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COMMODITY TAXATION AND SOCIAL WELFARE:
THE GENERALIZED RAMSEY RULE

1. Introduction

This paper is concerned with the welfare economics of commodity taxation. It focuses both
on the "tax reform" problem (i.e. how a given system of commodity taxes can be improved) and on
the "optimum taxation" problem (i.e. the choice of optimum taxes). As is already clear from the
literature, there is a straightforward connection between the two problems, since an optimum is
essentially a point where no welfare-improving reform is possible. In that sense, much of the theory
of optimum taxation can be seen as a special application of the theory of tax reform.'

The paper has three specific objectives. First, we present a synthesis of the classical Ramsey
tax problem (Ramsey, 1927) which attempts to clarify the relation between different approaches to
this problem. Second, we show how many of the standard results can be generalized in a second-
best general equilibrium framework using the notion of "shadow taxes", defined as the difference
between consumer prices and shadow prices. Third, we try to clarify the relation between alternative
distributional assumptions and the structure of optimum taxes.

Our analysis makes considerable use of the "generalized Ramsey rule" for optimum taxation,
derived in Guesnerie (1979) and Dréze and Stern (1987). This is a general-equilibrium extension
of the classical "Ramsey rule", due to Ramsey (1927). The generalized Ramsey rule allows for a
wide range of distortions in the economy, which are captured by a vector of "shadow prices". Many

of the standard results continue to apply, after replacing actual commodity taxes by "shadow taxes".

Conditional on the knowledge of shadow prices, the generalized Ramsey rule is a powerful tool for

' Most of the theory of tax reform is concerned with marginal reforms. A point where no welfare-improving

reform of this type exists is only a local optimum. The optimum taxation literature, however, rarely distinguishes
between local and global optima (and makes liberal use of ad hoc assumptions to avoid undesirable local optima).



the analysis of commodity taxation in distorted economies. The issue of how shadow prices are
computed is outside the scope of this paper, and belongs to the theory of cost-benefit analysis. The
relation between cost-benefit analysis, tax reform and optimum taxation is explored in Dréze and
Stern (1987); this paper builds on the general approach presented there.?

In general terms, indirect taxes fulfill three distinct roles. First, they generate government
revenue. Second, indirect taxes can be used for distributional purposes. Third, they have allocative
effects. While the classical Ramsey rule focuses on the revenue-raising objective, the generalized
Ramsey rule integrates these three concerns: (1) revenue collection, (2) interpersonal redistribution,
and (3) resource allocation. This insight provides an important bridge between the literature
generated by Ramsey’s original paper, on the one hand, and a somewhat independent literature which
focuses on taxes as a means of achieving a better allocation of resources (e.g. the focus on “Pigovian
taxes” in environmental economics belongs to the latter tradition).

Integrating these three concerns is important if the theoretical literature is to provide concrete
guidance on commodity taxation in the real world. It is fair to say that the standard "Ramsey rule"
has had little impact on commodity taxation in practice. One reason for this is that the motivation
underlying that rule (i.e. minimizing the "deadweight loss" associated with indirect taxation) is often
overshadowed by other concerns, particularly distributional considerations and resource allocation.
The current interest in "green taxes", for instance, does not fit easily into Ramsey's original
formulation of the problem of optimum taxation. Yet, that formulation remains relevant, and the

issue is to integrate it with other perspectives on commodity taxation. The framework developed

2 On the calculation of shadow prices and their application to tax reform and public policy, see also Ahmad,

Coady and Stern (1988); Ahmad and Stern (1991); and Coady (1997).
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in this paper, leading to the "generalized Ramsey rule", is one possible basis for this integrated
approach.

There is another reason why the Ramsey rule (and even the generalized Ramsey rule) may
appear to have limited relevance to the real world, which relates to the political economy of taxation.
In the real world, commodity taxation tends to be heavily influenced by political factors, from
electoral promises to lobbying activities. Viewed in this light, the standard analysis of commodity
taxation in welfare economics may seem to be out of tune with ground realities. There is certainly
much scope for developing a better understanding of the political economy of taxation, and of public
policy generally.’ But this does not detract from the interest of investigating what commaodity taxes
would look like if they were guided by welfare considerations. Indeed, such considerations are not
entirely absent from public debates on commodity taxation. Further, the political aspects of taxation
are clearly not independent of their welfare aspects. Thus, even political analyzes require some
understanding of the welfare economics of commodity taxation.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In the next section, we explore various aspects of the
“classical Ramsey tax problem” and its extension to the "many consumers" case. We also relate this
analysis to the notion of "deadweight loss", commonly used in the literature, and show that the
appropriate definition of deadweight loss depends on the distributional assumptions being made.
This part of the analysis focuses specifically on the revenue raising and distributional roles of
indirect taxation. The "resource allocation" role is introduced in Section 3, where we place the
problem in a general equilibrium framework that allows for a wide range of possible departures from

first-best allocations. We show how, in this broader framework, the classical results can be readily

3 See, for example, Persson and Tabellini (1999), and the literature cited there.
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extended based on the “generalized Ramsey rule”. Using this general framework, we return to the
issue of income distribution in Section 4, where we discuss the relationship between definitions of
optimum income distribution and also their respective implications for the structure of optimum

taxes. The last section concludes.

2. The Classical Ramsey Tax Problem

For expositional clarity, we begin with a brief overview of the classical Ramsey tax problem.
The results presented in this section are not new, but we hope to clarify the relation between different
ways of deriving and interpreting them.* We also take our first step towards generalization, by

looking at the problem from the point of view of "tax reform" rather than "optimum taxation".

2.1 The model
The problem initially posed by Ramsey (1927) is as follows: how should commodity taxes
be set so as to minimize the loss of utility to the consumer subject to raising a given amount of

revenue?’ Formally, this problem may be written as:

Max. V(p+t) s.t. tx(ptt)=T (1)
t

4 Important contributions to the analysis of the Ramsey tax problem include Ramsey (1927), Dixit (1970,

1975), Diamond and Mirrlees (1971), Diamond (1975), Atkinson and Stern (1974), Sandmo (1974), Atkinson and
Stiglitz (1976), and Deaton and Stern (1986). Useful presentations of the main results can be found in Sandmo (1976),
Atkinson and Stiglitz (1980), Auerbach (1985), Dixit (1987), and Myles (1995), among others.

> As Ramsey himself put it: “The problem I propose to tackle is this: a given revenue is to be raised by
proportionate taxes on some of or all uses of income, the taxes on different uses being possibly at different rates; how
should these rates be adjusted in order that the decrement of utility may be a minimum?” (Ramsey, 1927, p.47).
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where p / (p,,...,p,) is a vector of producer prices, t Z (1 ..., ) a vector of commodity taxes, V(.) the
indirect utility function, x(.) the n-dimensional vector of net consumer demands and T the amount
of revenue to be raised.® The first-order conditions of this optimization problem lead directly to the
"Ramsey rule", on which more below. Two aspects of this formulation of the problem are worth
noting: (i) there is a single consumer, and (ii) producer prices are assumed to be fixed. The problem
also appears to have a "partial equilibrium" format, but in section 3 below we show that it does have
general equilibrium foundations in a specific class of cases.

