










































tient, then a left-wing government seems to force a non-maximal growth 
rate on its economy. From this we get a rather gloomy picture for govern
ments in terms of the growth rate that take the objective of redistribution 
"at heart". 

Finally, we may note that the optimal tax rates are non-zero. This is 
due to the assumption that >. is non-negative and labour supply inelastic. 
As has been shown by Jones, Manuelli and Rossi (1993a) and Jones, 
Manuelli and Rossi (1993b) and in contrast to e.g. Charnley (1986) this 
leads to non-zero tax rates on e.g. capital income. 

3 Tax Competition in a Two-Country 
World with Perfect Capital Mobility 

The question we shall pose ourselves in this section is: 

What happens to the optimal choices of tax rates and redistri
bution parameters if these choices have to be made in a two
country world with capital mobility and costly capital transfers 
and countries cannot coordinate their policies? 

This is a relevant question for countries where full tax harmoniza
tion may not be possible. There is a possibility then that countries engage 
in tax competition.13 

We will look for a Nash Equilibrium of the game described below. 
The strategies of the two governments are the choices of ill t2,).. and 
ti, t2, ).*. Only pure strategies choices are considered.l4 

For the formulation of the game we have in mind we will employ 
the following 

13For a similar point cf. e.g. Bovenberg (1994). 
14Cf. e.g. Fudenberg and Tirole (1991). 
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Assumptions: 

1. There is no uncertainty. Perfect knowledge about all the parame
ters, objective functions, the strategies and the sequence of moves 
prevails. 

2. All agents act non-cooperatively. 

3. The governments move simultaneously. 

4. The private sector, that is, the Workers and the Capitalists move 
simultaneously. 

5. The governments move before the private sector. 

6. At each point in time the agents are confronted with the same 
problem. 

7. Agents remember at t only what they have done at date 0. 

8. k0 = k~, i.e. both countries have the same initial capital stock. 
(Unless stated otherwise.) 

9. A = A*, i.e. the countries are equally efficient or similar. (Unless 
stated otherwise.) 

10. p = p*, i.e. the countries' rate of time preference is equal across 
countries. 

Assumption (5.) defines a game whose solution is called a Ramsey 
Equilibrium. This is similar to a Stackelberg Leadership Solution, where 
the governments are the Stackelbe~g leaders. Assumption (6.) defines 
a repeated game and (7.) means that the information structure is open

loop.15 Also, if the Capitalists can invest in a global environment it makes 
sense to assume that they have the same rate of time preference. 

15The justification for assuming this information structure may lie in the fact that 
democratic governments of either political leaning may constantly be reminded of their 
pre-election promises so that the outcome of the game in the first stage provides a 
benchmark for their decisions at timet. If the gove=ents could remember the whole 
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3.1 The Government's Objective 

Denote the domestic and foreign government by IIi and IIi* where i = 
left (1), right (r), respectively. We will consider government objectives 
where each government would like to have as much capital in its country 
as possible and maximize its domestic objective function. It is shown 
that this is consistent with the objectives as put forth in the set-up of 
Alesina and Rodrik (1991). 

To see this note the following: The governments have to take the 
w1 s as given from the second stage of the game. For the argument to 
follow the only thing we need is that the investors take the price paths 
of rt, Wt and the taxes as given and then choose their optimal w1 s. Then 
the government goes through a comparative static thought exercise and 
indirectly chooses optimal w1 s through its choice of tax parameters. 

For what is to follow and to keep matters simple we will define 
capital flight as a situation where one country gets all the capital. For 
the domestic country this would amount to w = 1 and w* = 0 for instance. 

A change in the composition of the overall installed capital stock 
is given by df{ = w dk + (1 w*) dk*. Noting that k0 = k~ a small 
change in k or k* has a positive effect on J{ and this change depends on 
w, w*. Hence, for governments that prefer more capital to less policies 
affecting k or k* play an important role. Note that we have assumed that 
domestic and foreign capital are substitutes in production. For this we 
will contemplate governments that do not prefer domestic over foreign 
capital. 

From our earlier discussion we know that the Capitalists take r, r* 

as given and that firms pay each factor its marginal product, also taking 
prices as given. Thus, in a competitive situation the agents and the 

history of the game, time inconsistency issues would emerge. Modelling problems 
of time inconsistency and assuming appropriate trigger strategies for a closed loop 
information structure is beyond the scope of this paper. Thus it is implicitly assumed 
that governments commit themselves to their decisions. How this commitment is 
enforced is outside of this model. References for dynamic games are e.g. Petit (1990) 
and Basar and Olsder (1982). 
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firms do not take account of their effect on G. From the fact that the 
production function is constant returns to scale with respect K and L it 
follows that gross capital income is given by r J( = aY and gross wage 
income by wL = (1 a)Y. The effect of more capital, i.e. an increase in 
k or ink* on domestic output from the government's viewpoint is given 
by 

dY = Yk dk + Yk· dk* . (34) 

where Yk and Jlk. are the partial derivatives with respect to k and k* 
respectively, evaluated at the second stage equilibrium values of the w' s. 

These derivatives are given by 

Yk = [aAK"'-1G1-"' + (1- a)AK"'G-"'t1] w ::::: 0, (35a) 

Yk· = [aAK"'-1G1
-"' + (1- a)AK"'G-"'t2] (1- w*)::::: 0. (35b) 

and are evaluated at L = 1 and the optimal w' s from the second stage 
of the game. It follows that dY :=:: 0. Thus, an increase ink and ink* 
raises domestic output. But it also raises the gross income of both types 
of agents, since 

d(rK) =a dY :=:: 0 and d(wL) = (1 a) dY :=:: 0. (36) 

So more capital in the domestic country leads to higher income. This in 
turn loosens the budget constraints of both Capitalists and Workers as 
can be seen from (14) and (20). 

This means that an increase in k and k* is in the interest of right
wing and left-wing governments. For consistency with the objective func
tions as put forth in section 2.6 all we require then are objective functions 
that are (a) continuous in tax parameters and increasing in (k, k*) given 
wand (1- w*). 

