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Abstract

We characterize Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving policy reforms in a
second-best (Diamond /Mirrlees) world with a consumption externality. A counter-
intuitive finding is that, starting from an initial equilibrium with no direct quantity
control on the externality, it is possible that all Pareto-improving and equilibrium-
preserving directions of change require an increase in a negative externality. We
provide intuition for these results by establishing a nexus between Guesnerie’s ap-
proach to designing (tax) policy reforms and the standard Kuhn-Tucker technique
for identifying the manifold of feasible Pareto-optimal states, given the instruments
available to the policy maker.
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1. Introductory Remarks.

It is common knowledge that, starting from a tight competitive equilibrium in an econ-
omy in which the only distortion is a single externality, a Pareto-improving move would
necessarily require a reduction in the level of a negative externality or an increase in
the level of a positive externality. In this paper, we seek to characterize policy reforms
to combat distortions created by the presence of an externality in a more realistic econ-
omy: one in which there exist other market distortions. In particular, the second-best
model we develop is one in which, apart from the presence of a negative consumption
externality, there also exist distortions brought about by indirect taxation (or subsidiza-
tion), which drives a wedge between consumer and producer prices and hence between
the marginal rates of substitution in consumption and in production. As in the optimal
taxation literature,! this distortion is rationalized by the inability of the government,
owing to informational and administrative constraints, to implement a system of per-
sonalized lump-sum transfers. Rather, the government can implement a system of
uniform lump-sum transfers.2 To avoid the complications generated by the distribution

of profits, we also assume that the government taxes away all profits of firms.?

Starting from an initial equilibrium in a regime where the government’s policy
instruments comprise only the complete system of indirect taxes, 100-percent taxation
of profits, and the uniform lump-sum transfers, we study the fruitfulness of imposing
quantity controls on the consumption of the externality-causing good. We focus on
quantity controls rather than Pigouvian taxes because we wish to examine, in a second-
best world, the effect of a comprehensive policy reform on the level of the externality.
Even if we assume that the externality-generating good is not a Giffen good, it is not

clear in a second-best world that a comprehensive reform that includes an increase,

L See Ramsey [1927], Diamond and Mirrlees [1971a, 1971b], Diamond [1975], and Guesnerie [1975,
1977, 1979, 1980, 1995]).

2 n the absence of a feasible system of personalized lump-sum transfers, the government might
engage in income redistribution by taxing labor (income), one of the commodities, and redistributing
some or all of the revenue equally to the consumer/workers. Or it might redistribute wealth by taxing
luxuries and subsidizing necessities.

3 Alternatively, one could make the (common) assumption of constant returns to scale (a conical
production set), in which case maximal aggregate profits would be zero.



say, in a Pigouvian tax would necessarily entail a decrease in the level of the negative

externality.

To sharpen our focus on the general-equilibrium interactions between externality
policies and tax distortions, we consider the simplest possible externality: one in which
the consumption of a particular good by one consumer imposes negative externalities

on all other consumers.?

Our approach to the study of externality policy reforms in a general-equilibrium
context draws extensively on methods and results in two important literatures that, to
our knowledge, have not yet been exploited in the study of externality policies. The first
is the general-equilibrium literature on tax reform, attributable primarily to Guesnerie
(1977, 1995]. This research takes the view that second-best tax policies (as well as
first-best policies) are typically unachievable because they require quantum leaps from
the existing state of the economy. More realistic are incremental tax-policy reforms
that are Pareto improving and equilibrium preserving. A theoretical counterpart of an
incremental reform is a (differential) direction of change that is Pareto improving and
equilibrium preserving. We adopt the same paradigm in the examination of externality

policies.

The second important literature that we exploit is the research on rationing and
quantity controls, attributable primarily to Tobin and Houthakker [1950-51], Neary and
Roberts [1980], and Guesnerie and Roberts [1984]. The results in this literature greatly
facilitate our analysis of a direct quantity control on the consumption of the externality

generating commodity.”

4 Our results would require only some minor notational changes and a system of personalized quan-
tity controls if we were to generalize the model to allow consumption of the externality-generating
commodity by multiple consumers, so long as the set of consumers can be partitioned into externality
generators on the one hand and externality victims on the other. By partitioning in this way, we avoid
the issues of strategic interaction that arise if some consumers are both generators and victims. The
type of externality we have in mind is tobacco smoking or the playing of loud music.

5 For a general-equilibrium evaluation of the role of quantity controls in designing second-best
policies, see Ray and Sen [1992, 1998]. A related issue is the role of in-kind subsidies as a policy
instrument; see Guesnerie [1983].



While our main objective in this research is to provide a framework for examining
externality policy reform in a general-equilibrium framework, we do obtain a number
of specific results, some of them surprising. Most notably, we find that, starting in a
(Diamond-Mirrlees) competitive equilibrium with distortional taxation and no direct
externality quantity control, it might be Pareto improving and equilibrium preserving
for the regulator to mandate an increase in the single negative externality. In fact,
it can be the case that all Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of
change require an increase in the negative externality. While this result is at first glance
counterintuitive, it is explained by the presence of other distortions in the economy,
namely the wedge between consumer and producer prices, along with the feedback

effects in a general-equilibrium analysis.”

Section 2 constructs a general-equilibrium model of policy reform with a single
externality, Section 3 contains our general results, and Section 4 provides the intuition

underlying the economic structure of these results. Section 5 concludes.

2. The Model.

2.1. Consumers and Producers.

We examine an economy with n 4+ 1 goods, the first n being the non-externality-
generating goods, indexed by either £ or [ = 1,...,n, and the last being the externality-
generating good, indexed by v. We assume no externalities in the production of these
n + 1 goods, so that the aggregate (economy wide) production technology is the vec-
tor sum of the individual technology sets. Denote the aggregate technology set by
Y C R and a feasible aggregate (net) production bundle by (y,v,) € Y. We assume

that Y is closed and strictly convex, at least on a neighborhood of an initial equilibrium,

6 A second thought may suggest that this result is not counterintuitive: it could simply reflect
the fact that a Pigouvian tax on the externality-generating commodity is set too high at the status
quo and the tax is not an available instrument for reform so that the only corrective mechanism for
overtaxation of the bad commodity is to mandate an increase in its consumption. We show in Section 4,
however, that this is not an explanation for the counterintuitive result. In fact, this outcome can occur
irrespective of whether the policymaker can implement a Pigouvian tax on the negative consumption
externality.



so that, subject to a given price vector (p, p) € R”H\{O("H)},7 the profit-maximizing
aggregate production bundle is unique. In fact, we will want to maintain the existence

of a continuously differentiable supply function, (n,7,), defined by

(n(p,p),m(p,p)) = argmax, , {p-y +pu | (y,p) €Y}, (2.1)

at least on a neighborhood of an initial (equilibrium) production price vector.®

Of the m + 1 consumers, one, indexed by h, consumes the externality-generating
good as well as the n non-externality-generating goods, and the other m consumers,
indexed by 7z or j = 1, ..., m, consume only the n non-externality-generating goods, but
their welfare levels are adversely affected by this negative externality. Thus, net con-
sumption bundles? are denoted by (z/, ") € R"*! and 2* € R™, i = 1,...,m, where
V" € R is the (net) quantity of the externality-generating good consumed by consumer
h. But preferences are defined over non-empty (net) consumption sets, 10 xh c Rnt!
and X* C R™! 4 = 1,...,m, where a generic element of X? is (zf,1"). We as-
sume that the preferences of consumers are represented by continuous utility functions,
Uh: XM S Rand U': X* - R, i =1,...,m, that satisfy local nonsatiation and dif-
ferentiability on a neighborhood of an initial equilibrium. In addition, we assume that
Uh satisfies strict quasi-concavity on this neighborhood while each U?, i = 1,...,m,
satisfies this property on an appropriate neighborhood of the n-dimensional subspace
with coordinates attached to the non-externality-generating commodities.!! We for-
malize our negative-externality scenario by assuming that OU?(z?, v")/0v" < 0 for all

(M e RV i=1,... . m.

7 o(n+1) g the (n + 1)-dimensional zero vector. Note that we do not exclude the possibility of
negative prices.

8 There is, of course, no aggregation problem on the supply side of a competitive economy with
no production externalities (see, e.g., Bliss [1975], Koopmans [1957], or Russell, Breunig, and Chiu
[1998]).

9 Net of endowments, that is.

10 Endowments are implicit in our description of the economy; preferences, primitively defined over
gross consumption bundles, induce an ordering on net consumption bundles, conditional on endow-
ments, which are held constant throughout our analysis.