Our own starting point is a variant of the problem initially posed by Ramsey. Following the
same notation as in (1), consider an economy with a single consumer who has utility V(p+t,m),
where m is a lump-sum transfer from the government.” Let T / t.x - m denote government revenue.

Social welfare in this economy may then be written as:

V" / V(p+t,m) + A(t.x - m) 2)

where ) is a suitable (positive) "shadow price" for government revenue.® We start from an arbitrary

vector of commodity taxes, say t’, and consider a small change dt from t’ (a "tax reform"). We begin

® Most of the notation in this paper follows Dréze and Stern (1987), partly to ensure that the relation between

the two papers is as transparent as possible. In particular, commodities are indexed by subscripts i=1,...n, and consumers
(when there are several) by superscripts #=1,...,H; other subscripts indicate partial derivatives. Also, we use bold type
to indicate vectors.

7 Textbook presentations of the Ramsey tax problem often rule out lump-sum transfers (i.e. m/0); we return
to this issue further on. Our formulation of the problem helps to clarify the underlying distributional assumptions.

8 Note that V" reflects a particular (arbitrary) cardinalization of V, which also affects A. Any cardinalization
(e.g. money-metric utility) will do.



with the simple case where the tax reform consists of changing a single tax, say t.” Given a small

change dt; in t; (with dq;/dt;) the change in social welfare (or the “marginal social value of t”) is:

¢
NP2 epx, o2 (x, % 2.2 3)
Mz, Mz.

where B/V,, is the marginal utility of income. As (3) indicates, a small change dt, induces: (1) a
change in utility equivalent to a lump-sum transfer of -x; (using Roy's identity), and (2) a change in

revenue of (x; + t.Mx/Mq,). The two components have to be added, with suitable weights, to derive

the total change in social welfare. The two components differ by the term t.Mx/Mq,, which may be

termed the "marginal deadweight loss" (MDL) from the proposed tax change.

2.2 The deadweight loss

Equation (3) may also be written as

¢
MM—’; / (0&P) x, % A5, )

1

where

S, / t.— (5)

is the marginal deadweight loss and can be interpreted as the indirect change in revenue arising from

? The generalization to simultaneous marginal changes in all taxes is straightforward and is discussed later on.
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the tax change. For convenience we also define the "normalized" MDL as:

s M

Mg .
5 / (6)

X
i

which, much like an elasticity, is independent of the choice of units. The first term in (4) is zero 1_f
and only if A and P are the same, i.e. government revenue and private income are deemed to have the
same marginal social value. In that case, the MDL is a correct first-order measure of the change in
social welfare induced by a small change in t. If A and  are not the same, then MDL can still be
thought of as a useful notional quantity which measures some kind of (usually negative) efficiency

effect of extra taxes, defined as the unweighted sum of net benefits arising from a small change in

taxes.

This interpretation of §; as an efficiency effect can be clarified by relating the marginal
deadweight loss to a more general criterion of cost-benefit analysis, the "aggregate benefits criterion”
(ABC)." The ABC criterion for evaluating a particular policy change (e.g. a public-sector project,
a tax reform, or a modification of quantity controls) consists of asking every agent in the economy
how much the change is "worth" to him or her in terms of some pre-specified numéraire, and taking

the unweighted sum of all these net benefits as a measure of the social worth of the proposed change.

By analogy, it is tempting to suggest using the MDL as a measure of the welfare effect of a small tax
change. The idea, much as with the ABC criterion, is that if the MDL is positive, then the loser (the
consumer) can notionally compensate the gainer (the government) for renouncing the proposed

change: for a small change dt, x; is the net loss to the consumer, (x; + t.Mx/Mq) is the net benefit to

10" On this, see Dréze (1998), and the literature cited there.
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the government, and the MDL is the difference.

This analogy is helpful in clarifying the interpretation of the MDL as an efficiency effect.
However, the suggestion (derived from the ABC criterion) that this might be used as a measure of
the net welfare effect of a small tax change is not valid. This is so not only because of the general
pitfalls of "compensation criteria" (which apply in particular to the ABC criterion - see Dreze, 1998),
but also because the notion that private income and government revenue do not have the same
marginal social value (i.e. B..A) is a central motivation for commodity taxation in the first place.

Deadweight loss measures, however, do have a role in identifying desirable tax reforms that
leave revenue unchanged. To see this, let us consider the trade-off between consumer welfare and
government revenue when t, varies (locally). More precisely, let us ask how much revenue is raised
when the tax on commodity i is increased to the extent that the consumer suffers a decline in utility
equivalent to the loss of one unit of income.'" The latter convention implies dt, = 1/x,, and the
increase in revenue from such a tax change (say A)) is then:

x; % t.B

Mg .
A./—l/l%ci (7)

i
X
i

Here, the numerator measures the responsiveness of tax revenue (T) to a small change in t and the
denominator captures the responsiveness of consumer utility. The ratio between the two is the trade-
off between revenue and utility. From (7), it immediately follows that, if 6, > o, then a (marginal)

switch from t; to t; is desirable. That is, a small change (dt,dt) which leaves T unchanged, with df

1 Equivalently, one could consider how much consumer welfare declines when the tax on commodity 7 is

raised just enough to raise one unit of extra revenue. In both cases, what matters is the trade-off between utility and
revenue.



> (), improves consumer utility and therefore (given that T is unchanged) social welfare."”” Thus, tax
reform should aim at switching away from commodities with a high normalized MDL towards those
with a low normalized MDL.

In short, the MDL has two possible interpretations. First, it is a measure of change in social
welfare under specific (and strong) normative assumptions, i.e. that government revenue and private
income have the same marginal social value.” Second, it can be interpreted in terms of a trade-off

between revenue and utility, i.e. it is a correct measure of welfare change for tax reforms that leave

revenue unchanged.

2.3 An alternative formula

Going back to (3) and (4), the same identities may be written as follows, using the Slutsky

equation:
¢ ¢
MPZ b oo e )
Mz, Mg,
where
(
bs W e g nna X ©)
Mm Mm

12 Alternatively, a small change (dt,dt;) which leaves utility unchanged with dt>0, increases the tax revenue.

See Triest (1990) for an analysis of non-marginal tax reforms. As he points out (p562), the right-hand side of (7) is the
formula for the marginal cost of public funds in such cases.

B In the many-consumer case, the corresponding assumption would also require the interpersonal distribution
of income to be optimal, in a sense to be made precise further on (see Section 2.9).
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and x°(.) denotes compensated demand functions. Following Dréze and Stern (1987), we refer to
b as the "marginal social value of transfer". Indeed, b measures the change in social welfare induced
by a small increase in the lump-sum transfer m. Note that, much as in (3) and (4), the last term in
(9) (the "tax propensity" t.Mx/Mm, multiplied by A) may be thought of as a marginal deadweight loss
from a lump-sum transfer. It may seem surprising that lump-sum transfers involve a deadweight
loss. However, in a second-best environment, actual lump-sum transfers (as opposed to the
"notional" transfers involved in compensation criteria) have non-neutral allocative effects that need
to be taken into account. To put it another way, following much the same reasoning as in (7) we may
interpret (1- t.Mx/Mm) as the trade-off between consumer welfare and government revenue when m
varies.'*

By analogy with (4), (8) may also be written as:

(
WPZ e e b x a6 (10)
Mz,
where
5 /7 1 (11)
Mg,

is an alternative measure of the MDL. To distinguish 98¢ from 6, we shall refer to the former as the
"marginal excess burden" (MEB). This is nothing more than a terminological convention - the terms

"excess burden" and "deadweight loss" tend to be used interchangeably in the literature. As

4 See Hoff (1994) for a wider discussion of this issue.

11



equations (5) and (11) indicate, here the formal distinction between MDL and MEB turns on whether
the demand responses to tax changes are evaluated in terms of uncompensated or compensated
demand.

