active“ taxpayers. Due to considerable variability in terms of tax evaluation and child in various EU countries, the essay deals with a childless employee, and social insurance payments are left unaccounted as well.  

Further, labour taxation was not included in the calculation, nor the delivery paid in the budget by the employer; the calculation only deals with tax burden of individuals.

4. Results
The calculations reviewing tax burden of employee with average wage and consequent interval tax progressiveness in one third of the EU countries and in the Czech Republic are shown in Table 3. For the examination, the following states were chosen: one of the constituent members (Germany); one of the states of Pyrenean peninsula (Spain); one state in the central Europe (Hungary); one from Scandinavia (Finland); Cyprus; and Malta (due to the geographically specific features – small area plus insular character); one of the members (Bulgaria); Slovakia; and the Czech Republic. It was already mentioned above that the income tax rate proper does not say much about the issue, and that we need to take into account non-taxable items and tax credits that are specified by law in each country. As the number of the non-taxable items and their values are considerable different by the country, to make the situation simpler, our model tax payer is a single, childless, earning average wage  and 1.33 multiple of the average wage in each country. As regards the calculations of the effective tax and the interval tax progressiveness, only the amount of the paid tax is considered (without allowances for social insurance). The results following from this algorithm are summarised in Table 3A (to make the picture complete, including the social insurance); all this relates to an employee with average wage. The same calculating method was used in order to determine the tax burden for an employee with 1.33 multiple of the average wage. The values of the tax progressiveness calculated with use of the formula (2) are shown in Table 3B.  Listed in the Table are data in national currency, which (viewing the requirement on calculations of relative indicators) is no problem at all and should be seen as a confirmation of the methodology chosen. 

Due to the origin of the authors of the essay, the issue has been analysed in details with a particular example, and that the Czech Republic. The analysis covers the period 1993 – 2006, income categories 0.50; 0.67; 1.00; 1.33; 1.67 and 2.00 multiple of the average wage (Tables 4). 

Entire data needed for the calculations follow from the law in force in the particular states as of 31 December 2006. The information about the average wage was taken from the website administered by the Eurostat, International Labour Organization (ILO) or from statistic bureaus in the individual countries. The intervals of the average wage multiples follow from the ILO methodology. The calculations were rounded (two decimal positions).

The values shown in the Table support the hypothesis about no interconnection whatsoever between the tax burden (effective tax rate) and the tax progressiveness. The highest tax progressiveness within the analysed interval of the average and the 1.33 multiple of the average wage was found in Bulgaria, while the tax burden is lowest within the states subjected to the examination. The lowest tax progressiveness in the examined sample of the states and within the chosen income interval is in Estonia (which, from the view of the tax burden, shows higher values than the average value is). The high effective tax rate in case of Finland and Cyprus is not reflected in the high tax progressiveness. There is considerable data dispersion both in the tax burden and the tax progressiveness, which gives evidence of different national interests of the states and their national tax policies.    

The development of the tax burden and tax progressiveness in the Czech Republic is shown in Tables 4. It is obvious (see Table 4A) that the tax burden was lowered (in bold numbers) during 1998 and 1999, and that with all income groups. The reason was especially the enlargement of the tax brackets with the lowest tax rate (15%), a relief for all taxpayers. Another obvious drop may be seen in the last year, due to the substitution of the deductible with the tax credits. The total result says that the increase of the average wage in the Czech Republic was not reflected by the government in terms of equivalent modification of the tax system: it is obvious that the tax burden, in fact up to the year 2005, was growing with all income groups.

The Table 4B shows the changes in the tax progressiveness with the particular income groups. Again, you can see an absence of any direct interaction between the changes in the tax burden and the tax progressiveness. In 1998 and 1999, when the tax burden was lowered with all income groups, the tax progression increased in most of the cases (marked in bold). The increasing tax progressiveness is caused by the changes in the deductibles, tax brackets and tax rates. The influence of the individual factors may be quantified by modelling: only one of those factors is changed, while the other factors are kept constant. The increase of the tax progressiveness in 2006 with all income groups is caused by introducing the tax credits instead of the deductible, thus the same absolute deduction from the tax liability with all taxpayers.

As regards the amount of the tax progressiveness (after elimination of lowest income groups connected with support by the state), the highest values may be seen with the income groups between the 0.67 multiple of the average wage and the average wage, or, respectively, with the groups between the average wage and the 1.33 multiple of the average wage.     

