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Abstract

We consider in this paper overlapping generations
economies with pollution resulting from both consump-
tion and production. The competitive equilibrium steady
state is compared to the optimal steady state from the
social planner’s viewpoint. We show that the dynamical
inefficiency of a competitive equilibrium steady state with
capital-labor ratio exceeding the golden rule ratio still
holds. Moreover, the range of dynamically efficient steady
state capital ratios increases with the effectiveness of the
environment maintenance technology, and decreases for
more polluting production technologies. We character-
ize some tax and transfer policies that decentralize as a
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competitive equilibrium outcome the transition to the so-
cial planner’s steady state.

1. Introduction

Environmental externalities have been studied in economies with overlap-
ping generations for decades. In particular, the effects of environmental
externalities on dynamic inefficiency, productivity, health, and longevity of
agents have been addressed, as well as policy interventions that may be
needed. While in most papers pollution is assumed to come from produc-
tion, and the environment is supposed to improve or degrade by itself at
a constant rate (Marini and Scaramozzino 1995; Jouvet, Michel, and Vidal
2000; Gutiérrez 2008; Pautrel 2009; Jouvet, Pestieau, and Ponthiere 2010),
other papers assume that pollution comes from consumption (John and
Pecchenino 1994; John et al. 1995; Ono 1996). As a consequence of the
differing assumptions, accounts of the effect of environmental externalities
on capital accumulation vary widely across papers. Specifically, John et al.
(1995) showed that when only consumption pollutes, the economy accumu-
lates less capital than what would be optimal. Conversely, Gutiérrez (2008)
showed that when only production pollutes, the economy accumulates in-
stead more capital than at the optimal level. This is so because in John et al.
(1995) agents pay taxes to maintain environment when young, so that an
increased pollution reduces their savings; however, in Gutiérrez (2008) pol-
lution increases health costs in old age, leading agents to save more to pay
for them. The difference seems therefore to come from when the taxes are
paid (when young or old) rather than from whether pollution comes from
production or consumption. Another main difference between John et al.
(1995) and Gutiérrez (2008) is their different assumptions about the ability
of environment to recover from pollution. John et al. (1995) assumes that
environment naturally degrades over time, while Gutiérrez (2008) assumes
that environment recovers naturally.

This paper aims at identifying the net impact of both production and
consumption on environment by allowing for the two types of pollution si-
multaneously. Moreover, as in John and Pecchenino (1994) and John et al.
(1995), we assume that the environment degrades naturally over time at a
constant rate and that young agents devote part of their income to main-
tain it.! In this setup, we characterize the range of dynamically inefficient
capital-labor ratios. Next, we introduce taxes and transfer policies that de-
centralize the first-best steady state, and the transition to it, as a competitive
equilibrium steady state.

"In John and Pecchenino (1994) and John et al. (1995), only the consumption of old
agents pollutes; young agents do not consume. In Ono (1996), it is assumed that con-
sumption of both young and old agents degrade the environment but with a period lag.
Here, we assume also that consumptions of both old and young agents and production
pollute without decay.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the
model. Section 3 characterizes its competitive equilibria. Section 4 presents
the problem of the social planner, defines the efficient allocation with and
without discounting, and characterizes the range of dynamically inefficient
capital ratios (Proposition 1). The competitive equilibrium steady state and
the planner’s steady state are compared in Section 5 where we introduce
some tax and transfer schemes that decentralize the planner’s steady state
and the transition to it as market outcome (from Proposition 2 to Proposi-
tion 5). Section 6 discusses these policies and show conditions under which
a policy is both preferred by agents (Proposition 6), as well as more easily
implementable. Section 7 concludes the paper.

2. The Model

We consider the overlapping generations economy in Diamond (1965) with
a constant population of identical agents. At each period ¢ output can be
produced out of capital and labor according to a constant returns to scale
neoclassical production function F(K;, L;). This production is assumed to
satisfy the condition Fk (k, 1) + Fxk (k, 1)k > O for all £k > 0 where k = K/L,
which guarantees the existence of competitive equilibrium dynamics (see
Appendix A.3). Note that this property holds for all constant elasticity of sub-
stitution production functions F(K;, L,) = [0K + (1 —0)L]1'/7,6 € (0, 1),
p € (—oo, 1]. Capital fully depreciates in each period. The representative
firm maximizes profits solving under perfect competition.

max F'(K;, L;) —nK, — w, L,
K, L, >0 '

so that the rental rate of capital and wage rate are, in each period ¢, the
marginal productivity of capital and labor, respectively, i.e.,

r = Ix (K, L), (1)

w, = I (K, Ly). (2)

The size of each generation is normalized to one. Each agent lives
two periods, say young and old. When young, an agent is endowed with
one unit of labor that he supplies inelastically, so that L, =1 for all ¢,
since population is constant. Agents born in period ¢ divide their wage
w, between consumption when young ¢/, investment in maintaining the
environment m', and savings k' lent to firms for a return rate r.4; to
be used in ¢+ 1 as capital, so that K, = k' since population is normal-
ized to 1. The return to savings 7,11k’ is used up as old-age consumption.
Agents born at date ¢ have preferences over their consumptions when young
and old (), ¢{) € R% and the environmental quality when old, E,; € R,
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represented by u(c) + v(c]) + ¢ (E) with o, v, ¢ >0, u', v, ¢" <0,
and % (0) = v/ (0) = +o0, ¥ (4+00) = v/ (+00) =0, ¢'(+00) =0, ¢'(—00) =
+00.2

Environmental quality evolves according to

Epr = (1= b)E, — aF (Kiy1, Lipt) = B(eg™ +¢f) +ym! (3)

for some o, B,y > 0, and b € (0, 1]. That is to say, environmental quality
converges autonomously to a natural level normalized to zero at a rate b that
measures the speed of reversion to this level. Nonetheless, production and
consumption degrade environmental quality by an amount «/'(K;11, 1) and
B(c5T™ + ¢!), respectively, while young agents can improve the environmen-
tal quality they will enjoy when old by an amount y m' if they devote a portion
m' of their labor income to that end.
The lifetime utility maximization problem of the representative agent is

t t ¢
+ + ¢ (E 4
<A AR AR (4)
subject to
c(l)+kl+ml = wy, (5)
) =1k, (6)
E;=(1=b)E - —aF(K 1) = Bleg+ i) +ym'™, (7)
Efy = (1= 0)E —aF (K1) = Beg"" + ) +ym', (8)

where E ; is, at {, the expected state of environment at ¢ + 1, given the
expected consumption of the next generation young agent c(’;’l’e and E,_;,

ci_l, BN omt w,, r.41. Since the representative agent is assumed to be
negligible within his own generation, he thinks the impact of his savings