1 Thus, we do not preclude the existence of fundamental (global) nonconvexities. The Starrett
[1972] problem of nonexistence of Arrovian competitive equilibrium is not an issue in our context.



In our second-best world, consumer prices are not necessarily equal to producer
prices. We denote the consumer price vector by (g, 7) € R"*! where ¢ is the price
vector for the n non-externality-generating goods and m is the price of the externality-
generating good. Thus, government indirect taxes or subsidies are given by (t,7) :=

(g,7) — (p, p) € R""L. The uniform lump-sum transfer is R € R.

Under the assumption that consumer h is subjected to a quantity constraint on
his consumption of the externality-generating good, v = v, his optimization problem
and constrained indirect utility function are defined by

Vg, 7, R, D) = max {Uh(xh,z/h) lg-a"+7 " <R AV = Y. (2.2)
HALNY
Under our regularity conditions, the solution to this optimization problem at the status

quo is unique, yielding a rationed (net) demand system,

= d" (¢, 7, R, D)
_ (2.3)
= d"q, 7, R, 0) =,
defined on a neighborhood of initial values of the arguments. We assume, in addition,

that this demand system is continuously differentiable on this neighborhood.

We now exploit the Neary and Roberts [1980] analysis of this system of rationed
demands, first by relating them to the usual (unrationed) demand systems. Under our
regularity conditions (most notably, strict quasi-concavity of U hon a neighborhood),
there exists a vector of virtual (support) prices that makes the unrationed demand
system identical to the rationed demand system. In particular, Neary and Roberts (pp.
28-29) show that the consumer market prices differ from these virtual prices only with
respect to the price of the rationed commodity. This, of course, makes sense, since the
consumer is free to equate marginal rates of substitution and price ratios of unrationed

h of

goods, and it is optimal to do so. Thus, in our case, there exists a shadow price, 7
the externality-causing good and a level of the transfer (“income”), R", such that the
rationed demands at prices (g, 7) and income transfer R, are identical to the unrationed

demands at prices (g, 7") and income transfer R":

Jh(q, T, R, V)= dh(q, 7rh, éh)
) i (2.4)
v=dig,m R ) =di)(q 7" R"),
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where d" (g, 7", R") and d" (¢, 7", R") solve

max UMz" ") st g 247t 0 < RM (2.5)

xh ph

A dual (utility) measure of the welfare change of consumer h attributable to an
infinitesimal change in the rationed level of the negative externality good is
oV"(q, 7, R,v)/0v. By comparing the first-order conditions of the ration-constrained
and virtual utility maximization exercises, (2.2) and (2.5), it can be shown that

oV (q,m, R, D)
ov

where M is the (positive) marginal utility of money evaluated at (¢, 7, R, 7).

=\ (2l — 1), (2.6)

We apply the Neary/Roberts results to our specific context, one where we have as
the starting point an equilibrium in a regime with no quantity rationing and we study
the welfare effects of introducing externality quantity controls into the system. To this

end, define the ration-unconstrained demands of consumer A in the initial situation:
<dh(q, ™, R),d"(q,, R)) = argmaxx;wh{Uh(xh, VY | qoah ol < R}. (2.7)

We interpret the initial situation to be a special instance of a quantity control regime
where the ration-constrained level has been set just equal to the ration-unconstrained

level; i.e., 7 = d(¢q, 7, R). In that case, we also have d"(q, 7, R,7) = d"(q, 7, R), and the

market and consumer shadow prices are identical for all goods. In particular, 7" = =
and, from (2.6), we find that
oV (q, 7, R, D)
- = (. 2.8
ov (28)

Thus, differentially, a forced change in the consumption of the negative externality im-
poses no utility loss on the consumer of this externality-producing good. The intuition
for this outcome (as originally explained by Guesnerie and Roberts [1984, pp. 68-69])
is as follows: At the initial unrationed situation the indifference surface through the
optimal consumption bundle is tangent to the budget hyperplane. Consequently, a
forced, infinitesimally small change in consumption of the externality moves the con-
sumer along his budget hyperplane, which is differentially equivalent to moving along

the indifference surface.



Repeated application of the envelope theorem to (2.2) yields the other components
of the gradient of the indirect utility function. As the initial situation is taken as given

in Section 3, to ease (and slightly abuse) the notation, we write the gradient as

_/_\h Jh
- _ 7
vV, 7 R, D) = ) = T". (2.9)
0
Each externality victim, ¢ = 1,...,m, must bear the level of the negative exter-

nality passed on to her by the externality generator and choose her net consumption

vector of the non-externality goods, subject to the budget constraint:
Viq,R,7) =max {U'(2",7) | ¢-2" <R}, i=1,....,m. (2.10)
xZ
Optimization yields the unique set of demands,

F=d(q¢,R D), i=1,...,m. (2.11)

The quantity rationing results of Neary and Roberts [1980] prove useful here as
well, providing a framework to solve for the shadow price of the externality for indi-
vidual 4. This is accomplished by considering a notional optimization exercise in which
consumer ¢ is free to choose the quantities of all goods, including the externality, to
maximize her utility subject to a budget constraint in all » + 1 quantities. Under our
regularity conditions (principally strict quasi-concavity and differentiability of U’ on an
appropriate neighborhood), an argument analogous to that used for consumer h above
identifies a unique vector of shadow prices of all n + 1 goods and a level of income
that make the demand system (2.11) identical to the demand system obtained from
the notional optimization exercise. As in the case of consumer h, the shadow price
vector differs from the market price vector faced by consumer i only with respect to
the externality-generating good. Since, in her actual optimization problem, the level of
the externality is not a choice variable, it is as if she faces a market price of zero for
the externality good. Thus, there exists a (negative) shadow price 7? of the externality-

generating good and a level of income R! such that the actual demands of consumer



i at market prices (¢q,0) and income R are identical to her notional demands at prices
(¢,7") and income R':
d'(q,R,7) =d(¢,m",R"), i=1,...,m,
‘ oL (2.12)
v=d, (¢ R), 1=1,...,m.
In a fashion parallel to the quantity-rationing case, the differential welfare effects
of a change in the level of the externality burden on consumer ¢ can be obtained in

utility terms, as
dV'i(q, R, )
ov

where A’ is the (positive) marginal utility of income of consumer i evaluated at {q, R, 7).

=Nt i=1,...,m, (2.13)

Taking the initial situation as given (and simplifying notation), the gradients of the

indirect utility functions are

VViq, R, ) = =T i=1,...,m. (2.14)

2.2. Equilibrium-Preserving Policy Reforms.

We first extend Guesnerie’s [1977, 1995] concept of a tax equilibrium to incorporate an

externality quantity control:

Definition: A tax equilibrium with a quantity control on the externality (TEQC) is an
(m + 1)-tuple of consumption vectors, (z",0") € R™1 and 2' € R", i = 1,...,m,
an aggregate production plan, (§,7,) € R™!, a uniform lump-sum transfer, R € R,
two price vectors, producer prices (p, p) € R”+1\{0(”+1)} and consumer prices (g, T) €

Rt and a level of quantity control on the externality, 7 € R, such that the following



hold:

g =n(p,p)
A - (2.15)
9v = nw(p, p)
My i<y
i
and
ﬁ S QV7
where d"(§, 7, R, ) and d'(q, R, V), i =1,...,m, are obtained from the consumer opti-

mization exercises in (2.2) and (2.10) and (n(p, p), n,(p, p)) is obtained from the aggre-
gate profit-maximization condition in (2.1).12 When the n + 1 (weak) inequalities in
(2.15) hold as equalities, we say that the TEQC is tight, and when any one holds as a
strict inequality, we say that the TEQC is non-tight.