We know from the theory of optimal taxation that the government's 
problem can be stated in terms of the indirect utility function.16 

16Note that the welfare function is a function of the government's instruments and 
that this function need not necessarily coincide with the individual agents' utilities as 
noted in e.g. Atkinson and Stiglitz (1989), chpt.12 and Diamond and Mirrlees (1971 ). 
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Out of this class of objective functions we will consider the fol
lowing welfare function for the domestic right-wing (r) and left-wing (1) 
government, II: 

i = l, r (37) 

where D = w + (1- w*) and w, w* are taken as given by the government. 
Vi has the following properties 3V/ for tilj = 1,2 and 

J 

(38) 

In Appendix A.l it is shown that (37) satisfies (a) and represents in 
a concise form the properties of the indirect utility functions of both the 
agents and the governments.17 Vi 2: 0 reflects the fact that only left-wing 
governments ((3 = 1) derive utility from redistribution. The condition on 
v; is assumed for consistency with the closed economy solution where we 
argued that there is an optimal tax rate f that insures maximum growth. 
For this notice that r = r(tb t2). 

We may note that (37) incorporates an important feature of com
petition for capital. Having argued that capital is good for right-wing 
and left-wing governments, the objectives of each government are to get 
as much capital as possible, i.e. Vjb

1 
> Vjb

2 
if D1 > D2. Then the ideal 

situation for e.g. the domestic country would be one where all the capital 
would be invested at home, w = 1 and w* = 0. 

The objective function also makes it possible for each government 
to pursue its domestically preferred policy, r E [rr, TJ]. This is captured 
by the fact that a right-wing government, (3 = 0, is only concerned about 
the Capitalists' welfare. This is tantamount to choosing taxes in a way 
so as to guarantee high k and k*. 

For the rest of the paper this objective function will be assumed to 
represent the governments' objectives. 

17Note that only the domestic Capitalists' consumption enters this function. This 
is so because a national government usually only represents the interests of its own 
citizens. 
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3.2 Competition for Capital 

In this section we will look for a Nash equilibrium in tax rates and the re
distribution parameters >., A*. From the assumptions about the game the 
following should be noted: Given the timing of moves and the assumption 
on the information structure the game is reduced to a repeated two-stage 
game. First the public sector moves and then the private sector. For our 
game this means that given the investment decision of the Capitalists, 
i.e. wand (1-w*), the governments decide on the tax rates and redistri
bution. Given the tax rates and A, A* the private sector decides on where 
to invest. 

Given investment let us note that the growth rate of domestically 
installed capital is given by r = V"fk + v*"fk• where V =: ~; and v* =: 
(l-~;w are the shares of domestic and foreign capital in domestically 
installed capital. 

Solving backwards requires a government to solve (37) taking its 
opponent's choices of ( ti, t2, A*) as given. The solution to this problem 
is presented in Appendix A.2 and leads to the following proposition: 

Proposition 1: For two similar countries there exist nine classes of pure 
strategy Nash Equilibria. The average after-tax returns in both 
countries are equal, i.e. f-f = 1-:.-i* with f = i* and f = r*. The 
investors are indifferent where to go, i.e. w E [0, 1] and w* E [0, 1] 
and never pay more than the average tax rates. No redistribution 
takes place, i.e. A, A* = 0 regardless of political preferences. Capital 
flight may occur if ti, t2 2:: i* or t1. t2 2:: f which happens in two 
classes of pure strategy equilibria. Both countries grow at the same 
rate, r = 'Yk = 'Yk• = r* if no capital flight occurs. 

If Proposition 1 is assumed to hold one can see that the dynamic 
equilibrium is similar to the Closed Economy case. 

Two important features of the Proposition merit attention. First, 
we get equal average tax rates in both countries, but individual tax rates 
such as t 1 , t2 may be different around f. Thus, the strict form of the 
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source principle does not necessarily hold in equilibrium. This is, of 
course, due to the indeterminacy of the w' s. Note also that the taxes 
are non-zero despite the presence of perfect capital mobility. Second, 
left-wing governments will not redistribute in equilibrium. The reason 
for this is that the concern for inequality is competed away by fear of 
capital flight. Capital is good to left-wing governments for redistributive 
reasons and for wages. Facing tax competition the left-wing government 
is better off if it puts more emphasis on securing high wages instead of 
redistribution. This is so even if, as has been assumed in (37), given the 
capital a left-wing government derives more utility than a right-wing one 
with the same capital. Intuitively, it does not pay a left-wing govern
ment to redistribute in this situation since redistributed capital is not 
productive. To have higher wages intertemporally yields higher utility 
then. Third, perfeCt capital mobility may accidentally lead to capital 
flight in which case one country does not grow at all. This consequence 
cannot be ruled out because of the extreme behaviour we have assumed. 

Therefore, in a situation where both countries are equally efficient 
both governments optimally act as a right-wing government would by 
setting the growth maximizing tax rates. Note also that Proposition 1 
predicts that we will see a very unequal distribution of capital over time. 
Tax competition provides a force that perpetuates this inequality. 

Proposition 2: If two different countries' governments compete for cap
ital the more efficient country, A > A*, always gets all the capi
tal, w = 1,w* = 0. The inefficient country, A* < A, chooses 
t~ = t; = i* regardless of political preferences, i.e. (3* = 1, (0). 
The efficient country (A> A*) chooses either 

(1) t1 = tz = f and ..\ = 0 if f3 = 0, or 

(2) t1 = tz = r E (f,f], where f < (r- r*) + i* and..\ 2: 0 if (3 = 1. 

An efficient right-wing country gets the same amount of capital as 
a redistributing efficient left-wing country, i.e. w;, = wilr = 0 and 
w=l. 
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This proposition, which is proved in Appendix A.3, derives an ex
treme result that follows from the extreme investment behaviour of the 
Capitalists coupled with perfect capital mobility. The model would pre
dict that redistribution is possible if a country is more efficient than the 
other one. Redistribution then depends on the opponent's technology. 
Also note that an efficient left-wing government will get more capital 
and guarantee a higher after-tax return. Its growth rate will therefore 
also be higher as shown below. If there is an efficiency difference there is 
hence a possibility for a left-wing government to pursue a policy which 
will have higher growth than its opponent and redistribution. The redis
tributive freedom is limited by the efficiency difference. For an inefficient 
left-wing government redistribution is always suboptimal. 

We will now look at the dynamic equilibrium of the domestic econ
omy under Proposition 2. From (14} and (19} we get /c = /k· The same 
holds for the foreign Capitalists. In the two-country world the resource 
constraint for the domestic country is given by 

I= j( = (r- T)[wk + (1- w*)k*]- cK . (39) 

where it is important to note that CK -:j:. Ck, C1( is the aggregate con
sumption of the domestic and foreign Capitalists consuming the domestic 
output and we have used the binding constraint, cw = [1J+AT]K. Given 
the constancy of the after-tax return, dividing (39) by K, taking loga
rithms and time derivatives yields i( I J( = 6 I C. From the production 
function we get k I J( = Y jY by a similar procedure. One may then 
verify that the aggregate growth rate on a balanced growth path is given 
by 

(40) 

This completely characterizes the dynamic equilibrium for the efficient 
economy. The inefficient economy gets no capital, w* = 0, w = 1, and so 
does not grow at all. Hence for A > A* we have r > r* = 0. 