Much as before, we define the normalized MEB as 6,/ 6°/x;, Following the same reasoning
as in the preceding sub-section, it is then easy to show from (10) that, if 6> °, then a switch from
tax j to tax i is desirable. This result also follows from noting that ¢ ,and ¢, differ only by a constant.

Indeed, using the Slutsky equation again, we have:

(sl./it.M - it.(Mx &xik) "o
x, Mg, x, Mg, Mm

1 1

1 ¢ (12)

where ¢ / t.Mx/Mm is the "tax propensity" (more precisely, the marginal propensity to pay taxes out
of lump-sum income). Given that ¢¢; and o; differ only by a constant, it does not really matter
whether the analysis focuses on the marginal deadweight loss (5) or on the marginal excess burden
(11). When we extend the analysis to a many-consumer economy, however, this distinction will
matter.

For future reference, we note that, using the symmetry of the Slutsky matrix, the normalized

marginal excess burden can also be written as:

o /7 M (13)

In the optimum-taxation literature, the right-hand side is known as the "index of relative

discouragement" of commodity i (Mirrlees, 1976). For small taxes, the index of relative

12



discouragement measures the proportionate reduction in the consumption of commodity i induced
by the tax system. For non-marginal taxes, an alternative interpretation is also possible: the index
of relative discouragement is a first-order approximation to the proportionate change of compensated
demand that would be induced by a small “intensification” of the tax system (i.e. a change dt such

that dt=k.t for some k>0).

2.4 Vector tax changes

The preceding analysis extends without difficulty to the evaluation of a "tax reform" dt which

involves simultaneous changes in many taxes. In this case, the change in social welfare is:
Q) 0 M
dv (A & B) x.dt % A tM—.dt (14)
q
where the last term continues to be interpreted as the MDL. Similarly, the extension of (10) is
simply:

ch‘
Mg

dv< " & b x.dt % At

dt (15)

where the last term is the MEB. Also as before, a tax reform dt which leaves revenue unchanged
(i.e. such that dT/dt / (x + t.Mx/Mq).dt = 0) is socially desirable if and only if it reduces the excess

burden.

2.5 Optimum taxes and the Ramsey rule

Using (4), the first-order condition for optimality of t, MV */Mt, = 0, may be written as:

13



— (16)

Let us say that t, is "unconstrained" if it can be chosen optimally. Recalling (6), (16) states that the

normalized MDL should be the same for all unconstrained taxes. This statement can also be seen

as a corollary of our earlier result that switches from high-MDL to low-MDL taxes are welfare-
improving. Using (10) and (11) and the symmetry of the Slutsky matrix, the first-order condition

(16) may also be restated as:

M,
t.—M b
qd =
2 17
. . (17)

That is, the index of relative discouragement should be the same for all unconstrained taxes. This

is known as the “Ramsey rule”. If the amount of revenue to be raised is small, (17) implies that the
proportionate reduction in compensated demand induced by the tax system should be the same for
all taxable commodities - the formula proposed by Ramsey (1927)."

Various interpretations and special cases of the Ramsey rule have been discussed in the

literature. For instance, several authors have discussed conditions under which the Ramsey rule boils

15 Ramsey's (1927) seminal analysis focuses on the case where =0 and infinitesimal taxes are introduced.
Three points are worth noting about this special case. First, when infinitesimal taxes are introduced at t*=0, both MDL
and MEB are zero for any dt (i.e. all tax changes that yield a unit of revenue lead to the same first-order change in
utility). Second, as Ramsey demonstrated, examining second-order terms leads to his original "rule": "... the taxes
should be such as to reduce in the same proportion the production of each taxed commodity” (Ramsey, 1927, p.52).
Third, since income effects are second order in this special case, it does not matter whether the proportionate reduction
is measured along compensated and uncompensated demands. In general, however, the distinction does matter. While
Ramsey stated his original rule in terms of uncompensated demands, the "Ramsey rule" (equation 17) is best expressed
in terms of compensated demands. Indeed, outside of this special case, the principle that commodity taxes should lead
to an equiproportionate reduction in uncompensated demands makes no intuitive sense.
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down to proportional taxes (variously defined). The interested reader is referred to the papers
mentioned in footnote 3.

It is instructive to rewrite the right-hand side of (17) as [B+At.(Mx/Mm)-A]/A, where the
numerator can be interpreted as the difference between the actual marginal social cost of raising
revenue through taxes (i.e. A) and the cost if it were raised via lump-sum taxes.'® As discussed

below, under reasonable assumptions it can be shown that (b/A) is negative.

2.6 Optimum lump-sum transfer

So far, we have assumed that the consumer's lump-sum income m is exogenous.'’ This is
in the spirit of Ramsey's original formulation, which focuses on the use of commodity taxation as
a (second-best) substitute for lump-sum taxation. Indeed, if m is a choice variable, then commodity
taxes are redundant. To see this, note that the first-order condition for optimum choice of m is

simply (from (9)):

b=0 (18)

With b = 0, MV"/Mt, evaluated at t, = 0 is zero for each i (see (8)), where b is the marginal social value
of transfer, defined as in (9). That is, there is no welfare gain from a small move away from zero

commodity taxation. Alternatively, we may note that, if m is a choice variable, then A =  and t=0

1" On this interpretation, see Auerbach (1985, p. 88).

7" Some readers may find it easier to think in terms of a lump-sum tax L / (-m). The two approaches are, of

course, equivalent.
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solve (16) and (18).
Now consider the case analyzed by Ramsey, where m is not a choice variable and all taxes

are either unconstrained or zero.' Multiplying both sides of (17) by tx,;and summing over i, we get:

b= (WT)(t.S.¢) (19)

where T / t.x is total tax revenue and S is the Slutsky matrix. Remembering that the Slutsky matrix
is negative semi-definite, the second-term on the r.h.s. is negative.” With A > 0 by assumption, (19)
implies that b and T have opposite signs. In most sensible applications of this problem, T is positive,

implying b < 0. Thus, a switch towards lump-sum taxation is desirable.*’

It is worth noting, however, that b need not be negative in the event where there are
constrained non-zero taxes. For instance, if the consumer is already burdened with large taxes on
some commodities, a small increase in lump-sum income (dm>0) may be socially desirable (b>0).
Note also that in the event where some taxes are constrained and non-zero, an optimum lump-sum
tax (b=0) does not entail equalizing B and A (the marginal social values of private income and
government revenue, respectively). The case of constrained non-zero taxes has received relatively
little attention in the literature, but it is of some relevance to the real world where many taxes (and

subsidies, which may be thought of as negative taxes) are rigid in the short run for historical or

'8 1f all taxes are unconstrained, the assumption m=0 is needed to make the problem non-trivial (see next
section).

