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1 INTRODUCTION

The green transformation of large economies is a ubiquitous topic in world politics. Its
urgency is driven by the increasingly severe effects of anthropogenic climate change and
its tremendous economic costs, e.g., see Stern (2007). Since the industrial and energy
sectors account for more than half of all greenhouse-gas emissions (Lee et al., 2023;
Friedlingstein et al., 2022), a central challenge for policymakers is to incentivise firms
to adopt less emission-intensive technologies. Green technologies are readily available
for most industries and are becoming more and more economically viable (Lee et al.,
2023). Emissions reduction enhances the competitiveness of firms by mitigating the
financial burden of carbon pricing and by aligning with consumers’ growing concern for
the environment.

Mitigating climate change involves an intricate intergenerational challenge. Although to-
day’s emissions jeopardise the welfare of all future generations, the decarbonisation of an
economy is an incremental process that must be harmonised with economic prosperity.
The abatement costs borne by present generations have to be weighed against the benefits
for future generations. Numerous contributions such as Stephan, Miiller-Fiirstenberger,
and Previdoli (1997); Howarth (2000); or Schneider, Traeger, and Winkler (2012) high-
light the suitability of overlapping-generations (OLG) models for addressing intergen-
erational aspects of climate economics. OLG models complement the more traditional
Ramsey-type growth models, which feature an infinitely-lived representative agent (ILA).
While it is well known that certain assumptions on altruism can generate an ‘observa-
tional equivalence’ between OLG and ILA models, e.g., see Barro (1974) and Schneider
et al. (2012), the extent to which this equivalence applies when intergenerational exter-
nalities such as climate change matter is unclear. The current debate on fighting climate
change demonstrates quite clearly that consumption and production decisions are driven
primarily by individual desires rather than altruistic motives for the benefit of future
generations.

Since the pioneering contributions by Howarth and Norgaard (1992) and John and Pec-
chenino (1994), a substantial body of literature has incorporated pollution externalities
into OLG models. The origins and effects of these externalities are modelled in various
ways. They can be caused by production (Howarth, 1998; Marini & Scaramozzino, 1995),
consumption (John & Pecchenino, 1994; John, Pecchenino, Schimmelpfennig, & Schreft,
1995; Ono, 1996), labour (Andersen, Bhattacharya, & Liu, 2020), energy use (Howarth
& Norgaard, 1992), or the extraction of natural resources (Mourmouras, 1991). In the
models by Howarth and Norgaard (1992); Andersen et al. (2020), and Goussebaile (2024),
pollution reduces future output. In Gutiérrez (2008), it reduces consumption, whereas in
the model by John et al. (1995), pollution reduces welfare directly because agents have
environmental preferences.

Despite the abundance of OLG models in climate economics, analytically tractable multi-
sector models are rare. Rausch and Yonezawa (2023) compare the intergenerational wel-
fare effects of technology policies with those of carbon pricing in a setting with a green



and a brown intermediate-goods sector. They find that a green technology policy, unlike
carbon pricing, may act as a capital subsidy that disproportionately benefits current gen-
erations at the expense of future generations. The model in Dao and Edenhofer (2018),
which, similar to Rausch and Yonezawa (2023) has two heterogeneous intermediate-goods
sectors, generates poverty-environment traps, i.e., steady states with a poor environmen-
tal quality and a low capital stock. The authors demonstrate that the optimal allocation
can be decentralised by taxing emissions and capital income. Poverty-environment traps
also occur in the multi-sector OLG model by Ikefuji and Horii (2007). In a setting with
a resource and a production sector, Karp and Rezai (2014) investigate the extent to
which environmental policies can achieve a Pareto improvement by changing asset prices.
However, since the capital stock is given exogenously, the model is not designed to study
climate policies. More elaborate models with multiple sectors require a numerical analy-
sis, e.g., see Kotlikoff, Kubler, Polbin, Sachs, and Scheidegger (2021).

This article examines the industrial decarbonisation in an analytically tractable two-
sector OLG model. In the spirit of Galor (1992), Diamond’s (1965) classical frame-
work is extended to two production sectors, a polluting brown and a non-polluting green
sector. Both sectors compete for capital and labour and produce the same good, but
pollution degrades the environment. Since agents have preferences over consumption and
the quality of the environment, pollution has a negative effect on the welfare of all fu-
ture generations. Using a novel parameterisation of the production-possibility frontier,
our approach naturally incorporates capital-intensity reversals. In contrast to existing
multi-sector models, an a-priori assumption on relative capital intensities, as for example
in Rausch and Yonezawa (2023), is not needed. In particular, our framework allows for
boundary factor allocations in which production is entirely green or entirely brown. To
the best of our knowledge, our article develops the first analytically tractable OLG model
with pollution externalities that includes two final sectors.

Without emission pricing, the market economy will not internalise the social cost of
pollution caused by the brown sector. To attain the social optimum, the brown output
must be reduced and agents must forgo consumption. Therefore, the welfare maximum
will, in general, deviate from the consumption maximum. This feature distinguishes our
model from the standard OLG model. Adopting the perspective of a social planner,
we investigate the trade-off between consumption and pollution abatement. We show
that there exists a uniquely determined optimal allocation and at least one welfare-
maximising steady state, i.e., a modified golden-rule steady state. Depending on the
sector-specific productivity, discount factors, and agents’ valuation of the externality, the
modified golden-rule steady state may be green, brown, or mixed. It turns out that
the steady-state pollution levels depend on the relationship between the marginal rate of
transformation and the marginal rate of substitution between consumption and pollution.
Since all three types of steady states may coexist, our model may help to explain the
existence of economies with high and with low pollution levels.

The main contribution of this article concerns the decentralisation of the optimal al-
location, which has important policy implications. We demonstrate that the optimal



allocation can be implemented in the market economy by means of a balanced-budget
fiscal policy. This policy consists of an emissions tax that internalises the pollution exter-
nality by shifting production factors to the green sector, combined with intergenerational
transfers. The emissions tax stipulates the wage-rental ratio and thus determines the pro-
duction plan and the emissions level. Since the emissions tax reduces the factor incomes
by distorting factor prices, the tax receipts must be released to agents in order to offset
welfare losses. The intergenerational transfers enable the government to distribute the
tax receipts among the two generations and implement the optimal capital accumulation
path. This resolves the dynamic inefficiency inherent to all OLG models. In line with the
existing literature, e.g., see Jaimes (2023), we find that the optimal emissions tax rate is
equal to the sum of the discounted marginal damages incurred by all future generations.
Our analysis extends that of Dao and Davila (2014) who consider a one-sector OLG
model with a production externality and environmental preferences, demonstrating how
a golden-rule steady state can be implemented by means of various transfer schemes.

This article is organised as follows. The next section introduces the assumptions on
technologies and preferences and defines the economy’s production-possibility frontier.
In Section 3, we adopt the perspective of a benevolent social planner and establish the
optimal allocation and modified golden-rule steady states. The implementation of the
optimal allocation in a market economy through fiscal policy is addressed in Section 4.
Section 5 concludes. All proofs are collected in an appendix.

2 MODEL

We consider an overlapping-generations model with discrete timet = 0,1, ..., 0o and two-
period lived agents. At the beginning of each period ¢ > 0, a new generation consisting
of a continuum of homogeneous agents with mass N; € R, is born. The population
grows exponentially at the rate n > 0, so that N, = (1 4+ n)'Np.

2.1 PRODUCTION

A single consumption-and-investment good is produced from the factors real capital K; >
0 and labour L; > 0 by a non-polluting ‘green’ and a polluting ‘brown’ sector, indexed by
j = g,b, respectively. Each sector comprises a continuum of homogeneous, price-taking
firms. The brown sector’s production externality is explained in Section 2.3 below. The
workforce consists of young agents who supply one unit of labour inelastically, so that
Ly = N;. Old agents are retired and consume the capital income generated by renting
capital to firms. Capital and labour can move frictionlessly between the sectors and are
paid their marginal products. The output good serves as the numeraire.

The production function of the representative firm in sector j = g,b is
F:R2 Ry, Y/ =F(K, L[,

where Y7 > 0 is the sector-specific output and K7, L7 > 0 are the sector-specific capital
and labour inputs. Assuming perfect substitutability, the economy’s total output of



the good is Y = Y9 4 Y®. The technology in either sector has constant returns to
scale, meaning that both production functions F, and F; are linear homogeneous. Their
respective intensive forms f; : R, — R, obtain by setting

fi(k) = F (5 1), =g,

where k7 = % is the sector-specific capital-labour ratio. The marginal product of labour

w; : Ry — Ry is defined by
wi (k) = f;(k7) = (KK, j=g.b. (2.1)

The marginal rate of technical substitution (MRTS) between capital and labour is given
by the function 2, : R, — R, defined by

(k) = =22 j=g,b. (2.2)

Given the output price p{ > 0, the wage rate w; > 0, and the capital-rental rate r;, > 0,
the profit-maximization problem of the representative firm j = g, b is

(KT T — J_ J
Kg{lg};ﬂ P Fi(K?, L) — K7 — w, L. (2.3)

The first-order conditions for the profit-maximising factor inputs (Kf , L{ ) are

() PR L) = P £
) oY

(2.4)
(K7, L) = plw;(kl) = w,

showing that due to linear homogeneity, only the capital-labour ratio ki is well defined
by the first-order conditions (2.4). Given any wage-rental ratio w, = %, these reduce to

!

(k) L . (25
Denote the social discount factor by 0 < v < 1 and the capital depreciation rate by 0 <

0 <1, then we can introduce the following assumptions on the production technologies.

Assumption 1 (Technology).
The two production sectors j = g,b are characterised by the following properties.

(1) The production functions f; : Ry — R are twice continuously differentiable, strictly
increasing, f; > 0, strictly concave, f; <0, and satisfy

(a) lim filk) > 22 —1+43 and (b) Jlim fi(k) =0. (2.6)

Moreover, capital is an essential production factor, that is, f;(0) = 0.



(11) The MRTS functions §; : Ry — Ry satisfy the boundary conditions

lim Q;(k) =0 and lim Q;(k) = oo. (2.7)

k—0 k—o0

Since Assumption 1 (i) implies that the MRTS functions €2;, j = g, b, are strictly increas-
ing, the boundary conditions (2.7) ensure that the first-order condition (2.5) admits a
unique solution & for any given wage-rental ratio w, > 0. Condition (2.6) (a) is weaker
than the Inada condition llqli% fj(k) = oo and thus allows for CES production functions.

Condition (2.6) (b) is needed later to rule out unbounded economic growth.

2.2 PRODUCTION-POSSIBILITY FRONTIER

Assumption 1 implies that there exist relative factor-demand functions k; : Ry — Ry,
j = g,b, such that for any wage-rental ratio w; > 0, the first-order condition (2.5) is
satisfied, i.e.,

Qj(kj(wr)) = wi. (2.8)

These functions stipulate the sector-specific capital-labour ratios, so that k{ = k,(w;) and

k? = ky(w;). The corresponding labour shares I = L—%, J = g,b, are obtained as follows.