Table 3A: Tax burden (Effective Tax Rate) of a citizen with an average wage in chosen
                 countries of the European Union 
	Country
	Annual average wage

w
	Social insurance paid by the employee

SI
	Allowances 

Yes / No
	Tax

(T)
	Credit 

Yes / No
	Net wage

(w - SI - deductions - tax - credit)
	Tax burden (only Tax)

(T / w)
	Tax burden (incl. SI)

(SI + T) / w

	Bulgaria
	4.248 BGN
	527,81 BGN
	N
	326,44 BGN
	N
	3.393,75 BGN
	7.68%
	20.11%

	Cyprus
	20.490 EUR
	1.291 EUR
	N
	4.799,8 EUR
	N
	14.399 EUR
	23.43%
	29.73%

	Czech Republic
	239.616 CZK
	29.952 CZK
	N
	24.120 CZK
	Y
	185.480 CZK
	10.07%
	22.57%

	Estonia
	105.885 EEK
	N
	Y
	19.661,55 EEK
	N
	65.823,45 EEK
	18,57%
	18,57%

	Finland
	34.458 EUR
	1.684,55 EUR
	Y
	8.365,21 EUR
	N
	24.411,24 EUR
	24,28%
	29,17%

	Germany
	42.120 EUR
	8.950 EUR
	Y
	4.139 EUR
	N
	29.031 EUR
	9,83 %
	31,08%

	Hungary
	1.891.032 HUF
	236.379 HUF
	N
	325.675 HUF
	N
	1.328.978 HUF
	17,22%
	29,72%

	Malta
	5.383 MTL
	538,2 MTL
	N
	726,72 MTL
	N
	4.118,08 MTL
	13,50%
	23,50%

	Slovakia
	225.132 SKK
	30.167,69 SKK
	Y
	19.788 SKK
	N
	175.176,31 SKK
	8,79 %
	22,19 %

	Spain
	21.672 EUR
	1.376,2 EUR
	Y
	3.781,98 EUR
	N
	13.113,82 EUR
	17,45%
	23,80%


Source: own work, 2007.

Table 3B: Comparison of the tax burden (Effective Tax Rate) and progressiveness of the tax
                  obligation 

	Country
	Tax burden of the average wage
	Tax burden of the 1,33 multiply of the average wage
	Progressiveness
of the tax obligation

	Bulgaria
	7.68%
	10,56%
	2,5072

	Cyprus
	23.43%
	28,11%
	1,8061

	Czech Republic
	10.07%
	12,84%
	2,1118

	Estonia
	18,57%
	19,67%
	1,2386

	Finland
	24,28%
	28,72%
	1,7374

	Germany
	9,83%
	13,52
	2,3421

	Hungary
	17,22%
	20,76%
	1,8290

	Malta
	13,50%
	18,08%
	2,3702

	Slovakia
	8,79 %
	10,69%
	2,0128

	Spain
	17,45%
	19,63%
	1,5026


Source: own work, 2007.

Table 4A: Tax burden (Effective Tax Rate) in the Czech Republic in 1993 – 2006 (only tax) in percentage 

	year
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	interval
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0,50
	4,17
	5,15
	5,66
	6,28
	6,38
	6,26
	6,22
	6,65
	6,62
	7,07
	7,49
	7,90
	8,22
	4,66

	0,67
	6,41
	7,14
	7,51
	8,02
	8,10
	8,01
	7,97
	8,28
	8,27
	8,60
	8,92
	9,23
	9,46
	7,13

	1,00
	8,57
	9,08
	9,38
	9,70
	9,75
	9,70
	9,67
	10,03
	10,06
	10,56
	11,05
	11,53
	11,89
	10,26

	1,33
	9,68
	10,69
	11,36
	11,36
	11,65
	11,61
	11,52
	11,88
	11,90
	12,29
	12,66
	13,01
	13,51
	13,10

	1,50
	10,52
	11,44
	12,05
	12,05
	12,32
	12,28
	12,19
	12,52
	12,54
	12,87
	13,37
	13,99
	14,46
	14,09

	1,67
	11,22
	12,04
	12,58
	12,60
	12,84
	12,81
	12,73
	13,03
	13,05
	13,64
	14,23
	14,79
	15,21
	15,38

	2,00
	12,22
	12,98
	14,03
	14,11
	14,16
	14,13
	13,96
	14,45
	14,50
	15,01
	15,50
	16,19
	16,89
	17,46