1 We rule out the trivial case where b=0.
2% See Atkinson and Stern (1974) for further discussion.
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political reasons.

2.7 Price normalization and the untaxed good

One issue that has caused much confusion in the literature is whether it is permissible to
assume that a particular commodity is untaxed (and, if so, whether the choice of untaxed commodity
matters). In other words, when does this assumption amount to nothing more than an innocuous
price normalization rule?

To begin with, consider the standard textbook case where m / 0 and all taxes are
"unconstrained". Remember that producer prices are fixed; by choice of units, we can set them equal
to one, without loss of generality. Further, this model is homogenous (of degree 0) in consumer
prices: if q and q' are collinear, nothing changes. It follows that the consumer price of one
commodity can be given an arbitrary value, without loss of generality. In particular, we can set q/p;
for some pre-specified 7, that is, assume that one commodity is untaxed. To put it another way, let
t* be a solution of the Ramsey tax problem. Then it is easy to verify that t' / k.t* + (k-1).p is also
a solution, for any positive k (indeed, t* and t' correspond to the same consumer prices). For any
given commodity i, we can opt for this commodity being untaxed by setting k / p/(p;+t",).

Next, consider the extension where m is not identical to zero. As before, and in keeping with
the spirit of Ramsey's model, we assume that m is not a choice variable; instead, it takes an

exogenous value.”' Note that the model is no longer homogeneous in q (though it is homogeneous

in (m,q)). Hence, an a priori restriction on q, e.g. q,/ 1 or q,/ p, for some 7, would (in general) be

2! Alternative assumptions are possible, e.g. m / M/I(q) where M is an exogenous parameter and I(q) is an
index of consumer prices. The choice of assumption is not (in general) "neutral", and has to reflect the actual basis on
which lump-sum transfers are determined.

17



a real restriction, not just a normalization rule. However, there is a complication: some restriction

is needed to make the problem interesting. Indeed, if all taxes are "unconstrained", the problem
becomes trivial. This is because, if m is non-zero, proportional taxes (t = k.p for some k>0) are a
form of implicit lump-sum taxation and present an obvious "solution", though the problem they are
meant to solve has effectively vanished.” This feature of the model, however, is not a matter of
concern: in the real world it is not difficult to identify non-taxable commodities (e.g. home-grown

1.> The crucial point is that, in this case,

food), and this is enough to make the problem non-trivia
the choice of non-taxable commodity is not just a normalization rule: it is a matter of empirical

enquiry and affects the structure of optimum taxes.

2.8 The "inverse elasticity rule"

A popular rule of thumb in the field of commodity taxation is that the tax system should
weigh heavily on commodities with relatively inelastic demands. The basic idea is that (1) in
Ramsey’s model, commodity taxes are a second-best substitute for lump-sum taxation, and (2) a tax
on a commodity with inelastic demand works much like a lump-sum tax, and is therefore a natural
substitute for it. The intuition can also be developed as follows: the Ramsey rule requires equal
“discouragement” of each taxable commodity, and commodities with inelastic demands require
higher taxes to achieve the same discouragement. Cross-price effects, of course, potentially

invalidate this reasoning.

2 See Dixit (1970), and the rejoinder by Sandmo (1974).

23 . . .. . . . .
Leisure is often chosen as the untaxed good. In some models this is an innocuous normalization rule, in

others it is a substantive restriction.
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Formally, suppose that t; is unconstrained and that Mx;/Mg; is zero for all j such that ..i and
t...0. Equation (16) then implies:

(t/q) = we; (20)
where ¢, is the own-price elasticity of demand for good i and pu/(B-A)/A is independent of i. Thus,

24

t, should be inversely proportional to €. An analogous result holds in terms of compensated

demand elasticities. This follows immediately from (17), under similar assumptions.*

2.9 The many-person Ramsey rule

The results derived so far extend quite easily, but with some important qualifications, to the
case where there are many consumers. As far as the structure of the problem is concerned, we
simply have to replace the utility function V(.) in (2) with a suitable social welfare function.
Assuming, as in much of the literature, that the latter takes the Bergson-Samuelson form, we rewrite

(2) as:

V' / WV (prtm))....,Vi(prt,m)) + A(t.x - Z,m") 21)

where m" is a lump-sum transfer to consumer /4 (h=1...,H). In order to extend the earlier results, we

first introduce the following notation:

* Note that there is no guarantee (in general) of /g, being positive. For instance, if the initial position is such
that some commodities bear heavy positive taxes that cannot be removed (for political or other reasons), the planner may
wish to compensate for this by subsidising the commodities with unconstrained taxes. The inverse elasticity rule then
suggests that subsidies should be concentrated on commodities with a low elasticity of demand.

> The relationship between these two versions of the inverse-elasticity rule (in terms of compensated and
uncompensated elasticities, respectively) is discussed in Sandmo (1987).
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The term B" can be interpreted as the “social valuation of the marginal utility of income” of
individual /; we shall also use the more standard (but less precise) term “social marginal utility of
income”.”® We shall refer to b", a straightforward generalization of b (see (9)), as the “marginal
social value of a transfer to person #”. The quantities B; and b; are simply commodity-specific
weighted averages of (B") and (b"), respectively, where the shares of different persons in total

consumption of commodity 7 are used as weights. The term b, may be interpreted as a "distributional

2 Another standard term is “welfare weight”. On the interpretation and measurement of welfare weights,

see Stern (1977).
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characteristic" for commodity i (Diamond, 1975). With these notational conventions, most of the
earlier equations go through after replacing px; everywhere with B;x; and bx; with b;x;. In particular,

the Ramsey rule becomes:

thl.C
'Mq - bi

— 26
. x (26)

Equation (26) is known as the “many-person Ramsey rule” (Diamond, 1975). Note that the right-
hand side is no longer independent of i. Instead of being the same for each commodity, the index
of relative discouragement should now be proportional to the distributional characteristic.

In the many-person case, we can still define the marginal deadweight loss and the marginal
excess burden as in (5) and (11), respectively. Note, however, that the difference between
(normalized) MDL and MEB is no longer constant across commodities. Further, it is no longer
desirable to equate (normalized) MDL or MEB across commodities, m one is prepared to make
the further assumption that the distribution of income is in some sense optimal. More precisely,
under the assumption that B" is identical for each 4, the normalized MDL should be equalized across
commodities; on the other hand, if b" is identical for each A, the normalized MEB should be
equalized across commodities.”” The precise nature of these two distributional assumptions, and the

relation between them, are discussed in Section 4.