For each economy-wide capital-labour ratio k; > 0, set
Quin (k) = min{Qy(k), W (k) }  and  Quax(ke) = max{Qy(k;), Q(ks) }. (2.9)
For each k; > 0 with Q,(k;) # Qp(k:), the labour-share functions
Ci(ke, )« [Qumin(Fe), Qax(ke)] — 0,1],  j = g,b,

are then defined by setting

Klb(wt) — kt

Kip(wi) — Fg(wr)

k:t — K/g <Wt)

Kp(wi) — ’fg(wt)’

1] = C,(ki,wi) = and 10 = 0, (ky,wp) =

(2.10)

respectively. For each k, > 0 with Qg(k;) # (k) and each wage-rental ratio w, €
[Qunin (Kt ), Qnaxc(ke)], the list (K7, kP, 17,1?) > 0 defined by (2.8) and (2.10) is a feasible
factor allocation as it solves the market-clearing conditions in the capital and the labour
market

(a) ke =Uk +1°k and (b) 1=141°. (2.11)

Since, by (2.8), Q,(k{) = Q,(k?) is also satisfied, this factor allocation is (Pareto-)efficient
in the sense that the output of a sector cannot be raised without lowering the output of
the other sector.! In particular,

gg(kt,Qb(/{Zt)) = gb(l{?t,Qg(k‘t)) =0 and gg(kt,ﬂg(k}t)) = gb(k}t,Qb(kt)) = 1,

'In the following, we will omit the word ‘Pareto’ in order to avoid confusion with the notion of
Pareto-optimality of the whole economy, introduced below.
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so that boundary factor allocations in which only one sector is producing are included.

For each k; > 0 with Qg(k;) = Q(k;), the market-clearing conditions (2.11) are satisfied
with kJ = kb = k; and any feasible allocation of labour.

Our approach naturally incorporates capital-intensity reversals. The marginal rates of
technical substitution determine whether the green or the brown sector is more capital-

intensive. If Qy(k;) < Q,4(k;), then
Kg(w) < ky < rp(w)  for all w € (Qy(ke), Qy(ke)),
and vice versa, if Q,(k;) < Qy(k;), then

rp(w) < ky < kg(w) for all w e (Qy(ke), Q(ke)).

The production-possibility frontier may now be described as follows. For any k;, > 0
with Qg(k;) # (k) and any w; € [Qmin(k,‘t), Qmax(kt)}, the per-capita output of sector
j = g, b is stipulated by the function

i = y;(ke,wi) = 0;(ke, we) (K (wr).- (2.12)

In the non-generic case Q4(k;) = Qy(k;), the per-capita outputs are

vl =1 fy(ke) and = (1—U))fi(ke), 1 €[0,1]. (2.13)

The production plan (y?,y) is called efficient because it is produced with an efficient
factor allocation. Since for any fixed k; > 0, the output functions (2.12) and (2.13) are
invertible?, each efficient production plan (y?, /) defines a uniquely determined efficient
factor allocation. As a consequence, the function T': D — R, defined by

Yo(ke,yy (ke yf))  if Qg(ke) # (k)

2.14
Falke) = g i Qy(ke) = Q(ks) 2

yi = T(kt,yf) = {

where
D= {(k7yb) eRyy xRy |9 < fb(k)},
is well defined. For any k; > 0, the production plan (y?, T'(k:, y?)) is efficient.

The following lemma presents properties of the function 7' that are essential for our
results.

Lemma 1 (Concavity of 7', Ritschel & Wenzelburger, 2024).
Under the hypotheses of Assumption 1, the map T : D — Ry 1is concave. For each

2The well-known Stolper-Samuelson theorem states that the functions (2.12) are monotonic w.r.t.
w, so that the inverse functions y;l(k:t, D210, £ (k)] = [Qumin(ke), Qmax (k) ], § = g,b, are well defined,
satisfying y;l (kt7 yj(kt,wt)) = w;. Formally, the invertibility along with the invertibility of the labour-
share functions is shown in Ritschel and Wenzelburger (2024).
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(k,y?) € D, its partial derivatives are

AT fme)
(Z) ayb(kt?yt) - fl;(/ib(wt» d ( )

oT

ok (Kt ?J?) = f;(“g(wt))y

where

yo (ke y) if Qg(ke) # Qu(ke)

wy = Q(ky, f = )
(ke ) {Qbaft) if Q) = (k)

For any fixed k; > 0, the curve

T(ke, )« [0, folke)] — [0, folke)], Yt T(ky, ), (2.15)

defines the production-possibility frontier pertaining to the capital-labour ratio k;. The
total output per capita plus depreciated capital produced with the production plan
(y2, T(ks,y?)) is given by the function f: D — R, defined by

Flkeoy)) =y} +T(ke,y}) + (1= 6)k. (2.16)

Lemma 1 implies that the function f is concave, but not necessarily strictly concave. In
particular, for any given capital-labour ratio k; > 0, the production-possibility frontier
(2.15) is concave.

Lemma 1 suggests to define the function o : R, — R, by setting

_ Jylrg(w))

o) = Fto) 217)
The marginal rate of transformation corresponding to any production plan (y?, T'(k, y?))
then is o(Q(k¢, y?)). Two observations, formally established in Ritschel and Wenzelburger
(2024), are important and portrayed in Figure 1. First, the concavity of T implies
that o(Qy(k)) < 0(Q(k,)) for all k; > 0, independently of the sector-specific capital
intensities. Second, the marginal rate of transformation is increasing in the wage-rental
ratio if and only if the green sector is more capital-intensive than the brown sector, i.e.,
O (wr) >0 <= Kg(wi) > Kp(wr).

2.3 PRODUCTION EXTERNALITY

To produce one unit of the good, the brown sector emits € > 0 pollution units into the
environment. The pollution stock per capita of the young generation at the beginning of
period t is denoted by e; > 0. The emissions per capita generated in period t are €?.
The evolution of the per-capita pollution stock over time is then governed by a function
E:R%2 — Ry, defined by

€41 = E(et,yf) = 1%,1[(1 —()es + eyﬂ, (2.18)



slope o(€2,(ky))
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Production-possibility set
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Figure 1: Strictly concave production-possibility frontier; k; > 0 fixed with Qg (k) # Qp(kt).
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where 0 < ¢ <1 is the pollution decay rate. The pollution index in period ¢ is
2=(1-Ce +ey’ = (14+n)e. (2.19)

It follows from (2.18) that®

e = (59 e+ 15 Y (59 o (2.20)

j=

o

Therefore, unless pollution decays fully (i.e., ¢ = 1), it diminishes the welfare of all
future generations. The production externality thus has both, intra- and intergenerational
effects. Observe, however, that our model abstracts from a direct effect of pollution on
production.

2.4 PREFERENCES

Agents have preferences over consumption and the quality of the environment. The
preferences are represented by an additive-separable life-cycle utility function U : RY —

R, defined by

Uler, ¢y 2 zem) = uley) — plze) + Blulei) — plze)], (2.21)

where ¢;, ¢},; > 0 denote youthful and old-age consumption, respectively, and z > 0 is
the environmental pollution index defined in (2.19). The factor 8 > 0 is the agent-specific
time-discount factor.

Our assumptions on the preferences are the following.

Assumption 2 (Preferences).

3Since the sequence {y?}%°, is bounded from above by some 3% . > 0 and h;fz € [0, 1), the sequence

{e:}72 is bounded from above by emax = ;5 L

8



(i) The utility function u : Ry — R is twice continuously differentiable, strictly increas-
ing, v > 0, strictly concave, u” < 0, and satisfies the Inada condition lim. o (c) =
00.

(i) The damage function p : Ry — Ry is twice continuously differentiable, strictly
increasing, ' > 0, and convez, " > 0.

Assumption 2 implies that youthful and old-age consumption are normal goods, whereas
environmental pollution is a bad. The total pollution damage incurred by an agent born
in period ¢ over his whole lifetime is p(z;) + Su(zes1)-

3 WELFARE ANALYSIS

This section examines welfare aspects of the model by taking the perspective of a benev-
olent social planner who maximises the sum of the discounted welfare levels of all gen-
erations. In doing so, the planner takes the intergenerational effects of pollution into
account. In particular, he weighs the current generations’ utility of consumption against
the pollution damages inflicted on future generations.

3.1 FEASIBLE ALLOCATIONS

For any given capital-labour ratio k; > 0, the set of feasible policies (y?,ct, c?) is defined
by

2

Q(ky) = {(yb701a02) € Ri ‘ '+ T S [k, ") and o < fb(kt)} (3.1)

Since, by Lemma 1, the production function f is concave, each set Q(k;) is compact and

convex.

In each period ¢ > 0, the total output f(k;,y?) must equal total consumption and invest-
ments. In per-capita terms, this resource constraint translates into the capital accumu-
lation law A : D x RT — Ry, defined by

kt—i—l = A(kta yi‘)v 627 C?) = HLn [f(ktvyf) - (Ctl + lifn):|’ (32)

cf
14+n
law E : R? — R, for the pollution stock defined in (2.18), a feasible allocation may now

where ¢; = ¢} +

is total consumption per capita in period t. Using the accumulation

formally be defined as follows.

Definition 1 (Feasible allocation).
Given the initial condition (ko,e0) € Ryy x Ry, a feasible allocation is a sequence
{ (ke e, . ¢}, cd) }Zo that satisfies

(3.3)

kt-i—l - A(ktvyf)c%7cf)
€11 = E(€t7 yllf))

with (y°,ct,c?) € Q(k:) for all times t > 0. The set of all feasible allocations, given



(k‘o, 60), 18

(ko e0) = {{(ke, o, vt ch D)} g | ¥ 2 0, (9 chcd) € QUh),

kt—‘rl = A(ktayf7ciactz)7 and €t+1 = E(ebyf)}

Notice that our definition of a feasible allocation excludes factor allocations that are not
efficient. The reason is that a market economy as well as a benevolent social planner,
as introduced in the next section, will only implement efficient factor allocations. In
particular, if a production plan were inefficient, then the output in the non-polluting
sector could always be raised and welfare be increased without lowering the output in
the brown sector.

3.2 THE SOCIAL PLANNER’S PROBLEM

We first formalize the social planner’s objective function. Taking a utilitarian measure,
the welfare of the generation born in period t > 0is U(cy, ¢4, 2, 2e41) as defined in (2.21)
and the welfare of the initial old generation is B[u(c3) — u(29)]. The planner’s objective
function, henceforth referred to as social welfare function, then takes the form

W({(kty €t, yf) Ci, C?)}Zo) = nytg(ktv €t, yf’ C%, Cf)? (34)

t=0

where 0 < v < 1 is the social discount factor and
glke e, yis et cf) = uley) + Zulcf) — (L+ 5)u((1 = Cer + eyy) (3.5)

is the one-period return function. The social planner’s task is to select the feasible alloca-
tion {(kt, eyl b, cf)}zo € II(ko, eg) with the highest possible level of social welfare. In
each period ¢ > 0, the planner chooses a production plan (y°, T'(k;, %)) on the production-
possibility frontier, a consumption plan (¢}, c?), and an investment level k1. Given the

initial condition (ko, ep) € Ry X R, the planner’s problem is

maX{W({(kt,et,yf,ctl,cf)}zo) ‘ {(k:t,et,ytb,ctl,cf)}zo € H(k:o,eo)}. (3.6)

o0

A solution {(k;,ei,yf*,0§*,03*)}t:0

allocation.

to Problem (3.6) will be referred to as an optimal

To solve the planning problem using dynamic programming methods, a number of tech-
nical results found in De La Croix and Michel (2002) must be adapted. Proposition 1
ensures that Problem (3.6) is well posed.

