u

) <

The University of Osaka
Institutional Knowledge Archive

Tale Essays on the giving behavior and public policy:
Empirical evidence from South Korea

Author(s) |&, K&

Citation |KFRKZ, 2023, EHIHX

Version Type

URL https://hdl.handle.net/11094/91972

rights
POEB/BRWERI’H B EFANBEMBERILEEEL -
2, 2XIRKATEOHRBTOENEZ LTV
Note | To EXDIFAECHLEDBEIR, <a

href="https://www. Library. osaka-
u.ac. jp/thesis/#closed”> KR KFEDIEBLEHHRTICD W
K/ TSREI W,

The University of Osaka Institutional Knowledge Archive : OUKA

https://ir. library. osaka-u. ac. jp/

The University of Osaka



=3
WX N K o B

Juil

K 4 (

8

Rk )

Essays on the giving behavior and public policy: Empirical evidence from South
i S84 | Korea

(AARGERR © #EOFMTE & ALBORICEE % EIEDHT )

WAROE R

In this paper, we address these three main issues. First, we calculate the effects of different tax
incentives on charitable contributions using South Korean panel data from 2008 to 2019, applying
the censored quantile regression method. We observe the reflection of price elasticity under two
different tax-benefit systems in South Korea and find that: first, taxpayers tend to be more
sensitive to tax incentives under a tax deduction system than a tax credit system. Second, the price
elasticity exhibits a convex shape, where more significant donors have lesser reactions to tax
incentives. In sum, the results are as expected— tax deduction works more efficiently than tax

credits.

Second, we investigate the heterogeneity of whether individual donation behavior varies
according to political and religious preferences. We explore the effects of tax incentives for
charitable contributions with respect to taxpayers’ socio-economic characteristics, religion, and
political preference. We find evidence as follows: (1) Controlling for religious and political
preferences enhanced the estimation result. (2) Taxpayers practicing Protestantism did not
significantly respond to the tax incentive, although they are the most philanthropic group of all
religious groups studied. (3) Political preferences significantly affect donation behavior, whereby
conservatives are found to react less significantly to tax incentives than progressives. Our results

provide evidence that giving behavior is not only practice-driven, but also ideology-driven.

Third, we analyze how income inequality relates to donation behavior by examining taxpayers




across South Korea from 2015 to 2020. We focus on the subjective indicator of inequality and the
objective one, individuals’ perceptions of income inequality and the Gini index respectively. The
findings are following. First, the subjective and objective indicators affect the donation behavior
in opposite directions. Increasing the Gini coefficient discourages donation behavior, whereas the
subjective perception of the income inequality increases donations. Also, the positive effect of the
subjective perception is also found on the extensive margins, which indicates that they participate
in donation when the subjective perception of income inequality increases. We discuss the
mechanism of how the Gini coefficient negatively affects donations by using the future outlook of
the income inequality. We find that only those who have optimistic outlook of the future income
inequality increase their current donations. Overall, we conclude that the subjective perception
of income inequality increases supply of individual public goods, but the objective measure does

not increase it.
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Lol —wme B30 ANbREERESIT L3 2OENLRD,

BT, FABSIOEY HTHEMBEIIED L2 O ERAEL TV D, Bl g EEROITEZ ED X512 x %
7y (BUCET 28 OMOHEE) 13, FHIFICEREORWITET —~ Th D, £z, MiEL A THEAEBEZ T
RVEEENCRE W T, BIHEOEY FNFMITEEZIH L TCLE ) ONEHLITE 2 EIFECRMICLBEERT —~
Toh D, AL, HEOFABHI 2014412, SBI ST % 3R 3 2 BRIC FAFEA R © & 2l (Tax deduction)
22D, BUERBRZICFNBEICIS U CRAAZ R T 2l (Tax credit) IWAEINZZ EICHEHE LT, 2 OBIHIZE
FENFAEIC G 2 T2 B M LTV 5, 20084EH5H20194EMDNational Survey of Tax and Benefit (NasTaB) Z fu»
T, Censored Quantile RegressionlZ3&-3& | FMFBHNCKT T 2 HFMEEOMNMEEFHHE LR, B EHICHT 2
TR BN HRIT., Tax creditfilFEEL Y & Tax deductionffll EEDO FTREWVWZ LAREND, MA T, HHEOK
FVANFIEBREADOKISITNINZ ENREND, TROHORBRICE Y, RET, BUFERFMHIAZELT20IC
1%, Tax deductionfi| EZ#BHT & THD LEmT 5,

B, FMTEIOREZERICEAOBIAN, REMRBUDEEN TN, SVHRINE, BUARCREICH
TOEANDRE R FATHOZLELH L TODDONEHLTWD, BARMERZDOITEZHAT 52 LI EE
F eV, FAHCEAT 2R T, EABMEEZBIRICE R E LTI ANVCTHEMEEZH LI LaRIIb 72 <
FEEIZOWTC 2N E MDD TR O MBI S, 4TI, 2015-20184F D NasTaBAME A JBHEIZ DWW T b I 42
TWbZ EEFA LT, BURRCRERIFNFHEEICH 2 DB EHTE L T D, B2 T2 NEaREAD R T
HLIRENTWDZ e, [FHIETLIZNE I & TFHMEE] OHEE % [FRFIZIT 5 Sample Selection Model (Type 11
Tobit Model) AW STz, SHTORER., FRESLBUA~DEANORG B EHFMTEIOL S ZHAT 2 2 LBREND,

FUEL, FHTERHERICBT DI EORFICRBEIND DNESIT LTS, FISEENILR LCRICHE
BN E S BT DO TIE, EFEZL OB EMEINTND, LArLRRL, —HLERBIIELh T
Vo T ENREHEZ TWDO0EIT TR, EO LI REBTIERLTWD D0, BARKEEZ ESIRZI TS
DO LS TRIGIF R D EBZXDND -, HRSHIKIZ L > TRIGIFER 2213 T TH D, KimCix, AN Z
LEBREEDOIEE L, HR2ERERAT-EBNREEOREE (Y =/F%) ZHRFICEX T, TR LBNFMFEICS
ZDRIEERLIL TS, B ETHEABEREETHDL I ERNbholzizh, SFT —& & AV E R F
EFTN (BARANRAT =7 & LCOBREEKIELET) ICLVHEEEITo R, EMARE EBH 2K EZOR
BAEED EXTDONTFHEHEOTN, VoBREREE DL EWICHEMEROT I EARENRD, WRELT, V=45
BomE X, BMACHDLORRFEMEDLT L L2 PRIE, BNEELDTEEZERT .
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