? Green preferences are necessary to capture the externality, and this can be achieved in
several ways. Many papers in the literature introduce the stock of pollution as a public
bad entering the utility function instead of environmental quality. Alternatively, pollution
makes agents pay a health cost that reduces utility because of consuming less. In our paper,
following John and Pecchenino (1994) John et al. (1995), we introduce the environmental
quality as a public good entering the utility function of agents. This approach to the impact
of environment on choices of agents seems more adequate for several reasons. First, the
health and utility of agents in fact depend on the quality of environment around rather
than on the quantity of pollution. Second, from the dynamics of environmental quality in
(3), environmental quality captures anyway the effect of pollution, and moreover not only
the impact of current pollution and abatement activities but those in the past also. Third,
without any activity the environmental quality converges (upgrades or depreciates itself) to
a level normalized to zero; while for the alternative approach, environment just upgrades
itself via a rate of decay of the stock of pollution, so that environment never degrades itself,
which prevents capturing the reversion to wilderness that may render environment unfit
for human activity.
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k' on aggregate capital K1) to be negligible as well, ignoring that actually
Ki11 = k' at equilibrium. This assumption implies that he does not inter-
nalize the impact of the savings decision on environment via production.
Notwithstanding, the agent considers the impact of his consumption and
maintenance choices not to be negligible. This is meant to capture the idea
that agents care actually, not for the global environment, but for the nearby
environment on which their consumption and maintenance choices have a
direct impact. In any event, given that there is a single representative agent,
at equilibrium local and global environment coincide. Since production is
not in the hands of the agent (although he supplies the necessary capital
through his savings), that he disregards his impact on environment through
production is the natural assumption to make.

An interior optimal choice (¢, ¢{, k', m', E;, E;, ) for agent ¢ is there-
fore characterized by the first-order conditions (FOGCs)

W (cy) — [B(L—b)+y]¢'(E,) =0, 9)
/ t y / ne
U(Cl)—[ﬂ+—i|¢(b[+1) =0, (10)
Ti+1
o+ k' +m —w, =0, (11)
L~k =0, (12)

E—(1=0E 1 +aF( 1) +B(ch+c )y —ym™ =0, (13)

= (L=0)E +aF (K, 1)+ B(eg™ +ef) —ym' =0, (14)

. .. . — _ +1,e
to be an implicit function of E,_i, ci l, B omtL w,, 7141, and 50+ " as

long as the Jacobian matrix of the lefthand side of the system above with
respect to ¢, ¢i, k', m', E;, Ej_, is regular at the solution. The existence
and regularity of the optimal solution is established in Appendix A.1. For
these FOCs to be not only necessary but also sufficient for the solution to
be a maximum, the second-order conditions (SOCs) are shown to hold at
equilibrium in Appendix A.2.

t—1

3. Competitive Equilibria

The perfect foresight competitive equilibria are characterized by (i) the
agent’s utility maximization under the budget constraints, with correct ex-
pectations, (ii) the firms’ profit maximization determining factors’ prices,
and (iii) the dynamics of environment. Therefore, a competitive equilibrium
allocation {¢{, ¢, k', m', E,;1},is a solution to the system of equations

w(cy) = [B(L=0) +y]¢ (Ei1) =0, (15)
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o (c}) — [ﬂ+m}¢’<m) =0, (16)

R +m —F (k1) =0, (17)

¢l — Fe(K', 1)k' =0, (18)

Ei— (1= b0)E, +aF (K, 1) + B(ci™ +¢l) —ym' =0. (19)

Note that the feasibility of the allocation of resources is guaranteed by the
agent’s budget constraints (17) and (18), since at ¢

o+ R Al = Fe (R DR+ (R D) = F(RTL D).

The perfect foresight competitive equilibria of this economy follow a dynam-
ics represented by a first-order difference equation, because of the regularity
of the associated Jacobian matrix of the left-hand side of the system of equa-
tions above with respect to cé“, ¢y, k', m', E; 1 (see Appendix A.3).

A perfect foresight competitive equilibrium steady state, in particular, is

a (¢o, c1, k, m, E) solution to the system of equations
w(co) — [B(1=0b) +y]1¢'(E) =0,

_r
Fi (k. 1)

co+k+m—F (k1) =0,
¢ —Ix(k, 1)k =0,
bE +oaF(k, 1)+ B(co+ 1) —ym=0.

v'(e1) — [ﬁ + ]W(E) =0,

4. The Social Planner’'s Choice with and without Discounting

In this section, we consider the optimal allocation from the viewpoint of a
social planner that allocates resources in order to maximize a weighted sum
of the welfare of all current and future generations. The allocation selected
by the social planner, which is optimal in the Pareto sense, is a solution to
the problem

o]

1
Zm [u(co) + v(ci) + ¢ (Erin)] (20)

ma
t
’ t=0

X o0

{"(t)”'lrk m/~15/+‘};:()

subject to, Vi =0,1,2, ...,
T R ' = FET ) (21)

E1=(1—=b)E —aF(k', 1) — B(ci" + ¢) + ym', (22)



626 Journal of Public Economic Theory

given some initial conditions cfl, k=1, Ey, where 0 < R is the social planner’s
subjective discount rate.® The first constraint (21) of the problem is the re-
source constraint of the economy in period ¢ requiring that the total output
in that period is split into consumptions of the current young and old, sav-
ings for next period’s capital, and environmental maintenance. The second
constraint (22) is the dynamics of the environmental quality.

The social planner’s choice of a steady state is a (¢, ¢1, m, k, E) satisfying
(see Appendix A.4)

R

i) = 1+ PR g (23)
_l’_

. _vy+BA+R) , -

v(m)——b+R ¢'(E), (24)
2o y(I+R

Fx(k, 1) = TR (25)
o+ +k+m=F(k1), (26)
bE + aF (k, 1) + B(co+¢1) — ym =0. (27)

(the planner’s discount rate R cannot be arbitrarily high for the optimal
steady state to be characterized as above, specifically y > (1 + R)a needs
to hold, which requires y > « , so that Fx(k, 1) > 0). More specifically, in
the case of the social planner caring about all generations equally, i.e.,
R =0, the planer’s steady state is the so-called golden rule steady state
{c, ], k¥, m*, E*} that maximizes the utility of the representative agent and
is characterized by being a solution to the system

W (c]) = M¢ (E), (28)
o (ch) = ”ﬁqs (E%), (29)
Fe(k 1) = —X—. (30)
=
o+ R +mt=F(k 1), (31)
BE* +aF (k1) + B(ci + ¢}) — ym* = 0. (32)

* The discount rate R is strictly positive when the social planner cares less about a gen-
eration’s welfare the further away in the future that generation is, while R equals to zero
when she cares about all generations equally, no matter how far in the future they may be.
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Note that, from (28) and (29), the marginal utility of consumption of the
young agent must equal that of the consumption of the old agent.