In the problem we examine, the status quo is an equilibrium in a regime where
the only government policy instruments are the indirect taxes, the uniform lump-sum
transfers, and the 100-percent tax on profits. This is a “tax equilibrium” in the tax-
reform literature (Guesnerie [1977, 1995]). In the context of our problem, we can refer
to this situation as a TEQC in which the quantity control on the externality is fixed
at a level just equal to the unrationed Marshallian demands at the prevailing prices
and lump-sum transfers. We further assume that the initial equilibrium is tight. With
these qualifications, our status quo is a TEQC, as defined above, with 7 = d*(§, #, f%),
so that c]h(qA,ﬁ,Ii’, v) = d"(q,, ]%), where d! and d" are the unrationed Marshallian

12 Vector notation: for (z,y) € R*™,

ny — 'I1Zyl7 izl?"'ama
T>Y = 1, >y, i=1,....,m, ANz Fy,
T>>Y = T, >y, t=1,...,m.



demand functions for the externality-causing and non-externality goods of consumer h,
and where the (weak) inequalities in (2.15) hold as equalities:

d"(g,%, R, 0)+»_d'(4 R, ) = n(p, p) 016
i 2.16

The system (2.16) contains 2n+4 unknowns (2(n+1) prices, the uniform lump-sum
transfer, and the level of control on the externality) and only n+ 1 equations, implying,
at first glance, n 4+ 3 degrees of freedom in choosing solutions. Since, however, the
demand functions are homogeneous of degree zero in (g, 7, R) and the supply functions
are homogeneous of degree zero in (p, p), two normalizations must be adopted, reducing

the number of degrees of freedom to n + 1.

The n + 1 degrees of freedom in solving (2.16) suggests the possibility of a neigh-
borhood of tight TEQC around the status quo. In a similar context, Diewert [1978] has
shown that, under certain regularity conditions, there does exist such a neighborhood.!?
Our interest in this paper, however, is in directions of change of government policy that

are (not necessarily tight) equilibrium preserving and Pareto improving.

Definition: A direction of change in government policy—a policy reform—is a (vector-
valued) derivative, denoted (¢, 7, R, 7, p, p) € R2"™, of a differentiable, vector-valued
function, f: R — R*"™ with image f(t) = (q(t), 7(t), R(t), v(t), p(t), p(t)).

In this construction, t can be interpreted as time. As the derivatives in the follow-
ing definition are all evaluated at the initial equilibrium, we lighten the notation by

eliminating the arguments in the images of demand and supply functions.

13 See also Guesnerie [1995, p. 98].
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Definition: Starting from the initial tight TEQC, a policy reform, (g, 7, R, v,p,p) €

R4 s equilibrium preserving if
Vo|d" + 3| 4+ Ve d 5+ Vg|d + > d| R+ Vi |d > | 5

S Venp £ Vonp (917)
and
v < Vo + Vo p.
The policy reform (¢, 7, R, U, p, p) is tight equilibrium preserving if the weak inequalities
in (2.17) hold as equalities and non-tight equilibrium preserving if any inequality in
(2.17) is a strict inequality.

Condition (2.17) can be expressed in matrix form as follows:!4

<272u> =Jg 0 < Js (p, P> = <yvyu>a (2'18)

where (2, %,) and (9, 7,) are the net changes in demand and supply, § = (4,7, R, 7) is
the direction of change of the instruments that affect the demand side only,
Ve(d+3;d) Vi(d") Ve(d"+3,d) V,(d"+3,d)
Jg = (2.19)
0 0 0 1

and

Js = (2.20)
Vp(%) Vp (771/)

are the Jacobians of the demand and supply functions.

The following assumption is fundamental to our differential comparative-static

results: 19

Assumption LR1: The (n+ 1) x (n+ 1) Jacobian of the aggregate supply function,

Js, is of rank n.

14 Ordinarily, we treat vectors as abstract elements of a vector space; where matrix notation is
required, we believe the reader can unambiguously infer from the context whether a vector is a column
vector or a row vector.

15 We retain Guesnerie’s [1995, p. 93] name for this assumption, “local regularity 1,” to draw
attention to its salient role in his analysis of policy reform.

11



Under LR1, as Guesnerie [1977, 1995] has shown,'6 provided that the value of the
vector of aggregate demand responses at producer prices, (p, p) - (2, 2,), is less than or
equal to zero, there exists a direction of change in producer prices, (p,p), satisfying
(p,p) - (p,p) = 0, such that (4,7, R, 7, p,p) is equilibrium preserving. That is (p, p)
results in an aggregate supply response that will at least meet the aggregate demand
response to (¢, 7, R, 7). The fact that (p, p) satisfies (p, p) - (p, p) = 0 is consistent with

the normalization rule, ||(p, p)|| is a constant.

This result assures us that, to identify policy reforms that are equilibrium pre-
serving, we need concentrate on directions of change only with respect to policy in-
struments that affect aggregate demand—mnamely, ¢, 7, R, and 7—and that lead to

demand changes satisfying
(B, p) - (£,2) <0. (2.21)
Using the first identity in (2.18), along with (2.19), we can re-write this condition as
<(I)(I7 (I)Tl'v (I)RJ (I)l7> 0 < 0, (222)
where

O, = (p, ) - Vo (Jh v Z Ji)

@ 1= (p.f) - Vi (")

dp = (p,p) vR(aZh +Zcﬁ) (2.23)
i
O, = p vy(czh v ZJZ’) + )
In this condition, which we henceforth write asZ
d.5 <0, (2.24)

where & = (9, &, g, ), Guesnerie [1977, 1995] interprets the elements of ¢ as the
marginal production costs of changes in the demand-side instruments, ¢, 7, R, and v.

Thus, ® - ¢ is the value at producer prices of the vector of demand responses to 9.

16 See also the useful discussions and interpretations by Weymark [1979] and Myles [1995].
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Starting at a TEQC, ¢ is tight equilibrium preserving if (2.21), and hence (2.24),
holds as an equality and non-tight equilibrium preserving if it holds as an inequality. The
intuition for this result is as follows. At the initial tight equilibrium, where aggregate
profit is maximized on the technology set Y, the initial producer price vector (p, p)
is the normal of a hyperplane supporting Y at the initial production vector (y,y,).
Thus, for a direction of change of consumption (%, 2,) and hence the required change
in production (y, 7, ) to be feasible, the angle formed by (p, p,) and (Z, 2,) must not be

acute.

Denote the set of all equilibrium-preserving directions of change with respect to

demand-side instruments by

Q:={5eR"?| @ .5<0}. (2.25)

Although the government is one of the agents in our economy, the government’s
budget surplus position has not been explicitly stated in our description of the status
quo, a tight TEQC. We are justified in ignoring the government’s budget constraint
because of a standard implication of Walras’ Law: if all n + 1 markets clear (as is
the case in the TEQC) and all agents but one in the economy satisfy their budget
constraints as an equality (as do our locally and globally non-satiated consumers), then
so does the last agent (in this case, the government). Proof of a more general statement
can be found in Guesnerie [1977, 1995]: if, in the TEQC, some commodity is in excess
supply, then the government surplus is positive. Thus, ® - § < 0 implies that, starting

at a tight TEQC, the reform 0 (differentially) generates a government surplus.
2.3. Pareto-Improving Policy Reforms.

The gradients of the indirect utility functions of the generator and the victims
evaluated at the initial tight TEQC have been defined earlier as T and T, i = 1,...,m
(see equations (2.9) and (2.14)). Thus, we have the following definition:

Definition: A direction of change with respect to ¢, @, R, and 7 (§ = (¢, 7, R, D)) is

Pareto improving if

M’.5>0
, (2.26)
"-6>0,i=1,...,m.

13



That is, ¢ is Pareto improving if it increases the utilities of all consumers.!” Denote
the set of all Pareto-improving directions of change with respect to the demand-side

instruments by

K={5|T"6>0AT6>0i=1,. . mh (2.27)

3. Results: Equilibrium-Preserving and Pareto-Improving Policy Reforms.

Let I = (1,...n,n+ 1,n+ 2,v) denote the coordinates of R"*3 assigned to the set of
potential policy instruments (the n + 1 consumer prices, the income transfer, and the
rationed externality commodity, respectively). We will consider a restriction of the set
of policy instruments to an available subset. Let A be that subset and denote by R4
the respective projection of R"3 onto the space spanned by the coordinates identified
in A. In general, this space would be an |A|-dimensional Euclidean space. Let 04
( = O(‘AD) denote the origin of R# and, in an obvious notation, let §4, ®4, F]}h b,
etc., represent vectors in this space. Similarly, a particular (unspecified) component of,

e.g., the vectors Ff4 and 4 will be denoted I'), and d,, respectively.

We will make extensive use of the following theorem:!®

Theorem of the Alternative (Motzkin [1936]):19 Let A, C, and D be ny x m,
ng X m, and ng X m matrices, where A is non-vacuous. Then there exists a vector

x € R™ satisfying
Az >0 Oz > 002 and D = 0) (%)
if and only if there do not exist vectors, yl c R™M, y2 € R"2, y3 € R™, satisfying

ATyt 4 €Ty 4+ DTy = 0yt > 0lm)) 42 > o(n2), (xx)

17 Weymark [1978, p. 344] makes a compelling case for this definition of Pareto improving reforms:
“... a direction of price changes which is strictly Pareto-improving in the differentiable case is also
strictly Pareto-improving for small finite changes ... The differentiable definition can thus be viewed
as an approximation to the finite version.” The same cannot be said for non-strict Pareto-improving
changes.

