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Abstract

This paper derives optimal trade and domestic taxes for a small open economy
containing a monopolistically competitive (MC) sector in which firms may have
heterogeneous productivity levels. Analysis encompasses cases in which the
domestic MC sector is able to expand or contract flexibly, or is constrained to be
of fixed size. In the former case domestic protection can bring gains by increasing
the number of product varieties on offer; these gains (and the corresponding rates
of domestic subsidy or of import tariffs) are reduced by heterogeneity of foreign
exporters some of whom may withdraw from the market. In the latter case gains
from protection arise from terms-of-trade effects; since various margins of
substitution are switched off, only the relative values of domestic taxes, import
tariffs and export taxes matter. In general, policies work through both a terms-of-
trade and a variety effect, and the paper shows how the relative importance of
each depends on the structure of the economy.
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1. Introduction

What combination of domestic and trade taxes maximises welfare in an open economy? The
classic answer to this turns on two sorts of reason for intervention; one is to manipulate the terms
of trade and the other is to mitigate domestic distortions. The optimal tax and tariff structure
depends on the extent to which policy can operate on each of these margins. We revisit this
question in an economy in which some activity takes place in a sector with monopolistic
competition and firms differing in their productivity. In particular we seek to understand the way
in which the presence of heterogeneous firms changes standard arguments.

Our analytical framework has the following features. First, we model firms and the
monopolistically competitive sector in what has become the standard manner (following
Krugman 1980 and Melitz 2003). Each firm produces its own variety, demand for which is iso-
elastic implying a constant price-cost mark-up; firms draw a productivity level, determining their
decision of which markets (if any) to serve; the total number of firms is determined by free entry.
Second, we look at a small open economy; this does not mean that all world prices are fixed but
(following Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare 2009) that rest of world factor prices, numbers of
firms, and relevant price indices and expenditure levels are constant. We look at policy pursued
by a single country, holding policy elsewhere in the world constant.

Explicit formulae for optimal taxes and tariffs are derived in a relatively general model structure
including the case in which firms have different productivity levels and fixed costs of market
entry (heterogeneous firms, Melitz 2003) and the case of symmetric firms (Krugman 1980). The
general equilibrium structure of the model encompasses different cases that are in the literature.
The economy contains two sectors, one monopolistically competitive (MC) and the other
perfectly competitive (PC). The economy’s response to policy depends on the flexibility with
which labour (the only sectorally mobile factor) can be shifted between sectors. Two polar cases
are that the PC sector can release labour at constant wage (Krugman 1980, Venables 1982, Flam
and Helpman 1987, Baldwin and Forslid 2010), or that the PC sector has fixed labour demand
(of zero if the model is reduced to a one-sector economy, as in Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare
2009).

Results are derived using comparative static techniques, linearising the model and solving the
ensuing equation systems to derive first order conditions for tax rates. This method enables us to
derive optimal (and second best) taxes in a wide range of cases; it is conceptually simple and, we
think, transparent, lending itself to relatively easy interpretation and to application to other
issues. By comparing cases — MC with and without heterogeneous firms, alternative
specifications of the general equilibrium model, and different combinations of admissible policy



instruments — we gain considerable insight into what drives results and why they differ across
cases.

What are our findings? Welfare gains from policy derive from two opportunities that are not
fully exploited by the market. One is the monopolistic competition (MC) distortion. In
particular, the market under-supplies varieties because firms (that are not perfectly
discriminating monopolists) are unable to capture the entire consumer surplus associated with a
new variety.! The other is the possibility of improving the terms of trade (ToT). Some relative
prices are fixed by the small open economy assumption, and others — such as the prices of firms’
export sales — are set efficiently, maximising the profit that can be extracted from foreign
markets.? However, policy may, depending on the general equilibrium structure of the economy,
bring about a change in the domestic wage, and this creates a ToT argument for policy
intervention.

Both these mechanisms generate a case for subsidising domestic sales to the domestic market
and, in some cases, for a positive tariff on imports. These policies have the effect of switching
expenditure to the home MC industry leading, in general, to a price and quantity response. The
quantity response increases the number of varieties that are offered, thereby reducing the MC
distortion of under-supply of varieties. The price response raises wages in the domestic
economy relative to foreign wages and thereby improves the ToT. We provide a decomposition
which enables us to attribute the impact of tariffs to a precise combination of MC and ToT
effects.