Table 4B: Progressiveness of the tax obligation in the Czech Republic in 1993 - 2006 in particular income intervals 
	year
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	interval
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0,5-0,67
	3,1231
	2,5269
	2,2893
	2,0939
	2,0577
	2,0980
	2,1102
	1,9662
	1,9785
	1,8548
	1,7519
	1,6617
	1,5951
	3,0916

	0,67-1,0
	2,0202
	1,8227
	1,7547
	1,6350
	1,6190
	1,6380
	1,6475
	1,6394
	1,6570
	1,6900
	1,7241
	1,7530
	1,7772
	2,3296

	1,0-1,33
	1,5189
	1,7117
	1,8511
	1,6880
	1,7852
	1,7959
	1,7687
	1,7428
	1,7380
	1,6598
	1,5854
	1,5200
	1,5507
	2,1118

	1,33-1,5
	1,7719
	1,6232
	1,5309
	1,5344
	1,5033
	1,5092
	1,5190
	1,4742
	1,4680
	1,4225
	1,4970
	1,6607
	1,6219
	1,6708

	1,5-1,67
	1,6494
	1,5162
	1,4341
	1,4552
	1,4222
	1,4201
	1,4346
	1,3990
	1,3994
	1,5865
	1,6306
	1,5652
	1,5108
	1,8987

	1,67-2,0
	1,5398
	1,4704
	1,7012
	1,7259
	1,6191
	1,6266
	1,5861
	1,6603
	1,6776
	1,6056
	1,5393
	1,5721
	1,6655
	1,8199


Table 4C: Tax burden (Effective Tax Rate) in the Czech Republic in 1993 – 2006 ( tax and social insurance) in percentage 

	year
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	interval
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0,50
	17,67
	18,40
	18,91
	18,78
	18,88
	18,76
	18,72
	19,15
	19,12
	19,57
	19,99
	20,40
	20,72
	17,16

	0,67
	19,91
	20,39
	20,76
	20,52
	20,60
	20,51
	20,47
	20,78
	20,77
	21,10
	21,42
	21,73
	21,96
	19,63

	1,00
	22,07
	22,33
	22,63
	22,20
	22,25
	22,20
	22,17
	22,53
	22,56
	23,06
	23,55
	24,03
	24,39
	22,76

	1,33
	23,18
	23,94
	24,61
	23,86
	24,15
	24,11
	24,02
	24,38
	24,40
	24,79
	25,16
	25,51
	26,01
	25,60

	1,50
	24,02
	24,69
	25,30
	24,55
	24,82
	24,78
	24,69
	25,02
	25,04
	25,37
	25,87
	26,49
	26,96
	26,59

	1,67
	24,72
	25,29
	25,83
	25,10
	25,34
	25,31
	25,23
	25,53
	25,55
	26,14
	26,73
	27,29
	27,71
	27,88

	2,00
	25,72
	26,23
	27,28
	26,61
	26,66
	26,63
	26,46
	26,95
	27,00
	27,15
	28,00
	28,69
	29,39
	29,96


5. Discussion
In relation to those analyses, we should keep in mind that the calculations deal with the tax proper only, and other deliveries of tax character, especially the social insurance, were not included.  In most of the countries (states subjected to the examination), the social insurance is determined as a percentage calculated from the gross income, and it may be limited by an income ceiling. The lawful insurance, especially in case of the taxpayers with low income may be much more important delivery than the tax proper. This fact is obvious in the example of the Czech Republic, see Table 4C: the values in bold are the values at which the tax delivery exceeds the insurance delivery. Even in this case, you may notice the influence of the growing average wage, and the not very flexible response to this by the Czech tax system. There is the well-known and unexceptionable fact of the aging European population, which may lead to certain reforms in the pension system, and may considerably change the relation between the tax and the social insurance in the future: this, of course, depends on political decisions made by national governments or by the European Union.

For the purpose of the essay, only a single, childless taxpayer was taken into account. The calculations dealing with other types of taxpayer may result in other findings as well, for example, how the tax burden and the tax progressiveness is changed by the number of dependent persons, and how – from the tax view – the existence of children is reflected in the particular states.      

6. Conclusion
Even for the future, the amount and the methods of the determination of personal income tax in the European Union are left upon the particular national governments.  The results following from the analysis of the construction of the personal income tax may show the preferences applied at redistribution processes in the economy implemented via tax. Along with that, the preferences may show that the tax is a tool of the economic strategy and policy: the determination of the tax amount and its construction express not only the degree of the redistribution (the tax burden), but they identify the income groups that participate in the redistribution most (both absolutely and relatively). With no hesitation, the tax as the concept may be regarded a category of the political economy. 