2.10 Further observations

We end this section by noting, for future reference, that when lump-sum transfers are feasible

27 These results are easily derived from (5), (11) and (26).
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it is possible to identify comparatively simple directions of welfare-improving tax reform (Dixit,
1975). To illustrate, let us go back to equation (15), with b=0.*® Suppose that dt = -o..t for some
small o > 0. Thus, we are considering a small proportionate reduction of all taxes. Substituting into
(15), and bearing in mind that the Slutsky matrix is negative semi-definite, we find that the right-
hand side is positive: a small proportionate reduction of all taxes is welfare-improving. Note that
in the case being considered, optimum commodity taxes are zero. Thus, in this case a small move
in the direction of the optimum from an arbitrary initial point t_ is always welfare-improving.

The above illustration describes what is know as a "radial reform" of commodity taxes.
Another example is the "concertina reform", which consists of reducing the highest taxes only. For
further discussion of these and other welfare-improving tax reforms under optimum lump-sum

transfers, the reader is referred to Dixit (1975).

3. The Generalized Ramsey Rule

So far we have focused on variants of Ramsey's original model, which is usually interpreted
as a "partial equilibrium" model. In this section we develop a general equilibrium model that
captures many of the "second-best" structures discussed in the literature. This enables us to integrate
the "resource allocation" role of commodity taxation (discussed in the introduction) into the analysis.
This model also provides a general equilibrium foundation of the classical Ramsey tax problem,
which emerges as a special case. As we shall see, the standard results have straightforward

extensions in this general framework, captured in the "generalized Ramsey rule".

2 In the many-person case, the first term on the right-hand side of (15) has to be appropriately re-written, but
it is still zero if there are optimum lump-sum transfers (b" = 0 for each h).
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3.1 The model
We now consider a generalized version of the problem discussed in the preceding section. *
To start with, we rewrite the vector of net demands of consumer /4 as x" (q, &", m"), where &" is an

n-dimensional vector of quantity constraints and x" (.) solves:

Max. U" (x") s.t. qx"=m"
Xh
x" # &, foreachi

Note that, subject to regularity conditions, the constrained demand functions &"(.) have the
standard properties with respect to q and m". For instance, Roy’s identity and the Slutsky equation
continue to apply. Similarly, the Slutsky matrix S is symmetric and negative semi-definite and q.S
= (0. The main difference is that the matrix S has columns of zero entries for commodities such that
the quantity constraint is binding (because a small change in the price of such a commodity works
like a change in lump-sum income).

The income m" of individual /4 consists of the sum of his or her share in private profits and

a lump-sum transfer (r") from the government:

mh/rh%jg 0" | TI8 27)

where I1¢ / p.y¢ is the profit of firm g (see below) and 0" is the share of individual 4 in firm g's

profits.

%% For a more detailed exposition, see Dreéze and Stern (1987).
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The vector y® denotes the net supply vector (or "production plan") of firm g (g = 1....,G), with
positive entries for outputs and negative entries for inputs. This vector y® is derived from the
following profit-maximization problem:

Max. p.y® s.t. y¢ 0 Y?®

yg
y& # & for each i
where ™ is an n-dimensional vector of quantity constraints and Y® is the production set of firm g,
which is assumed to be convex.*® The solution is denoted y*(p, ™ ) and has the standard properties
with respect to p, the vector of producer prices. Note also that the quantity constraints enable us to
treat the net supply vectors of firms operating under constant returns to scale as functions rather than
correspondences.

Let (p, t, {&"}, {™}, {r"}, {0"}) be the vector of "signals" to which individuals and firms
respond (bearing in mind (27) and the identity q / p + t). The signals are of two types: exogenous
signals or "parameters", and control variables. The idea is that the "planner", who conducts the
optimization exercise below, chooses the variables within his or her control, taking other variables
as given.’' Denoting the vectors of parameters and control variables as @ and s respectively, the
planner chooses s to solve the following maximization problem:

Max. W(...,V'(s;®),...) st 3x"(s;0)-3,y%(s;0)-z=0 (P)
s

30 Strictly speaking we only need convexity in the space of commodities for which the quantity constraints are
not binding.

31 A more sophisticated model would take into account the possibility of endogenous policy responses by
government agencies not under the control of the planner.
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where z is the vector of net supplies from the public sector (or "public production plan") with
positive entries for outputs and negative entries for inputs.** As before (see (21)), V"is /’s indirect
utility function and W is a Bergson-Samuelson social welfare function.

The model is restrictive in some respects (e.g. the dichotomous partitioning of signals
between exogenous variables and control variables), but it does encompass a wide range of models
in the second-best tradition. The classical Ramsey tax problem, for instance, is a special case of this
model. So is Diamond-Mirrlees's classic model of "optimum taxation and public production”
(Diamond and Mirrlees, 1971). Similarly, the general equilibrium model underlying the project
evaluation manual by Little and Mirrlees (1974) can be expressed in the present format. Note also
that the basic model can be readily extended in various directions, e.g. to take into account Boiteux-
type budget constraints in the public sector.

It may be helpful to clarify the role of quantity constraints in this model. In the literature on
cost-benefit analysis, especially with reference to developing countries, quantity constraints play a
crucial role.”® For instance, it is often argued that in an economy with widespread unemployment
the "shadow price" of labor relative to other commodities (i.e. the "shadow wage") is lower than the
corresponding market price. Similarly, in an economy with a fixed exchange rate and a scarcity of
foreign exchange, there may be a "premium" on foreign exchange in the shadow-price system
compared with the market-price system. These basic divergences between (relative) market prices

and shadow prices arise inter alia from the absence of market-clearing price adjustments in the

32 This vector is treated as exogenous (without loss of generality), though there is no difficulty in deriving the
rules for optimal choice of z in the event where the public production plan is under the control of the planner, provided
that the public production set is convex. essentially, this would involve equating relative shadow prices (defined below)
with marginal rates of substitution in public production. For further details, see Dréze and Stern (1987).

3 See particularly UNIDO (1972) and Little and Mirrlees (1974, 1991).
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relevant markets, leading to quantity constraints (e.g. involuntary unemployment). Since one of the
main purposes of this paper is to link the theory of commodity taxation with that of cost-benefit
analysis, it is important to allow for quantity constraints. Having said this, the quantity constraints
do not play a major role in the analysis that follows, except implicitly in so far as they may have a

bearing on the relevant "shadow prices".

3.2 Policy reform

Let V'(®,z) denote the maximum value function of (P). From the envelope theorem, we
know that the gradient of V* is the same as the gradient of the Lagrangean. The latter may be written
as:

<=W(..,Vi(s;0),...) - v [X(5;0) - y(5;0) - Z]

where x/%,x" and y/ 2, y® denote aggregate (net) consumer demands and aggregate (net) producer
supplies, respectively, and v is a vector of Lagrangean multipliers or shadow prices. If o, is a
particular component of the vector @ of parameters (e.g. a tax, a lump-sum transfer, or a quantity

constraint), the marginal social value of ®,, say MSV,, is:

( h
MSVk/ML/M;'thML&V_M (28)

Mo, M, My Mo, Mo,

The first term on the r.h.s. of (28) is the direct effect on social welfare, and the second term is the
social value of the additional excess demands generated by the proposed reform. Applying the same

reasoning to a small change dz in the public production plan, we find that the “project” dz is welfare
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improving if v.dz>0, i.e. if it makes a profit at shadow prices.** Of course, the shadow prices depend

on the specification of "choice variables".”