Diamond (1965) shows that, in the standard OLG model without pol-
lution externalities, a competitive equilibrium steady state whose capital per
worker exceeds the golden rule level is dynamically inefficient. In this paper,
we consider instead an economy with pollution externalities coming from
both production and consumption, in which the environment degrade it-
self over time, and where the quality of the environment can be improved
through maintenance. It turns out that, as in Diamond (1965), the golden
rule capital ratio of this economy with pollution externalities is still the high-
est level of capital ratio that is dynamically efficient.*

PROPOSITION 1: In a Diamond (1965) overlapping generations economy with
consumption and production pollution, for an efficient enough cleaning technology,
compared to the marginal polluting impact of production (specifically, for y > a in
the model), the golden rule capital ratio (i.e., the planner’s steady state choice without
discounting) is the highest dynamically efficient capital ratio.

Proof: Since Fxk (k, 1) < 0 for all k, the planner’s optimal capital ratio k is
implicitly defined to be a differentiable function k(R) of R by the condition

. 1+R
Fx (k1) = _vd+R
y — (1+ R
whose derivative, by the implicit function theorem, is
! 1 14 ?
kK(R) = = < 0. (33)
Fgr(R(R), 1) \y = (1 + R)a

So, k is decreasing in R. Hence, k(R) is maximal when R = 0, which is corre-
sponds to the golden rule level of capital k. u

Proposition 1 shows that any steady state capital ratio exceeding k* is
dynamically inefficient. From (30) the golden rule capital ratio k* is decreas-
ing in the production pollution parameter «. It is, however, increasing in
the environment-maintaining technology y. Hence, the more polluting is
production, the smaller the range of steady state allocations that are dynam-
ically efficient for some discount factor R. Similarly, the more effective is the

*In a different framework and when pollution externalities are large enough, Gutiérrez
(2008) has shown the existence of dynamically efficient competitive equilibrium steady
state capital ratios that exceed the golden rule capital ratio. Specifically, when (i) pollution
externalities come only from production, (ii) environment recovers itself at a constant
rate, (iii) no resource is devoted to maintaining the environment, and (iv) the pollution
externality decreases the utility of the agents only indirectly by requiring each agent to pay
for extra health costs in old age, Gutiérrez (2008) shows the existence of a “super golden
rule” level of capital ratio (beyond the golden rule level) such that any stationary capital
ratio exceeding this level is necessarily dynamically inefficient.
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environment maintenance technology, the bigger the range of steady state
allocations that are dynamically efficient for some discount factor R.

5. Policy Implementation of the Planner’s Optimal Steady
State

In this section, we provide tax and transfer policies allowing to implement
the planner’s optimal steady state. Ono (1996) and Gutiérrez (2008) also
introduced tax and transfer schemes to decentralize the golden rule steady
state in the context of the pollution externalities they consider (from con-
sumption and production only, respectively). However, their schemes up-
hold the golden rule once the economy is already at that steady state. In
this section, we provide instead policies that lead the economy toward the
social planer’s first-best steady state and will keep it there once reached.
The policies fulfill this in two stages. In the first stage (in the period ¢ — 1),
taxes and transfers are set in order to make the agent born in period ¢ — 1
choose 0671 =}, cifl =&, k" =k and E{ = E* (but not m""! = m* or
E,_1 = E*). For the sake of avoiding unnecessarily cumbersome notation,
the argument is presented for the case R = 0, although it can be rewritten
for any R > 0). Then, in the second stage, taxes and transfers are reset to up-
hold the planner’s steady state from period ¢ onward. The first scheme based
on the taxation of consumption is presented next in detail. The subsequent
schemes work analogously.

5.1. Taxes on Consumptions

As in Ono (1996), we consider first taxes on consumption along with lump-
sum taxes and transfers. Letting 7j and 7/ be the tax rate on agent ¢’s con-
sumption when young and old, respectively, 7j; a lump-sum tax (if positive)
levied on agent ¢’s income when young, and 7} a lump-sum transfer (if posi-
tive) to the same agent when old at date ¢ + 1, the problem of agent ¢ is then

t t e
+ +¢(E 34
cf,,rf.k'.rnrrui)él?,ﬁf‘]u(co) v(cy) +¢(E,) (34)
subject to
(I+t)eh+k +m =w, — Ty, (35)
(1+Tll)()i =T[+]kl+ Tl, (36)
Er=(=b)E 1 —aF (K1) = Bleh+ e ) +ym'™", (37)

Ef = (1= b)E, — aF (K, 1) — B(ch™ + ¢b) + ym, (38)
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. _ _ _ t+1, : :
given E,_1, ¢} VRt m=1 w, cO+ ‘, and 7. Note again that in Equa-

tion (38), the agent, being negligible within his generation, ignores the fact
that K;1; = k' and hence is unable to internalize the effect of the savings
decisions on environment through the aggregate output.

PROPOSITION 2: In a Diamond (1965) overlapping generations economy with
pollution from both consumption and production, the planner’s steady state can be
implemented at any given period t by the following period-by-period balanced-budget
policy: Announce at t — 1 that the following consumption tax rates and lump-sum
transfers will apply,

(1) to generation born at t — 1

-1 _ Y F+B—Ily+B(1—-0)10b
TO _ bl

yb
YA
' (y —a)b ’
1 Y
L= il R
~1
FL(R2,1) — (1 + 1) ¢ — K
(1= b)Er o —aF (K2, 1) = B((1+10) ¢ + ¢ ) +ym' 2 |,
E* +aF (k1) + B(ci + ¢b)

7' = (A + 1)l — Fe (R, 1)k,

where A=y + B(1 —b)
(2) to generation born from t onwards

y+B-ly+pA-0)10

Ty = ,

yb
Y +B(-b)
=—>=>-1,
(y —a)b

TO = F]J(k*, 1) — (1 + To)C?; — k" — m*,
T = (1+1)c] — Fe(k*, 1)k".

Proof: See Appendix A.5.