It was illustrated with particular examples in case of a detailed analysis of tax incidence we have to clearly distinguish the effective tax rate, the tax rate progressiveness, and the tax progressiveness.

The tax progressiveness may be influenced –besides the tax brackets and tax rates – by deductibles and tax allowances. If deductibles are substituted with tax credits, the tax progressiveness increases. Lowering the tax brackets, or, respectively, introduction of the so-called even tax rate does not necessarily mean lowering of the tax progressiveness: in addition, this means rather a limit (or even eliminates) the advantage of common tax asserted by married couples [ŠIROKÝ, 2006].   

The comparison of the effective tax rates with the indexes of interval tax progressiveness showed that the growth of the effective tax burden itself does not influence directly the changes in the tax progressiveness. This results from the made analyses. Empiric calculations confirmed that while the index of tax burden (effective rate) is a static value, tax progressiveness was assessed as the flow value; also for this reason these indexes cannot be interchanged and there is no distinct link between them. 

Even though a taxpayer tends not to realize the changes in progressiveness, increase of progressiveness can contribute to destimulation of work efforts and to higher degree of substitution between work and free time, or to transfer to other types of activities. Therefore, in case of likely tax changes, not only the subsequent income should be counted and subjected to tax; the tax progressiveness should be changed accordingly as well.  

References:
1. CAMINADA, K. - GOUDSWAARD, K. Does a Flat Rate Individual Income Tax Reduce Tax Progressivity? A Simulation for the Netherlands. Public Finance and Management. Leiden: Leiden University, 2001.
2. CREEDY, J. Taxation, Poverty and Income Distribution. New York etc.: Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc., 1994.
3. KAKWANI, N. - PODDER, N. Efficient Estimation of Lorenz Curve and Related Inequality Measures. Econometrica, January 1976.
4. MADAR, Z. Slovník českého práva. Praha: Linde Praha, 1995.
5. MIRRLEES, J. A. An exploration in the theory of the optimal income tax. Review of Economic Studies no 38, 1971.
6. MUSGRAVE, R. - THIN, T. Income Tax Progression. Journal of Political Economy, vol.56, no. 6, 1968.
7. MUSGRAVE, P., MUSGRAVE, R. Public Finance in Theory and Practice. New York etc.: Mc Graw-Hill, 1993.

8. ROEMER, J. The democratic political economy of progressive income taxation. Econometrica, no. 67, pp 1-19, 1999.
9. SLEMROD, J. Tax progressivity and Income Inequality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.
10. SLEMROD, J. - BAKIJA, J. Does Growing Inequality Reduce Tax Progressivity? Should it? In.: The Role of Inequality in Tax Policy. Cambridge: NBER, 2000.
11. ŠIROKÝ, J. The Tax Proggressivity and the Effective Tax Rate. Acta Aerarii Publici. Banská Bystrica: UTB, 2006, No. 2.
12. THEIL, H. The Measurement of Inequality by Component of Income. Economics Letter, 1979.
13. TUOMALA, M. Optimal Income Tax and Redistribution. Scandinavian Journal of Economics. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990.
Web sources:

1. http://epp.eurostat.cec.eu.int 
2. http://europa.eu.int/comm/commission_Barroso/Kovacz/index_en.htm 
3. http://europa.eu.int/comm/index_en.htm 

4. http://europa.eu.int/comm/taxation_customs/index_en.htm 

5. http:// www.cfe-eutax.org/ 

6. http:// www.ey.com/tax/ 
7. http://www.ibfd.org/portal/ 
8. http://www.kdpcr.cz
9.  http://www.iipf.org 
Appendix: Calculations of the tax progressiveness and the efficient tax rate in the Czech Republic
	YEAR 1993 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	34 902
	4 711,77
	20 400
	9 790,23
	9 700
	1 455
	4,17%
	17,67%