As shown in Dréze and Stern (1987), using Walras’ law, the Lagrangean may be rewritten as:

<(s;0) / W(..V"(s;0),...) % A R (29)

where R is the "shadow revenue" of the government. The latter is defined as:

R/ Vviz % tx %ty % 3, 6%IF & 3, r’ (30)

where v*¥/v/A is a vector of normalized shadow prices, T/(q-v*) is a vector of shadow consumer

taxes (or “shadow taxes” for short), 7°/(v*-p) is a vector of shadow producer taxes, and ¢ /(1-3,

0") is the government’s share in the profits of firm g. Note that X is basically a normalization
parameter: a different cardinalization of the social welfare function W(.) leads to a different A, but
leaves v*/v/A unchanged. Equation (29) is extremely useful in so far as it converts this complex
general-equilibrium model into the standard format of a trade-off between consumer welfare and
(shadow) government revenue, as in section 2.

To illustrate, let us consider a specific "parameter”, say r" (the lump-sum transfer going to

individual /). From (28), we may write the "marginal social value" of r" (say b") as:

3* This criterion involves relative shadow prices. There are different ways of "normalizing" shadow prices
(e.g.vi=p; for some pre-specified commodity #), implicitly corresponding to different cardinalizations of the social
welfare function, W.

* For an early discussion of this point, see Sen (1972).
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b" / ) (31)

( h
W7~ e g gy (X
My " Mm "

where, as before, B" denotes the social marginal utility of A's income (see section 2.9). Thus, the
marginal social value of a lump-sum transfer to consumer /4 is simply the difference between his or
her social marginal utility and the shadow value of the additional consumer demands generated by

a transfer. Equivalently, we can derive b" from (29) and (30) as:

Mxh

(
i ) (32)

bh/—'Bh&X(l&r.
My " Mm

The latter expression also follows from (31), the definition of v and the adding-up property. Note
that (32) is exactly the same as (24), with shadow taxes replacing actual taxes.

The divergence between shadow taxes and actual taxes is essentially the same as the
divergence between shadow prices and producer prices (also encapsulated in the "shadow producer
taxes"). In the case of a "traded good", for instance, the relevant shadow price would typically be
the world price (if foreign exchange is taken as the numeraire), which may well differ from the
domestic producer price, e.g. due to tariffs. Similarly, in the case of a domestic good produced under
constant returns to scale in a competitive market, the relevant shadow price is usually the "average
social cost" of production (i.e. the cost of production evaluated at shadow prices rather than market

prices).*® In this paper, we do not explicitly pursue these and other "social pricing" rules extensively

% For further discussion, see Dréze and Stern (1987). As discussed there, foreign trade can be
readily incorporated in the present model.
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investigated in the literature on cost-benefit analysis; instead, we take the divergence between
shadow prices and producer prices as given and proceed to analyze its implications for commodity

taxation.

3.3 Commodity taxation

Turning to the specific issues of tax reform and optimum taxation in this general model, the
key point to note is that the gradient of (29) with respect to t is much the same as in the classical
Ramsey tax problem (see (3)). Indeed, substituting q/p+t and t/(q-v’) in (29) and using the

standard properties of x"(.) and V"(.), it is easy to derive:

M<

7 &R x % A (x. % 1) (33)
M, b ' Mz,

1 1

Comparing (33) with (3), there are two differences. First, the term Bx;is replaced with Bx;, exactly
as in the extension from the one-person to the many-person Ramsey rule (see section 2.9) - nothing
new here. Second, in the last term on the right-hand side, the vector T of shadow taxes replaces the
vector t of actual taxes. Hence, the earlier results are readily extended, by simply replacing actual
taxes with shadow taxes where appropriate. For instance, setting the right-hand-side of (33) equal
to zero and following the usual steps (as with the derivation of (17) and (26)), the first-order

conditions for optimum taxation lead to the generalized Ramsey rule:

M,
T.—
Mq - bi
L 34
. . (34)
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where, as before, b/3,(x"/x,)b" and b" is the marginal social value of a transfer to individual 4
(discussed in the previous section).

By analogy with (13) in section 2, we can refer to the 1.h.s. of (34) as the "generalized index
of relative discouragement". The generalized index of discouragement is a useful tool to restate the
general principles of optimum taxation, bearing in mind the three core objectives stated in the
introduction: (1) resource allocation, (2) revenue collection, and (3) interpersonal distribution. The
implications of the first objective can be seen by assuming optimum lump-sum transfers (i.e. b" =
0 for each /). In that case, the generalized Ramsey rule states that the generalized index of
discouragement should be zero for each commodity. If all taxes are unconstrained, this is achieved
by bringing consumer prices in line with shadow prices (t=a.q for some a...0, so that the left-hand
side of (34) is zero for each i).>” To illustrate the implications, in a labor-surplus economy this
would typically require subsidizing labor-intensive commodities, since the latter would tend to have
a low shadow price (Dréze and Stern, 1987). Similarly, in a foreign-exchange-scarce economyj, it
may require taxing imported goods.

Note that this derivation is based on differentiating the Lagrangean with respect to t &if
producer prices (p) were constant. This, however, does not require the assumption that prices are
actually constant. If producer prices are among the "control variables", the derivation remains valid,

by the envelope theorem. Further, it must be remembered that the "control variables" formally

include the market-clearing variables, i.e. the variables that implicitly adjust to clear the scarcity

37 . . . . . . .
The situation where consumer prices and shadow prices are collinear is known as "C-C efficiency"; for
further discussion, see Guesnerie (1979).
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constraints.” Seen in that light, the device of holding producer prices constant is much more general
than it appears at first sight. More precisely, the derivation is valid if any of the following holds: (1)
producer prices are fixed (as in Diamond and Mirrlees, 1975); (2) producer prices adjust
endogenously to clear the scarcity constraints; (3) producer prices are directly controlled by the
planner.”” If none of these assumptions apply, the mechanism through which producer prices are
determined has to be specified in the form of additional constraints in the optimization problem (e.g.
the requirement that marginal revenue equals marginal cost, in the case of a commodity supplied by
a monopoly). If the vector t enters in these additional constraints, the first-order conditions for
optimum taxation have to be correspondingly modified.

The requirements of revenue collection can be seen by continuing to assume that the
interpersonal distribution of income is optimal (b"= b for each 4, for some b), and also assuming that
a switch from indirect taxation to lump-sum taxation would be welfare-improving (b > 0). In that
case, the generalized Ramsey rule states that consumer prices should move away from shadow prices
in such a way that the generalized index of relative discouragement remains the same for each
commodity. In the special case where one commodity can be assumed to have zero shadow tax
(through suitable normalization) and compensated cross-price demand elasticities among other

commodities are zero, we obtain the generalized inverse elasticity rule:

38 For further discussion on this point and related issues, see Dréze and Stern (1987, 1990). Note that, other
than prices, the market-clearing variables potentially include any of the other "signals" listed earlier, including in
particular quantity constraints. For instance, in the case of a commodity produced under constant returns to scale, it is
a standard assumption that the market-clearing variable is the level of output, which would appear in this model as a
quantity constraint for the relevant firm.