These arguments apply with both symmetric and heterogeneous firms. The latter creates no
fundamentally new arguments for policy since this specification of technology is not itself
associated with any market failure. However, the combination of a fixed cost of exporting and
heterogeneous productivity levels means that foreign firms’ responses to policy become more
elastic. In particular, they may react to domestic policy by changing the number of varieties sold
in the domestic market. This reduces the value of using policy to change the number of domestic
varieties, since more domestic varieties crowd-out some foreign varieties.

Related literature contains models which vary in (at least) four respects. Some papers look at
the effects of changes in real trade barriers, others at tariffs; some look at unilateral changes,
others bilateral; models vary in their general equilibrium structure; and they vary in whether they

1 The MC distortion arises as price is greater than marginal cost and, for each variety, total benefit is greater than
total cost. The ratios of benefit to cost are the same at the margin and for the totals, this giving the CES property that
the market supports an outcome that is efficient, conditional on the level of employment in the sector (Dixit and
Stiglitz, 1977). Dhingra and Morrow (2012) establish that this property also holds with heterogeneous firms.

2 There is no strategic behaviour so ‘strategic trade policy’ arguments do not apply.



contain symmetric or heterogeneous firms. Since the objective of the present paper is to
understand the welfare economics of monopolistic competition and firm heterogeneity (i.e. the
inefficiencies present in the market equilibrium) we focus on tariff and other tax policy
instruments that do not have their own real cost effect, and look at a single open economy
(unilateral rather than multilateral policy). With this focus, we encompass several general
equilibrium structures and both symmetric and heterogeneous firms.

Related work on tax and tariff policy under monopolistic competition includes an older literature
from the 1980s. The identification of variety and a terms-of-trade reasons for active policies is
addressed in work by Venables (1982, 1987), Flam and Helpman (1987) and Helpman and
Krugman (1989), although without firm heterogeneity. The newer literature includes papers by
Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare (2009) and Felbermayr, Jung and Larch (2013a). The former
look at unilateral policy in a single sector economy and derive a policy result (taxing trade or
subsidising domestic production) which we replicate and generalise. The latter extend the
Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare model to large countries, and relate the optimal tariff to MC
distortions and ToT effects.

Much of the recent literature looks at reductions in real trade barriers. Baldwin and Forslid
(2010) study the effect of changes in real trade barriers in a model with an MC and a PC sector,
and show that trade liberalisation will have an “anti-variety” effect, an effect that is present in
our work. However, their finding that lower trade barriers raise welfare does not generally hold
with tariffs rather than real barriers. The substantial new literature on the gains from trade also
focuses on real, rather than revenue raising, trade barriers. Arkolakis et al. (2012) and following
work points to the importance of trade elasticities in determining the welfare effects of trade.
This is developed further in Melitz and Redding (2014) who study gains from trade and from
bilateral liberalisation in a single sector economy, looking at both symmetric and heterogeneous
firms. The two cases imply different trade elasticities which shape the gains from liberalisation
and — in our work — shape optimal tax and tariff policy.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Sections 2 and 3 set out the model in quite
an extensive way, carrying a lot of variables and making few substitutions. Analysis is based on
comparative statics, and we log-linearise the full system, without substituting out any variables.
We think that this makes the structure of the model relatively transparent — and linear
substitutions of the full system are readily undertaken by Mathematica. They generate explicit
optimal (and constrained optimal) tax formulae which are the core of our results.

Results are presented and explained in sections 4 and 5. Section 4 looks at the two polar cases,
first when the PC sector is such that the supply of labour to the MC sector is perfectly elastic,



and then when the PC sector has a fixed labour demand, a limiting case of which is no PC sector
at all (Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare 2009). Section 5 places these in a general framework and
shows that results are driven by a combination of MC distortion and ToT effects; we do a
decomposition that separates these forces and establishes that the former drives results when
labour supply is elastic (so quantity effects are large) and the latter when labour supply to the
MC sector is inelastic (price effects dominate).