18 Ty the statement of this theorem, it is essential that we be explicit about matrix transposes, which
we signify by the superscript 7.

19 See also Mangasarian [1969], Myles [1995], Blackorby [1999], and Blackorby and Brett [2000].
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where AT, CT, DT are the transposes of A, C, and D.
That is, there exists a solution to (x) if and only if there exists no solution to ().

Let o = (ay, a1, . .., ay) € R™! and define the polyhedral cone generated by the

vectors F}A and T, i=1,...,m:

m
I'y:= {VERA ) V:Ozhl—‘z—kzairfé A @20(m+1)}- (3.1)
=1

The following Lemma, attributable to Weymark [1979], follows immediately from

Motzkin’s Theorem:

Lemma: There exist Pareto-improving directions of change relative to A if and only if

there exists no vector a > 0™ +1) such that

anlly + ) il =04 (3.2)

2

A direction of change, d 4, is Pareto improving and equilibrium preserving relative

to A if and only if

Dy-04 <0, (3.3)
Th .64 >0, (3.4)

and
Ty -064>0, i=1,...,m. (3.5)

We turn now to our results. To this end, suppose v € A and let 1% := (0,...,0,1) €
R4 and define the ray T% = {y € R4 | v = k1%, & > 0}. Using this terminology, note
that I'y — I'"} is the cone generated by I'4 and —I"} and I'4 + 1"} is the cone generated
by I'4 and I'}.

Theorem 1: Suppose that v is an available instrument and consider a tight equilibrium

in which ® 4 # 04 and there exists an a € A\{v} such that T # 0.

(i) There ezists no Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving direction of change if

and only if P4 € I'4.
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(ii) There exist Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change and

all such changes require v > 0 if and only if &4 € (FA —F’A)\(FAU (—Fﬁ)) =:£4.

(11i) There exist Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change and

all such changes require v < 0 if and only if

(a) Dy € (Pa+TH)\(CaUTY) = Wy when —1% ¢ T4
and

(b) @4 € TG when —1% € T 4. 20

(iv) There exist Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change such
that not all such directions of change require v > 0 and not all such changes require

v <0 if and only if —1% ¢ T4 and 4 € (FALJfAU\I/A)C =!XA-

Proof: We first show that Pareto-improving directions of change exist when the set
of instruments A includes v and another instrument a where FZ # 0. Suppose not:
m+1)

O
K 4 = (0. By the Lemma, there exists an a > 0 satisfying

anlly + D i Ty =04 (3.6)
1

Two elements of this vector equality are

ahFZL—l—ZOéi FZZO

L (3.7)
Z aNrt =0 (since TP = 0).
1

As X' > 0, 7 < 0, and a; > 0 for all 7, the second of these equalities implies that
a; = 0 for all 4, which, from the first equation, along with FZ’ # 0, implies that aj = 0,

O
a contradiction. Hence K 4 # (.

Next we prove (i). There exists no equilibrium-preserving and Pareto-improving

direction of change if and only if there is no d4 satisfying

— P -64>0 A TH-64>0 A T4-04>0i=1,...,m. (3.8)

20 ' is the complement of T'4.
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By Motzkin’s Theorem, there exists no solution to (3.8) if and only if there exist a

scalar 3 and a vector « satisfying

—BOatonTh+> ai =04, B>0, a> 0" (3.9)
i

If6=0,q F’A + > iA = 04, and by the Lemma there exists no Pareto-improving
direction of change relative to A, contradicting I% A # (0. Therefore, § > 0, and (3.9) is

equivalent to

@A:%F’MZ% el (3.10)
7

We use part (i) to prove part (ii). There exist Pareto-improving and equilibrium-
preserving directions of change and all such changes require v > 0 if and only if &4 & T'4

and there exists no vector ¢ 4 satisfying
Thiy>0 A THd,4>0,i=1,....m A —1404>0 A —®4-64>0. (3.11)

By Motzkin’s Theorem, the nonexistence of a solution to the displayed inequalities is

equivalent to the existence of a solution of the equality,

i+ il —agly — fPa =04, >0 ag>0, >0 (3.12)

7

Suppose that 3 = 0. Then

ol 4+ iy — agly =04, o> 0" ag >0, (3.13)

1
and, in particular,

Z am AN — g =0 (3.14)
1

and

OéhFZ + Z Oéiré = 0. (3.15)
i
As A8 < 0 for all i, a;; > 0 for all 4, and oy > 0, (3.14) implies that o; = 0 for all 4 and

ag = 0. This, in turn, along with (3.15), implies that a; = 0 and, hence, o = 0" +1),
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a contradiction. Therefore, 5 > 0. It follows from (3.12) that ag > 0, for otherwise we
would have ® 4 € I'4, a contradiction. Hence, in an obvious notation,
Op =l + > &l +ao(=14%),  (dn,da, ... ) > 00" 40 >0, (3.16)
i
which, given the maintained assumption that ®4 ¢ I'4, is equivalent to the restriction
that ® 4 belongs to the interior of the cone generated by I'y and —I"}. This establishes
(ii).
Next, we prove part (iii), again exploiting (i). There exist Pareto-improving and
equilibrium-preserving directions of change and all such changes require v < 0 if and

only if &4 ¢ I' 4 and there exists no vector § 4 satisfying

Th,>0 A T464>0i=1,....,m A 1404>0 A —Dyu-64>0. (3.17)
By Motzkin’s Theorem, the nonexistence of a solution to the displayed inequalities are
equivalent to a solution of the equality,

o+ il +agly — BPa =0, a>0"TD ap>0, B>0.  (3.18)

7

m+1) in each case): (a)

There are four possible solutions to this equation (with o > 0(
ag=0=0,(b)aqg=0and 8 >0, (¢c) 9 >0and =0, and (d) a9 > 0 and g > 0.
In case (a),

anly +> Tl =0, a>0m, (3.19)
7

violating (from the Lemma) the fact that there exist Pareto-improving directions of
change. Case (b) is also ruled out, since it implies that ® 4 € I'4. Case (c) yields, in an
obvious notation,

1=l + ) &, a>olmth), (3.20)
7

or —1% € I'y\{04} and no restriction on ®4 other than ®4 ¢ I'4. Finally, case (d)
yields the required result in a manner similar to (ii), a special case of the restriction in

(iii). This establishes part (iii).

Part (iv) follows in an obvious way. B
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Note that the collection of sets identified in the Theorem 1 (I' 4, &4, ¥4, and x4)
is not necessarily a partition of R4, since, if —1% € T4, cases (ii), (iiia), and (iv) are

vacuous. The theorem can be re-stated in terms of partitions of R4 as follows:

Corollary: Suppose that v is an available instrument and consider a tight equilibrium

in which ® 4 # 04 and there exists an a € A\{v} such that T # 0.
(1) If 1" € T'y, RA can be partitioned into T4 and Fi, such that
()  @aels <= KonQa=0
and
() DAeTG = KANQu#D A <0 Vi€ KsinQa.
(2) If =1", ¢ 'y, R4 can be partitioned into T4, W4, €4, and x4 such that
(a) ®ueTy —= K nQu=0,
(b) Dy ely — IO(AmQA7é(Z) A §>0v5AeI%AmQA,

(c) byuevy — I%AQQAsé(Z) A\ .P<OV5A€[%AQQA,

(d)  Paexya = KiNQa#0 A 3d4€KaNQyu such that i <

0
A HéAeI%AmQA such that v > 0.

Case (ii) of Theorem 1 (case 2b of the Corollary) is illustrated in the Figure.?!
There is only one victim, 7, and two available instruments, the externality quantity
control and one other (4 = {a,v}). Thus, I = (T? 0) and I'y = (T}, X 7?)
(refer back to (2.9) and (2.14)).22 For the purpose of illustration, we also assume
that Fg is positive, so that Fffl points in the positive direction of the horizontal axis.

Since A ¥ < 0, the direction of Ff4 must be in the lower (open) half-space; for the

21 This diagram is stylized. To be completely accurate, the sets of directions of change in the policy
instruments might have to be restricted to a subset of R? induced by a particular normalization for
(g, R).