Recall that for two equally efficient countries, the left-wing country 
will grow less than the right-wing one, cf. Proposition 1. It is interesting 
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to note, however, that an efficient left-wing country is better off in a 
world with perfect capital mobility than in a world where investors face 
transaction or installation costs. With imperfect capital mobility it is 
shown in Rehme {1994b) that an efficient left-wing country gets more 
but not all capital. 

From this it is clear that an efficient redistributing government 
pays redistribution by an efficiency difference vis-a-vis its opponent. If 
this difference is small, redistribution will be small as well. Should one 
observe redistribution, though, the inequality in the capital distribution 
will decrease over time. Thus, inequality reducing policies are ultimately 
made possible by aggregate efficiency differences. 

Finally, let us note that the equilibria of Propositions 1 and 2 are 
all Pareto-efficient.18 To see this note that if we took only a tiny amount 
of capital away from the capital possessing country it would be worse off 
which violates the Pareto Principle. 

4 Conclusion 

Employing the framework of a simple endogenous growth model with 
distributional conflicts seems to imply that if one taxes wealth, the growth 
rate is reduced by redistribution. This is the argun1ent presented e.g. in 
Alesina and Rodrik {1994) and Bertola {1993) and would suggest that 
redistribution always implies lower growth. 

If one extends the growth redistribution trade-off problem to a 
a two-country world with perfect capital mobility, extreme investment 
behaviour and introduces non-cooperative behaviour, by which govern
ments compete in wealth tax rates using the source principle, the pos
sibility of capital flight features saliently in the optimal decisions of a 
government that wishes to redistribute. 

18This provides an exan1ple for a recent result stated in Janeba and Peters (1994) 
who have shown that in a gan1e where the payoff functions have discontinuities and 
Nash Equilibria exist, they will be Pareto-efficient. 
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It has been shown that in a situation where the opponent is equally 
efficient, i.e. the countries are technologically similar, no redistribution 
will take place in the optimum. This holds even when the two opponents 
both care about redistribution. The intuitive reason for this is that given 
the technology capital is good for right-wing and left-wing governments. 
It has been argued that capital flight reduces wages and the utility loss of 
a government incurred by a drop in wages absolutely outweighs the utility 
gain derived from redistribution, which is not productive. In terms of the 
distribution of capital we will observe an unequal distribution over time. 
But the workers are compensated for this by higher wages. This result 
provides a benchmark for the case where countries are technologically 
different. 

If the countries are technologically different, i.e. one country is 
more efficient than another one, then more capital will locate in the 
efficient country. If the efficient country wishes to redistribute, it can 
'afford' to do so without loosing any capital. This is in contrast to Rehme 
(1994b) where investors operate in a world of imperfect capital mobility. 
The amount of redistribution depends on who the opponent is and in 
particular on the efficiency gap that distinguishes it from its opponents. 

From this it follows that policies that are geared to make an econ
omy more efficient are in the interest of both workers and capital owners. 
Redistribution does not necessarily cause slower growth in comparison to 
other countries if the countries are competing for capital and the country 
in question is technologically more efficient. But then it appears that the 
true trade-off is between policies that guarantee a high capital stock and 
an efficient technology. With a large enough efficiency gap redistribution 
is then a matter of political leanings. 

Several caveats apply. We have only considered wealth taxes as 

a tax base. Other tax base choices may change the results in a two
country world considerably. [Cf. Rehme (1994a)] We have abstracted 
from questions .of time inconsistency. If countries could remember the 
whole history of the game the outcome might well be different. We have 
not analyzed the role of tariffs and capital flight. It is quite likely that 
a country that experiences capital outflows or capital flight will set up 
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tariffs. It would also be desirable to use a less aggregated set-up when 
investigating the trade-off problem. In reality workers own capital and 
some well capital endowed persons enter employment. 

These and other problems provide room for further extensions of 
this model and for more research on the so-called trade-off between 
growth and redistribution. 

A Appendix 

A.l The indirect utility function 

From the optimal decision of the Capitalists and in particular from (14), 
(19) we get that in steady state Ck = pk. This is clearly increasing ink. 
If one maximizes this subject to e.g. k = 72k we know that 1 is concave 
in T and the derivatives ofT w.r.t. t1o t 2 exist. Hence, the restriction on 
vr. So any function that is increasing in Ck such as vr(Ck) represents 
Capitalists' welfare. 

The Workers just consume their wage income plus transfers. This 
is given by (20). Rearranging (5) yields T = K(~-.x)· We can then express 
the Workers' consumption as 

(G)l-cr ). cw = (1- a)A J( K + G 
1

_ >.. (41) 

The first expression on the RHS corresponds to the wages and they 
are given by ryK = (1 a )AG1-"' J("'. This expression is increasing in 
k, k*. As to the second expression. G is clearly increasing ink, k* as well. 

A left-wing government wishes to redistribute. Only the second 
expression involves >.. Changes of cw w.r.t. positive changes in >. are 
given (l!W , which is positive. 

Hence, any utility function V 1 that is increasing in cw satisfies (a). 

The condition of changes in T on the properties of Vi follow from 
the fact that maximization should be carried out subject to the growth 
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rate. This provides the justification for the restrictions on Vj as given in 
( 38). Hence, Vi ( ·) may capture the properties of the respective indirect 
utility functions. 

A.2 Proof of Proposition 1 

Let q indicate a contradiction. We will prove the proposition in three 
steps. The first step only considers right-wing governments (.A = .A* = 
0) and shows that in a proposed Nash Equilibrium one government can 
improve upon the proposed equilibrium by a small change in one of the 
tax rates so that the proposed Nash Equilibrium could not have been a 
Nash Equilibrium. This eliminates impossible classes of Nash Equilibria. 
In a second step it will be proven that the remaining possible classes of 
Nash Equilibria are indeed Nash Equilibria. In the third step it is shown 
that left-wing governments will optimally not redistribute. 

Recall the governments' objective functions are continuous in the tax 
rates and increasing in (k, k*), given w and w*. 