Proposition 1 (Existence of the value function).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied. Then for each (ko,eq) € Ry x Ry, the value

10



function

V(ko, e0) = sup{ W ({ (ke e b ) 1r7y) | (s en il D)} € ko, o) |

1s well defined and finite.

All relevant properties of the value function V are summarised in Lemma 2.

Lemma 2 (Properties of the value function).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied. Then for each (ko,eq) € Ryy x Ry, the value
function V : R, x Ry — R satisfies the Bellman equation

V(ko, 60) = Sup{g(k07 €o, yba Cl? 02) + ’YV(A(]C(L yba Cl) CQ)a E(GOa yb)) ‘ (ybv Cla 02) S Q(lﬁo)}

Moreover, V is concave, continuous, and differentiable.

Using the Bellman equation, the existence of a unique optimal allocation and its charac-
terisation via first-order conditions are established in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Existence and uniqueness of the optimal allocation).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied. Then the following holds true.

(i) For any given initial condition (ko,eo) € Ryy X Ry, there exists a uniquely de-
termined optimal allocation {(k;,e;, y* ,c%*,cf*)}t o € H(ko,eo) that atlains the
welfare mazximum,

V<k0760) :W({<k:7€t7yt 7Ct 703*)}t O)’

where (k:g‘,eg) = (ko,e0). This optimal allocation is generated by continuous policy
functions - R, x Ry — Ry and cl,c? : Ry, x Ry — Ry, in the sense that for

eacht >0,

*

t+1 - A(k:ayt 7ct*>c152*) > 0
€t+1 = E(etayt )
(et ) = (Yo (ki er), cilky, er), (ki ep)) € Q(ky).

(ii) For each t > 0, the optimal allocation {(k}, e}, y’*,ct*, )} .-

1o Satisfies the first-

order conditions

u(c%*) _ l4n
BeE) &7
1% 8
S - aﬁ(kal,y;o N f ki) (3.5)
a o
() [ )+ 3 =] = e+ 3 (M) (e me) (39)

11



together with the complementary slackness conditions

Ny =0 and N[f(k}) =] =0, AL AZ > 0. (3.10)

While closed-form solutions for the policy functions are generally unavailable, the first-
order conditions (3.7) — (3.9) have a clear economic intuition. Equation (3.7) is the stan-
dard condition for OLG models that determines the optimal allocation of consumption
between two coexisting generations. Equation (3.8) specifies the agent’s marginal rate of
intertemporal substitution. Thus, it determines the optimal allocation of consumption
within an individual’s lifetime.

Equation (3.9) will be of central importance for analysing the optimal taxation of emis-
sions. It equates the marginal utility of producing an additional unit of brown output
in period ¢ with the sum of the discounted marginal damages incurred by all generations
living from period ¢ onward.* The factor (1 + g) accounts for the fact that at any point
in time, pollution affects the welfare of the young and the old generation. The Lagrange
multipliers A}, A? are needed because the optimal allocation may include boundary factor
allocations. The complementary slackness conditions (3.10) imply that these are zero
whenever both sectors are producing.

Two special cases in which the first-order condition (3.9) allows for a more tractable
characterisation of the policy function y° are presented in the following corollary.

Corollary 1.
For each (ki e;) € Ry, x Ry, the optimal policy y** = y2(k:,e;) satisfies the following
properties.

(i) If ¢ =1, then

. #(0)

"(efp (ke
U= ok if o(Q(k)) < 1— e(l+ g)%
'(eyr”) |
Ksolves o(QUks, yi*)) =1—€¢(1+ g)m otherwise
(ii) If i/ =0, then
0 if 0((ke)) = 1
v = argmax f(k,y") = q folk) if o) <1

0<y?<fy(ke)
e solves o(Qks, y?*)) =1 otherwise

4First-order conditions of the form (3.9) are often encountered in the literature on intergenerational
pollution externalities, e.g., see Equation (22) in Jaimes (2023).
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Corollary 1 (i) characterises the optimal production plan (y2*, T'(k},y%*)) if the pollution
stock decays fully between any two periods, so that only the instantaneous emissions ey
affect the welfare of the two generations in period ¢. The optimal level of brown output
y?* then depends on how the marginal rate of transformation relates to the marginal
rate of substitution between consumption and pollution. Corollary 1 (ii) states that in a
model without externalities, the optimal production plan (y**, T'(k}, y°*)) maximises the
total output of the economy, given the capital-labour ratio &;.

3.3 MODIFIED GOLDEN-RULE STEADY STATES

A stationary feasible allocation is a constant sequence {(l_c,é, gb,él,EQ)} that is feasible
in the sense of Definition 1. The second equation in (3.3) implies that the stationary
pollution stock per capita € satisfies € = E(e, 7°). On the other hand, it follows from the
first equation in (3.3) that for any (k,7°) € D, stationary total consumption per capita
c=2¢c+ 1i—2n is stipulated by the function

¢= ok, 3" = f(k,4") — (1 +n)k. (3.11)

By Theorem 1, the dynamics induced by the social planner’s optimal policy is governed
by the dynamical system

{k’tﬂ = A(k?nyg(kta6t)7ci(ktaet)7cz(ktaet>) (3.12)

€41 = E(€t> yf:(kt, et))

A steady state of the system (3.12), which will be referred to as a modified golden-

rule steady state, is a stationary feasible allocation {(%w €y, gjg, E#, 63)} with (gjg, E#, 63) €

Q(k,) that satisfies
]27“/ = A(E’w gfl;a Ei/a Ef%/)
- o (3.13)
ey = E(ey, 7).

Using the function ¢ defined in (3.11), the steady-state conditions in (3.13) take the more
convenient form

& =5z b (3.15)

The social planner’s first-order condition (3.7) implies that the marginal rate of intertem-
poral substitution in a steady state fulfils
v(@)

Ty — (3.16)

I

~~
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Thus, given any pair (k., gﬁ;) € D with ¢(k,, gjg) > 0, the steady-state consumption plan

&, =a(ky,12) and & = ek, 30)
is uniquely determined by the budget constraint (3.14) and the first-order condition (3.16).
As a consequence, the modified golden-rule steady state is determined by the pair (k, gjz)

The central question now is how (k,, gjz) must be chosen such that the social welfare is
maximal. Using (3.9), we may define the function ¢ : D — R, by setting

(1) (52

1 — 29w (e (k, )

14+n

U(k,y') = (3.17)

which contains a marginal rate of substitution that describes the trade-off between the
steady-state consumption of the two generations and the steady-state pollution level. For
each sector j = ¢, b, we introduce the capital-labour ratio k7 > 0, defined by

fi(K) =32 — 149,

Y

and the corresponding wage-rental ratio @’ = ;(k’). We are now in a position to state
one of this article’s main results.

Theorem 2 (Modified golden-rule steady states).
Under the hypotheses of Assumptions 1 and 2, there exists at least one modified golden-
rule steady state (l_ﬁy, gg) These steady states are characterised as follows.

(i) If 1 —(rg(@09),0) < o(@9), then (ky,35) = (k9,0) is a steady state.

(ii) If either
L= 9(rg(@7), 0) < 0(@?) < 1= (ra(@), folrin(@))) (3.18)

L= (y(@),0) > 0(@%) > 1~ (@), film(@)), (3.19)

then there exists k., € (min{ry(@09), £y(@9)}, max{ry(@9), ky(09)}) determined by
o(@7) = 1 = (ky, yo(ky, %)) (3.20)

and ity = yy(ky,@9) such that (ky,32) is a steady state.

(iti) If 0(@9) < 1= (kp(@9), fo(kp(@9))), then there exists ky € [ky(27), k") determined

by
fI;(I;W) [1 - w(%vﬂfb(%w))] = H_Tn —14+94

and i, = fy(ky) such that (ky,i) is a steady state.

The three distinct types of steady states in Theorem 2 are referred to as green, mixed,
and brown, respectively. For the intuition of theorem, the following corollary is insightful.
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Corollary 2.
If i/ =0, then there exists a modified golden-rule steady state, determined by
(Ew 37:) =

{(@g,m f o@) =1 21)
<1

(K fo(K") if o(@?)

where f;(/?:g) = fl(k*) = HT" — 1+ 6. If, in addition, v = 1, then ¢ attains its maximum
in (ky, ) and the consumption levels are ¢(k9,0) = wy(k?) and ¢(k”, f,(k")) = wy(k?),
respectively.

Corollary 2 reveals that if pollution plays no role, then the modified golden-rule steady
state permits only the more productive sector to produce the good.® In the presence of
pollution, however, the type of the steady state does not only depend the sectors’ relative
productivity, but also on the emission intensity €, the compound discount factor %,
and agents’ preferences, especially their valuation of the externality. The resulting trade-
off is described by the relationship between the marginal rate of transformation p and
the marginal rate of substitution . In the long-run, complete decarbonisation is optimal
if and only if 1 — ¥(k9,0) < o(w9). Since ¥ > 0, a unique green steady state exists if
o(w?) > 1, in which case the green technology is at least as productive as the polluting
technology. If o(w9) < 1 — 4 (k9,0), then it is optimal to let brown firms produce, as
the consumption benefits outweigh the pollution damages. The exact extent, however,

depends on the severity of the externality.

The intuition of Theorem 2 is linked to the well-known Rybczynski- Theorem. In Ritschel
and Wenzelburger (2024), we show that all efficient production plans with the same
marginal rate of transformation o(w?) are located on a straight line

fo(kg(@?))

yg = fg(ﬁg(a)g» - Yy, yb € |:07 fb(ﬁb(wg»]a

in the (y°,y9)-plane. With this line, we may associate a family of production-possibility
frontiers corresponding to the capital-labour ratios

k € (min{r,(@9), kp(0?)}, max{r,(07), kp(09)}). (3.22)
If the interval (3.22) contains a capital-labour ratio k. such that
(@) = 1 =1 (ky, y(ky, @),

then this capital-labour ratio balances the trade-off between consumption and pollution
and, thus, defines the mixed steady state. If such a capital-labour ratio does not exist,
then a mixed steady state does not exist. Instead, a green or a brown boundary steady

®Observe that p(@9) > 1 <= w,y(k9) > wy(k®), so that the stationary wage income determines
which sector is active. The case v = 1 corresponds to the modified golden rule, i.e., the question of which
stationary feasible allocation has the highest level of welfare.
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state is obtained.

Importantly, observe that mixed steady states may exist either due to (3.18) or due to
(3.19). In the former case, it follows directly from Theorem 2 that a green, a brown, and
a mixed steady state coezist.5 Which of these steady states is attained depends on their
stability properties and the initial conditions of the economy.

The following example adopts standard preferences and technologies from the literature.