5.2. Taxes on Consumptions and Capital Income

In Section 5.1, we introduced taxes on consumptions in which the tax rates
differ between consumptions of the old and the young. In reality, however,
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this tax scheme seems to be difficult to apply because it discriminates be-
tween young and old agents. In order to avoid the discrimination, a unique
rate of consumption tax t‘ should be applied. Beside that, a capital income
tax 7, and a system of lump-sum tax 7} (if positive) and lump-sum transfer
T} (if positive), levied on agent ¢’s incomes, are introduced to show that the
best steady state allocation can be achieved. The problem of agent ¢ under
the tax policy is then

; ] E; 39
r(,,ai,k’?ln’i)éb‘,,]i;;lu(co) + U(Cl) +o( ;+1) (39)
subject to
I+the)+k +m =w,— T, (40)
A+tYe; =1 —1)rp k' + 17, (41)
Er=(=b)E 1 —aF (K1) = Blch+ e ) +ym'™", (42)
Ef = (1= 0)E —aF (K1, 1) — B(egt 4+ ¢)) + ym!, (43)

given E, i, Ci_l, BN omt w,, cé“"”, and 7,41. Note again that in (43), the

agent, being negligible within his generation, ignores the fact that K, | =
k' and hence is unable to internalize the effect of the savings decisions on
environment through the aggregate output.

PROPOSITION 3: In a Diamond (1965) overlapping generations economy with
pollution from both consumption and production, the planner’s steady state can be
implemented at any given period t by the following period-by-period balanced-budget
policy: Announce at t — 1 that the following consumption tax rate, capital income tax
rate and lump-sum transfers will apply,

(1) to generation born att — 1

i _ Y By B D]

’

yb
o1 _ @y +B) = BU(y — ) —apb
! y Iy + B0 =0b)] ’
y
Ti'==|1-0b
~1

FL(k=2,1) — (1 +1)cs — k*
(1= 0)E, 9 —aF(k21) — B((1+ 1)+ +ym 2 |,
E* +aF (k*, 1) + B(ci + ¢h)

T = (1 +71)e — (1 — 1) Fe (K, 1)k,

— | =
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where A=y + B(1 —b),
(2) to all generations born from period t onwards
oy 4B—Iy+B1—=0)1b
= 5
_alr+p) — B (y —a) —apb
yly+B0—10)]
TO = F]‘(k*, 1) — (1 + 'L')Cg — k" — m*,

T

k]

k s

Ty =1 +1)ct — (1 — 1) Fe (K, 1)k

Proof: The proof for this proposition is similar to the proof for Proposition
2. ]

5.3. Taxes on Consumptions and Production

We still keep the nondiscriminatory tax rate 7/ on consumptions and the sys-
tem of lump-sum tax 7} (if positive) and lump-sum transfer 77 (if positive).
However, we now introduce a Pigouvian tax on production instead of tax on
capital income. In any period ¢, let tlﬁ be the tax paid by firms per one unit
of output produced in period ¢. We will design taxes and transfers policy en-
suring the government’s budget to be balanced and achieving the planner’s
steady state through competitive markets.

Under the production tax, the problem that the firm must solve in pe-
riod ¢ is

max (1 —1))F(K, 1) —rK, —w,. (44)
K

The returns to capital and labor are at equilibrium, respectively,

ro=(1-t)F k1), (45)
we= (1 =) F(k", 1), (46)
Under the taxes and transfers policy, the agent ¢’s problem is
max  u(cy) +v(e) + ¢ (E; ) (47)
ootk m!=0E,, Ef
subject to

AI+theg+k +m =w,— Ty, (48)

(147} = rk! + T, (49)

E=0—bE 1 —aF (k" 1) = B(ch+ e +ym'™, (50)
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E{, = (1=b)E —aF (K1, 1) = B(cf™ + ) +ym'™", (51)
given E,_, cfl, L omt L w,, c(”)H’e, and r.4. Note again that in (51), the
agent, being negligible within his generation, ignores the fact that K, =
k' and hence is unable to internalize the effect of the savings decisions on
environment through the aggregate output.

PROPOSITION 4: In a Diamond (1965) overlapping generations economy with
pollution from both consumption and production, the planner’s steady state can be
implemented at any given period t by the following period-by-period balanced-budget
policy: Announce at t — 1 that the following consumption tax rate, production tax
rates and lump-sum transfers will apply,

(1) to generation born att — 1

g1y FB-ly+pA-0)1b

’

yb
szaw+ﬁ>—ﬂﬁw—w>—wm
4 yly +B(1—10)] ’
1 Y
T, = i
—1
Fr(k'=2,1) — (14 1)c} — k*
(1 —b)Es —aF (k"2 1) — B((L+ )¢ + ¢ +ym' =2 |,
E* +aF(k*, 1) + B(cj + ¢})

Ty ' = (1+1)¢f — (1 — 1)) Fx (K, I,

where A=y + B(1 —10),
(2) to all generations born from period t onwards

L _rtB-lytpU-b)Ib
_ =
. _ar ) = pU(y — o) —apb
r y Iy + B0 —b)] ’
Ty=(1—1,)F.(k", 1) = (1 +1)c) — K — m",

)

Ty = (1+1)cf — (1 —7,) Fe (K, 1) K"

Proof: The proof for this proposition is similar to the proof for Proposition
2. [ |
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5.4. Taxes on Consumption, Production, and Labor Income

We now modify the tax and transfer policy introduced in Section 5.3 by us-
ing the labor income tax rate 7/ to replace the lump-sum tax 7. All other
things are kept the same as in the Section 5.3 Under this policy, the agent ¢’s
problem is

ma Y+ v(c!) + o (E° 52
("A,C;,kum;éEhE;;lU(Co) v(ey) +d(EL) (52)
subject to
I+tHheg+k +m' =1 -1)w, (b3)
(l—f—ft)ci :T[+]kt+ Tt, (54)
E,=(1—=bE —aF (k" 1) —B(ch+ ey +ym™, (55)
E{ = —=bE —aF(Ky1, 1) — B(c™ + ¢}) + ym, (56)

given E,_, cfl, L om L w,, cé“’”, and r.;. Note again that in (56), the

agent, being negligible within his generation, ignores the fact that K11 =
k' and hence is unable to internalize the effect of the savings decisions on
environment through the aggregate output.