	0,67
	46 769
	6 313,77
	20 400
	20 054,91
	20 000
	3 000
	6,41%
	19,91%

	1,00
	69 804
	9 423,54
	20 400
	39 980,46
	39 900
	5 985
	8,57%
	22,07%

	1,33
	92 839
	12 533,31
	20 400
	59 906,01
	59 900
	8 985
	9,68%
	23,18%

	1,50
	104 706
	14 135,31
	20 400
	70 170,69
	70 100
	11 020
	10,52%
	24,02%

	1,67
	116 573
	15 737,31
	20 400
	80 435,37
	80 400
	13 080
	11,22%
	24,72%

	2,00
	139 608
	18 847,08
	20 400
	100 360,92
	100 300
	17 060
	12,22%
	25,72%

	interval
	1993-deltaT
	1993-delta Y
	1993-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	1,0619
	0,3400
	3,1231
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,9950
	0,4925
	2,0202
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5013
	0,3300
	1,5189
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,2265
	0,1278
	1,7719
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1869
	0,1133
	1,6494
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3043
	0,1976
	1,5398
	

	

	YEAR 1994 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	41 364
	5 480,73
	21 600
	14 283,27
	14 200
	2 130
	5,15%
	18,40%

	0,67
	55 428
	7 344,18
	21 600
	26 483,58
	26 400
	3 960
	7,14%
	20,39%

	1,00
	82 728
	10 961,46
	21 600
	50 166,54
	50 100
	7 515
	9,08%
	22,33%

	1,33
	110 028
	14 578,74
	21 600
	73 849,50
	73 800
	11 760
	10,69%
	23,94%

	1,50
	124 092
	16 442,19
	21 600
	86 049,81
	86 000
	14 200
	11,44%
	24,69%

	1,67
	138 156
	18 305,64
	21 600
	98 250,12
	98 200
	16 640
	12,04%
	25,29%

	2,00
	165 456
	21 922,92
	21 600
	121 933,08
	121 900
	21 475
	12,98%
	26,23%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	1994-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,8592
	0,3400
	2,5269
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8977
	0,4925
	1,8227
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5649
	0,3300
	1,7117
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,2075
	0,1278
	1,6232
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1718
	0,1133
	1,5162
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,2906
	0,1976
	1,4704
	

	

	YEAR 1995 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	49 032
	6 496,74
	24 000
	18 535,26
	18 500
	2 775
	5,66%
	18,91%

	0,67
	65 703
	8 705,63
	24 000
	32 997,25
	32 900
	4 935
	7,51%
	20,76%

	1,00
	98 064
	12 993,48
	24 000
	61 070,52
	61 000
	9 200
	9,38%
	22,63%

	1,33
	130 425
	17 281,33
	24 000
	89 143,79
	89 100
	14 820
	11,36%
	24,61%

	1,50
	147 096
	19 490,22
	24 000
	103 605,78
	103 600
	17 720
	12,05%
	25,30%

	1,67
	163 767
	21 699,11
	24 000
	118 067,77
	118 000
	20 600
	12,58%
	25,83%

	2,00
	196 128
	25 986,96
	24 000
	146 141,04
	146 100
	27 525
	14,03%
	27,28%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	1995-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,7784
	0,3400
	2,2893
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8642
	0,4925
	1,7547
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,6109
	0,3300
	1,8511
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1957
	0,1278
	1,5309
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1625
	0,1133
	1,4341
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3362
	0,1976
	1,7012
	

	

	YEAR 1996 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	58 056
	7 257,00
	26 400
	24 399,00
	24 300
	3 645
	6,28%
	18,78%

	0,67
	77 795
	9 724,38
	26 400
	41 670,66
	41 600
	6 240
	8,02%
	20,52%

	1,00
	116 112
	14 514,00
	26 400
	75 198,00
	75 100
	11 265
	9,70%
	22,20%

	1,33
	154 429
	19 303,62
	26 400
	108 725,34
	108 700
	17 540
	11,36%
	23,86%

	1,50
	174 168
	21 771,00
	26 400
	125 997,00
	125 900
	20 980
	12,05%
	24,55%

	1,67
	193 907
	24 238,38
	26 400
	143 268,66
	143 200
	24 440
	12,60%
	25,10%

	2,00
	232 224
	29 028,00
	26 400
	176 796,00
	176 700
	32 775
	14,11%
	26,61%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	1996-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,7119
	0,3400
	2,0939
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8053
	0,4925
	1,6350
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5570
	0,3300
	1,6880
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1961
	0,1278
	1,5344
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1649
	0,1133
	1,4552
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3410
	0,1976
	1,7259
	

	

	YEAR 1997 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	64 146
	8 018,25
	28 800
	27 327,75
	27 300
	4 095
	6,38%
	18,88%