Example 1 (Logarithmic utility and Cobb-Douglas technology).
Consider the logarithmic utility function u(c) = In(c), the damage function u(z) = dz°,
where d > 0 and o > 1, and the Cobb-Douglas production functions

fo(k) = Agk®and  fy(k) = Ak™,

where Ay, Ay > 0 scale total factor productivity and 0 < oy, o < 1 determine the income
distribution. In this case, the function o becomes

" (1 — o) ™A\ o
) ., 3.23
ow) (ozgg(l —ay)tmwA, “ (3:23)

It follows from (3.14) and (3.16) that the steady-state consumption plan satisfies

o(k,y")

71k, by _

and &(k,y’) = (14 n)

)

™R

so that the function 1 takes the form

cdo [(H—n)eyb] o—1

n+¢
—:,(1,() (b(kvyb)
1 - 14+n

Uk, y’) =

A green steady state is characterised by

- A, Tag _ - T
W= <1+_n_919+5) foand &f =0,k = T k.
Y

The capital-labour ratio in a brown steady state is determined by

_ edo [ 4, (k) ot _ _
Ay (k)2 [1 — [ "1“_ 7(172) ) [Ap(k)™ = (n+ )k, ] | =12 144
14+n

For parameter set A, see Table 1, we have w9 = 0.456. In this case, all three types of
steady states coexist. The capital-labour ratio in the green steady is 1.617, in the brown
steady state 0.489, and in the mixed steady state 1.419. For parameter set B, we have
w9 = 1.103. There exists a uniquely determined mized steady state, characterised by the
capital-labour ratio 1.035.

STf 1/ (0) = 0, then (k9,0) = 0 such that different types of steady states cannot coexist.
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Parameter Set A Set B

€ 1 1
¢ 0.9 0.9
o 1 1
d 0.04 0.04
y 0.5 0.5
1G] 1 1
n 0 0
0 1 1
Ay 3 5}
A, 2.85 4.2
Qyp 0.5 0.5
Qg 0.78 0.45

Table 1: Parameter sets for Example 1.

4 IMPLEMENTATION OF OPTIMAL ALLOCATIONS

This section examines how fiscal policy can implement the social planner’s optimal allo-
cation in a competitive market economy.

4.1 TEMPORARY EQUILIBRIA

In a temporary equilibrium, all markets clear simultaneously and, given expectations,
individual decisions are optimal. Since the sectors’ outputs are perfect substitutes, Wal-
ras’ law implies that the goods market must clear if the factor allocation is efficient.
Recall that capital and labour are perfectly mobile between the sectors and are paid
their marginal products (2.4). Hence, given any capital-labour ratio k;, the equilibrium
wage-rental ratio w; corresponding to an equilibrium production plan (y?, T'(ks, 3?)) with
0 < y? < fy(ks), i.e. with positive output in both sectors, must satisfy the first-order

condition
|

olwr) = 2, (4.1)

F|=

where p{, Jj = g,b, are the sector-specific output prices in (2.4).

Suppose now that the government levies a tax rate 7, per unit of emissions in period
t, which is stipulated by an emuissions-tax-policy rule n : Ry, x R, — R such that

n: = n(ks, e;).” Normalising the price of the ‘green’ output, we may set p/ = 1 and

b
p? = 1—en, so that the output-price ratio becomes f,—g = 1—en;. We can now characterise
t

the wage-rental ratio in a temporary equilibrium.

Proposition 2 (Existence and uniqueness of temporary equilibria).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied. Then for any state (ki e;) € Ry x Ry with

"Our approach also allows for the case 7; < 0, in which the brown sector is subsidised.
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emissions taz rate n; = n(ky, e;) € R, the equilibrium wage-rental ratio is

Qg (ke) if 0(Qy(ky)) > 1 —en,
Wt = Qeq(kt777t) = Qb(k:t) if Q(Qb(k?t)) <1—en .
o Y1 —en;) otherwise

Setting wy = Qeq(ke, n(ke, er)), the equilibrium wage rate is
wy = w(kye, e) = max{wg(ﬁg(wt)), [1— en(ky, et)}wb(nb(wt))}, (4.2)
the equilibrium gross return on capital is
Ry = Rlkvyer) = 1= 6+ max{ f(ry ), [1 = enlhe)] filmo(wn)) },  (43)

and the equilibrium production plan (y°, T (ks,1?)) is determined by

yo(ke,wi) if Qu(ke) # Qg (Ky)
yf = ygq(k’t,et) = fb(kt) if Q(Qb<kt)) (Q ( )) <1l- en(kt,et) : (4-4)
0 if o((ke)) = 0(Q(ke)) = 1 — en(ke, er)

By Proposition 2, the emissions tax rate n; stipulates a uniquely determined equilib-
rium wage-rental ratio w; and thus the production plan (y?, T'(k;,3?)). The boundary
production plans in which only one sector is producing obtain for sufficiently high and
sufficiently low tax rates.

4.2 FISCAL POLICY

Proposition 2 implies that the sum of factor incomes in a temporary equilibrium is

w(kt, Gt) + R(ku et)kt = f(kta yf) - meyf, (4~5)

where 7n;ey? are the government’s emissions tax receipts in period t. These reduce the
incomes of both generations. Assume for simplicity that the government does not hold
or issue bonds and suppose that in addition to the emissions tax, it levies a proportional
tax 7, = 7(ky, €;) on the wage income of young agents, which is stipulated by an income-
taz-policy rule 7 : R., x Ry — R. If the government pays each old agent a lump-sum
transfer d;, € R, then its budget constraint takes the form

13?,1 = neey; + Tew. (4.6)

Given a pair of tax-policy rules n, 7, the disposable income of a young agent in period ¢
if the state of the economy is (k, e;) is

w = w(ky,e) = [1 = 7(ke, er)]w(ke, e0),
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and the disposable income of an old agent amounts to
e = (kt,er) = (1 4+ n)R(ky, er) by + d(ke, er),
where the lump-sum transfer to an old agent is
dy = d(ky, e0) = (1 +n)[n(ky, e,)e yle’q(kt, er) + 7(ki, e)w(ky, e,)].

A fiscal policy is feasible if the disposable income of both generations is non-negative, i.e.
wf > 0 and 7; > 0. The former holds whenever 7; < 1; the latter holds if and only if

R(ky, e)ky + en(ky, et)qu(/ﬂt, et)
> = — .
T+ = I(kt7n(kt7 et)) UJ(kt, et)

More formally, a feasible fiscal policy may be defined as follows.

Definition 2 (Feasible fiscal policy).
A feasible fiscal policy is a pair of taz-policy rules n,7 : Ry, x Ry — R that satisfies
T(k,n(k,e)) < 7(k,e) <1 forall (k,e) € Ry x R,.

We will assume for the remainder of this article that the government’s fiscal policy is
feasible.® Since Definition 2 allows for 7, < 0 and d; < 0, the government may compensate
the reduction in factor incomes by redistributing the emissions tax receipts in full to young
and old agents. In particular, if 7, = 7(k;,7;), then 7, = 0 and wé = f(k;,y?) > w;. On
the other hand, if 7, = 1, then m = (1 + n) f(ks, y?) and wf = 0.

4.3 CAPITAL ACCUMULATION

The savings decision problem of a typical young agent is the following. In each period
t, the agent forms an expectation Rf > 0 with respect to the gross return on savings
R 41 realised in t 4 1, and an expectation df € R with respect to the transfer payment
dy41. Given the disposable income w¢ and the expectations (R¢, dS), the savings decision
problem takes the form?

max u(wd — s) — u(z) + B[U(Rtes +di) — N(Zﬂrl)}

_df d (47)
s.t. max{R—g,O} <s<wy.

The two constraints in (4.7) ensure that savings, youthful consumption, and anticipated

old-age consumption are non-negative. Given that the agent’s anticipated lifetime income

is non-negative, w + % > 0, then Problem (4.7) admits a uniquely determined solution
t

sy = s(wd, d¢, R).1° An interior solution s(w¢,d¢, R¢) > 0 obtains from the first-order

8Since 1(ks,m;) < 0 whenever 7, > 0, any fiscal policy defined by tax-policy rules of the form
n: R++ X R+ — R+ and 7 : R++ X R+ — [07 1] is feasible.
9Gince each individual agent has mass zero, the agent does not take into account how his savings
behaviour affects the pollution indices z; and zy41.
d di

de .
10Ty the extreme case wf + 5 = 0, savings are s; = wi = — 5.
e e
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condition
' (wfl — )

5U/(R§St + dg)
The capital-labour ratio of the subsequent period ¢ + 1 is then given by

~ R (4.8)

_ 1 d je e
ki = _1+n5(wt>dtaRt)'

Note that k1 is only well defined for forecasts (RY,dS) satisfying w{ + % > 0.
t

4.4 PERFECT-FORESIGHT DYNAMICS

The expectations formation is considered next. In period ¢ 4 1, the realised gross return
on savings is Ry1 = R(kii1,€141), and the realised transfer payment to an old agent is
diy1 = d(kt+1, 6t+1)7 where

eip1 = Eog(k, e0) = E(etaygq(kh et))

governs the accumulation of emissions. If kf is the forecast for ki1, the forecasts (R, df)
that are consistent with k7 obtain by setting

Rf = R(kf,Eeq<kt,€t>) and d: = d(kf,Eeq<kt7€t>).

Observe that these forecasts are correct whenever kf correctly predicts k;yq1. Our next
lemma ensures that the decision problem of a young agent is well posed.

Lemma 3 (Anticipated lifetime income).

Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied and the fiscal policy be feasible. Then for any state
(kiyer) € Ry xRy and each forecast 0 < kf < ﬁwd(kt, er), a young agent’s anticipated
lifetime income is positive, that is,

d(kth Eeq(kta et))
R(kte’ EGQ(ICYH et))

wd(k:t, €t) + Z 0. (49)

Since the agent’s anticipated lifetime income is positive under the assumptions of Lemma

3, the savings function is well defined. Observe that a forecast kf > Hﬁwf can never be

a self-fulfilling prophecy because savings cannot exceed the disposable income.

Given (k¢ e;), the forecast kf is correct, i.e. kf = kyyq, if it solves
ki = 15 (w (ke e0), (kS Eeq(ke, €0)), R(K§, Eoq(ke, €1))).

A perfect forecasting rule in the sense of Bohm and Wenzelburger (1999) may now be
defined as follows.

Definition 3 (Perfect forecasting rule).
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A forecasting rule G : Ry, x Ry — R that satisfies

G(k,e) = t=s(w(k,e),d(G(k,e),e1), R(G(k,e),e1)), where e1 = Euq(k,e),

14+n

for all (k,e) € Ry, x Ry is called a perfect forecasting rule.

The existence of a perfect forecasting rule is established next.!!

Proposition 3 (Existence of perfect forecasting rules).

Under the hypotheses of Assumptions 1 and 2, there exists a perfect forecasting rule G
in the sense of Definition 3. If, in addition, R® — s(w?, d®, R®) and k — d(k,e) are
non-decreasing, then G is uniquely determined.

