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P7 “In this specification, the residential land price, rj , serves as an exclusion restriction. We assume
that it affects household’s decision on which municipality to live in, but should not directly affect its

fertility decision of whether to have children or not.”
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As seen, imposing the municipality-specific unobserved term &j allows us to avoid the undesirable



“Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives” property inherent in the conditional logit model.
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ii. This may be because, to some extent, households perceive tax burden in municipalities
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