	0,67
	85 956
	10 744,46
	28 800
	46 411,19
	46 400
	6 960
	8,10%
	20,60%

	1,00
	128 292
	16 036,50
	28 800
	83 455,50
	83 400
	12 510
	9,75%
	22,25%

	1,33
	170 628
	21 328,55
	28 800
	120 499,82
	120 400
	19 880
	11,65%
	24,15%

	1,50
	192 438
	24 054,75
	28 800
	139 583,25
	139 500
	23 700
	12,32%
	24,82%

	1,67
	214 248
	26 780,96
	28 800
	158 666,69
	158 600
	27 520
	12,84%
	25,34%

	2,00
	256 584
	32 073,00
	28 800
	195 711,00
	195 700
	36 325
	14,16%
	26,66%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	1997-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,6996
	0,3400
	2,0577
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,7974
	0,4925
	1,6190
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5891
	0,3300
	1,7852
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1922
	0,1278
	1,5033
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1612
	0,1133
	1,4222
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3199
	0,1976
	1,6191
	

	

	YEAR 1998 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	70 158
	8 769,75
	32 040
	29 348,25
	29 300
	4 395
	6,26%
	18,76%

	0,67
	94 012
	11 751,47
	32 040
	50 220,26
	50 200
	7 530
	8,01%
	20,51%

	1,00
	140 316
	17 539,50
	32 040
	90 736,50
	90 700
	13 605
	9,70%
	22,20%

	1,33
	186 620
	23 327,54
	32 040
	131 252,75
	131 200
	21 668
	11,61%
	24,11%

	1,50
	210 474
	26 309,25
	32 040
	152 124,75
	152 100
	25 848
	12,28%
	24,78%

	1,67
	234 328
	29 290,97
	32 040
	172 996,76
	172 900
	30 008
	12,81%
	25,31%

	2,00
	280 632
	35 079,00
	32 040
	213 513,00
	213 500
	39 653
	14,13%
	26,63%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	1998-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,7133
	0,3400
	2,0980
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8068
	0,4925
	1,6380
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5926
	0,3300
	1,7959
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1929
	0,1278
	1,5092
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1609
	0,1133
	1,4201
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3214
	0,1976
	1,6266
	

	

	YEAR 1999

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	75 996
	9 499,50
	34 920
	31 576,50
	31 500
	4 725
	6,22%
	18,72%

	0,67
	101 835
	12 729,33
	34 920
	54 185,31
	54 100
	8 115
	7,97%
	20,47%

	1,00
	151 992
	18 999,00
	34 920
	98 073,00
	98 000
	14 700
	9,67%
	22,17%

	1,33
	202 149
	25 268,67
	34 920
	141 960,69
	141 900
	23 280
	11,52%
	24,02%

	1,50
	227 988
	28 498,50
	34 920
	164 569,50
	164 500
	27 800
	12,19%
	24,69%

	1,67
	253 827
	31 728,33
	34 920
	187 178,31
	187 100
	32 320
	12,73%
	25,23%

	2,00
	303 984
	37 998,00
	34 920
	231 066,00
	231 000
	42 450
	13,96%
	26,46%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	1999-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,7175
	0,3400
	2,1102
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8115
	0,4925
	1,6475
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5837
	0,3300
	1,7687
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1942
	0,1278
	1,5190
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1626
	0,1133
	1,4346
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3134
	0,1976
	1,5861
	

	

	YEAR 2000 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	80 940
	10 117,50
	34 920
	35 902,50
	35 900
	5 385
	6,65%
	19,15%

	0,67
	108 460
	13 557,45
	34 920
	59 982,15
	59 900
	8 985
	8,28%
	20,78%

	1,00
	161 880
	20 235,00
	34 920
	106 725,00
	106 700
	16 240
	10,03%
	22,53%

	1,33
	215 300
	26 912,55
	34 920
	153 467,85
	153 400
	25 580
	11,88%
	24,38%

	1,50
	242 820
	30 352,50
	34 920
	177 547,50
	177 500
	30 400
	12,52%
	25,02%

	1,67
	270 340
	33 792,45
	34 920
	201 627,15
	201 600
	35 220
	13,03%
	25,53%

	2,00
	323 760
	40 470,00
	34 920
	248 370,00
	248 300
	46 775
	14,45%
	26,95%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2000-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,6685
	0,3400
	1,9662
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8075
	0,4925
	1,6394
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5751
	0,3300
	1,7428
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1884
	0,1278
	1,4742
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1586
	0,1133
	1,3990
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3281
	0,1976
	1,6603
	