Given the initial condition (ko,ep) € Ry x Ry, all growth paths {(k;, )}, under
perfect foresight are generated recursively by the perfect forecasting rule G' together with

ki1 = G(kt, et)
. 4.10
{ €i+1 = Eeq(ktu et) ( )

the map FEeq, so that

With each growth path {(ki, e;) }22, generated by the dynamical system (4.10), we may as-
sociate a perfect-foresight allocation, which is the feasible allocation {(kt, ey, et cf)} €
II(ko, €9) such that for each ¢ > 0,

ki1 = G(ky,er)
€41 = Eeq(k?t7 et)
yf = yle)q<kt7 er)
el = w(ky,e)) — (14+n)G(ky, e)

C? = W(kt, €t).

Given a pair of tax-policy rules n, 7, a perfect-foresight steady state (k,,e,) of the dynam-
ical system (4.10) is determined by

ke = HLnS(wd(k*ve*)ad(k*7e*)>R(k*;€*)) (411)
ey = Feq(ky, €4). (4.12)

4.5 OPTIMAL FISCAL POLICIES

Having established the perfect-foresight dynamics, we are now in a position to present
another main result of this article.

Theorem 3 (Implementation of the optimal allocation).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied. Then for any given initial condition (ko,eq) €

As is well known, R® ~ s(w? d®, R®) is non-decreasing if youthful and old-age consumption are
weak gross substitutes.
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R,y x Ry and corresponding optimal allocation {(k;‘,et,yt ,cl}*,cf*)}t o € (Ko, e0),

there exists a uniquely determined series of optimal tax rates {(nf,7,)}2, such that
{(k:,ej,yf*,c%*,cf*)}zo is a perfect-foresight allocation. The series {(nf,7,)}%, is gen-
erated by a feasible fiscal policy n., 7. : Riy X Ry — R such that for each t > 0,
ni = n.(kr,ef) and 77 = 1.(kf, el). The optimal emissions taz rate satisfies

i[vﬁlﬂf] (). (4.13)

Jj=t

*~UE

Theorem 3 establishes the existence of a feasible fiscal policy in the sense of Definition
2 that decentralises the optimal allocation in a market economy with perfect foresight.
This fiscal policy has the following properties.

The optimal emissions tax rate 7; implements the welfare-maximising production plan
(y2*, T(ky,y*)) by implementing the optimal wage-rental ratio w; = Q(kf,y%*), where
the function €2 is given in Lemma 1. It follows that the optimal emissions-tax-policy rule
N« : Ry X Ry — R is implicitly defined by

Qeq (k1. (R, €)) = Q. 4 (K, €)). (4.14)

Equation (4.13) states that in each period t > 0, n; is equal to the sum of the discounted
marginal damages incurred by all future generations.

Given the optimal emissions tax rate 7;, the optimal income tax rate 7;° induces inter-
generational transfers such that under perfect foresight, a young agent decides at his
own discretion to save the amount of funds required to attain the capital-labour ra-
tio kf ;. Thus, given the functions 7,, GG, and Fq, the optimal income-tax-policy rule
T : Ryp X Ry — R is implicitly defined by

Ak, k), 2k, ), g2 (k. )
= T s([l — 1ok, e)Jw(k, €),d(G(k,e), Eeq(k,€)), R(G(k,€), Eeq(k, e))).

A direct implication of Theorem 3 is that the government can implement a modified
golden-rule steady state {(k,,e,,7%,ct,@)} as a perfect-foresight steady state. This
result is formalised in the following corollary.

Corollary 3.
Let ('I;?wé”/) with €, = ﬁ%gg be a modified golden-rule steady state. Then the emissions

tax rate 7, = 1.(ky, €) s B
Uk 7))
7, = ont) (4.15)

and the income tax rate 7., = T.(k,, €y) € (I(k’wﬁv)> 1) 1s uniquely determined by

ky = s((1 = 7)w,, dy, Ry), (4.16)

1+n8
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wy =w(ky,e,), R, =R(ky,e,) = and dy = (1+n)[ieq + 7w,

In the proof of Corollary 3, we show that the government can not only implement the
modified golden-rule steady state (/%7, €,), but that it can achieve any desired steady state
(k,e) € Ry x Ry with (1 +n)k < f(k,7°), € = nigyb, and 0 < 7* < f,(k). However,
the implementation of certain (non-welfare-maximising) steady states may necessitate

subsidies for the polluting sector.

Equation (4.15) reveals that the optimal steady-state emissions tax rate 7, takes into
account the trade-off between stationary consumption and pollution, which is captured
by the marginal rate of substitution 1. The optimal steady-state income tax rate 7,

implements transfers such that savings are (1 + n)k,.

Example 2 (Logarithmic utility and Cobb-Douglas technology).

Following on from Example 1, consider a quadratic damage function, i.e. o0 = 2. Letd =1
so that capital depreciates fully. Since 1¥(k?,0) = 0, the modified golden-rule steady state
is green and determined by (k.. %) = (k9,0) if o(@?) > 1. The corresponding steady-state
tax rates are

T ag 148
__9(k,0) e
S S R | d = % 7 4.17
= ond 7= — T (1.17)
Observe that
I(%wﬁv) = I(];gao) = ajil <7y <1,
showing that the fiscal policy (4.17) is feasible. Wage income is taxed if
7,20 = < (4.18)

and subsidised otherwise. Condition (4.18) may hold either due to a high savings propen-
sity or due to labour-intensive production in the green sector.

A surprising result obtains for mized modified golden-rule steady states. Since, by (3.20),
the marginal rate of transformation satisfies 1 — o(w9) = (k. ), it follows from (4.15)
that 1~ o)

_ — o0\Ww

=" (4.19)
Thus, 1, depends solely on the technologies and the brown sector’s emissions intensity e.

In particular, it is decreasing in €.

In the case of a linear damage function u(z) = dz with slope d > 0, we may characterise
the sequence {7} }:°, near a mixed modified golden-rule steady state by means of a simple
difference equation.

Proposition 4 (Constant marginal damage).
Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be satisfied and assume that the marginal damage of pollution
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1s a constant d > 0. Then, in a neighbourhood of a mized modified golden-rule steady

state, the series {n;}:2, satisfies the difference equation

= 10 sleT (= en))] (4.20)

where (4.19) is the unique steady-state emissions tax rate.

5 CONCLUSION

This article develops a two-sector OLG model of sustainable growth by incorporating
a polluting production sector and environmental preferences into the classical Diamond
(1965) framework. The resulting model is analytically tractable, accommodates capital-
intensity reversals, and provides a framework for studying the role of fiscal policy for
the decarbonisation of an economy. Our welfare analysis highlights that the optimal ex-
tent of pollution reduction depends on the technologies, discounting, and agents’ subjec-
tive valuation of the externality. The welfare-maximising allocation, including modified
golden-rule steady states, can be decentralised using an emissions tax and intergenera-
tional transfers. The emissions tax, which is equal to the sum of the discounted marginal
future damages, implements the optimal pollution levels. In a modified golden-rule steady
state, it accounts for the trade-off between steady-state consumption and pollution. The
receipts from the emissions tax are distributed to agents to compensate them for the
policy-induced reduction in factor incomes. The intergenerational transfers enable the
government to choose the allocation of the compensation payments and, at the same
time, implement efficient capital accumulation.

The possible coexistence of multiple modified golden-rule steady states suggests that
the model may exhibit complex dynamics. An analysis of the steady states’ stability
properties and the qualitative dynamics arising from optimal allocations is outside the
scope of this article. In view of implementing optimal allocations, the stability question
should be addressed in future research. Another interesting avenue for future research
would be to incorporate income and wealth inequality into the model and explore how the
compensation payments can be allocated in a socially just manner. Limitations stem from
the assumption that agents’ consumption and environmental preferences are additive-
separable, as the utility of consumption may well depend on the state of the environment.
Addressing this interdependence by adopting a more general class of preferences could
yield valuable insights.
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A APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof is given in Ritschel and Wenzelburger (2024). O

Proof of Proposition 1. Let (ko,eq) € Ry, x Ry be arbitrary but fixed.

o0

Step 1 (Upper bound). We show that for each feasible allocation {(kt, ey, et cf)}tzo €
I1(ko, eg), the social welfare W({(kt, es, y0, et cf)}toio) is bounded from above. Observe

that for each k > 0 and each (y°,ct, ¢?) € Q(k), we have
Ak, ' ) < 14%71[(1 — 8k + fi(k) + fy(k)]. (A.1)

It follows from (A.1) and Assumption 1 that every sequence {k;}{2, starting from some
(ko,e0) € Ry xR, that is generated recursively by the first equation in (3.3) is bounded.
The sequence {e;}°, associated with {k:}$°, generated by the second equation in (3.3)
is also bounded. Therefore, we can conclude that the sequence {(kt, e, Y0, ct, cf)}zo is
bounded, implying that the one-period return function is bounded from above,

gk, eyl et c?) < oo for all t > 0.
Since 7 € (0, 1), the infinite sum of the discounted welfare levels converges, so that
W({(kt,et,yf,ci,cf)}zo) < 0.
Hence, the social welfare is bounded from above.

Step 2 (Lower bound). The existence of a feasible allocation {(kt,et,yf,ctl,c?)}zo €

I1(ko, €o) for which the social welfare attains a value larger than —oo is established. For
each t > 0, choose

02
Y’ =0 and c%:1J:n:%[fg(kt)—(n+5)kt].

For this choice, only the green sector produces so that

hpsy — A(kt,O,CtI,CQ) _ H_Ln[fg(k:t) + (1 — 5)kt - c% _ } =k

1+n
1—
err1 = E(e, 0) = —1+7€€t

o0

for all times ¢ > 0. Clearly, the social welfare W ({(ko, e, 0, cg, C(Q))}t:O

feasible allocation {(k:o, e, 0, cp, cg)}zo € I1(ko, ep) is finite.

) of the resulting

Step 3 (Value function). Step 1 and Step 2 combined imply that the supremum

Sup{W<{(ktaetay?aci7cg)}z0) ‘ {(khetayfactlacg)}toio S H(k0760)}

exists and is finite. If the supremum exists, then it is unique. Since (kg,e9) € Ry, x Ry
were arbitrary, the value function V is well defined on R, x R,. m
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Proof of Lemma 2. Step 1 (Bellman equation). Let (ko,e0) € Ry x Ry be arbitrary
but fixed. For any feasible allocation {(k, e, y?, ct, c?)}22, € Il(ko, o) generated by the
maps A and F, we have

> AVgkeenyr o6 (A.2)

t=0

o0
b 1 2 t b 1 2
= g(ko, €0, Yo, Co» C5) + ¥ E Y g(kt+l>€t+1ayt+1>ct+1’ct+1)
t=0

< g<k07 €0, yg? C%)a C?)) + ’}/V(kl, 61)
S Sup{g(k07 €0, yb7 Cl? 62) + ’YV (A(k07 yb7 Cl? 62)7 E(€07 yb>) ’ (ybv 017 02) S Q(k())}
The claim now follows from the definition of the supremum: V(ko, eg) is by definition the

smallest upper bound of (A.2) and, analogously, V(ky,e;) the smallest upper bound for
all feasible allocations in II(ky, e;), where

ki = A(k;o,yg,c(l],cg) and e} = E(eo,y(b)).