2. The model

We first outline the ingredients of the monopolistically competitive (MC) sector. We do this in a
succinct manner since many fuller expositions are in the literature (e.g. Melitz and Redding
2015). Each firm in the sector produces a distinct variety of differentiated product. These
products generate utility according to a sub-utility function with constant elasticity of
substitution o. E denotes total expenditure on MC products in the domestic economy and P is
the price index (the unit expenditure function dual to the sub-utility function). The consumer

price of a product is p, demand for the product is p°EP°*, and the value of its sales
is pt ?EP° .
The marginal cost of a particular firm is W/ ¢ where W is the price of labour, the only input, and

@ is the firm’s productivity. Firms mark-up price over marginal cost by factor o/ (¢ -1) so the
producer price is (W/¢@)c/(oc—1). The consumer price deviates from this according to ad

valorem tax factor z, S0 p = (W /@) /(o —1) . The value, at consumer prices, of a firm’s sales in
one market is therefore[z(W/¢)o/(c—1)] " EP°. The firm captures fraction 1/t of this, so its
revenue is 7 °[(W/¢p)o/(c—1)] “EP°™. The remainder, fraction 1 — 1/1, goes to government.
The firm’s operating profit, z, is fraction 1/o of its revenue, so 7 =7 *(W/@) °cEP°*where
c=0(c-11".

Entry decisions incur fixed costs that have to be weighed against expected operating profits. In
order to produce at all, each home firm pays a fixed cost Wf. to draw a productivity parameter ¢

from distribution G, . If this exceeds cut-off value ¢, the firm will sell in the domestic market

after incurring further fixed cost Wfy, so its expected profits on domestic sales are given by the
first term in equation (1) below, where 7, is the domestic tax rate. Similarly, exporting incurs

fixed cost Wfy , is subject to tax 7, , and faces foreign demand curve with fixed expenditure and



price index E,P (fixed by the small open economy assumption). A firm will export if

productivity exceeds cut-off value ¢, . The firm’s expected profits on export sales are the
second term in (1), so the equation as a whole is the entry condition, giving zero expected profits.

W l-o W 1-o
[ {EP”lgng(—] WfD}dGH + {Eﬁ”lgrxa(—) — WA, }dG ~Wf. =0. (1)
b 0] Px @

The survival cut-offs are the lowest levels of productivity at which profits from an activity are
non-negative. For domestic sales, ¢, satisfies

l-o
EP“‘lgrE,"[ﬂj =Wfy, and we define by = L)D go“‘ldGH (2)

?p
We call @, the effective productivity index for home firms selling in the domestic market, as it
aggregates productivity of active firms according to its impact on sales. Similarly, the export
cut-off is ¢ :

l-o
CDOoO- -o W o—
X

In addition to home firms, there are foreign firms some of which supply imports to the domestic
market. The foreign wage is fixed at unity, the number of foreign firms is exogenous, and these
firms have productivity distribution G. (possibly different from G,,).> They choose whether or
not to supply the domestic market. The fixed cost they incur in supplying imports is fu, so the
importer cut-off is¢g,, :

1-o
EPalnga[iJ =fy: o, EI ¢”dG, . 4)

(DM Pm
It is convenient to have expressions for the total value of output sold by domestic firms in the
domestic market, D, in the export market, X, and by foreign firms in the domestic market, M (all
at consumer prices). The mass of domestic firms is denoted N and the mass of foreign firms N so,
integrating over firms’ sales at consumer prices and using (2), (3), (4),

3 See Demidova (2008) for further development of the implications of different productivity distributions.



l1-o
D=N L, EP"_ng(TDW) dG,, = EP co(rpW ) 7 NO, (5)
> @
W l-o
X =N L) Eﬁ“—lga[” J dGy, = EP°Yco(r,W )7 N, (6)
X
@
l-o
M=N ” EP"_lga(T—MJ dGg =EP? 501y, "N, . @)
M
@

Notice that E =D+ M, and hence the usual definition of the price index follows from (5) and
7),*
P = col(roW ) ND g + 257N, | ®)

Government revenue, R, is earned from each of the tax instruments and, as noted above, is
fraction 1 — 1/z of sales (at consumer prices) so:

R=D(1-1/7,)+M@Q-1/7, )+ X(1-1/7,). 9)
Employment in the home MC sector, L, is implicitly defined by the fact that, since firms break
even (in expectation), the wage bill in the sector is equal to the value of sales at producer prices,

WL=D/7p+ X/zy. (10)

Turning from the MC sector to the general equilibrium of the economy as a whole, we assume
that there is a fixed endowment of labour (set at unity) of which L is used in the MC sector and
the remainder, 1 — L, is employed in the PC sector. The PC sector (if it exists) is freely traded
with price unity and concave production function F(1—L). The value of national output (at

producer prices), Y, is therefore
Y =WL+F(@-L). (12)

Labour is employed in the PC sector to the point where the wage equals the marginal value
product,

W =F'(l-L). (12)

Consumer income is the value of output plus government revenue,Y +R. Utility is Cobb-
Douglas with expenditure share on the MC sector , giving utility U and MC expenditure E,

4 The number of active firms in each market depends on the mass of firms and the productivity cut-offs, (2)-(4).



U=(Y+RP*, (13)
E=ulY +R). (14)

This completes description of the equilibrium; there are 14 equations in N, E, P, ®p, @y, ©,,
D, X,M,R,Y, L, W, and U.

The analysis of policy in our general case requires that both the MC and the PC sector are active
(although the PC sector becomes inactive in one of the special cases we study). To ensure this,
we assume that fe is small enough for the expected profits of a domestic firm to be positive if N =
0, implying that the MC industry is present in the domestic economy; and large enough that
expected profits are less than or equal to zero if the entire labour force is employed in the MC
sector.> We show in Appendix 1 that expected profits are monotonically decreasing with N, this
giving an interior equilibrium. Profits decline with N for two reasons. One is that the wage may
increase as the PC sector contracts (equation 12). The other is domestic market crowding; entry
of domestic firms increases supply to the domestic market and thereby reduces the price index

(equation 8) and EP°*, hence reducing profits. Market crowding is offset by displacement of
imports, occurring as lower values of EP’ increase the importer cut-off,¢, (equation 4).
However, this displacement occurs progressively (because importers are heterogeneous), so
increasing N is sure to reduce EP’™ and hence the expected profits of domestic firms.

Our primary task is to investigate the effect of changes in tax instruments, and we do this by log
differentiation of the equilibrium. Expressions so derived contain proportionate changes
(denoted ”) in the tax instruments and endogenous variables, together with some further
variables capturing relative values of endogenous variables. We define these as follows.

The share of domestic firms’ sales in the domestic MC market (at consumer prices), Sp:

D D
Sp = =—. 15
° D+M E (15)
The share of export sales in MC production (at producer prices), Sy :
Xy
Sy = . 16
x = "Wl (16)

Government revenue as a share of total consumer income,

5 Expected profits are the left hand side of equation (1). The thought experiment here is to evaluate profits given
the number of domestic firms, N, and with other variables in equilibrium, i.e. satisfying equations (2) — (14)



R ﬂ_R:ﬂ{(rD—l)SDNM—1)(1_SD)+(TX—1)[T_XIﬁJ} -

(where (10), (14), (15) and (16) have been used to derive the final expression).
Finally, we define the share of the MC sector in total income, Sy ,
s, =WL/Y. (18)

Given the share of MC spending in income, u, the shares S,,S,,S, are not independent. Using
(10), (14), (15) and (16) the equation linking them is,

Sp =Sy (=5 )A—-1)7p/ p. (19)

3. Comparative statics

Differentiation of the equilibrium conditions (1) — (14) is straightforward, if lengthy. Changes
satisfying the zero profit condition, equation (1), are

Equations (2) — (4) define the effective productivity indices, ®;. Henceforth, we assume that
productivity is Pareto distributed, i.e. G, (@) =1—(¢,,, /@) ,i=H,F. Setting ¢, =1 gives
@, =k Mk -o+1) fori =H, j=D, Xandfori=F j=M We define the
parameter 4, = ok; /(o —1) and make the standard assumption that k; > o; —1 so that 4 > o.