PROPOSITION 5: In a Diamond (1965) overlapping generations economy with
pollution from both consumption and production, the planner’s steady state can be
implemented at any given period t by the following period-by-period balanced-budget
policy: Announce at t — 1 that the following consumption tax rate, production tax
rate, labor tax rate and lump-sum transfer will apply,

(1) to generation born at t — 1

i _yHB—ly+BA=D)]b

T 5
yb
o aly +B) — Bb*(y —a) —aBb
v vy +B(1—10)] ’
Y
nl=—(1-0
-1

Fr(k72,1) — (1 +1)c — k*
(1=b)Eig —aF(K21) = B((L+ 1)+ ) +ym' ™2 |,
E* +aF (k*, 1) + B(c; + ¢¥)

— S| =

T =1 +1) — (1 — 1)) Fx (K, 1k,
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where B= [y + (1 —b)] FL.(k"2,1),°

(2) to all generations born from period ¢t onwards

__vtB-ly+BA -0

’

yb
. _ay+B) —pU(y — o) —apb
r yly +B(1—b)] ’

B A4+1)es+k +m*
(1 — 1) Fr(k*, 1)

Ty =(141)] — (1 —1))Fc (K", 1)k,

T, =1

El

Proof: The proof for this proposition is similar to the proof for Proposition
2. [ |

6. Discussion of Policies

The four alternative tax and transfer policies analyzed above conduct the
economy to the same outcome, the social optimum, through the same
Pareto-improving path. So from a welfare point of view, the agents are in-
different between the four policies. However, the agents pay lower taxes
and/or receive higher transfers under some of the policies compared to
others, which may make the former policies likelier to be voted for and im-
plemented. In our setting, the tax and transfer policy is announced at the
beginning of period ¢ — 1. Therefore, we will analyze the taxes and transfers
that agents born in period ¢ — 1 pay and receive, respectively, as well as those
for agents born from period ¢ onwards.

For convenience of notation, we shall denote by subscripts 1, 2, 3, and 4,
respectively, the policies “taxes on consumptions,” “taxes on consumptions
and capital income,” “taxes on consumptions and production,” and “taxes
on consumptions, production, and labor income.”

The following proposition summarizes how the policies compare in
terms of the net taxes and transfer they generate from period ¢ — 1 onwards:

PROPOSITION 6: In a Diamond (1965) overlapping generations economy with
pollution from both consumption and production, if at period t — 1 one of the tax and
transfer policies is announced, then

(1) in period t — 1, young agents pay the same amount of taxes under the four
policies above. Hence, old agents in period t — 1 receive the same amount of
transfers under these policies.

® Note that this denominator differs from the corresponding denominator in Proposition
4 by a factor F; (k'~%, 1). This is obvious since t/! is the tax rate on labor income while 7}~
is a lump-sum tax on income.
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(2) from period t onwards, all agents are equally treated under the policies 1 and
2; and they are also equally treated under the policies 3 and 4, specifically
(2a) Ifa(y +B) — Bb*(y —a) —aBb > (<)0, so that 7, > (<)0,
then they pay less (more) taxes when young and receive more (less)
net transfers when old with policies 3 and 4 than with the two other.
(2b) Ifa(y +B) — Bb*(y —a) —afb =0, so that T, = 0 and 7 =
0, then policies 1, 2, and 3 coincide, and agents are equally treated
by all four policies.

Proof: See Appendix A.6 |

According to Proposition 6, which policy would be voted for by the
agents depends on the condition guaranteeing the production tax rate T,
to be positive, or negative, or zero. When a(y + ) — Bb*(y —a) —aBb > 0,
Proposition 6 shows that policies 3 and 4 will likely be preferred by the agents
since they pay directly less taxes when young and receive more net transfer
when old with these policies than with the others. That is because under poli-
cies 3 and 4, firms pay part of the taxes while under the others they do not,
and agents may not perceive taxes paid by the firm as undistributed income.
In fact, when firms pay taxes, wages decrease. Actually, each agent being neg-
ligible takes into account only how taxes paid directly affect his/her budget
constraints, disregarding how taxes paid by firms affect his/her budget con-
straints. Therefore, they will likely vote for policies 3 and 4. Now, from the
policy maker’s point of view, the only difference between policies 3 and 4 is
the labor income tax versus the lump-sum tax raised on the income of the
young agents. For the same amount of tax, the labor income tax seems more
easily implementable because of being proportional on the agents’ wages
while the policy maker may have to set a heterogeneous lump-sum tax apply-
ing to heterogeneous agents in reality.

In the case a(y + B) — 86> (y —a) —afb <0, agents may prefer poli-
cies 1 and 2, because under policies 3 and 4 agents pay a higher tax when
young and receive a lower transfer when old to subsidize production. Indeed,
being negligible, agents cannot internalize that their paid tax subsidize pro-
duction that will increase wages making the policies equivalent. From the
policy maker’s point of view, policy 2 may be more easily implementable than
policy 1, since policy 1 requires discriminating between young and old con-
sumers about tax rates on consumption, the implementation of which may
be costly. For policy 2, however, the policy maker applies a single consump-
tion tax rate to both young and old, along with a capital income tax on the
returns to savings lent to firms via the banking system, and hence easy to
collect at a low cost.

For the case a(y +B) — Bb*(y —a) —aBb =0, agents are equally
treated by all four policies. Moreover, under this condition the policies 1,
2, and 3 exactly coincide. In this case, as discussed above, from the policy
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maker’s point of view policy 4 is likely to be more easily implementable than
the others.

7. Conclusion

We have presented a general equilibrium overlapping generations model
with environmental externalities from both production and consumption.
For such a model we proved that the competitive equilibrium steady state is
not the planner’s steady state, for any discount rate the social planner may
use. The pollution externality from consumption does not affect the range
of dynamically inefficient capital ratios, whereas the pollution externality
from production does. The higher the production pollution parameter o,
the larger the inefficient range. The environment-maintaining technology
y also plays a role in determining the best steady state capital ratio k*. The
cleaner the environment-maintaining technology, the smaller the range of
the dynamically inefficient allocations. By comparing the competitive steady
state and the best steady state, we designed balanced budget taxes and trans-
fer policies that decentralize the planner’s steady state. We also discussed the
desirability and implementability of each policy from the viewpoints of both
the agents and the policy maker.

This paper makes many simplifying assumptions, such as the technology
being exogenous, the population growth rate being zero, and there being
only one production sector. Further developments, including endogenous
technology and fertility, as well as the impact of human capital accumulation,
are left for future research.