Step 2 (Concavity and continuity of V). We first show that any convex combination of
any two paths {(k/,el)}%,, j = 1,2, associated with two feasible allocations may be
generated by a feasible allocatlon. To this end, let A € [0, 1] be arbitrary but fixed and
for each t > 0, set

k= Mt 4 (1= Ak
= Aef + (1 — N)e2.

We will show that for each ¢ > 0, there exists ¢ = (y*, c}*, ¢2*) € Q(k;") such that

ki = Ak 67) (A.3)
ei\ﬂ = E<€t ) yt ) = 1n [(1 - Oei\ + Eyi))\]-

It follows from Lemma 1 that A is a concave function. Hence,
kv < AR gl + (1= N)g)), (A4)

and the convexity of the set Q(k}) implies that g} + (1 — \)¢? € Q(k}), where ¢/ =
(yf], ¢, ) e Q(k]), j = 1,2, are the policies in period t that belong to the respective
feasible allocations.

Since E is linear, we have y?* = A\y?! + (1 — A\)y?%. Given y*, it follows from (A.4) that
there exists a consumption bundle (c}*, c?*) such that ¢} = (y**,ct*, ) € Q(k;') and
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(A.3) holds. As a consequence, {(k}, e}, ¢)}2, € T1(kJ, e}). Since

C C: C22
C%A+1+n>)\< 1i>+(1_)\)<cg2+1j—n>’

the consumption bundle (c!*, c?*) may be chosen such that

gk} e, q)) > Ag(kt el q) + (1 — Ng(kE, €2, q?). (A.5)

The concavity of the value function V is now established as follows. By definition of V,
for any € > 0, there exist a feasible allocation { ki, et, qt)} € H(k:é, 60) 7 =1,2, such
that

> Aglkl,el,ql) > V(i e)) — . (A.6)
t=0

Since {(k}', €}, qg\)}zo € II(k}, €}), it follows from (A.5) that

V(ky,e0) = Y gkt et ad) = XY Aglklrel qf) + (1=N)>_ Aglk7,ef,q7).
t=0 t=0 =

Taking suprema, (A.6) implies
V(ky,e) > AW(kg,ep) + (1 — N V(K] e5) — e.

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, this shows that V is concave. Concave functions defined on
open subsets of R? are continuous, e.g., see Rockafellar (1970).

Step 3 (Differentiability of V).

Let (ko,ep) € Ry x Ry be arbitrary but fixed. We will show in the proof of Theorem 1
that there exists an optimal policy (y5, cb, c2) € Q(ko) such that

V(k07 60) = g(k07 €0, y87 c(lJa 6(2)) + VV(A(k'm ygu 0(1)7 C(QJ)a E(607 y(l;)) : (A7)

Given e; = E(eg, y), the function ® : R, — R, defined by

satisfies

E(e,®(e)) = e1 = Eeq, 1) forall e cRy. (A.8)
Choose an open neighbourhood % (ko, eg) of (ko, €9) and set
ci(k,e) = f(k,®(e)) — f(ko,yy) + ¢ and  ca(k,e) = cp,

so that
A(k, ®(e), c1(k,e), c§) = Alko,y5, ¢y, c§) = K
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for all (k,e) € % (ko,e0). Observe that
yg = ®(eg), c(l) = c¢1(ko,e9), and cg = cy(ko, ep). (A.9)
From (A.7), we can infer that for each (k,e) € % (ko, €o),
V(k,e) > g(k,e,®(e),ci(k,e),c) + YV (ki e1)
and thus
V(k,e) = V(ko, eo) > g(k, e, B(e), c1 (k. €), c§) — g(kos €0, Yo, o €3)-

This shows that the concave function V is bounded from below on % (kg, o) by a dif-
ferentiable function. As a consequence, V is differentiable at (ko, ep). Since (ko,ep) was
arbitrary, it follows that V is differentiable on R, x R,. O

Proof of Theorem 1. Step 1 (Ezistence of policy functions). Without loss of generality,
we may consider period t = 0. Let (ko,eg) € Ry x Ry be arbitrary but fixed and define
the set

Q(k07€0) = {(ybacl7czak7 6) S Ri (yb701762) € Q(k(])? k= A<k07yb7C1702>

(A.10)
and e = E(eo,yb)}.

Since each set Q(ko) is convex, each A(ky,-) is concave, and each E(ey,-) is linear, each
set Z(ko, eg) is concave. Applying the Bellman equation twice, Lemma 2 implies

V(ko, o) =Sup{g(ko,eo,y8,cc1),03) + 9k, en, 13, et 1) + 7V (ka, €2) ‘ Al
11
(9870(1)70(2);]?1,61) S <>~@(l{:07€0) and (yll)vcic%quueQ) € <>~@(kjhel)}'

We show that there exists ¢y > 0 such that the supremum in (A.11) is not attained in
any
(yg,c(l),cg, ki,e1) € 2(ko,eo) with either ¢5 =0 or ¢i =0 or k; < d.

Set

By =t [ flh o) — (el + )] and o = 1 [l gl - (@ + )] (a2)
It follows from (A.12) that ko = ko if and only if

f(kla ylf) - f(]%hgllj) = (C% + lfn) - (éi + li—%n) (A13)

Consider (y§,0,c3, k1, e1) € 2(ko, o). Choose g9 > 0 and (95, ¢}, ¢2) = (y5,e0(1+n),3) €

28



Q) (ko) so that

ky = Ako, 98, ¢8,63) = k1 —eo and & = ey,
Next, choose (92,¢!,¢2) € Q(ky) with ¢! < ¢!, & = ¢2 such that (A.13) holds. Since
g < yb, it follows that ky = ky and & = E(éy, %) < E(e1,3?) = €5 and thus V(ks, é5) >
V(ka,e3). Hence, if g > 0 is sufficiently small, the Inada condition on w implies that
(y5, e0(1 + n), 3, lz:l,él) € 2(ko,eo) attains higher level of utility than (y],0,c3, ki, e;).
Hence, the supremum cannot be attained with ¢; = 0. An analogous argument applies

for the case with ¢2 = 0.

Consider now (y3, cb, 2, ki, e1) € 2(ko, eq) with 0 < k; < 8. Choose g, ¢; > 0 and
(3)87 é(lb ég) = (yga Cé — €0, Cg) € Q(kO) and (gll)a é%? é%) = (ylljv C% + €1, C%) € Q(]%I)

so that k1 > k; and ks = ko holds via (A.13). Since gj? = y?, j = 0,1, it follows that
¢1 = ey and é; = ey. Since f(0,0) = 0, it follows that ¢} becomes arbitrarily small if k; is
arbitrarily small. Hence, if g > 0 is sufficiently small, the Inada condition on u implies
that (2, ¢, 2, ki, é1) € 2(ko, o) attains higher level of utility than (yg, b, ¢2, ki, eq).

Since the objective function g + vV in the Bellman equation is strictly concave and
continuous on any compact subset of 2(ko, p), its maximum is uniquely determined and
attained in the interior of 2(kg,eg). For any given (kg,e9) € Ry x R, the Bellman
equation thus reads

V(ko,@o) = max{g(kOJ 6079870(1)703) + fyv(khel) (yg7c(1)7€(2J7k1761) S Q(k(b 60)}‘ (A14)

The maximiser (y5*, cg*,c2*) is uniquely determined and it depends only on (kq,eq).
Therefore, there exist optimal policy functions 3° : Ry, x R, — R, and ¢!, c?

Rip x Ry — Ryy with yg* = yl(ko,e0) € [0, fy(ko)l, 5" = ci(ko,e0) > 0, and ¢g* =
Cz(ko,eo) > 0.

Step 2 (Ezistence and uniqueness of the optimal allocation). Since the policy functions
Y, cl, c? are well defined on R, x R, it follows that for any given initial condition
(ko,e0) € Ry x Ry, there exists a uniquely determined optimal allocation

{(k:7 6:7 yf*v Ci*’ C?)}ig < H<k707 60)7
which is recursively defined by

k;—l = A(k:7y;t(k:?e:)aci(kraer)acz(lﬁ:a 6:))
e;5k+1 = E(e:7y:(k:7 er))

with <k6768) = (ko,@o).

Step 3 (First-order conditions). For better readability, we omit the % superscript indi-
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cating the optimal allocation. Setting
V(k07 €0, yb’ Clu 02) = g(k07 €0, yba 017 02) + V(A(k()? yba Cl’ 62)7 E<607 yb))7

the Lagrangian for Problem (A.14) is

‘C(yba Cl7 027 >\87 >\(1)7 Ag) = V<k07 €0, yb7 Clﬂ 02)+)\8 [f(km yb)_cl } +)\ oY +)\0 [fb(kO)_yb] :
By Lemma 2, the value function V is differentiable. Setting

20

then differentiation of £ w.r.t. (%, ¢!, c?) shows that the first-order conditions for the
optimal policy (y5, ¢}, c2) € Q(ko) are

, v of L |
—(1+ Dep'(20) + 25 ok - (1, 61)8 5 (ko, 0) + 15 " B (ki er)e+ X2 —A3=0  (A.15)
, ov !
u'(c)) — A o (ki,e) =) (A.16)
oV

B

| 0
SU'(c)) — ak(kl,el)zﬂ. (A.17)

14+n

The complementary slackness conditions for Problem (A.14) are

X [f(ko, Yo) — o — H_gn} =0 (A.18)
by = (A.19)
N2 [ fo(ko) — yb] = (A.20)

and the non-negativity conditions are A, A}, A2 > 0. As we have shown in Step 1, the
optimal policy (y§, ch, c2) satisfies k1 = A(ko, v, cb,c2) > 0. Consequently, the comple-
mentary slackness condition (A.18) holds with A} = 0. Conditions (A.16) and (A.17),
therefore, become

ul(cé) L 1+n
Bu(2) ~ 7 (A.21)
, ! 19)%
u'(cp) = H_Ln%(kh e1). (A.22)

Equation (A.21) is the first-order condition (3.7) given in the theorem. By the Envelope
theorem (e.g., see Mas-Colell, Whinston, & Green, 1995, p. 965), we have

oV Loy of

ok —7 (Ko, 60>y07 Cor Cp) = T+n 9 -7 (k1 el)&k (Ko, yo) + A3 fy (ko) (A.23)

Moreover, the Bellman equation implies that the derivatives of the objective function V'
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and the value function V coincide, so that

oy oV
i — (ko, €0) = % (k:o,eo,yo,c(l),cg) (A.24)

It follows from (A.22) — (A.24) that

)% 0 2
2 (horeo) = (D) [ 90 (oo ) + s ko) (A.25)

Inserting (A.25) and (A.21), Condition (A.22) then takes the form

u'(cp) 1 Of
pu(ci) Ok

2
o (k) + i fo (k) (A.26)

Re-normalising the Lagrange multiplier, then (A.26) is the first-order condition (3.8)
stated in the theorem.