Note that in the case of equal after-ta.x returns on capital w is a corre
spondence. For r- t 1 = r*- t2 we see that wE [0, 1]. Thus, w can take 
any value in the closed interval [0, 1]. For unequal after-tax returns this 
indeterminacy is resolved. For what is to follow we take the values of 
w, w* as given from the second stage of the game and do a comparative 
static exercise. 

Step 1 

Claim 1: 

The following characterizes one possible class of Nash Equilibria. 

1. wE(0,1)/\w*E(0,1) and i2=ti=i*=f=tl=t2 
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Proof: 

In this (w, w*) combination it cannot be that e.g. t1 > t2 • Suppose the 
inequality holds. Then we must have that t~ > tr. Note it is true at 
wE (0, 1) 1\ w* E (0, 1) that 

(A) : r - t 1 = r* - t; 1\ (B) : r - t2 = r* - t~ ( 42) 

If t1 =/= t 2 then the following cases are possible. 

a. t1 > f > t2 b. t2 > f > t1 c. t1 > t2 > f 
d. t2 > t 1 > f e. t 1 < t2 < f f. t2 < t1 < f 

Let us note that 

(C) : o:At1-"'- t > o:At*1-"' t* 1 1 - 2 2 

or 

(D) : o:At~-"'- t1 < o:At~1-"'- t~ 

(43) 

This is always true. We may note that if 1 w* = 0 and w > 0 then 
r = o:Ati-"'. Assume that (C) holds then the domestic government can 
improve on its outcome in the proposed Nash Equilibrium and if (D) 
holds the foreign government can improve by a similar argument. 

I will now show that given e.g. t 1 > t2 the home country can get more 
capital by tiny changes in the tax rates t1 or t2 • Thus, we concentrate on 
cases a., c. and f .. For the moment assume that a. so that t1 > f > t2 • 

We know that t1 > t2 entails t; > tr at (A) and (B). The domestic 
country can do two things. It can either cut t 1 by a tiny amount E, then 
the new tax rate is t'1 = t 1 - E, or it can raise t2 by a tiny amount and 
we get ~ = t2 + E. From now on all changes induced by tiny changes in 
the tax rates will be denoted by a ('). Thus, we have that e.g. t'1 ::; t1 , 

but it is still assumed true that ~ > t2 1\ t; > ti. 

Consider the case of a tax cut in t1 • Then it is always true that 

t'1) - (r t1) - [(r' - t2) 

(r*' - t;) - (r* t;)- [(r*' 
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(r - t2)] = t'1 - t1 = E > 0 

tr)- (r* tr)J = o. 
(44) 

(45) 



Using (A) and (B) these two expressions imply 

(r1
- t~)- (r*' - t;) > (r1

- t2) (r*' - t'D (46) 

This is equivalent to 

or 

(r1
- t2 ) < (r*'- ti) {:} w* = 1 

Thus either w1 = 1 or w*' = 1. Assume w*' = 1. Recall that we did not 
change t1 , ti, t2 and that for the case t'1 > t2 and t2 > ti the following 
derivatives apply for changes in the capital stock as can be verified from 
(10) and (11) in the text 

r~ > 0, (47) 

If w*' = 1 then 1 - w*' = 0. If E is sufficiently small, i.e. E -+ 0, then 

So for w*' = 1 > 0 and t2 > ti, no matter how small E is, we must have 
that r*' < aA(t2)1-". This follows from (47). So 

r*'- t; < aA(t;)1
-" t;:::; aA(t~?-<>- t'1 ~ aA(tl)l-a- t1 (49) 

So w*' = 1 :=} d = 1. Thus, it must be that d = 1. If w*' 2:: w* then 
r 1 > r and r*' < r*. But then rt.- t2 > r*' t;' so Q. So we have w*' < w*. 
Then d = 1 > w and w*' < w*: means that the domestic government is 
definitely better off since it gets· more capital. 

It is easy to verify that the same result can be obtained by an €-increase 
in t2 • Note that if (C) does not hold, then (D) holds and the foreign 
government can also get more capital by either a tiny cut in t2 or an 
increase in t;'. For instance, ifcan be shown that, if aA(tr)1-<>- t 1 < 
aA(t2)1-<> -t2, the foreign country can do better by cutting t2 by a small 
amount. 
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This means that the proposed class of Nash Equilibria is not a class of 
Nash Equilibria with t 1 > f > t2 so we must have t 1 ::; f ::; t2 and 
aA(t1)

1
-"'- t1 ::; aA(t2)1

-"'- t;. 

Now assume b., i.e. t2 > f > t 1 and correspondingly t! > ti and again 
assume aA(t1)1

-"'- t1 ::; aA(t2)1
-"'- t;. 

Then a tiny tax cut in t2 or a small increase in t 1 leads to either w = 0 
or w* = 0. Going through sinillar arguments as before shows that the 
domestic country can get more capital than before by one of the changes 
mentioned. Analogous arguments hold for the foreign government. Thus, 
b. does not characterize a possible class of Nash Equilibria. 

Hence, we must have t1 t2 = ti = t;. Also t1 = t2 = f = i* = t! = t2 
must hold. 

Suppose not and that t 1 = t2 # f. As the technologies of the two 
countries are the same we have f = i*. If t 1 = t2 > f then the foreign 
government can move t! = ti closer to f and get all the capital. This 
rules out all the other cases, i.e. c. - f. 

Therefore, t 1 = t2 = t! = ti = f = i* and w E (0, 1) and w* E (0, 1) 
characterizes a possible class of Nash Equilibria. 

Claim 2: 

All the following are also possible classes of Nash Equilibria 

2. w=1/\w*E(0,1), and t*>t*-t -t -i*-f 2-1-1-2--

3. w = 0 1\ w* E (0, 1), and t >t -t*-t*-i*-f 1_2_1_2_-

4. wE (0, 1) 1\ w* = 1, and t >t -t*-t*-i*-f 2_1_1_2_-

5. wE (0, 1) 1\ w* = 0, and t*>t*-t -t -i*-f 1-2-1-2--

6. w = 1/\ w* 1 and ti 2 ti = i* = f = t1 ::; t2 
7. w = 0 1\ w* = 0 and t! 2 t2 = i* = f = t2 ::; t1 

8. w = 1/\ w* = 0 and t2 = tl = i* = f ::; ti' t2 
9. w = 0 1\ w* = 1 and ti = ti = i* = f ::; t1' t2 
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Proof: 

Suppose e.g. 2 .. so that w = 1 and w* E (0, 1). Also assume that a. so 
that t1 > f > t2 • Then all the arguments of Claim 1 hold. Thus, we 
must at least have t1 = t2 = f = tr ::; t;. But due to the the Reaction 
Functions of the Private Sector we cannot exclude the possibility of w = 1 
at t1 = t2 = f = tr ::; t;. Thus, for the proposed ~quilibrium to be Nash 
Equilibrium we must have t; 2: i*. 