3% Combinations of these different assumptions for different commodities are also possible (e.g. fixed prices
for traded commodities and market-clearing prices for domestic commodities).
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where e,/(Mx°/Mq;)(q/x;) is the compensated price elasticity of demand for good i.*’

Finally, to see the implications of concern for interpersonal equity, we relax the assumption
that b" is the same for each h. In that case, there has to be a further adjustment of consumer prices
to bring the vector of generalized indices of discouragement in line with the vector of net
distributional characteristics. Typically, this would mean shifting taxes away from commodities
heavily consumed by transfer-deserving individuals.

All these principles make good intuitive sense. The results illustrate the power of shadow
prices in acting as "sufficient statistics" for a general equilibrium model: different applications of the
general model outlined in section 3.1 lead to different shadow prices but, subject to the calculation
of shadow prices, the basic rules of tax reform and optimum taxation remain the same.*' Shadow
prices also provide a useful bridge between the theory of taxation, the theory of cost-benefit analysis,
and the theory of the second-best.

In the special case where shadow prices are proportional (without loss of generality, equal)
to producer prices, shadow taxes are the same as actual taxes and the results derived in section 2
apply as stated there. Thus, the classical Ramsey tax problem, which appears to have a partial-

equilibrium format, does have a general-equilibrium foundation, as long as shadow prices and

0 Note that this price elasticity relates to consumer demand only, and is independent of the elasticity of supply.
Here again, the reason is that the derivation proceeds "as if" producer prices were constant. -

1 Shadow prices, of course, are not (generally) independent of the tax system. Strictly speaking, all the
relevant control variables and shadow prices are simultaneously determined. Nevertheless, the shadow-price approach
has much to commend in terms of conceptual clarity. Further, in the context of "tax reform", shadow prices can be taken
as given even though they may depend on the initial vector of taxes.
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producer prices coincide.*

The preceding discussion focuses on optimum taxation, but similar extensions of the standard
results apply in the context of tax reform. For example, the conditions for radial and concertina
reforms to be welfare improving still go through but with tax reductions suitably defined in the space

of shadow taxes. The details are left to the reader.

4. Optimum Distribution: Interpretation and implications

Policy reforms are often evaluated from the point of view of "efficiency" by looking at their
implications as if distribution did not matter.* But what is meant by the latter assumption? At least

two interpretations are possible:

(A1) Equal marginal social utilities: =3 for all 4 (for some ) .

(A2) Equal marginal social values of transfer: b" = b for all 4 (for some b).

Assumption (A1) states that the social valuation of the marginal utility of income is the same for all
individuals. (A2) states that a small income transfer between any two individuals would leave social
welfare unchanged. The two assumptions have often been used interchangeably in the literature.

However, they are not identical, bearing in mind that actual transfers have allocative implications

2 The conditions under which shadow prices are proportional to producer prices are discussed in Dréze and
Stern (1987, 1990). In the opening paragraph of his paper, Ramsey (1927) shows some awareness of this feature of his
model: "...I shall suppose that, in Professor Pigou's terminology, private and social net products are always equal or have
been made so by State interference not included in the taxation we are considering" (p.47).
43 -
For one example (among many), see Dixit (1975).
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(captured in b", but not in B" - see e.g. equations (31) and (32)). In other words, equalizing marginal
social values of transfer need not entail equalizing marginal social utilities (and vice-versa). To
illustrate, even if all consumers have the same marginal social utilities, it may be desirable to
redistribute income from those with socially costly consumption patterns (more precisely, those with
a high marginal propensity to spend on commodities with high "shadow prices") towards those with
socially inexpensive consumption patterns.

It is also useful to introduce a stronger version of (A2):

(A2") Optimum transfers: b" = 0 for all 4.

Note that (A2') involves the further assumption of optimum distribution between consumers and the
government: a small transfer from the government to any individual leaves social welfare unchanged.
When are (A1) and (A2) equivalent? Recalling the definition of b" (see (31) and(32)), we

have:

h h
W a0 (35)
Mra Mo

B & b/ v

Thus, B and b" essentially differ by a constant minus the "shadow tax-propensity" (the last term in
(35)), so that (A1) and (A2) are equivalent if and only if the latter is the same for all individuals.**

It is easy to see that a sufficient condition for this to hold is the following:

* The shadow tax-propensity is essentially a weighted average of shadow tax rates, with marginal propensities
to consume as weights. With suitable normalization, the shadow tax-propensity may also be interpreted as the
covariance between the vector of shadow tax rates and the vector of marginal propensities to consume.
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(B1) Proportional shadow taxes: v=1v.q for somey >0 (i.e. 1/q, is the same for all 7).

Condition (B1) is also necessary for (A1) and (A2) to be equivalent if the (nxH) matrix R with

elements R, / (Mx",/Mm") has rank n. To see this, first write (35) in vector form as follows:

B&b/vR (36)

where B /7 {B*} and b / {b"}. Note also that q.R = 1, where 1 indicates a vector of ones. If both

(A1) and (A2) hold, then there is a constant ¢ such thatb = -c.1. Thus

VR /B -b=cl=cqR (37)

If R has rank n, (38) implies that v and q are collinear, i.e. shadow taxes are proportional.

For the rank condition to be satisfied, there have to be at least as many consumers as there
are commodities, and the H vectors of marginal propensities to consume should span a space of
dimension no less than n. In other words, there has to be adequate diversity of (marginal) spending
patterns. When the rank condition holds, any divergence between v and q makes it impossible for
@ (A1) and (A2) to be satisfied.

The following is a corollary of the reasoning so far:

Proposition 1: If R has rank n, then (B1) is necessary and sufficient for (A1) and (A2) to be

equivalent; further, any two of (A1), (A2) and (B1) imply the third.
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When the rank condition is not satisfied, assumptions other than (B1) can be made to ensure that
shadow tax-propensities are identical (so that (A1) and (A2) are equivalent). One such assumption
is that everyone has the same marginal propensity to consume, for each commodity (the extreme
opposite of the assumption of "adequate diversity"). Another one is that, for each individual,
marginal propensities to consume are uncorrelated with shadow taxes. Obviously, all these
assumptions are restrictive.

To see why the divergence of shadow tax propensities is an issue, consider any feasible
"reform" such that the gainers gain more than the losers lose (where any person's net gain or loss is
measured in terms of income equivalent).* If (A1) holds, then the reform is welfare-improving.
Sometimes it is argued that even if (A1) does not hold, the reform can be justified on efficiency
grounds, in the sense that "the gainers could compensate the losers". However, unless shadow tax-
propensities are identical, transfers from the gainers to the losers have efficiency implications that
need further examination, so that the status of the compensation argument is unclear. At best, it is
a "notional compensation" argument of dubious ethical relevance.

To see the problem from another angle, we have noted that under assumption (A2'), simple
directions of welfare-improving tax reform can be identified. Further results along those lines (with
straightforward generalizations in the space of shadow taxes) are presented in Dixit (1975). As the
author puts it, the results hold "assuming that there are no distributional problems". However, in
general (A2') conflicts with (A1), in which case there E "a distributional problem" even if (A2')

holds.