By the same vein, the Envelope theorem and the Bellman equation imply

oV dg y OV
e <k07 60) e (k07 607%7 c(]a CO) + 'Ylinc a (kh 61)
) , OV
= —(1+ 2)p/(z0)(1 = ) + T (k). (A27)

It follows from (A.15), (A.22), and (A.27) that

ov , 1o [Of
e thoseo) = = () 2 [ 2

(Ko, ) + 28] (A.28)

' (cp)

Inserting (A.25) and (A.28) into (A.15) then yields

1 /
-9 (Cl> of /\7>\§ 8 M(Z()) 1 of A2
T W) |y == (k1 )) + e | e+ 5= =y (’vayo)+£Tc(g§)~ (A.29)

Re-normalising the shadow prices and recursively applying (A.29) then establishes the

first-order condition (3.9) given in the theorem. O

Proof of Corollary 1. Let (k;,e;) € Ri, x Ry be arbitrary but fixed.

Part (1). Setting ¢ = 1 and

1 (eyy)
U (ky, e, yp) = 6(1 + g)m’

the first-order condition (3.9) takes the form
! *
There are three possible cases.
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Case 1. A} > 0 and \? = 0. Then y?* = 0 due to (3.10). Since Q(k;,0) = Q,(k;), it

follows from (A.30) that

)\% Z 0 <= Q(Qg(kt>> Z 1— \I/(kt,et,()).

Case 2. \} = 0 and A\? > 0. Then y?* = f,(k;) due to (3.10). Since Q(ky, fo(ki)) = Qp(ky),

it follows from (A.30) that

A 20 = 0o(U(ke)) < 1= Uk, e folke))-

Case 3. \} = A\? = 0. In this case, (A.30) implies that y* € [0, f,(k)] is determined by

\Ij(khebyf ) =1- Q(Q(ktvyf ))
Part (11). If ¢/ =0, then ¥ =0 and Cases 1 — 3 above imply that

0 if o(Qy(ky)) >
v = folke) if o( (k) <
solves o(Q(k;,y?*)) =1  otherwise

1
1

It remains to show that (A.31) solves the maximisation problem

max f(k,y").
0<yb< o (k)

The Lagrangian for (A.32) is
L& €0) = fhe o) + " + & [folke) — ']
A solution y”* must satisfy the first-order condition
L= 0@k uf) = & ¢

and the complementary slackness conditions

! %] !
Lyt =0 and &[fi(k) — ] =0, &.& >0.

(A.31)

(A.32)

(A.33)

These conditions are sufficient for a maximum since, by Lemma 1, the objective function

f is concave. Since the first-order condition (A.33) coincides with the first-order condition
(A.30) if v = 0, it follows that the optimal policy y* is a maximiser of (A.32) if ¢/ =0. O

Proof of Theorem 2. Using the function ¢ defined in (3.17), it follows from Theorem
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1 (ii) that the pair (k,, ") must satisfy the first-order conditions

O (k) L 2 X (A31)
%Uf? gb) ; ¢(]%7 gb) - 5‘1 + 5‘2 (A35)

together with the complementary slackness conditions
Mgt =0 and N[f(k) - 7] =0 (A.36)

and the non-negativity conditions A\', A2 > 0. There are three possible cases.

Case 1. Let X' > 0 and A> = 0. Then 7° = 0 due to (A.36). Since Q(k,0) = Qy(k),
Lemma 1 implies that (A.34) takes the form

filk) £ 142 145, (A.37)

g

It follows from Assumption 1 that (A.37) admits a unique solution, which is the capital-
labour ratio k9. Setting @9 = Q,(k?), then (A.35) implies that A\! > 0 if and only if

o(@9) > 1 —(k?,0).

Therefore, (lgv,gjg) = (k9,0) is a steady state if o(@9) > 1 — ¥ (k9,0).

Case 2. Let A! = A2 = 0. Using Lemma 1, Condition (A.35) takes the form

and (A.34) the form
/ 1. — ! n
f (kg (K, 7)) = 1% — 140 (A.39)
Condition (A.39) implies that
Qk, ") =@ and 7 = yo(k, @9). (A.40)

Inserting (A.40) into (A.38), it follows that the capital-labour ratio is determined by
o(@9) = 1 — v(k, yy(k, 0%)). (A1)
By the intermediate-value theorem, a solution
l%w € (min{f@g(@g), kp(@?) }, max{r,(w?), Rb(@g>})

to (A.41) exists if either (3.18) or (3.19) holds. Given k., (A.40) implies that the brown
production plan is QS = yp(k,,09) € (O, fb(lgjfy)).

Case 8. Let A' = 0 and A > 0. Then 3} = f,(k,) due to (A.36). Since Q(k, fy(k)) =
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O (k), Lemma 1 implies that Condition (A.34) takes the form

1 10— fokg((R)))
A2 = ) (A.42)

and (A.35) the form

— | — — —

N =1 —(k, fo(k)) — o((k)). (A.43)
Inserting (A.42) into (A.43), it follows that the capital-labour ratio is determined by

AL =k, fo(k)] =12 —1+4. (A.44)

"
Moreover, it can be read off (A.43) that
M>0 = Yk >a! <= k> K@9). (A.45)

The existence of a solution to (A.44) is established using the intermediate-value theorem.
Setting k* = (H” 1+ 0), we have

FED[L =k, f(K")] < 22 —1+0.

y

Since f;’ <0 and &} >0, j = g,b,

in _ 4§ 7
o = 2L B(E)

Filro(@9))  fr(k(Qy(K9)))

On the other hand,

(@) [1 = (ka(@), fo(mp(@)))] = 2 — 146

if and only if

1= (@), fym(@))) > of@?). (A.46)
Therefore, if (A.46) holds, then there exists a solution k, € [r,(@9), k") to (A.44) such
that k., together with y,by = fy(k,) is a steady state. ]

Proof of Corollary 2. The first claim is included by setting @y = 0 in the proof of
Theorem 2. The second claim obtains as follows. The Lagrangian is

Lk, 5" M, A2) = ok, 7°) + M7+ X[ fu(k) — 7]

The first-order conditions are

Ao fy(k) = n+ 6 — fi(rkg(QUK, 7)) (A.47)
1= 0(Qk, 7)) + X = M (A.48)
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and the complementary slackness conditions are

My =0 and Xo[fi(k) —3°] =0, A,A >0 (A.49)

There are three cases.

Case 1. A\; > 0 and Ay = 0. Then (A.49) implies §* = 0 and, since Q(k,0) = Q,(k),
(A.47) takes the form

fo(k) =n+4. (A.50)

g

Assumption 1 implies that (A.50) admits a unique solution 0 < k9 < co. The first-order
condition (A.48) takes the form

so that A\; > 0 if and only if o(@w9) > 1. Moreover, ¢(k?,0) = w,(k9).

Case 2. A = 0 and Ay > 0. Then (A.49) implies 3* = f,(k). Since Q(k, fy(k)) = Qu(k),
(A.47) becomes
X fi (ki (Q(k))) = 1+ — fi(rg(Q(k))) (A.51)

and (A.48) becomes
Ao =1 = 0((k)). (A.52)

Inserting (A.52) into (A.51), it follows that
fi(k) =n +0. (A.53)
Assumption 1 implies that (A.53) admits a unique solution 0 < k* < co. As shown above,

A >0 <= o(Q(E") <1 = @) <1

Moreover, ¢(k, fy(kb)) = wy(kP).

Case 3. A\ = Ay = 0. Then (A.47) and (A.48) take the form

7)) =n+6 (A.54)

f; (“g(Q(l_@
(k,9") = 1. (A.55)

Condition (A.54) implies Q(k, 7°) = @Y, so that (A.55) implies o(@9) = 1. In this case,
wy(k9) = wy(ky) so that ¢ attains the same maximum in either boundary allocation (9, 0)

and (Kb, f,(kY)). O

Proof of Proposition 2. Let (ki e;) € Ryy x Ry and n; = n(ki, e;) € R be arbitrary
but fixed. Since capital and labour are perfectly mobile and paid their marginal products,
an interior temporary equilibrium in which both sectors are producing obtains for a wage-
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rental ratio w; € [Qmin(k:t), Qmax(k;t)} such that
o(wy) = 1—en. (A.56)

The concavity of the production-possibility frontier implies that o(2,(k:)) < o(S2%(kt)),
so that a solution w; € [Qumin(kt), Qmax(ke)] to (A.56) exists if and only if o(Qy(kt)) <
1—en: < o(Qp(kt)). Since g is either monotonically increasing or decreasing on the interval
in question, the equilibrium wage-rental is uniquely determined by w; = o7 1(1 — en,).

A solution to (A.56) does not exist if either 1 — en: < o(Qy(kt)) or o(Q(kt)) < 1 — eny.
In either case, a boundary temporary equilibrium is obtained. In the first case, we have

folhig(w)) > [1 —em] fy(rp(w)) and  wy(rg(w)) > [1 — empJuws(rp(w))

for all w € [Qmin(kt), Qmax(k:t)], so that the green sector receives the entire capital and
labour. Hence, the equilibrium wage-rental ratio is w; = (k). In the second case,

Fo(rg(w)) <1 —em] fy(rp(w)) and  wy(rg(w)) < [1 — enJwy(rp(w))

for all w € [Qmin(kt), Qmax(kt)], so that the brown sector receives the entire capital and
labour. Hence, the equilibrium wage-rental ratio is w; = Qp (k).

Hence, for any given (ki e;) € Ryy x Ry and n, = n(ky, e;) € R, the equilibrium wage-
rental ratio is uniquely determined by w; = Qeq(kt, 7¢), with the function €., as defined
in the proposition. O

Proof of Lemma 3. Setting e;y1 = Feq(kt, €;), Condition (4.9) is equivalent to

LR(kfv €t+1)wd(kt; er) +n(kf, erp1)e yle)q(kfv €ri1)

k¢ > _ ldn A.5T
T(kf, e141) > wke, err1) ( )

Since the tax-policy rules 7, 7 define a feasible fiscal policy in the sense of Definition 2,

they satisty

R(k;, ecir)kg +n(kf, erir)eyoq (B, eorn)
w(kf, ert1)

for all (kf,e1) € Ry x Ry. The claim now follows from the fact that for all 0 < kf <

ﬁwd(k’t, et), the r.hus. in (A.58) is larger than the r.h.s. in (A.57). O

T(k’f,€t+1) Z — (A58)

Proof of Proposition 3. Let (ki ¢;) € Ry x Ry and w? = w(ks, e;) > 0 be arbitrary
but fixed and consider the function

E(KS, kyyer) = m=s(w ke, eq), d(kS, Boq(ke, €0)), R(KS, Eeq(ky,€0))) — k°.
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A correct forecast is a solution 0 < ky < ﬁw? to

E(KE, Ky, ) = 0. (A.59)

For better readability, set e;11 = Feoq(ke, e;). To establish the existence of kf, we use the
intermediate-value theorem. Since savings are bounded from above by w¢, we have

5( wf k’t,et) S 0.