Appendix

A.1. Existence of the Agent’'s Optimal Solution

By substituting (11), (12), (13), and (14) into (9) and (10) the existence of
solution to the system of the first-order conditions (9)—(14) is equivalent to
the existence of solution to the system of two following equations:

W (cg) — [B(1—0b)+y]1¢' (E[,) =0, (A1)
U(Cl)—mu(%)— , (A2)

where

Efy =1 =) [ =0)Ey = aF(koy, 1) = Blcf + i) +ym'™]
—aF (K1, 1) = Beg™ + b)) + y (w, — ¢h — 1),

Te+1
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From (A2), by the implicit function theorem we can treat ¢| as a function
of ¢, ¢} = @(c}) where ¢'(-) > 0, ¢(0) = 0 and ¢(+00) = +00. We rewrite

2 =Q—[B(L=0b)+ylc— (/3+ %)(p(c(”)),

+1

where Q=0-b)[(1=b)E —aF(k_1,1) =Bl +ye~!] —aF
(Ki41,1) — ﬂcéﬂ’” + yw,. Now the system of Equations (Al) and (A2) leads
to the following equation:

W (ch) — [BA—b)+y1¢ (Q— (B —b)+7y]c,
= (ﬂ + L) (ch)) =0. (A3)

Ti+1

The existence of the agent’s optimal solution is equivalent to the exis-
tence of solution to Equation (A3). In effect, set

A=d(ch) —[B(L—b)+y]¢ <Q— [B(1—b)+y]c,— <ﬂ + %)(p(d}))

is a continuous function of c{'). We have,

Iim A=—-00<0
cy—>+00

and

Iim A =400 > 0.

ch—0%
We also find that A is a monotone function of c(") since

aA

1 t
— =u (¢
a(/‘(t) 0)

+B8(—=0b)+v] [ﬂ(l —-b)+y+ <ﬂ + %) w'(ff))} ¢"(Ef,) < 0.

So there exists a unique solution ¢/ > 0 to (A3), meaning that there
exists a unique optimal solution of the agent.

A.2. Checking the SOCs for the Maximization Problem of the Agent

For the FOCs to be sufficient conditions to characterize a (local) maximum
to the optimization problem, we have to check the sufficient SOCs. The La-
grangian of the maximization problem is

7y = u(cey) +v(c)) +d(Ej ) + A1 (co+k +m' —w) +A5(c) — rigik')

A (B — A= b)Ey +aF (R 1) + B(ch+ i) —ym'™)
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Y (Ej+1 — (1= b)Y E, 4+ aF (k' 1) + Bt + ¢y — ymf) ,

whose bordered Hessian will appear as

0O 0 0 O 1 0 1 1 0 0
0O 0 0 O 0 1 —ryp 0 0 0
0o 0 0 O B 0 0 0 1 0
0o 0 0 O 0 B 0 —yb—1 1
i 1 0 B 0 W(c) O 0 0 0 0
0O 1 0 B 0 <'(c¢) O 0 0 0
1—r410 O 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 —y 0 0 0 0 0 0
0O 0 16—-1 O 0 0 0 0 0
0o 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 ¢"(E],)
The sufficient SOCs for a maximum are
0O 0 0 O 1 0 1 1 0
0o 0 0 O 0 1 —rn4 0 0
0O 0 0 O B 0 0 0 1
0O 0 0 O 0 B 0 —yb—1
(-D°|Hs|=—=|1 0 B 0 u'(ch) O 0 0 0
0O 1 0 B 0 () O 0 0
1—-r4,10 O 0 0 0 0o o0
1 0 0 —y 0 0 0 0 0
0O 0 16—-1 O 0 0 0 0

== (B =0b)+ )i 0" (e]) = (Brosi + )l (¢5) > 0,

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 o0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1 —r 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 B 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 B 0 —yb—-1 1
s1e 1|1 0 B 0 W) O 0 0 0 0
(=1)°[Hs| = 01 0 B 0 v'() 0 0 0 0
1-r40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 -y 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1b—-1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 ¢"(EL)

=2, 0" (e () + " (Ef,,) |Hs| > 0,

which guarantees that the solution to the agent’s problem is a maximum
indeed.
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A.3. Competitive Equilibrium Dynamics
The competitive equilibrium conditions impose on (cf)H, c{, k', m!', E;f1) a

dynamics described by a first-order difference equation, because
W (cy) = [B(L=0b)+y]¢ (Eq) =0,

v (cf) — [ﬂ + ﬁ] ¢ (Ei1) =0,
ch+k +m —F (k1) =0,
¢l — Fx (K, 1)k =0,
Ei— (1= b)E, +aF (K, 1) + B(cs™ 4+ ¢b) —ym' =0,

implicitly define it to be a function of its lagged value (c(’;,

g’l"l, k=Y m!=l, E,). In effect, the associated Jacobian matrix with respect to
t+1 ,

0 0 0 0 G
0 () D 0 H
J=lo o 1 1 o],
0 1 —C 0 0
B B afg(k', 1) —y 1

where
C=Fg(k', 1) + Fxg (k', 1)k > 0,

_ yIgx(R, 1)
© Fr(k,1)2

G=—-[B(1—-0) +y]1¢"(E1) >0,

¢/(Ez+1) <0,

. % p
"= [ﬂ+FK(k‘,l)]¢ ()=

is regular, since

0 () D 0
0 0 1 1
det(/) =Gly —C 0
B B afg(k', 1) -y
J'(¢}) D 0
——GB| 0 11

1 —-C 0

=—GB[D+ Cv"(c})] > 0.
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Because the Jacobian matrix is regular for all (cé“, e, kY, m!, Ey), itis ev-

idently regular at the solution. This implies that for all competitive equilib-
rium (cf,‘H, i, k', m', E;41), there exists, for all ¢, a function ¢ : R® — R5
such that

1+1

¢ ¢
¢ cfl
kt — w kt—l
mt m[—l

E E,

A.4. Solving the Problem of the Social Planner

The Lagrange function for this problem is

+00

1
£=3 gy (M + e + ()]

+00

M t—1 t -1 t t
+Z—(1+R)t [F(RT 1) — b —ei7 = k' — m']

t=0

+o00
Ul f » t i
+;m[Et+l_(1—b)Et+OlF(k,1)—|—IB(CO +01)—ym],

The FOCs of the maximization problem are

% _ () . M B
dc,  (1+R)Y (QA+R! (A+RT 7
E — U/(Ci) . M+ + B, -0
de;,  (I1+R' (1+RH™*  (1+R)! ’
oL _ @' (Evs1) + N _ N1 (1—0)
3k (1+R' (A+R  (A+RH 7
% M + M1 P (k' 1) nialiy (k', 1) -
okt~ (14 R)! (1+ R)*! (1+R!
0L Mt my

’

am'  (A+R)! (1+R)
that is to say
“/(C(t)) —pi+Bn1(1+R) =0,
/oot Hit1
_ At =0,
v (¢y) 1+R+ﬁm
N (1=0)

"(E - =0,
¢ (Er1) +my T+ R
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MMle_(Z’ 1) + ek 1) =0,
—ue—ny =0.
At the steady state,
W(co) =p—pn(l+R),
HLR — B,
(1 —="5b)n
14+R
w(l+R)
w+an(l+R)’
w=-ny.