Hence, for the proposed Nash Equilibrium to be a Nash Equilibrium we 
have that t1 = t2 = tj = f and i2 2: i* for w = 1 and w* E (0, 1). 

It can be verified that analogous reasoning holds in all the other cases. 

Step 2 

We now turn to the question of existence. It is easy to verify that all 
the possible classes of Nash Equilibria can be summarized by a situation 
where all the tax rates are equal to f. To this end we consider a situation 
where 

t1 = t2 = f = i* = t~ = t; and wE (0, 1] 1\ w* E (0, 1] 

Now, suppose without loss of generality that we cut t1 by a small amount 

at t1 = t2 = tr = t; = f = i* and wE (0, 1) and w* E (0, 1), then 

1 
" "* A"l-a · th i i* i* " r < r = r = a T g1ven at 2 = 1 = 2 = T 

So w*' -+ 1. Then r' - ~ < r* - i*. because t!1 < f = t2 and then w*' = 1. 
But then w -+ 0 and the domestic country gets worse off. 

Suppose we raise t1 by a small amount. Then for any w*' 

r'- t~ < aAf1
-"'- f = r* 

So the domestic capital definitely leaves, w = 0. Then 

34 



Now the foreign capital is indifferent where to go. We can reasonably 
assume then w*' 2::: w*. So again the domestic country is worse off. 

Suppose f1 > t1 and~ > t2. Now if f1 2::: f2 then r1
- f1 < o!Af1

-"'- f = 
r*'- t;. So w = 0. Then r1

- ~ < aAf1-"'- f = r*' - t! and w*' = 1. So 
this is bad for the domestic government. Similarly, ~ ~ ~ induces loss 
of capital. 

Now suppose t 1 < f and t2 > f. Then for all w1 and w*' we have 
I (.tl .t1 I *') (.tl .t1 I *') s I .t1 *' * d *' 1 r = r L1 , L2 , w , w ~ r L2 , L2 , w , w . o r - L2 < r t 1 an w = . 

If w*' = 1 then r1
- ~ < aAf1-"'- f = r*' t2. Sow= 0 and therefore 

bad for the domestic country. 

Similar arguments hold for changes of the foreign country's tax rates. 
Hence, each deviation from t1 = t2 = ti = t2 = f = r* makes the 
country that deviates worse off. By similar arguments all the proposed 
classes of Nash Equilibria are Nash Equilibria. 

Step 3 

From Step 1 and 2 we know that that f = i*. If A 2::: 0 then r I f. 
First suppose the other government is right-wing. Then it can find a 
t!, t2 combination so that it gets all the capital. But then from (38) we 
have VjLo = 0 < Vj\=o so that II1 is worse off. The opposite holds for 
the foreign country if it sets A* 2::: 0. 

Now suppose both countries are left-wing. As the capital may bang from 
one country to the other lowering A is good for either government. 

If a government sets f I f then the other country gets all the capital. 
Hence, each left-wing government will set A= A*= 0, f = f and i* = i*. 

Finally, from (19) it follows that r = 'Yk = "/k• = r* except for the classes 
8. and 9.. D 
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A·.3 Proof of Proposition 2 

Let the home country be more efficient, A > A*. I will now show that 
the maximum after-tax return in the efficient country is higher than in 
the inefficient one. Assume that >. = 0. Recall the expressions for f and 

r. 

r = [a(1- a)Apia (50) 

We want to show that f - r > r* - r*. To this end let us assume that 
A = xA*, where x > 1. If we make the appropriate substitutions we 

obtain 

X~ (1;',. T*) > (1:-,.- T*) 

X~ > 1 

(51a) 

(51b) 

If X > 1, then f- f > r*- i*. We will express this fact in a little Lemma. 

Lemma 1: If A> A*, then r- r.> r*- r*. 

If A= xA*,x > 1 it is easy to verify that f > r* and f > i*. We make 

this 

Lemma 2: If A> A* then f > r* and f > r*. 

Equipped with these two Lemmas the proof proceeds as in Appendix A.2 
as regards the choice of t 1 , t2 , ti, t;. Then we have to distinguish these 

cases 

1. rr*: IF will set T = f and IF* chooses i*. But then you inlm.ediately 

get w = 1, w* = 0 by LeiD.Iiia ·1. 

2. rl*: IF sets T = f and then you get the same outcome as in 1. 

3. Zr*: TI1 chooses T E [f,f] and nr* sets r* = i*. So by (38) TI1 

will set T such that r - T > r* - T* SO that it gets all the capital. 
Since V.b > > V.[j. ::::; 0 and V1 ~ 0, TI1 may set T so that r - f = 
r* - r* + € > r* - i* with >. ~ 0 and € small. 
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4. ll*: II1 : r E [f,f] and II1* : r* E [r*, i*]. From above we know that 
II1 must set r*, but then we get the same result as in 3. 

Since f ::; f and f > f we must have w~1 = W~r = 0 from the private 
sector's reaction and Lemmas 1 and 2, equation (18), and sow = 1 for 
all IIi. o 

References 

Alesina, A. and D. Rodrik, "Distributive Politics and Economic 
Growth," Working Paper 3668, NBER 1991. 

__ and_· _ , "Distributive Politics and Economic Growth," Quarterly 

Journal of Economics, May 1994, pp. 465-490. 

Atkinson, A. B. and J. E. Stiglitz, Lectures on Public Economics, 
international ed., Singapore: McGraw-Hill, 1989. 

Barro, R. J ., "Government Spending in a Simple Model of Endogenous 
Growth," Journal of Political Economy, 1990, 98, S103-S125. 

__ and X. Sala-i-Martin, "Public Finance in Models of Economic 
Growth," Working Paper 3362, NBER 1990. 

Basar, T. and G. J. Olsder, Dynamic Noncooperative Game Theory, 
San Diego: Academic Press, 1982. 

Bertola, G., "Factor Shares and Savings in Endogenous Growth," 
Working Paper 3851, NBER 1991. 

__ , "Factor Shares and Savings in Endogenous Growth," American 
Economic Review, 1993, 83, 1184-1198. 

Bovenberg, A. L., "Capital Taxation in the World Economy," in 
F. van der Ploeg, ed., The Handbook of International Macroeco
nomics, Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1994, pp. 116-150. 