	

	YEAR 2001 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	87 852
	10 981,50
	38 040
	38 830,50
	38 800
	5 820
	6,62%
	19,12%

	0,67
	117 722
	14 715,21
	38 040
	64 966,47
	64 900
	9 735
	8,27%
	20,77%

	1,00
	175 704
	21 963,00
	38 040
	115 701,00
	115 700
	17 680
	10,06%
	22,56%

	1,33
	233 686
	29 210,79
	38 040
	166 435,53
	166 400
	27 820
	11,90%
	24,40%

	1,50
	263 556
	32 944,50
	38 040
	192 571,50
	192 500
	33 040
	12,54%
	25,04%

	1,67
	293 426
	36 678,21
	38 040
	218 707,47
	218 700
	38 280
	13,05%
	25,55%

	2,00
	351 408
	43 926,00
	38 040
	269 442,00
	269 400
	50 970
	14,50%
	27,00%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2001-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,6727
	0,3400
	1,9785
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8161
	0,4925
	1,6570
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5735
	0,3300
	1,7380
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1876
	0,1278
	1,4680
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1586
	0,1133
	1,3994
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3315
	0,1976
	1,6776
	

	

	YEAR 2002 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	94 242
	11 780,25
	38 040
	44 421,75
	44 400
	6 660
	7,07%
	19,57%

	0,67
	126 284
	15 785,54
	38 040
	72 458,75
	72 400
	10 860
	8,60%
	21,10%

	1,00
	188 484
	23 560,50
	38 040
	126 883,50
	126 800
	19 900
	10,56%
	23,06%

	1,33
	250 684
	31 335,47
	38 040
	181 308,26
	181 300
	30 800
	12,29%
	24,79%

	1,50
	282 726
	35 340,75
	38 040
	209 345,25
	209 300
	36 400
	12,87%
	25,37%

	1,67
	314 768
	39 346,04
	38 040
	237 382,25
	237 300
	42 945
	13,64%
	26,14%

	2,00
	376 968
	47 121,00
	38 040
	291 807,00
	291 800
	56 570
	15,01%
	27,51%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2002-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,6306
	0,3400
	1,8548
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8324
	0,4925
	1,6900
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5477
	0,3300
	1,6598
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1818
	0,1278
	1,4225
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1798
	0,1133
	1,5865
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3173
	0,1976
	1,6056
	

	

	YEAR 2003 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	101 502
	12 687,75
	38 040
	50 774,25
	50 700
	7 605
	7,49%
	19,99%

	0,67
	136 013
	17 001,59
	38 040
	80 971,10
	80 900
	12 135
	8,92%
	21,42%

	1,00
	203 004
	25 375,50
	38 040
	139 588,50
	139 500
	22 440
	11,05%
	23,55%

	1,33
	269 995
	33 749,42
	38 040
	198 205,91
	198 200
	34 180
	12,66%
	25,16%

	1,50
	304 506
	38 063,25
	38 040
	228 402,75
	228 400
	40 720
	13,37%
	25,87%

	1,67
	339 017
	42 377,09
	38 040
	258 599,60
	258 500
	48 245
	14,23%
	26,73%

	2,00
	406 008
	50 751,00
	38 040
	317 217,00
	317 200
	62 920
	15,50%
	28,00%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2003-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,5957
	0,3400
	1,7519
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8492
	0,4925
	1,7241
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5232
	0,3300
	1,5854
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,1913
	0,1278
	1,4970
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1848
	0,1133
	1,6306
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3042
	0,1976
	1,5393
	

	

	YEAR 2004 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	109 500
	13 687,50
	38 040
	57 772,50
	57 700
	8 655
	7,90%
	20,40%

	0,67
	146 730
	18 341,25
	38 040
	90 348,75
	90 300
	13 545
	9,23%
	21,73%

	1,00
	219 000
	27 375,00
	38 040
	153 585,00
	153 500
	25 240
	11,53%
	24,03%

	1,33
	291 270
	36 408,75
	38 040
	216 821,25
	216 800
	37 900
	13,01%
	25,51%

	1,50
	328 500
	41 062,50
	38 040
	249 397,50
	249 300
	45 945
	13,99%
	26,49%

	1,67
	365 730
	45 716,25
	38 040
	281 973,75
	281 900
	54 095
	14,79%
	27,29%

	2,00
	438 000
	54 750,00
	38 040
	345 210,00
	345 200
	70 900
	16,19%
	28,69%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2004-progressiveness
	 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,5650
	0,3400
	1,6617
	