The illustration is also valid, with small changes of interpretation, if A is a superset of {a,v} and
changes in all instruments in the complement of {a, v} relative to A are set equal to zero.
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purpose of illustration, we assume I'}, > 0 (e.g., that a is the lump-sum transfer). These
assumptions yield the partion of R? into the regions (cones) W4, &4, and x4. In case
(ii) of Theorem 1, &4 € W 4, so that the shaded region is the set of all Pareto-improving
and equilibrium-preserving directions of change. Clearly, all of these directions entail
an increase in the direct quantity control. The reader can easily verify the implications

of the other cases in Theorem 1, when ® 4 lies in other sets in the partition.

The essence of Theorem 1 and its Corollary and the asymmetry between 7 > 0 and
v < 0 are imbedded in the relationship between the the location of —1% and the sign
of v in the Pareto-improving directions of change (independently of the requirement of

equilibrium preservation). This relationship is evoked in the following theorem:

Theorem 2: Assume that v is an available instrument (v € A) and that there exists

another instrument a € A\{v} such that T" # 0.23

(i) There exist Pareto-improving directions of change such that v > 0 if and only if
—1% ¢ I'4.

< 0. Moreover all

-

(ii) There ezist Pareto-improving directions of change such that

such changes require v < 0 if and only if —1% € I'4.

Proof: It was shown in the proof of Theorem 1 that there exist Pareto-improving

directions of change under the conditions of this theorem.

(i) There exists no Pareto-improving direction of change such that v > 0 if and

only if there exists no d4 solving
Th . 64>0 A T4-04>0,i=1,....m A 14-64>0. (3.21)

From Motzkin’s Theorem, this holds if and only if there exists an (o, ) € R™T2
satisfying
aply + Z%FQ Faplhy =04 A {a,ap) > 002 (3.22)

(3

23 Note that the maintained condition, " £ 0 for some a € A\{v}, is necessary for the existence
of any Pareto-improving directions of change, since, otherwise, as I'* = 0, we have ng = 04 and
.64 =0forall 64 € RA.
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which is equivalent to

aplf +) ol =0 ViteA\{v}, (3.23)
7
Z Nt + ag =0, (3.24)
and
(a, o) > 00 F2), (3.25)

Suppose ag = 0. Then (3.24) and (3.25) imply that a; = 0 for all 4, which in turn
implies, from the first equality (using T'® # 0 for some a € A\{r}), that oy, = 0, a
contradiction of the condition that (o, ag) > 002 Hence, ag # 0. Dividing through
(3.22), we obtain

—1A_—F +Z—rl, (3.26)
or —1% € I'4, establishing part (i).
(ii) There exists no Pareto-improving direction of change such that v < 0 if and
only if there exists no vector 4 € R4 satisfying
Mh.6,>0 A T%-64>0,i=1,....,m A —1%-04>0. (3.27)

By Motzkin’s Theorem, this is equivalent to the existence of a solution to

anlly +> il +ag(—1%) =04, {a,a0) > 0™, (3.28)
1

The last equation in this system is
> Nl —ag =0, (3.29)

i
which, with Xz’ < 0 for all 4, implies that oy = a; = 0 for all 4. Returning to (3.28),
and remembering that I'* # 0 for some a € A\{v}, we find that aj, = 0, contradicting
(o, ap) > 00"+2) | This establishes the first sentence in (ii). To prove the second part

of (ii), suppose that there does not exist a solution to

th . 64>0 A T4.04>0,i=1,....m A 1%-64>0, (3.30)
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which is equivalent to the existence of a solution to
ol Y il +agly =04 A a>00"TD A ag >0, (3.31)
7

The argument in the proof of (i) that ap > 0 remains valid under the restriction in

(3.31), as does the remainder of the proof that —1% € r,%m

Our last theorem identifies two sufficient conditions for the existence of counterin-

tuitive Pareto-improving policy prescriptions for quantity controls on an externality.

Theorem 3: There exist Pareto-improving directions of change such that v > 0 if (i) v
and R are available instruments or (i) v and g are available instruments and, at the

initial equilibrium, the demands for the k' commodity satisfy

dWq, 7, R, D) -di(q, R, ) >0, i=1,...,m. (3.32)

Proof: From Part (i) of Theorem 2, it suffices to show, in each case, that —1% ¢ I'4.
Suppose that n+2 € A and v € A but —1% € I'y. From the definition of I'4, we know
that —1% € I'4 only if

> aNal =1, (3.33)
7

and

ap N+ il =0, (3.34)
7

for some o > 0" +1), Equation (3.34), combined with the positivity of marginal utilities
of income and o > 0(’”“)7 implies that ap = 0 and a; = 0 for all 4, which, given that

7t < 0 for all 4, contradicts equation (3.33).

Suppose, contrary to case (ii) that there exists a vector a > 0(m+1) such that

—1% = Othrilx +> aif‘%, which implies that

Z Nt = —1 (3.35)
%

24 Ty other words, the structure of the model is such that, if Pareto-improving directions of change
. . O
require 7 < 0, they require v < 0, as is evident from the openness of the set K 4.
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and

apN'di(q, 7, R.7) + Y aiX'dj(q, R, ) = 0. (3.36)

But, along with the maintained condition of part (ii), (3.36) implies that oy, = a; =0
for all 4, contradicting (3.35). W

4. Interpretations of the Results.

In this section, we provide some intuition for our results. Specifically we wish to under-
stand why the counterintuitive policy (requiring the regulator to mandate an increase
in the level of the negative externality) can become a possibility in the context of our
second-best model (one where the policy maker cannot implement personalized lump-
sum transfers) while it will never be Pareto improving and equilibrium preserving at a

competitive equilibrium of a first-best world with an externality.

Our approach is to first establish and exploit a link between Guesnerie’s gen-
eral approach to designing policy reforms and the standard Kuhn-Tucker technique for
identifying the manifold of feasible Pareto-optimal states, given the policy instruments
available to the government. The link so established, along with an application of the en-
velope theorem, provides an economic interpretation of the conditions identified by The-
orem 1 and allows us to distinguish between Guesnerie’s (strong) Pareto-improving and
equilibrium-preserving reforms and weak Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving

reforms at a status quo.

Subsection 4.1 focuses on Theorem 1—in particular, on the intuition underlying
the cases where Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change entail
an increase in the negative externality, starting at a status quo with no quantity control.
For good measure, we also provide a proof in Section 4.2, using our methods, of the
well-known result that if first-best instruments are available to the policy makers then
starting at a competitive equilibrium with no externality control, all Pareto-improving
and equilibrium-preserving policy innovations require a decrease in the negative exter-

nality. The contrast between this case and the strongly counterintuitive case identified
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by Theorem 1 helps to explain the role of the wedge in generating the latter. Finally,
in Section 4.3, we look briefly at temporary production inefficiencies along a Pareto-

improving and equilibrium-preserving path with externalities.

For the sake of notational simplicity, we assume throughout Subsections 4.1 and
4.2 that all n+ 3 demand-side instruments (as well as the producer prices) are available

to the policymaker.

4.1.  Ezplication of Theorem 1.

We associate the following Kuhn-Tucker optimization exercise with a second-best opti-

mum:
U(u) = max {Vh(q,ﬂ,R, 7) | Vi Ro)>ul, i=1,...,m
¢,m,R,0,p,p
A d"g,m Rv) + ) d'(q, R,7) < n(p, p) (KT1)
i
A7 < nu(p, p)}
where w is the utility profile (u!,...,u™) at the status quo. At a local, interior max-

imum, the following first-order conditions (among others) are satisfied (using the no-
tation of Sections 2 and 3 and again suppressing the arguments of function images to

ease the notation):
IR R (vcih +) vcii> = o(n+3) (4.1)
i i
and

b - Vi = 0t (4.2)

where v = (71, ...,7m) is the vector of multipliers on the utility constraints in (KT1)
and ¥ = (1, ...,¥p41) is the vector of multipliers on the resource constraints in (KT1).
The latter, of course, are the shadow prices of commodities (measured in units of utility

of consumer h). Invoking LR1 (that V7 has rank n), we find that

Y =up,p), >0, (4.3)

demonstrating that production efficiency holds at the second-best optimum.
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The first two terms in each of the equalities in (4.1) represent the marginal benefits
of a change in the respective instrument, measured in units of utility of consumer h
(vi is the trade-off between utilities of consumer h and consumer i, measured along
the second-best utility possiblility frontier). The last term of each equation is the
marginal production cost of changing the respective instrument, again measured in units
of consumer h’s utility (u = 1;/p; converts the marginal production cost of changing
any instrument into units of consumer A’s utility). Thus, (4.1) simply says that the
net benefit of changing any instrument is zero. Finally, since g > 0, this condition is
equivalent to condition (i) in Theorem 1, the necessary and sufficient condition for the
non-existence of Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change at a

status quo (see equation (3.9)).2°

Consider now the case where the status quo is not a local second best—that is,
where there exist Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change. In
this case, some of the n+3 conditions in (4.1) fail to hold. In terms of Motzkin’s Theorem
(equation (3.9)), every pair, a := (ap, a1, ..., Qm) > 0+ and B > 0 violates at least

one of the n + 3 conditions,
an "+ Tt — o = 09, (4.4)
i

(m+1) and B > 0, we partition the set of

Thus, for an appropriately chosen a > 0
coordinates of R"*3 into B and C such that, at the status quo (and in an obvious
notation analogous to that introduced to identify available instruments at the beginning
of Section 3),

anly + ) Ty —po, =0 Vbe B (4.5)
)

and

anll +> - . £0 VeeC. (4.6)
)