37 



Canzonieri, M. B., "Adverse Incentives in the Taxation of Foreigners," 
Journal of International Economics, 1989, 27, 283-297. 

Charnley, C., "Efficient Taxation in a Stylized Model of Intertempo
rai General Equilibrium," International Economic Review, 1985, 2, 
451-468. 

__ , "Optimal Taxation of Capital Income in General Equilibrium with 
Infinite Lives," Econometrica, 1986, 54, 607-622. 

__ , "The Last Shall be First: Efficient Constraints on Foreign Bor
rowing in a Model of Endogenous Growth," Journal of Economic 

. . 
Theory, 1992, pp. 335-354. 

Chiang, A. C., Elements of Dynamic Optimization, New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1992. 

Devereux, M. B. and A. Mansoorian, "International Fiscal Pol
icy Coordination and Economic Growth," International Economic 
Review, 1992, 33, 249-268. 

__ and S. Shi, "Capital Accumulation and the Current Account in 
a Two-Country Model," Journal of International Economics, 1991, 
30, 1-25. 

Diamond, P. A. and J. A. Mirrlees, "Optimal taxation and public 
production I: production efficiency, and II: tax rules," American 
Economic Review, 1971, 61, 8-27 and 261-278. 

Fischer, S., "Dynamic Inconsistency, Cooperation and the Benevolent 
Dissembling Government," Journal of economic Dynamics and Con
trol, 1980, 2, 93-107. 

Fudenberg, D. and J. Tirole, Game Theory, Cambridge, Mass.: MIT 
Press, 1991. 

Gosh, A. R., "Strategic Aspects of Public Finance in a World with 
High Capital Mobility," Journal of International Economics, 1991, 
30, 229-247. 

38 



Janeba, E. and W. Peters, "Efficient Nash Equilibria in a Tax Com
petition Model," Discussion Paper A-433, University of Bonn, Bonn, 
Germany 1994. 

Jones, L. E., R. E. Manuelli, and P. E. Rossi, "On the Optimal 
Taxation of Capital Income," Working Paper 4525, NBER 1993. 

__ , __ , and __ , "Optimal Taxation in Models of Endogenous 
Growth," Journal of Political Economy, 1993, 101, 485-517. 

Kaldor, N ., "Alternative theories of income distribution," Review of 
Economic Studies, 1956, 48 (5), 83-100. 

Kamien, M. I. and N. L. Schwartz, Dynamic Optimization, The 
Calculus of Variation and Optimal Control in Economics and Man
agement, 2nd ed., Amsterdam-New York-London-Tokyo: North
Holland, 1991. 

Petit, M. L., Control Theory and Dynamic Games in Economic Policy 
Analysis, Cambridge University Press, 1990. 

Razin, A. and C. W. Yuen, "Convergence in Growth Rates: The Role 
of Capital Mobility and International Taxation," Working Paper 
4214, NBER 1992. 

__ and E. Sadka, "International Fiscal Policy Coordination and 
Competition," in F. van der Ploeg, ed., The Handbook of Inter
national Macroeconomics, Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 
1994, pp. 99-115. 

Rehme, G., "'Grab the Capital' and Grow: Growth, Distribution, Tax 
Competition and Capital Flight in a Simple Model of Endogenous 
Growth," mimeo, European University Institute, Florence, Italy 
1994. 

_ , "Redistribution, Imperfect Capital Mobility and Wealth Tax Com
petition in a Model of Endogenous Growth," mimeo, European Uni
versity Institute, Florence, Italy 1994. 

39 



Roubini, N. and X. Sala-i-Martin, "Financial Repression and Eco
nomic Growth," Journal of Development Economics, 1992, 39, 3-50. 

Ruffin, R. J., "International Factor Movements," in R. W. Jones and 
P. B. Kenen, eds., Handbook of International Economics, Elsevier 
Science Publishers B. V., 1984, chapter 5, pp. 237-288. 

Sinn, S., Competition for Capital: On the Role of Governments in an 
Integrated World Economy, Tiibingen, Germany: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul 
Siebeck), 1993. 

40 



EUI 
WORKING 
PAPERS 

EUI Working Papers are published and distributed by the 
European University Institute, Florence 

Copies can be obtained free of charge 
- depending on the availability of stocks - from: 

The Publications Officer 
European University Institute 

Badia Fiesolana 
I-50016 San Domenico di Fiesole (FI) 

Italy 

Please use order form overleaf 



Publications of the European University Institute 

Department of Economics Working Paper Series 

To DeprurnmentofEcononricsVVP 
European University Institute 
Badia Fiesolana 
I-50016 San Domenico eli Fiesole (FI) 
E-mail: publish@datacomm.iue.it 
Italy 

From Name ....................................... . 

Address ...................................... . 

(Please print) 

0 Please enter/confirm my name on EUI Econonrics Dept. Mailing List 
0 Please send me a complete list of EUI Working Papers 
0 Please send me a complete list of EUI book publications 
0 Please send me the EUI brochure Acadenric Year 1995/96 

Please send me the following EUI ECO Working Paper(s): 

No, Author 
Title: 
No, Author 
Title: 
No, Author 
Title: 
No, Author 
Title: 

Date . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Signature 



Working Papers of the Department of Economics 
Published since 1993 

ECO No. 93/1 
Carlo GRIILENZONI 
Forecasting Unstable and Non-Stationary 
!tme Series 

ECO No. 93/2 
Carlo GRIILENZONI 
Multilinear Models for Nonlinear 1tme 
Series 

ECO No. 93/3 
Ronald M. HARSTAD!Louis PHLIPS 
Futures Market Contracting When You 
Don't Know Who the Optimists Are 

ECO No. 93/4 
Alan KIRMAN!Louis PHLIPS 
Empirical Studies of Product Markets 

ECO No. 93/5 
Grayharn E. MIZON 
Empirical Analysis of Time Series: 
illustrations with Simulated Data 

ECO No. 93/6 
Tilman EHRBECK 
Optimally Combining Individual 
Forecasts From Panel Data 

ECO NO. 9317 
Victor OOMEZ/ Agustin MARA V AU. 
Initializing the Kalman Filter with 
Incompletely Specified Initial Conditions 

ECO No. 93/8 
Frederic PALOMINO 
Informed Speculation: Small Markets 
Against Large Markets 

ECO NO. 93/9 
Stephen MARTIN 
Beyond Prices Versus Quantities 

ECO No. 93/10 
Jose Marfa LABEAGA/Angel WPEZ 
A Flexible Demand System and VAT 
Simulations from Spanish Microdata 

ECO No. 93/11 
Maozu LU/Grayharn E. MIZON · 
The Encompassing Principle and 
Specification Tests 

ECO No. 93/12 
Louis PHLIPS/Peter M0LLGAARD 
Oil Stocks as a Squeeze Preventing 
Mechanism: Is Self-Regulation Possible? 