V() =

¢/ (E) = —n+

’

Fi(k,1) =

Therefore,

y + B+ R)
b+ R
_vy+BA+R)
b+ R
y(1+R)
y—(1+Ra

w(co) = (1+R) ¢'(E),

(1) ¢'(E),

Fi(k,1) =

A.5. Proof of Proposition 2

Note first that, since a competitive equilibrium steady state under a period-
by-period balanced-budget stationary policy of consumption tax rates 7, 7y,
and lump-sum transfers 7j, 77 is characterized by

W(co) =[B1=b)+y(1+1)]¢ (),

U (co) = |:,3 + ﬁ(l + Tl)} ¢'(E),

(I +71)eo+k+m=F (k1) =T,
(I +7)er = Fx(k, )k + T1,
E=0-b0F—aF(k 1) —B(co+ c1) +ym,
and
Toco + e + To = T,
and because the planner’s steady state is characterized by

y+B

— ¢ (E"),

w(cy) =
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ooy VB
v (e)) = —¢> (E7),
4

y—ao
o+ + R +mt=F(k 1),
E = (1= b)E* —aF (k1) — B(ci + ¢}) + ym",

Fy (K7, 1) =

then for the stationary competitive equilibrium under 7y, 71, 7y, 77 to be the
planner’s steady state it is necessary and sufficient that

ﬁ(l—b)+y(1+ro>=#,
+ﬂ
'B+F(k* 1)( +17) = 5

(I4+10)eg + K +m" = F (k" 1) = T,
(I+7)ef =Fx (R, k" + Th,

i.e., that
y+B—Ily+B(1—-0)1b

’

T) =

yb
_y+B(—-0)
n=——""-1
(y —a)b

To=FrL(k*, 1) — (1 +19)cy — k" — m",
=01+ tl)cT — Fx (K", 1) k*.

In other words, such a policy supports the planner’s steady state once the econ-
omy is there. There is then the additional problem of moving the economy to the
planner’s steady state .

To address this additional problem, it should be noticed that the choice
by agent ¢ of 66, ci, kom!, E,, IiH_l depends on past decisions, in particular
on k7! through w, = F; (k'~', 1), and on ¢~ Um= B, through the envi-
ronment dynamics. We shall show next that there exists a balanced-budget
policy toward generation ¢ — 1 that makes it choose ¢, ¢, k" and Ej = E*
(but not m* or E,_; = E*), and another policy towards generation ¢, namely
the policy above, that makes it choose ¢, ¢}, k* and Ef+1 = E* as well as m*
and E;, = E*. Once there the same policy keeps the economy at the planner’s
steady state.

In effect, agent ¢ — 1’s choice at a perfect foresight equilibrium is char-

acterized by the conditions

(k™) =181 =) +y(1+1)1¢ (E),
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14

m(l + )¢ (E)),

V(e ) =18+

I+z)eh ' + k" +m ™ = F (k21 — T,
A+r)el ' =FE DR + 17,
Ey=0=bE _og—aF (k"2 1) = (i 4+ 24+ T172) + ym' =2,
E,=0—=0)E, ;1 —aF(k™' 1) = Blch+ ™) +ym'™,

given past decisions 0172, k=2 m'=2, E, o, and ¢;- Note that, for the govern-

ment’s budget to be balanced at ¢t — 1, generation ¢ — 2 receives as a transfer
T{7? all the taxes raised at ¢ — 1, i.e.,

t—2 t—1 t—1
Tl = ToC + TO .

Keeping this in mind, it turns out that there exist transfers 7, ', 7/~ such
that under 7, 7; above generation ¢ — 1 chooses ¢, ¢, k" and Ey = E*. In ef-
fect, there is a solution in c(’fl, Téfl, Tffl, m'~', E,_1, E, to the system above
with ¢!~ = ¢} and k"' = k*, i.e., a solution to

W(ch™) =B —b) +y(1+1)1¢ (E),

() =B+ ﬁ(l + )1 (B,

A4ty + K +m™ = F (k2 1) - T,
(A + 1)} = Fe (R, V)R 4+ T,
By = (1=0)Ery —aF(K% 1) = B((1+w)ey '+ " + 157 +ym' ™,
E= (1= 0) By = aF (K1) = pleh + )+ ym™,

(where ¢/~ and k! have been fixed at the levels ¢! and k*, respectively)

because, given the conditions characterizing the planner’s steady state, from
the second equation necessarily £, = E*, which in turn implies, from the
first equation, that ¢, ' = ;. The fourth equation directly determines

T = (14 1) e} — Fe (K, 1)k

and the three other equations constitute the following regular linear system
in m'~1, Tg_l, and E,_;

T 4w =R — (A + 1) el — K,
E i +BTy =1 =0)E s —aF (k"% 1) = B((1+10)c)+ i) +ym'™2,
(1=b)E +ym'™" = E +aF (K, 1) + B(ch+ ¢)),
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with solution

m!=! L (A=0p b-1 1
] = 1 % 1-b -1
Ei —vB Y B

FL(K21) = (1+ 1) g —
(1= b0)Ers —aF (K2 1) — B((L+ 1) e + ¢ +ym 2 |,
E,+aF (K, 1) + B (ch+ )

where A =y + (1 — b) is the determinant of the matrix of coefficients.
Thus, under the following policy of consumption tax rates and lump-sum
transfers

-1 v+B—=Ily+BA—-0)]b
Ty =

yb
1—-0
tlf—l:y_’_ﬂ( )_1’
(y —a)b
1 Y
T, = i
-1
F(k72,1) — (1 + ) e — k*
(1= b)Er o —aF (K2, 1) = B((1+10) ¢ + ¢ ) +ym'™2 |,
E+aF (', 1) + B(c) + ¢})

Ty = (14 1)} — Fe (K, 1)K,

generation ¢ — 1 makes at equilibrium the choices

o = Cp»
t—1 _  x*
= c¢q,
t—1 *
kR =k,

1 ((=0)B
m = b—l

(1= b)Erg —aF (K2, 1) = B((L+ 1) 5 + ¢ ) +ym'2 |,

A
Fr (k2 1) = (14 70) ¢ — b*
E, 4 al (k1) + B(ch+ c})
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1 —yB
kg = Z l’
Fr(k=21) — 1+ 19)c) — k*
(1=b)E, s —aF (k"2 1) — B((1 + o) ¢ + ¢} ) + ym'™?
E +aF (K, 1) + B(ch + ¢f)

E, = E*.