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8634
	0,4925
	1,7530
	

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5016
	0,3300
	1,5200
	

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,2123
	0,1278
	1,6607
	

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1774
	0,1133
	1,5652
	

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3107
	0,1976
	1,5721
	

	

	YEAR 2005 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,50
	116 436
	14 554,50
	38 040
	63 841,50
	63 800
	9 570
	8,22%
	20,72%

	0,67
	156 024
	19 503,03
	38 040
	98 481,21
	98 400
	14 760
	9,46%
	21,96%

	1,00
	232 872
	29 109,00
	38 040
	165 723,00
	165 700
	27 680
	11,89%
	24,39%

	1,33
	309 720
	38 714,97
	38 040
	232 964,79
	232 900
	41 845
	13,51%
	26,01%

	1,50
	349 308
	43 663,50
	38 040
	267 604,50
	267 600
	50 520
	14,46%
	26,96%

	1,67
	388 896
	48 612,03
	38 040
	302 244,21
	302 200
	59 170
	15,21%
	27,71%

	2,00
	465 744
	58 218,00
	38 040
	369 486,00
	369 400
	78 644
	16,89%
	29,39%

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2005-progressiveness
	
	
	
	 

	0,5 - 0,67 
	0,5423
	0,3400
	1,5951
	
	
	
	 

	0,67 - 1,00
	0,8753
	0,4925
	1,7772
	
	
	
	 

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,5117
	0,3300
	1,5507
	
	
	
	 

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,2073
	0,1278
	1,6219
	
	
	
	 

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,1712
	0,1133
	1,5108
	
	
	
	 

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3291
	0,1976
	1,6655
	 
	 
	 
	 

	

	YEAR 2006 

	multiple 
	w
	SI
	allowances
	tax base
	tax base
	tax
	credit
	tax after credit

	0,50
	123 336
	15 417,00
	0
	107 919,00
	107 900
	12 948
	7200
	5 748

	0,67
	165 270
	20 658,78
	0
	144 611,46
	144 600
	18 990
	7200
	11 790

	1,00
	246 672
	30 834,00
	0
	215 838,00
	215 800
	32 518
	7200
	25 318

	1,33
	328 074
	41 009,22
	0
	287 064,54
	287 000
	50 162
	7200
	42 962

	1,50
	370 008
	46 251,00
	0
	323 757,00
	323 700
	59 337
	7200
	52 137

	1,67
	411 942
	51 492,78
	0
	360 449,46
	360 400
	70 556
	7200
	63 356

	2,00
	493 344
	61 668,00
	0
	431 676,00
	431 600
	93 340
	7200
	86 140

	interval
	delta T
	delta Y
	2006-progressiveness
	 

 
	Effective Tax: only T
	Effective Tax Rate: T + SI

	0,5 - 0,67 
	1,0511
	0,3400
	3,0916
	
	4,66%
	17,16%

	0,67 - 1,00
	1,1474
	0,4925
	2,3296
	
	7,13%
	19,63%

	1,00 - 1,33
	0,6969
	0,3300
	2,1118
	
	10,26%
	22,76%

	1,33 - 1,50
	0,2136
	0,1278
	1,6708
	
	13,10%
	25,60%

	1,50 - 1,67
	0,2152
	0,1133
	1,8987
	
	14,09%
	26,59%

	1,67 - 2,00
	0,3596
	0,1976
	1,8199
	
	15,38%
	27,88%

	  
	
	17,46%
	29,96%
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Tax Progressiveness








*/ Jan Siroky, Associate Professor, contact: jan.siroky@vsb.cz, tel.: 00420-597322334;


   Katerina Makova, postgraduate student, contact: katerina.makova.ekf@vsb.cz, tel.: 00420-59732314 


� It is interesting to see the approach applied in Slovakia: since the so-called even tax rate was introduced, the basic deductible is at 19.2 multiple of the living wage. Since 2007, however, in case of taxpayer who exceeds the 100-multiple of the living wage, the value is reduced by 0.25 SKK per every 1 SKK above the limit of the 100 – multiple of the living wage. 


*) Sources: European Commission, International Bureau of Fiscal Documentation, International Institute of Public Finance


� In the Czech Republic, for example in 2006, 67% employees were earning below-average wages. 
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