ECO No. 93/13 
PieterHASEKAMP 
Disinflation Policy and Credibility: The 
Role of Conventions 

ECO No. 93/14 
Louis PHLIPS 
Price Leadership and Conscious 
Parallelism: A Survey 

ECO No. 93/15 
Agustin MARA VAll. 
Short-Term Analysis of Macroeconomic 
Time Series 

ECO No. 93/16 
Philip Hans FRANSES/Niels 
HALDRUP 
The Effects of Additive Outliers on Tests 
for Unit Roots and Cointegration 

ECO No. 93/17 
Fabio CANOY A/Jane MARRINAN 
Predicting Excess Returns in Financial 
Markets 

ECO No. 93/18 
Ifiigo HERGUERA 
Exchange Rate Fluctuations, Market 
Structure and the Pass-through 
Relationship 

ECO No. 93/19 
Agustin MARA V AU. 
Use and Misuse of Unobserved 
Components in Economic Forecasting 

ECO No. 93/20 
Torben HOLY AD/Jens Leth 
HOUGAARD 
Measuring Technical Input Efficiency for 
Similar Production Units: 
A Survey of the Non-Parametric 
Approach 

*out of print 



ECO No. 93/21 
Stephen MARTIN/Louis PHLIPS 
Product Differentiation, Market Structu~e 
and Exchange Rate Passthrough 

ECO No 93/22 
F. CANOY AIM. FINN/A. R. PAGAN 
Evaluating a Real Business Cycle Model 

ECO No 93/23 
Fabio CANOVA 
Statistical Inference in Calibrated Models 

ECO No 93/24 
Gilles TEYSSIERE 
Matching Processes in the Labour Market 
in Marseilles. An Econometric Study 

ECO No 93/25 
Fabio CANOVA 
Sources and Propagation of International 
Business Cycles: Common Shocks or 
Transmission? 

ECO No. 93/26 , 
Marco BECHT/Carlos RAMIREZ 
Financial Capitalism in Pre-World War I 
Germany: The Role of the Universal 
Banks in the Financing of German 
Mining Companies 1906-1912 

ECO No. 93/27 
Isabelle MAREf 
Two Parametric Models of Demand, 
Structure of Market Demand from 
Heterogeneity 

ECO No. 93/28 
Stephen MARTIN 
Vertical Product Differentiation, Intra
industry Trade, and Infant Industry 
Protection 

ECO No. 93/29 
J. Humberto LOPEZ 
Testing for Unit Roots with the k-th 
Autocorrelation Coefficient 

ECO No. 93/30 
Paola V ALBONESI 

·Modelling Interactions Between State and 
Private Sector in a "Previously" Centrally 
Planned Economy 

ECO No. 93/31 
Enrique ALBEROLA ILAIJ. Humberto 
LOPEZ/Vicente ORTS RIOS 
An Application of the Kalman Filter to 
the Spanish Experience in a Target Zone 
(1989-92) 

ECO No. 93/32 
Fabio CANOY A/Marten 0. RA VN 
International Consumption Risk Sharing 

ECO No. 93/33 
Morten Overgaard RA VN 
International Business Cycles: How 
much can Standard Theory Account for? 

ECO No. 93/34 
Agustfu MARA VALL 
Unobserved Components in Economic 
Time Series * 

ECO No. 93/35 
Sheila MARNIE/John 
MlCKLEWRIGHT 
"Poverty in Pre-Reform Uzbekistan: 
What do Official Data Really Reveal?" 

ECO No. 93/36 
Torben HOL V AD/Jens Leth 
HOUGAARD 
Measuring Technical Input Efficiency for 
Similar Production Units: 
80 Danish Hospitals 

ECO No. 93/37 
Grayharn E. MIZON 
A Simple Message for Autocorrelation 
Correctors: DON'T 

ECO No. 93/38 
Barbara BOEHNLEIN 
The Impact of Product Differentiation on 
Collusive Equilibria and Multimarket 
Contact 

ECO No. 93/39 
H. Peter M0LLGAARD 
Bargaining and Efficiency in a 
Speculative Forward Market 

............... 
'*** 

*out of print 



ECO No. 94/1 
Robert WALDMANN 
Cooperatives With Privately Optimal 
Price Indexed Debt Increase MemberShip 
When Demand Increases 

ECO No. 94/2 
Tilman EHRBECK/Robert 
WALDMANN 
Can Forecasters' Motives Explain 
Rejection of the Rational Expectations 
Hypothesis? 

ECO No. 94/3 
Alessandra PEILONI 
Public Policy in a Two Sector Model of 
Endogenous Growth * 

ECO No. 94/4 
David F. HENDRY 
On the Interactions of Unit Roots and 
Exogeneity 

ECO No. 94/5 
Bernadette GOY AERTS/David F. 
HENDRY/Jean-Fran~ois RICHARD 
Encompassing in Stationary Linear 
Dynamic Models 

ECO No. 94/6 
Luigi ERMlNI/Dongkoo CHANG 
Testing the Joint Hypothesis of Rational
ity and Neutrality under Seasonal Coin
tegration: The Case of Korea 

ECO No. 94/7 
Gabriele FIORENTINJ/ Agnstin 
MARA VAIL 
Unobserved Components in ARCH 
Models: An Application to Seasonal 
Adjustment * 

ECO No. 94/8 
NrelsHALDRUPIMMkSALMON 
Polynomially Cointegrated Systems and 
their Representations: A Synthesis 

ECO No. 94/9 
MariuszTAMBORSKI 
Currency Option Pricing with Stochastic 
Interest Rates and Transaction Costs: 
A Theoretical Model 

ECO No. 94/10 
Mariusz TAMBORSKI 
Are Standard Deviations Implied in 
Currency Option Prices Good Predictors 
of Future Exchange Rate Volatility? 

ECO No. 94/11 
John MICKLEWRIGHT/Gyula NAGY 
How Does the Hungarian Unemploy
ment Insurance System Really Work? 