14+n’

By Assumption 1, we have f,(0) = f,(0) = 0 so that d(0,e:+1) = 0. Since old-age
consumption is ordinary, R — Rs(w? d, R) + d is increasing for each w? and each d.
Consequently,
kleigo [R(ke;€t+1)3(wf»d(ke,etﬂ),R(ky@tH)) +d(k‘e7€t+1)]
= lim R(k° eps1)s(wf,0, R(k®, e141)) > € > 0.
ke—0

Moreover, Assumption 1 implies klimo R(k®, e;41)k® = 0. It follows that
e—

s(wi, d(k®, 1), R(K®, e41)) R(k, eprr)s(wi, d(ke, 1), R(K, e41))

klgn_}n() ke B klelr—I}o R(ke, epq1)ke
> 1 ¢ =00

As a consequence, in a sufficiently small neighbourhood (0, €) of the origin, we have
E(k kyyer) >0 forall k¢ € (0,¢).

The existence of a solution 0 < kf < ffn to (A.59) now follows from the intermediate-

value theorem. Uniqueness of k¢ is established next. By Assumption 2, d — s(w, d, R)
is strictly decreasing for all R > 0. By Assumption 1, k¢ — R(k®, €;41) is non-increasing.
If, in addition, R — s(w,d, R) is non-decreasing for all d and k¢ — d(k®, es, ;) is non-
decreasing, then k¢ — E(k¢ ki, e;) is strictly decreasing and the solution kf uniquely
determined.

Since (ky,e;) € Ry x Ry was arbitrary, it follows that there exists a forecasting rule G
which is perfect in the sense of Definition 3. Note that if k; = 0, then w?(0,¢;) = 0 so
that kf = 0 is the unique solution to (A.59). O

Proof of Theorem 3. Let an arbitrary optimal allocation { (k}, €7, yi*, ¢;*, ¢*) } - with
corresponding Lagrange multipliers {()\tl*, /\f*)}zo be given, and consider some arbitrary
but fixed period ¢ > 0. Using the function €2 given in Lemma 1, denote the optimal
wage-rental ratio by

wp = QR (k).
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The proof proceeds by induction. Suppose that the current state of the economy is
optimal, i.e., (ki e;) = (kF, €}).
Step 1 (Emissions tax rate). There exist thresholds 7,7, € R such that

Qoq(kf,m) = Q(ky) forallnp <y and Qeq(kr,m) = Qu(k;) for all n > n,.
Hence, there exists an optimal emissions tax rate 1 € [, 12] such that
Qeq (K7, mf) = wy. (A.60)

n; is unique since 1 — Qeq(k;, 1) is monotonic. If the government implements 7;, then
the production plan in period ¢ is optimal because (A.60) and (4.4) imply that

Uy = Yea(ker e0) = Ve (k7o €}) = ™
Consequently, the pollution stock at the beginning of ¢t 4+ 1 is optimal

€1 = E(k‘t,yle’q(kt, Gt)) = E(k{, yf*) = €11 (A.61)

Step 2 (Gross return on capital). Using Lemma 1, the first-order condition for an optimal
policy (3.9) can be written as

= ofw) + A =N = e Z E= I(CER ) (A.62)

It follows from (A.62) that w; = Q,(kf) and A\;* > 0, A?* = 0 if and only if

€ By j—t
o(Q(k7)) > 1 - % Z P(f;f)} 1 ((1+n) ]+1)’ (A.63)

whereas w; = Qy(k}7) and A?* > 0, AI* = 0 if and only if

o( (k) < 1 Z{”gi,f)] (1 m)ely). (A.64)

It follows from (A.60), (A.63), (A.64), and Proposition 2 that

i[ 1+n } B (1—|—n) ]+1)- (A.65)

Jj=t

Inserting (A.65), the first-order condition (A.62) takes the form

1 —enf + A\F — 22 = o(w)). (A.66)
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We next show that
of

R €) = =1

S (K20 + N fy (e (wy).- (A.67)

From (4.3) we know that

Rk}, ) = 1= 0+ max{ f(ry(wi), [1 = en ] fy(n(e)) }.
and from Lemma 1 that

of

o K ul") = 1= 0+ fi(rg())). (A.68)

It follows from (A.66) that

M Z0ANT =0 = folkg(w))) = (1= eny] fy(ro(wy)).
Hence, (A.67) holds if w; # Qy(k;). Moreover, (A.66) implies

= W), N =0N">0 = filrg(w))) < [1—en]fy(ro(wy)).

In this case,
R(kf,ef) =1 =6+ [1—eng] fy(rp(w})) (A.69)

and rearranging (A.66) yields

M fi(sn(wi)) = (1= enf] fy(ru(wp)) — fo(g(w). (A.70)

Inserting (A.68) — (A.70) shows that (A.67) holds if w; = Qy(k}).
Substituting (A.67), the social planner’s first-order condition (3.8) takes the form

U(Ct )

BU (Ct+1) R(k:+17 6:+1). (A71)

Step 3 (Transfers). We next show that there exist feasible intergenerational transfers.
The feasibility property of the optimal allocation implies

k:—i—l = A<k*>yt 7Ct ’Cg*)
*  bx * c?*
= 1+n [f<kt’ ) - C% - 1-t&-ni|
2%

= 1+n[ (k:76t>+R(k:7€t)k*+7]t€yt _Ct - & ] > 0, (A72)

14+n

where the last equation follows from the balance equation (4.5). Let
dy = c* — R(k!,ef)(1 +n)k} (A.73)

be the old-age transfer, and the corresponding lump-sum transfer to the young generation
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be

a; = niey’ — 1jl:n. (A.74)

Using (A.73) and (A.74), it follows from (A.72) that

e =w(kl,ef) + eyt — ﬁ—fn — (M +n)k, =wk;, ef) +a,— (L +n)kf, (A7)

ciir = devr + Rk, ef) (1 + 1)k (A.76)

Conditions (A.71), (A.75), and (A.76) coincide with the optimality conditions for an
individual savings decision of a young agent who has the disposable income w(k}, e]) + a;
and correctly anticipates the return R(k;, , €} ;) and the old-age transfer payment d;;.
Hence,

ki = ﬁs(w(kf, er) + ap, diyr, R(ky, 6:+1)) (A.77)

so that under perfect foresight, ki1 = k74, ¢ = ¢/*, and ¢}, = 3.
To translate a; into an income tax rate 7;*, set

a
= A.
T Tl ) A

Inserting (A.72) — (A.74) into (A.78), it follows that

62*
R(k}, ek} + nfeyl — T w(kier) — o — (L+n)ki,y

w(ky, €) - w(ki, ef)

T =— (A.79)
Since the allocation is optimal, it satisfies k., > 0 and ¢/*,¢f* > 0, so that it follows
from (A.79) that 7(k},n;) < 77 < 1. Hence, the fiscal policy (n;,7;) is feasible. Since
(kf,er) € Ry x Ry was arbitrary, it is feasible in the sense of Definition 2.

Since
w(ky,ef) +a; = (1= )w(k;, ef) = w'(k;, ¢f)
and
diy1 = (1+n) [77:+1€y?i1 + i w(kiy g, €:+1)} = d(ky1s €41),

(A.77) takes the form
Y= e s(wd(k* e;), d(ki 1, €541), R(kj iy, erq))-
t+1 = Tin t2 6t ) O\ Rep1s Copn)y SRy Eppg

Since the period t was arbitrary, induction implies that there exists a series of feasible

tax rates {(n;, 77 }:2, such that {(kt*, ef, yf*, c%*, cf*)}oo

+—o Is a perfect-foresight allocation.

It remains to establish the optimal tax-policy rules. It follows directly from (A.60) and
(A.79) that the tax rates n; and 7;" depend on the current state only (k},e;). Since the
initial conditions (ko, eq) € Ry x R, are arbitrary, there must exist tax-policy rules of
the form

Ne, T Ry X Ry — R
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such that n; = n.(k;, ;) and 7;° = 7.(ky, e;) for each t > 0. O

Proof of Corollary 3. We prove the corollary for a more general case. Consider an
arbitrary steady state (k,7°) € Ry, x Ry with 0 < 7* < fu(k) and & = nicgb. In
particular, this can be the modified golden-rule steady state. Observe that any feasible
steady state must satisfy (1 +n)k < f(k,7?). By Proposition 2, there exist thresholds

M, 12 € R such that

Qeq(k,m) = Q(k) forall p <y and Qeq(kym) = Qy(k)  for all n > ns.

Hence, there exists 7] € [11,72] such that Q. (k, %) = Q(k, §°). Given 7, the factor prices
are w = w(k,e) and R = R(k,é). Observe that
- B RE + ey’

(ki) <1 = <1 <= @+ Rk +7eg® > 0.

w
Since the balance equation (4.5) implies w + Rk + e’ = f(k,3°) > 0, it follows that
7(k,n) < 1. Thus, the range of feasible steady-state income tax rates is well defined by
[ 7(k,7),1]. Observe that for the modified golden-rule steady state, it follows from (4.13)
that _
S LS pwe) vk
1+ 219 w(e) € !

Theorem 2 now implies that

R(Ew év) =1-0+ max{f; (“g(Qequw 777)))7 [1 - 6777] fl;(’fb(Qeq(kvv 777)))}
=1-0+ max{f; (“g(Qeq@w 777)))7 [1 - @D(l;'w ﬂg)] fé(’fb(Qeq(]%w ﬁv)))}

— 14n
_’y .

It follows from Condition (4.11) that given the optimal steady-state emissions tax rate
7, the optimal steady-state income tax rate 7 is determined by a solution to

|

(1+n)k =s((1—7)w, (1 +n)[Hey’® + T, R) =: h(T). (A.80)

Observe that Condition (A.80) is nothing but (4.16). Using the intermediate-value the-
orem, its existence is established next. Since savings are bounded from above by the
disposable income, we have

h(1) = s(0, (1 +n)f(k,5"), R) = 0.
On the other hand, by construction of the lower bound 7(k, %),

h(z(k, 7)) = s(f(k,5"),—(1 +n)Rk, R). (A.81)
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The savings function on the r.h.s. of (A.81) solves the first-order condition

=
Il
juy]

(A.82)

o/ (J k.5 = (7 (k.7 ~(+ )
gt (R[s(f (R 7). (1 + n) Rk, R) = (147

Due to the Inada condition on u, the agent chooses strictly positive amounts of both
youthful and old-age consumption. Therefore,

(L+n)k < s(f(k,¥"),—(1+n)Rk,R) < f(k, 7).

It follows that
h(1) < (1+n)k < h( (k, 77))

so that a solution 7 € (7(k,7),1) to (A.80) exists. Since Assumption 2 implies &’ < 0,
the solution 7 is uniquely determined. ]

Proof of Proposition 4. If the marginal damage is a constant d > 0, then (3.9) reads

B
of /14 L o A+7) 4
o b(kt, U AN =N = 7(110 NIEDE (A.83)
14+n

In a local neighbourhood of a mixed modified golden-rule steady state, we have 0 < yb* <
fo(k7) such that A\l = A2 =0, ¢ > 0. It follows from (3.7), (3.8), and (A.83) that

af * bx

a_yb(kt-‘rb Yii1) 8f
af - 1+n Ok (k;rla ytil)' (A84)
ko)

Inserting the partial derivatives of f given in Lemma 1 into (A.84) yields

1 - o(wi) .
?@; = |l1-0+ f;("&g(wtﬂ))]- (A.85)
By Proposition 2, 1 — p(w;) = en; so that (A.85) takes the form (4.20). O
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