The change in @, isthen @, =(4 —o)1—0)@ / o. Total differentials of (2) — (4) are:

(1-0)pp =E+(o-DP -0l +7,), > bp="""+(c-DP-oli +7,), @)
(1- )y =l +2, ), > by =(o -4 W +7y), 3"
(L-0)py = E+(oc-DP -0y, > by =T o-DPohy). @)

Changes in the values of sales (domestic, export and imports) satisfy;
[3=I§+(a—1)|5+(1—a)m +fD)+NI+Ci)D, (5%)

X = Q=)W + 7, J+ K+ Dy, 6"



M=E+(c-)P+1A-0)?, +D,. (7°)

The price index (8) changes according to:

X .. N+d . D
P=sp|W +7p + Dl+@-sp)|ty +—2 (8)
l-o0 l-o
The change in government revenue is dR and, since R can equal zero, we use dR/E not dR/R.

drR :[Iﬁ(rD ~1)+7p jso {M (r —D) + 7y J(l—so){)z(” ~1)+ 7y J( 5pSx ] ©)

From (10), employment in the MC sector changes according to®
C+W = 1—s5,)(D - )+ 5, (X =2, ) (10°)

Turning to the general equilibrium, the change in the value of output satisfies

A

Y =s,W. (11°)
Changes in employment in the MC sector may draw labour from the PC sector, perhaps at an
increasing wage. Denoting the elasticity of labour supply from the PC sector with respect to the
wage by 77,

W=L/7. (12%)
The change in utility is:

U=@-r)Y +rR— P =01-r)s,W + 1dR/E — 1P, (13"
where the second equation comes from (11°) and (17), r = x4R/E. The final equation is the

change in expenditure on MC products, E. This comes from the change in the value of
production plus tax revenue and is given by

E=(1-r)Y +rR=(1-r)s,W + dR/E. (14)

& With the Pareto distribution and equal price cost mark-ups in both markets, employment is proportional to the
number of firms, so L=N , as can be seen from (5”) and (6°), using (1°), (2”) and (3°).
" n=-F'/LF". This elasticity is, in general, not constant. For example, if the PC production function is iso-

elastic, F(1—L) = (1— L)%, then n = (1 - L) /{L - )L}.



Thus, totally differentiating the system there are exogenous changes in three tax instruments, and
14 equations giving changes in the endogenous variables. Our principal interest is to obtain the

coefficients giving the effect of changes in each of the tax rates, 7,7y , 7y , On utility, U.
These coefficients will in general contain parameterso, i, A4, ,4¢; endogenous variables
I, Sp,Sx,Sy; and tax instruments, z,7y,7y . Setting these coefficients equal to zero gives the

first order conditions for optimal policy and, solving for tax rates, we obtain explicit solutions for
optimal policies. This is conceptually straightforward but is cumbersome, even for the linearised
system of proportional changes; we use Mathematica.

We derive results both for heterogeneous firms, and for a case which we term symmetric firms.
The difference is that in the symmetric case there are no firm selection effects, i.e. the number of
firms (and varieties) supplying each market varies only with N, the number of active domestic
firms. Formally, ¢ =®, =0, so that productivity cut-offs are fixed. The Krugman-Dixit-
Stiglitz model, in which all active firms supply all markets, is an example of this.2 In our model
selection effects are switched off if A, =4 =o (equations 2’ —4”). It turns out that optimal
tax and tariff rates in the symmetric case differ from those in the heterogeneous case only in that
Ay, A are replaced by o. The point can be illustrated by inspection of the elasticity of imports
w.r.t. a tariff which, using (7”) and (4°), is

IM 4 6)+ 29 (o) =12

dinzy o
Following Chaney (2008), the first element (1—o)shows the intensive margin — the effect of a
tariff on imports from the existing (foreign) firms — and the second element is the extensive
margin, capturing the effects of changing cut-off levels for the selection into imports.® With
symmetric firms there is no selection effect so the import elasticity is given by the intensive
margin.  With heterogeneous firms, both intensive and extensive margin matter, and the

combined elasticity is (1—ZF). Similar reasoning applies for export elasticities. Since we allow

for the possibility that A, # Az, our setup is general enough for firms in one country to
symmetric and elsewhere heterogeneous.