Note that the policy above depends on elements known at the time ¢ — 1
announces it, except for the transfer Tg_l, which depends as well on the
expected (and, at a perfect foresight equilibrium, the actual) first-period
consumption of generation ¢, ¢;. The choice of m'~! and E,_; by generation
t — 1 depends on it accordingly. Nevertheless, under the announcement at
¢t — 1 that the same consumption tax rates will be applied to generation ¢ as
well, along with the stationary balanced-budget transfers implementing the
planner’s steady state, i.e., under the policy

v+ B—ly+B(1—=10)]b
T =

9

yb
_y+BA=0b)
T oy —a)b ’

To=F (k' 1) = (1 +70)cy — k" — m",
Ty =1+ '171)6‘1k —FK(k*, l)k*

It is perfectly foreseen at ¢ — 1 that at equilibrium ¢y = ¢. More speciﬁcally,
under this policy generation ¢’s choice is ¢, ¢}, k*, m*, E, = E*, and £

+1 =
E*, because this choice solves

w(cy) = [B(L =) +y(1+710)]¢ (E],),

Y
Fe(k', 1)

(I+7)ey+ k' +m' = F (k1) — T,
1+ Tl)cl = FK(kl, l)kl + T,
E,=1—-bE_1—aF(k*, 1) — ,3(06 + CT) + ymtil,
Hl—(l—b)E[—OlF(kl 1) — ﬂ(ctHF—l—ci)—l—yml,

v(e) =B+ 1 +n)]¢ (EL,),

given that £, |, c(";’L “ are perfectly foreseen to be E*, ¢§ when the policy is

left unchanged for all generations from generation ¢ onwards, and the next-
to-last equation is guaranteed to be satisfied from the choices of E,_; and
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m!~! by generation ¢ — 1 at ¢ — 1 (it is the last equation in generation ¢ — 1’s
system).

Finally, note that at period ¢ the policy is balanced as well (at ¢ — 1 and
from ¢ 4 1 onwards it is so by construction), i.e.,

T =toeh + Tel ™ + T,
that is to say,
(A +1)e] — Fe (K, K = toc; +icl + FL(k*, 1) — (1 + 10) ¢ — K — m”,
which boils down to
o+ + R +m" = Fg (", 1)E" + FL(k", 1),

which is guaranteed by the feasibility of the planner’s steady state. [ |

A.6. Proof of Proposition 6

(1) It should be noticed that, under each policy above, each agent born in
period ¢ — 1 chooses cff] =}, c{fl =}, k"' =k, E/ = E* (butnotm'~! =
m* and not E,_; = E*). So, young agents pay the following amounts I'""" of
taxes under each policy i°

Policy 1

M =z + 107"
Policy 2

Ny =zep+ 17"
Policy 3

Myl =cep+ 107"
Policy 4

Pyl =rteg+ 1, ' FL(E 3.

From the equations determining tax rates and lump-sum taxes and trans-
fers in Propositions 2-5, we know that 1) = 7, and the lump-sum taxes im-
posed on the incomes of agents born in period ¢ — 1 in policies 1, 2, and 3
are exactly identical. And it is straightforward from equation defining 7!
(in Proposition 5) to find that T/ 'F (k72 1) = T(jfl. Therefore, we have

-1 _ pt—=1 _ pt=1 _ =1
l—‘1 - F? - FS - F4 ’

% Since the tax rates are unchanged over time, except for the tax rate on labor income,
we have removed the time superscripts for all tax rates, but not for the tax rate on labor
income in period ¢ — 1.
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i.e., the agents born in period ¢ — 1 pay the same amount of taxes when
young under each of the policies above.

(2) First of all, we prove that from period ¢ onwards, agents are treated
equally under policies 1 and 2, and they are also treated equally under poli-

cies 3 and 4. It should be noted that from period ¢ onwards, under each pol-

. i ok 0+ ok pi+i 1k t+i 0% P AE
icy above, agents choose ¢, = ¢, ¢ = ¢}, k" =k, m"™ =m*, E,; = E¥,

and E7 ;| = E*Vi > 0. So, from period ¢ onwards, each young agent has to

pay an amount of taxes corresponding to each alternative policy as follows:”
Policy 1

Iy =v1oey + Toq = Fr(k*, 1) — ¢f — k" — m™.
Policy 2

Fo=t¢y+ Too = Fr(k*, 1) — ¢f — k" — m™.
Policy 3

s =t¢g+ Tos = (1 — 1)) F(k*, 1) — ¢; — k" — m".
Policy 4
Fy=r1¢y+ 1,00 (k1) = (1 — 1)) FL.(k*, 1) — ¢ — k" — m".
Hence, we have
' =TIy and I's =Ty. (A4)

Each old agent from period ¢ onwards receives an amount of net trans-
fers (lump-sum transfer after subtracting taxes paid) corresponding to each
alternative policy as follows:

Policy 1
O, =T, —uc = —Fc(k", 1)k".
Policy 2
Oy = Ti 9 — 1¢] — bk (R*, 1)k = ¢ — Fx (K", 1)k".
Policy 3
Qs =Tis—te) = ¢y — (1 — 1) Fg (K", 1) k™.
Policy 4

Oy =Tia—7tey = ¢ — (1 — 1) Fg (K", 1) k™.
Hence, we have
O = Oy and O3 = O4. (AD)

7 In this proof, we add subscripts 1, 2, 3, and 4 into the corresponding lump-sum taxes and
lump-sum transfers to indicate that they belong to corresponding policy 1, 2, 3, or 4.
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(A4) and (Ab) imply that agents are treated equally under policies 1 and 2,
and they are also treated equally under policies 3 and 4.

(2a) If a(y + B) — B> (y —a) —afb > (<)0, then T, 7, > (<)0, and
therefore

Fl = FQ > (<)F3 = F4
and
O =09 < (>)03 = Oy,

which imply (2a) of Proposition 6.
(2b) If a(y + B) — BO*(y — ) —aBb =0, then 7,7, =0, and there-
fore

=Dy =I5 =T,
and
O] = Oy = O3 = Oy,

i.e., in this case agents will be equally treated under all policies.

We prove next that, in this case policies 1, 2, and 3 coincide. In ef-
fect, from equations determining the taxes and transfers in Propositions 3
and 4, it is straightforward that policies 2 and 3 coincide. By comparing
equations in Proposition 3 (or Proposition 4) with equations in Proposi-
tion 2, we now complete the proof by showing that under the condition
a(y +B) — Bb%(y —a) —afb = 0 the tax rates 7o and 71, which are deter-
mined in Proposition 2, are equal.

We have
aly +B) — BV (y —a) —afb =0

Bb*y
o

& y+B= — Bb® + Bb.

We transform 1y and 7; as follows:

_v+B-ly+BA-H]b

T) = yb
_Q?—5H+ﬁh—w+ﬂﬂ—b”b_ﬁﬁ_1
and
_r+BpA-1D)
p=—-1
(y —a)b
B —Bo*+Bb—Bb B

= 1=——-1.
(y —a)b o
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Therefore, 1) = 71 = 7. Hence, policy 1 also coincides with policies 2
and 3. ]
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