45 . .. . . . .. .
There is no need to distinguish here between "compensating" and "equivalent" variations, since we are

looking at marginal changes.
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We now turn to the respective implications of (A1), (A2) and (A2') for the structure of
optimum taxes.”* Under (A2), the one-person Ramsey rule applies: for optimum taxes, the
generalized index of relative discouragement has to be the same for all commodities. This follows
from (34), with b, = b for all i. A corollary is that, under the stronger assumption of optimum
transfers (A2'), optimum taxes are such that shadow taxes are proportional (i.e. C-C efficiency); this
has already been discussed in the preceding section. Finally, returning to (A1), the correct optimum
tax rule in this case is that the normalized MDL (evaluated using shadow taxes) should be the same

for all commodities, i.e.:

for some non-zero constant c (this follows from setting the right-hand side of (33) equal to zero).
In short, in a second-best world there is no simple way of avoiding distributional issues, even

by assumption (i.e. there is no unique way of stating the assumption that "distributional issues have

been resolved"). Distributional assumptions have to be made explicit, bearing in mind that they lead

to different tax rules.

5. Concluding Remarks

In a wide class of models, the problem of optimum taxation is usefully split into two parts:

the calculation of "shadow prices" and the application of the generalized Ramsey rule. The relevant

% The argument focuses on first-order conditions; as noted earlier, second-order conditions have rarely been
examined in the literature.
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shadow prices depend on the structure of the economy, the range of choice variables and the social
welfare function, but the generalized Ramsey rule itself is quite robust. This way of approaching the
problem is more transparent and productive than the compilation of a long catalogue of tax rules for
different types of distorted economies, as has been done in much of the literature on the second-best.
In models where the generalized Ramsey rule applies, the main issue is to identify the relevant
shadow prices. In other models, the basic task is to identify the reasons why the rule does not apply
(e.g. interdependence between consumer demands and producer prices, independently of consumer
prices), and to derive suitable extensions of the general rule.

Similar principles apply in the field of tax reform. Here again, the problem is usefully split
between calculation of shadow prices and application of general principles for the identification of
welfare-improving reforms in the space of "shadow taxes". One of these principles is that, under
specific distributional assumptions, "radial" reforms in the space of shadow taxes (i.e. small tax
changes that bring consumer prices closer to shadow prices) are welfare-improving. Care must be
taken, however, in identifying and assessing the relevant distributional assumptions. In particular,
we have noted a possible tension between the assumptions of "equal marginal social utility" and

"equal marginal social values of transfer", which are often used interchangeably in the literature.

38



References

Ahmad, E., Coady, D., Stern, N., 1988. A Complete Set of Shadow Prices for Pakistan, Pakistan

Development Review, 27, 7-43.

Ahmad, E., Stern, N., 1991. The Theory and Practice of Tax Reform in Developing Countries,

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Atkinson, A., Stern, N., 1974. Pigou, Taxation and Public Goods, Review of Economic Studies, 41,

119-28.
Atkinson, A., Stiglitz, J., 1976. The Design of Tax Structure: Direct Versus Indirect Taxation,

Journal of Public Economics, 6, 55-75.

Atkinson, A., Stiglitz, J., 1980. Lectures on Public Economics, McGraw-Hill: New York.

Auerbach, A., 1985. The Theory of Excess Burden and Optimal Taxation, in Auerbach, A.,

Feldstein, M. (Eds), Handbook of Public Economics, vol. 1, North-Holland: Amsterdam.

Coady, D., 1997. Agricultural Pricing Policies in Developing Countries: An Application to Pakistan,

International Tax and Public Finance, 4, 39-57.

Deaton, A., Stern, N., 1986. Optimally Uniform Commodity Taxes, Taste Differences, and Lump-

sum Grants, Economics Letters, 20, 263-266.

Diamond, P., 1975. A Many-Person Ramsey Rule, Journal of Public Economics, 4, 335-342.

Diamond, P., Mirrlees, J., 1971. Optimal Taxation and Public Production I: Production Efficiency,

and II: Tax Rules, American Economic Review, 61, 8-27 and 261-278.

Diamond, P., Mirrlees, J., 1975. Private Constant Returns and Public Shadow Prices, Review of

Economic Studies, 43, 41-47.

39



Dixit, A., 1970. On the Optimum Structure of Commodity Taxes, American Economic Review,

60(2), 295-301.

Dixit, A., 1975. Welfare Effects of Tax and Price Changes, Journal of Public Economics, 4, 103-23.

Dixit, A., 1987. Tax Policy in Open Economies. In Auerbach, A., Feldstein, M. (Eds), Handbook

of Public Economics, vol. 2, North-Holland: Amsterdam.

Dreze, J., 1998. Distribution Matters in Cost-Benefit Analysis, Journal of Public Economics, 70(3),

485-88.
Dreze, J., Stern, N., 1987. The Theory of Cost-Benefit Analysis. In Auerbach, A., Feldstein, M.

(Eds), Handbook of Public Economics, vol. 2, North-Holland: Amsterdam.

Dreze, J., Stern, N., 1990. Policy Reform, Shadow Prices, and Market Prices, Journal of Public

Economics, 42, 1-45.

Guesnerie, R., 1979. General Statements of Second-Best Pareto Optimality, Journal of Mathematical

Economics, 6, 169-94.

Hoft, K., 1994. The Second Theorem of the Second Best, Journal of Public Economics, 54(2), 223-

42.

Kay, J., 1980. The Deadweight Loss From a Tax System, Journal of Public Economics, 13, 111-20.

Little, I., Mirrlees, J., 1974. Project Appraisal and Planning in Developing Countries, Heinemann:

London.

Mirrlees, J., 1976. Optimal Tax Theory: A Synthesis, Journal of Public Economics, 6, 327-58.

Myles, G., 1995. Public Economics, Cambridge University Press: Cambridge.

Ramsey, F., 1927. A Contribution to the Theory of Taxation, Economic Journal, 47-61.

Persson, T., and G. Tabelinni, 1999. "Political Economy and Public Finance", NBER Working

40



Paper, No. 7097, April. Also in A. Auerbach and M. Feldstein, eds., Handbook of Public

Economics (Vols. 3/4), Elsevier Science (forthcoming)

Sandmo, A., 1974. A Note on the Structure of Optimal Taxation, American Economic Review,

62(2), 701-6.

Sandmo, A., 1976. Optimal Taxation: An Introduction to the Literature, Journal of Public

Economics, 6, 37-54.

Sandmo, A., 1987. "A Reinterpretation of Elasticity Formulae in Optimum Tax Theory",
Economica, 54, pp89-96.

Sen, A., 1972. Control Areas and Accounting Prices: An Approach to Economic Evaluation,

Economic Journal, 82, 486-501.

Stern, N., 1977. Welfare Weights and the Elasticity of the Marginal Valuation of Income. In Artis,

M., Nobay, R., (Eds), Modern Economic Analysis, Blackwell: Oxford.

Triest, R., 1990. The Relationship Between the Marginal Cost of Public Funds and Marginal Excess

Burden, American Economic Review, pp557-66.

UNIDO (United Nations Industrial Development Organization), 1972. Guidelines for Project

Evaluation. United Nationa. Authors: P. Dasgupta, S. Marglin and A. Sen.

41