By Motzkin’s Theorem, (4.5) is equivalent to the non-existence of Pareto-improving and

equilibrium-preserving directions of change with respect to instruments corresponding

25 If ap =0 in (3.9), renormalize (KT1) by maximizing the indirect utility of consumer i for whom
a; > 0.
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to the elements of B, namely dp, such that F% -op > 0, F% -0p > 0 for all 4, and

®p-dp < 0; i.e., the status quo is a local second best with respect to the instruments

in B.

Now let |B] = t and denote the vector of instrument values corresponding to
the elements of B by b = (51, ce l~)t> Similarly, ¢ = (¢1,...,¢p4+3-¢) is the vector of
instrument values corresponding to the elements of C. We now show that the status
quo satisfying (4.5) and (4.6) is a solution to the following Kuhn-Tucker problem:

Ughgzzgmx{vW&a|Lﬂ@¢)zuﬁ@:1,“,m
b.p,p

A d(b,E)+ D d'(6,0) < n(p,p) (KT2)
A < ny(p,p)}-

The first-order conditions for a local interior optimum include (4.2), but (4.1) is

replaced by
P+ Y il — pdp = 0p. (4.7)

2

As > 0, a comparison of conditions (4.5) and (4.7) indicates that the status quo is a
solution to K72 above. The conditions in (4.5) thus have the interpretation that, at
the status quo, the marginal net benefit of changing any instrument in B is zero. On

the other hand, the marginal net benefit of changing any instrument in C,
T2+ 3ilh — e, (4.8)
i
need not be zero.

Theorem 1 provides conditions where, at the status quo, strict Pareto-improving
and equilibrium-preserving directions of change exist. The Kuhn-Tucker approach,
on the other hand, indicates the existence of weak Pareto-improving and equilibrium-
preserving reforms at the status quo. Let <l>)k(u, &), D(u, &), p(u,&) be the vector of
optimal values of b, p, and p corresponding to KT2. A direction of change in instru-

ments in C, ., implies a direction of change of the instruments in B: (dp,p,p) =
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*
(Vb (u, &), Vep(u, ), Vap(u,é))-dc. From the envelope theorem it follows that, start-
ing at the status quo (a solution to K7'2), implementing a reform, (g, p, p, 0¢), leads to
a new state where the welfare of h is improved, the welfare of the victims is unchanged,

and the resource constraints continue to hold if and only if

[P@ +3 il — pdel 60 > 0. (4.9)
i

We now provide a couple of characteristics of directions of change that are strict

Pareto improving and equilibrium preserving.

Result 1: Suppose that there exist (o, a1, ..., am) > 0™ and 3 > 0 such that (4.5)
and (4.6) hold at the status quo. Let (d; ..., d,+3) be Pareto improving and equilibrium

preserving. Then
n+3

> {ahrg +) Tl — B@a} by > 0; (4.10)

a=1

(i.e., the sum of changes in marginal net benefits is strictly positive.)

Proof: Recall that § is Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving if and only if
(2.24) and (2.26) hold, which, under the above parameter restrictions, is equivalent to

n+3

_¢3jiz(ba5a;2 07

a=1
n+3

ah}E:Iﬁ5a220,
a=1

n+3
aiZFfﬁaZO, 1=1,...,m,
a=1

(4.11)

n+3 n+3 ‘
an Yy Théa+ Y i Thda > 0.
a=1 a=1

Summation and rearrangement yields (4.10). B

Result 2: Assume that (4.5) and (4.6) hold at the status quo and that ¢ is a Pareto-
improving and equilibrium-preserving direction of change. Then there exists a ¢ € C'
such that [ahF? +>, aiffj — ﬁCI)C] 0c > 0; i.e., there exists a direction of change in some

instrument in C' that leads to an increase in net benefits.
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Proof: Result 1 and the fact that ¢ is a Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving

direction of change imply that

{O&hF% + Z@iFiB — ﬁCDB] -0 + -0c > 0, (4.12)

anll+ > il — B¢
7

which, from (4.5) and (4.6), implies that

Ozhrié« + Z aiFiC - ﬁq)c:| <00 >0, (4.13)

(3

yielding the result. B

Cases (ii) and (iii)(a) of Theorem 1 correspond to status quos where (assuming
A=1)B={l,....,n,n+1,n+2} and C = {v}. In particular, recalling (3.16), we
find that, in case (ii), (4.6) holds as

ap =l + Y aill, — 4, > 0, (4.14)

1

and similarly in case (iii)(a), (4.6) holds as
—ag = o)+ T, — 3P, < 0. (4.15)
1

Thus, the strong counterintuitive case (ii) corresponds to a status quo where the
marginal net benefit of changing any instrument other than v is zero, while the marginal
net benefit of changing 7 is positive. Given that I'* = 0, I\, = X! < 0 for all 4,
a > 00" and B > 0, (4.14) holds if and only if ®, < 0 and [B®,] > |3, oI |;
i.€., the marginal net gains from a change in 7 accrue entirely from the reduction in
production costs that it entails at the status quo.26 Since 7 > 0 itself directly increases
production cost, this reduction must be generated by secondary effects of the change
in 7 on the demands for other commodities of all agents. This reduction in production

costs attributable to the imposition of the direct quantity control implies an increase in

26 Note that this explication makes it clear that the strong counterintuitive case does not arise
trivially from the possibility of the Pigouvian tax on the externality-generating commodity being set
too high at the status quo, so that the obvious prescription for the introductory quantity control
is to mandate an increase in 7. Clearly, this result and its explication would go through even if no
Pigouvian taxation were implemented at the status quo (i.e., even if 7 = p at the status quo). Note the
contrast to the well-known case of overproduction of the negative externality-generating commodity in
a competitive equilibrium with no Pigouvian tax.
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the tax revenues for the government and hence generates a surplus in the government
budget (starting from a tight TEQC). It is this surplus that, when distributed back
to the consumers, leads to Pareto improvements. Theorem 3 offers two possibilities
for the Pareto-improving use of this surplus: through the uniform lump-sum transfer
(R) or through changing the tax rate on the universally supplied or demanded good.
Hence, in the strong counterintuitive case, both weak and strict Pareto-improving and
equilibrium-preserving directions of change (the latter following from result 2 above and
the fact that v is the only instrument in C) involve both v > 0, which generates the
surplus, and appropriate directions of change in other instruments, which can harvest

the surplus to increase the welfare of all consumers.

One might wonder whether the arguments of the preceding paragraph can shed
any light on the extensively discussed “double dividend” hypothesis. The literature
on double dividends?” secks to study the effect of environmental policy in second-best
regimes (in the presence, for example, of distortional taxes). It argues that environmen-
tal policies, such as the Pigouvian tax, lead to Pareto improvements not only through
the desired effects they have on environmental externalities (e.g., a decrease in the level
of a negative externality) but also through the potential use of tax revenues so generated
to reduce distortional taxes elswhere in the economy. As seen in the previous discussion,
the externality-policy component of a Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving di-
rection of change at a status quo corresponding to case 2(b) of the Corollary does indeed
generate a surplus in the government budget. Contrary to the double-dividend argu-
ment, however, the externality policy involves an increase in the level of the negative

externality.

We show next why the direct and secondary effects of 7 > 0 can result in a
reduction of production costs starting at a tight TEQC while this is not true in a world

where all the first-best instruments are available.