ECO No. 94/12 
Frank CRITCHLEY/Paul 
MARRIOIT!Mark SALMON 
An Elementary Account of Amari's 
Expected Geometry 

ECO No. 94/13 
Domenico Junior MARCHETIT 
Procyclical Productivity, Externalities 
and Labor HoMding: A Reexamination of 
Evidence from U.S. Manufacturing 

ECO No. 94/14 
Giovanni NERO 
A Structural Model of Intra-European 
Airline Competition 

ECO No. 94/15 
Stephen MARTIN 
Oligopoly Limit Pricing: Strategic 
Substitutes, Strategic Complements 

ECO No. 94/16 
Ed HOPKINS 
Learning and Evolution in a 
Heterogeneous Population 

ECO No. 94/17 
Berthold HERRENDORF 
Seigniorage, Optimal Taxation, and Tune 
Consistency: A Review 

ECO No. 94/18 
Frederic PAWMINO 
Noise Trading in Small Markets * 

ECO No. 94/19 
Alexander SCHRADER 
Vertical Foreclosure, Tax Spinning and 
Oil Taxation in Oligopoly 

ECO No. 94/20 
Andrzej BANIAK/Louis PHLIPS 
La Pieiade and Exchange Rate Pass
Through 

ECO No. 94/21 
MMkSALMON 
Bounded Rationality and Learning; 
Procedural Learning 

*out of print 



ECO No. 94/22 
Isabelle MARET 
Heterogeneity and Dynamics of 
Temporary Equilibria: Short-Run Versus 
Long-Run Stability 

ECO No. 94/23 
Nikolaos GEORGANTZIS 
Short-Run and Long-Run Cournot 
Equilibria in Multiproduct Industries 

ECO No. 94/24 
Alexander SCHRADER 
Vertical Mergers and Market Foreclosure: 
Comment 

ECO No. 94/25 
Jeroen HINLOOPEN 
Subsidising Cooperative and Non
Cooperative R&D in Duopoly with 
Spillovers 

ECO No. 94/26 
Debora DI GIOACCHINO 
The Evolution of Cooperation: 
Robustness to Mistakes and Mutation 

ECO No. 94/27 
Kristina KOSTIAL 
The Role of the Signal-Noise Ratio in 
Cointegrated Systems 

ECO No. 94/28 
Agustin MARA V ALUVfctor OOMEZ 
Program SEATS "Signal Extraction in 
ARIMA Time Series" - Instrnctions for 
the User 

ECO No. 94/29 
Luigi ERMINI 
A Discrete-Tune Consumption-CAP 
Model under Durability of Goods, Habit 
Formation and Temporal Aggregation· 

ECO No. 94/30 
Debora DI GIOACCHINO 
Learning to Drink Beer by Mistake 

ECO No. 94/31 
VfctorG6MEZJAgustin MARA VALL 
Program TRAMO "Time Series 
Regression with ARIMA Noise, Missing 
Observations, and Outliers" -
Instrnctions for the User 

ECO No. 94/32 
Akos V ALENTINYI 
How Financial Development and 
Inflation may Affect Growth 

ECO No. 94/33 
Stephen MARTIN 
European Community Food Processing 
Industries 

ECO No. 94/34 
Agustin MARA V ALL/Christophe 
PLANAS 
Estimation Error and the Specification of 
Unobserved Component Models 

ECO No. 94/35 
Robbin HERRING 
The "Divergent Beliefs" Hypothesis and 
the "Contract Zone" in Fmal Offer 
Arbitration 

ECO No. 94/36 
Robbin HERRING 
Hiring Quality Labour 

ECO No. 94/37 
Angel J. UBIDE 
Is there Consumption Risk Sharing in the 
EEC? 

ECO No. 94/38 
Berthold HERRENDORF 
Credible Purchases of Credibility 
Through Exchange Rate Pegging: 
An Optimal Taxation Framework 

ECO No. 94/39 
Enrique ALBEROLA ILA 
How Long Can a Honeymoon Last? 
Institutional and Fundamental Beliefs in 
the Collapse of a Target Zone 

ECO No. 94/40 
Robert WALDMANN 
Inequality, Economic Growth and the 
Debt Crisis 

ECO No. 94/41 
John MICKLEWRIGHT/ 
GyulaNAGY 
Flows to and from Insured 
Unemployment in Hungary 

*out of print 



ECO No. 94/42 
Barbara BOEHNLEIN 
The Soda-ash Market in Europe: 
Collusive and Competitive Equilibria 
With and Without Foreign Entry 

ECO No. 94/43 
Hans-Theo NORMANN 
Stackelberg Warfare as an Equilibrium 
Choice in a Game with Reputation Effects 

ECO No. 94/44 
Giorgio CAIZOLARI/Gabriele 
FIORENTINI 
Conditional Heteroskedasticity in 
Nonlinear Simultaneous Equations 

ECO No. 94/45 
Frank CRITCHLEY /Paul MARR101T/ 
Mark SALMON 
On the Differential Geometry of the Wald 
Test with Nonlinear Restrictions 

ECO No. 94/46 
Renzo G. A VESANI/Giampiero M. 
GAllO/Mark SALMON 
On the Evolution of Credibility and 
Flexible Exchange Rate Target Zones 

*** 
ECO No. 95/1 
Paul PEZANIS-CHRISTOU 
Experimental Results in Asymmetric 
Auctions- The 'Low-Ball' Effect 

ECO No. 95/2 
Jeroen HINLOOPEN/Rien 
WAGENVOORT 
Robust Estimation: An Example 

ECO No. 95/3 
Giampiero M. GALLO/Barbara PACINI 
Risk-related Asymmetries in Foreign 
Exchange Markets 

ECO No. 95/4 
Santanu ROY/Rien WAGENVOORT 
Risk Preference and Indirect Utility in 
Portfolio Choice Problems 

ECO No. 95/5 
Giovanni NERO 
Third Package and Noncooperative 
Collusion in the European Airline 
Industry 

ECO No. 95/6 
Renzo G. A VESANI/Giampiero M 
GALLO/Mark SALMON 
On the Nature of Commitment in Flexible 
Target Zones and the Measurement of 
Credibility: The 1993 ERM Crisis 

ECO No. 9517 
John MICKLEWRlGHT/Gyula NAGY 
Unemployment Insurance and Incentives 
in Hungary 

ECO No. 95/8 
Kristina KOSTIAL 
The Fully Modified OLS Estimator as a 
System Estimator: A Monte-Carlo 
Analysis 

ECO No. 95/9 
Giinther REHME 
Redistribution, Wealth Tax Competition 
and Capital Flight in Growing 
Economies 

*out of print 