27 See, e.g., Goulder [1998], who also provides a case where the double dividend hypothesis does not
hold.
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4.2. Other Policy Regimes.

To understand the role played by the other distortions in our system in generating the
counterintuitive results of Theorem 3, we now consider a policy regime in which the
government can implement all of the first-best instruments: a common set of prices
(p, p) faced by consumers and producers alike, a set of personalized lump-sum transfers
(Rh, RY,...,R™), and a direct quantity control # on the consumption of the externality-
generating commodity. We refer to the feasible states in this policy regime as the set

of competitive equilibria with a quantity control (CEQC).

We first show that, starting at a status quo that is a tight CEQC, there ex-
ists no Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving direction of change with respect
to the policy instruments (p, p, Rh R, ..., R™). Let B be the set of coordinates of
R"t™*2 reserved for these instruments and denote a direction of change as dp =
(p,p, RP, RY,... R™). Let

V*(p,p, " v) =U" (Jh (p,p,R",7), 17) (4.16)

and
Vip. R,0) = U (& (p, R,9),0), i=1,..m. (4.17)
Analogously to the modeling in Section 2, take the initial situation as given and denote

the derivatives of these indirect utility functions with respect to all n+m+2 instruments

in B by

Nop Vpcfh

Nop Vpcih

j\hp thCZh
o(m)

Np V,d!
0 (4.18)
0

S\Zp VRi CiZ ’
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where we have exploited the first-order conditions for the consumers’ utility maximiza-
tion exercises. Similarly, denote the (n+ 1) x (n+m+2) matrix of derivatives of excess

demands with respect to the n +m + 2 instruments by Fp = D — Sp, where

v<p7p> (Czlll + ZZ Jﬁ) thJ:}[L VRld—l]_ cee VRTTLCZT

oo Vip.p) (JZ.JF >idn) VR;LJZ VRch]:L c Vgmdy) 19
0(n+1) 0 0 0
and
Sp = [V@,pm(n p) 0 (4.20)
(where 0 is an (n + 1) x (m + 1) matrix of zeros).?8
By Motzkin’s Theorem, there does not exist a dp such that
. 65>0 A Th-65>0,i=1,...,m A Ep-dg<0"th (4.21)

if and only if there exists & = (g, aq, ..., am) > 00" and 3 := (By---, Bn, ) >
0("*1) such that
anl'y + Y ailly — 3+ Eg = 0+, (4.22)

Exploiting the homogeneity of 1, we find that the following specifications of o and (3
satisfy (4.22):
ap = p/N,

o =p/N, i=1,...,m,
(4.23)

/Bk:/’[/pk7 kz]‘?"’?n’

ﬁl/ = Kp,
where > 0.

28 The last row of Dp—the gradient of aggregate demand for the externality-generating good with
respect to prices and lump-sum transfers—is a vector of zeros because the aggregate demand is fixed
at U, the level of the direct quantity control.
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Next we show that the status quo offers a solution to the following Kuhn-Tucker

problem:

Ulu,p) = Zr)r;a%{vh(p,p, RMo) st |Vip,RLo)>ul, i=1,...,m

A d"(p,p, R, 0)+ > d'(p, R, 7) <n(p,p) (KT3)

1

ANZS nl/(pa p)}a

where R = (R", R', ..., R™). The first-order conditions include the following:

D+ 5 Ty — ¢ Bp = 00+, (4:24)

2

where ~v;, ¢ = 1,...,m, ¢;, | = 1,...,n, and v, are the appropriate multipliers. A
comparison of (4.22) and (4.24) makes it clear that the status quo is a solution to (KT3)
where 7 is set equal to its status quo value; v’ = U'(2*,7), i =1,...,m,h; and 2°,i =
1,...,m, are set equal to their status quo values. Note that in this characterization, v; =
aifap, i =1,....m, Yy = Bifay = pp/ap, 1 =1,...;n, and ¥, = By /oy = pupy/ay
at the status quo, indicating that the status quo is a production-efficient solution to

(KT3).
Using (4.23), we can re-write (4.22) as

apTh + Z o — uip, p) - [Dp — SB] = lntm+2), (4.25)

1
Using the fact that (p, p)Sp = 0*+"+2) and recalling that (p, p) Dp = ®p (the produc-
tion cost of changing the instruments in B), we find that

anl'y + Y il — pdp = 0 Hm2), (4.26)

(3

Thus, at the status quo, the marginal net benefits of changing the instruments in B are
all zero. Consider, however, the marginal net benefit of changing v, M N B,.. Applying
the envelope theorem, this is obtained by differentiating the Lagrangian of (KT3),
L(p, p, R, ), with respect to 7 and evaluating the Lagrangian multipliers at the status
quo using (4.23):

OL(p,p,R,v)  OV"(p,p, R" D) N A ovi(p, p, R, D)

a — ud,,. 4.2
B o oY o s (4.27)
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Employing the same arguments that led to (2.6) and (2.13) in Section 2, we can re-write

(4.27) as
aL(p7p7,R'7ﬂ) Nh( _ h Yh, i Yh
WLRD) _ 3t — )+ 30 Nomt — X, (4.28)
1
A competitive equilibrium (CE) is a special CEQC where the quantity control on the
externality has been fixed at its unconstrained Marshallian demand evaluated at the
prevailing prices, in which case 7" = p. Thus, in a CE, the marginal net benefit of

changing v is

MNB, =Y Nz - Mo, (4.29)
i

We can now contrast a CE with a tax equilibrium (TE), which is a special TEQC
where the quantity control on the externality has been fixed at its unconstrained de-
mand). We saw in section 4.1 above that, at a TE corresponding to the strong coun-
terintuitive case identified by Theorem 3, condition (4.14) holds. This condition means
that, at the status quo, the marginal net benefit from changing 7 is positive. The
marginal net gains from changing v come from the fact that such a change brings about
(via the changes in the consumer demands that it induces) a reduction in marginal
production cost that more than offsets the induced loss in welfare of the victims. In
contrast, at a CE in the absence of a wedge between producer and consumer prices and
in which personalized lump-sum transfers are feasible, the marginal production cost of

changing v is
o(d+ >, d)/ov
o, = (p, p) =0, (4.30)
1

the last identity following from differentiation of the consumer budget constraints and
aggregation across all consumers. (Given the absence of a wedge between producer and
consumer prices and the possibility of personalized lump-sum transfers, the marginal
production cost of a change in 7 is also the marginal aggregate consumer expenditure
attributable to a change in ©. A change in v, holding prices and income fixed, just

moves each consumer along his or her budget hyperplane, which in this case is parallel
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to the supporting hyperplane of the production set.) Hence, the last term in (4.29)
vanishes, and

MNB, =\") "« (4.31)
i
Since we are dealing with a negative externality, in a CE we have

MNB, =\ "7 <0. (4.32)
)

In other words, using these methods, we obtain the well-known prescription that, at
a CE, all Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change require a
decrease in the externality-generating commodity. The strong counterintuitive case in
Theorem 1 thus has to be attributed to the wedge that exists between producer and
consumer prices in our second-best model, which prevents the marginal production cost
of changing 7 from being equal to zero (and, of course, the wedge itself is attributable

to the infeasibility of personalized lump-sum transfers).

4.3. Temporary Production Inefficiency.

The tax reform literature (see, especially, Guesnerie [1977, 1995], Smith [1983], and
Myles [1995]) has focused on the possibility of temporary production inefficiency: when
Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving reforms exist but all such reforms are
necessarily non-strict equilibrium preserving. Assuming that Pareto-improving reforms
exist and &4 # 04, this phenomenon occurs if and only if &4 € —I'4 (Guesnerie
(1977, 1995]). If, however, the lump-sum transfer is an available instrument and the
demand system satisfies “positivity of marginal (production) cost of (uniform) income
transfer” (Guesnerie’s [1995, p. 95] assumption LR2), &5 = (p, p) Vg (cfh%—zi Ji> >0,
temporary production inefficiency cannot occur (Smith [1983] and Guesnerie [1995]).
Thus, temporary inefficiency cannot occur if normality of demands dominates inferiority
in the precise sense of Guesnerie’s assumption LR2. A sufficient condition, of course, is

normality of aggregate demand for all commodities.
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Guesnerie’s proof [1995, p.150] of this proposition goes straight through when an
externality quantity control is an available instrument. To see this, note that &4 € —I"4

implies, in particular (using (2.9) and (2.14)), that

CI)R = —ahj\h - Zaij\i, o > 0(m—|—1)7 (433)
)

which implies, in turn, that &z < 0, contradicting LR2.29

In each case (with or without a controlled externality) the intuition is obvious: if
any reform leads to production inefficiency and hence to a surplus in the government
budget, the policymaker can use the surplus to increase the uniform transfer so that the

resulting change in demands moves the economy (differentially) back to the frontier.

If, however, an externality exists but the quantity control on the externality-
generating commodity is not an available instrument, the Smith—Guesnerie proof does
not go through. Intuitively, this is because the increase in R changes the demand for
the externality-generating commodity by consumer h, which in turn has undetermined
effects on the demands for all other commodities by the victims, possibly undermining
the effects of the increase in R. Formally, this result can be seen as follows. If the

externality cannot be directly controlled, consumer ¢’s indirect utility function is

Vi(g,R,m) = V'(q, R,v"(q, 7, R)), (4.34)
and .
E:AWHW, i=1,...,m, (4.35)

where, it will be recalled, 7% is consumer i’s shadow price of the negative externality.

Thus, &4 € —I'4 implies that

' - OvM(q, T, R)
dp— h DX i YY \4, 1Y) (m+1)_ 4
R ap\ E a()\ + R >, a>0 (4.36)

i
While the first term in (4.36) is negative, the remaining m terms are ambiguous.
Even if we assume that the externality-generating good is normal for consumer h

(0v"(q,m, R)/OR > 0), the ambiguity remains, since 7/ and A’ have opposite signs.

29 Note that a # 00m+1) under the maintained assumption that ® 4 # 04.
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It is interesting to note, however, that if v is normal for consumer A and the consump-
tion of this good generates positive externalities on other consumers (7% > 0 for all 7),

the Guesnerie-Smith result goes through: LR2 precludes temporary inefficiencies.

Finally, it turns out that temporary production inefficiency is ruled out in the
strong counterintuitive case, even if LR2 is not satisfied and even though the increase

in v itself generates a surplus. To see this, note that temporary inefficiency implies that
O, =—) aNr >0 (4.37)
i

But recall from the discussion of equation (4.14) that the counterintuitive case requires
that ®, < 0. The intuition for this result can also be found in the discussion of
equation (4.14). The strong counterintuitive case requires that the mandated increase
in v generate a government surplus (¢, < 0), which can then be used to increase the
welfare of the externality victims, so long as an appropriate instrument exists to effect
this increase. The types of instruments that would suffice are indicated in Theorem 3.
The necessity of temporary inefficiency, on the other hand, requires that the increase
in v generate a government deficit (®,, > 0), which is incompatible with the strong

counterintuitive case.

5. Conclusion.

In this paper, we have imbedded a consumption-externality quantity control in a stan-
dard tax-reform framework. In the spirit of Guesnerie’s [1977, 1995] analysis of the
relationship between Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change
of available policy instruments, we have analyzed the introduction of externality quan-
tity controls in a second-best economy. An apparently counterintuitive result emerges:
starting at an initial tight equilibrium with no quantity controls, it is possible that the
Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving directions of change, if they exist, entail
a government-mandated increase in the quantity consumed of a commodity that gen-

erates a negative externality. Indeed, it is the case that, under some preference profiles
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and cost structures, all Pareto-improving and equilibrium-preserving reforms require

such an increase.

In the specific context of our model, the reason for our counterintuitive results,
as explained in the intuitive interpretations in Section 4, is the existence of distor-
tions elsewhere in the economy, reflected in the wedge between consumer and producer
prices, which is in turn necessitated by the infeasibility of personalized lump-sum trans-
fers. This second-best aspect of our model makes possible the existence of status quos
in which marginal net gains can be achieved only by changing the level of the exter-
nality. This explains the strong counterintuitive case, where all Pareto-improving and
equilibrium-preserving directions of change require an increase in the level of the neg-
ative externality (the marginal net gains from increasing the level of the externality
being positive at such status quos). In some status quos, however, the welfare effects
of changes in other (available) policy instruments can offset (can be offset by) the
welfare losses (gains) from changing the quantity control on the negative externality.
This explains the weaker counterintuitive case in which there exist Pareto-improving
and equilibrium-preserving policies involving an increase in the level of the negative

externality.

37



REFERENCES

Blackorby, C. [1999], “Partial Equilibrium Welfare Analysis,” Journal of Public Eco-
nomic Theory 1: 359-374.

Blackorby, C., and C. Brett [2000], “Fiscal Federalism Revisited,” Journal of Economic
Theory 92: 300-317.

Bliss, C. [1975], Capital Theory and the Distribution of Income, Amsterdam: North
Holland.

Diamond, P. [1975], “A Many Person Ramsey Tax Rule,” Journal of Public Economics
4: 335-342.

Diamond, P.,; and J. A. Mirrlees [1971a], “Optimal Taxation and Public Production I:
Production Efficiency,” American Economic Review 61: 8-27.

Diamond, P., and J. A. Mirrlees [1971b], “Optimal Taxation and Public Production II:
Tax Rules,” American Economic Review 61: 261-278.

Diewert, W. E. [1978], “Optimal Tax Perturbations,” Journal of Public Economics 10:
139-177.

Goulder, L. [1998], “Environmental Policy Making in a Second-Best Setting,” Journal
of Applied Economics 1: 279-328 (reprinted in R. Stavins (ed.), Economics of the
Environment: Selected Readings, 2000, New York: Norton, 396-427.)

Guesnerie, R. [1975], “Production of the Public Sector and Taxation in a Simple Second-
Best Model,” Journal of Economic Theory 10: 127-156.

Guesnerie, R. [1977], “On the Direction of Tax Reforms,” Journal of Public Economics
7:179-202.

Guesnerie, R. [1979], “Financing Public goods with Commodity Taxes: The Tax Reform
View Point,” Econometrica 47: 393-421.

Guesnerie, R. [1980], “Second Best Pricing Rules in the Boiteux Tradition, Derivation,
Review and Discussion,” Journal of Public Economics 13: 51-80.

Guesnerie, R. [1983], “La gratuité, outil de politique économique?” Canadian Journal
of Economics 14: 232-260.

Guesnerie, R. [1995], A Contribution to the Pure Theory of Tazation, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Guesnerie, R., and K. Roberts [1984], “Effective Policy Tools and Quantity Controls,”
Econometrica 52: 59-86.

Koopmans, T. C. [1957], Three Essays on the State of Economic Science, New York:
McGraw-Hill.

38



Mangasarian, O. L. [1969], Nonlinear Programming, McGraw-Hill Book Company.
Myles, G. D. [1995], Public Economics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Motzkin, T. S. [1936], “Beitrage zur Theorie der Linear en Ungliechungen,” Inaugral
Dissertation, Basel: Jerusalem.

Neary, J. P., and K. Roberts [1980], “The Theory of Household Behaviour under
Rationing,” Furopean Economic Review 113: 25-42.

Ramsey, F. [1927], “A Contribution to the Theory of Taxation,” Economic Journal 37:
47-61.

Ray, D., and A. Sen [1992], “On the Economic Theory of Quantity Controls,” in
Development Policy and Economic Theory (K. Basu and P. Nayak, eds.), Oxford
University Press: Delhi, 78-95.

Ray, D., and A. Sen [1994], “Price and Quantity Controls: A Survey of Some Major
Issues,” in Welfare Economics (B. Dutta, ed.), Oxford University Press: Delhi,
166-196.

Russell, R. R., R. V. Breunig, and C-H Chiu [1998], “Aggregation and Econometric
Analysis of Supply and Demand,” in Handbook of Applied Economic Statistics
(David Giles and Aman Ullah, eds.), Marcel Dekker, 177-235.

Smith, A. [1983], “Tax Reform and Temporary Inefficiency,” Journal of Public Eco-
nomics 20: 265-270.

Starrett, D. A. [1972], “Fundamental Nonconvexities in the Theory of Externalities,”
Journal of Economic Theory 4: 180-199.

Tobin, J., and H. S. Houthakker [1950-51], “The Effects of Rationing on Demand
Elasticities,” Review of Economic Studies 18: 140-153.

Weymark, J. A. [1979], “A Reconciliation of Recent Results in Optimal Taxation
Theory,” Journal of Public Economics 12: 171-189.

Weymark, J. A. [1978], “On Pareto-Improving Price Changes,” Journal of Economic
Theory 19: 338-346.

39



Figure

15