8 Melitz and Redding (2014) compare gains from trade with homogenous and heterogeneous firms in a similar way,
pointing out that the case with ‘symmetric’ firms does not require that all firms are identical. The key point is that
there is no endogenous selection effect.

% Head and Mayer (2015) show how the extensive margin can be decomposed into a selection effect and a
composition effect, and Felbermayr et al (2013b) use the same framework to show how the effects of a tariff may
differ from the effect of a real trade cost. Our expressions are consistent with Felbermayr et al.

10



4. Optimal policies
We start by presenting results for two special cases, first with a perfectly elastic supply of labour
to the MC sector (77 = oo, section 4.1) and then perfectly inelastic supply (77 =0, section 4.2).

In both sections we look at policy with symmetric firms (case A) and heterogeneous firms (case
B). We present optimal tax formulae when all three tax instruments are optimised (denoting
values 7) and where just one instrument is optimised (") with other instruments not used (i.e.
set at unity). We call the former first-best policies and the latter second-best. We omit
expressions that are excessively complex (e.g. reporting r; for the special cases in section 4 but
not the general case in section 5).1°

In each section we tabulate results and draw out intuition. For intuition, we concentrate on
effects of the import tariff. In section 4.1 we are able to develop intuition by some simple
arguments which show how policy equates marginal benefits and costs. For other cases intuition
is more complex and a crucial issue becomes understanding the different roles of MC distortions
and ToT effects. Our discussion of this is contained in section 5.

4.1 Perfectly elastic labour supply to the MC sector

A frequent assumption in the literature on trade under imperfect competition is that there is a PC
sector that produces a good that has fixed world price with constant returns to labour alone. This
fixes the wage in the economy, meaning that the MC sector faces a perfectly elastic labour

supply curve. In terms of the model, 77 = oo, W =0, and L adjusts freely. Table 1 presents
results.

The first row of Table 1 gives optimal policy for the case of symmetric firms. The optimum is
achieved by a subsidy on domestic sales of home firms, r;* <1, with the import tariff and export
tax set at unity. The effect of the subsidy is to expand home’s MC sector, bringing in new
varieties thereby mitigating the MC distortion. The optimal import tariff is zero, 7, =1, since the

economy is importing goods at constant price. The optimal export tax is also zero. The
economy can vary its export terms of trade, raising their price by an export tax; however,
domestic firms have already chosen the price that maximises profit extracted from the foreign
market, and any deviation from this is welfare reducing.

Turning to cases in which only one instrument is used, the optimal value of r*D is as above. If

the tariff is the only instrument, then it should be positive, 7, >1. While this distorts the

10 These more complex expressions are available on request from the authors.

11



domestic price of imports away from the marginal cost at which they are supplied to the
economy, it is a second best policy to expand the domestic MC sector, bringing in domestic
varieties and mitigating the MC distortion.

The economic intuition underlying this can be developed by establishing the marginal benefits
and costs of the quantity changes, and noting that optimal policy equates the ratios of marginal
benefit to marginal cost across affected quantities. The first quantity change from an import
tariff is a reduction in imports of MC products. Their marginal cost to the economy is their price,
and their marginal benefit is price times the factorz,,, as the tariff raises the marginal value.**
The second quantity change is that, as the tariff shrinks imports of MC products, so it expands
domestic production. From inspection of equation (1’) a change in r,, with wage constant

means that E + (o —1)P =0; constancy of EP°~! means that sales per firm are unchanged, so
the quantity change is met entirely by a change in the mass of domestic firms, N. As always in a
Dixit-Stiglitz model, entry of a new variety brings consumer surplus, and the ratio of utility to
expenditure is o/(c—1).*> Since firms break even expenditure on each product equals
(expected) costs, so the ratio of benefit to cost for a marginal change in the number of varieties is
ol(oc—1). Equating these marginal benefit to cost ratios for the change in imports and the

change in domestic production gives the tariff formula z';,l =ollc-1).

Continuing in part A of table 1, the final row gives the optimal export tax, when other
instruments are not used; it should be used to subsidise exports (its maximum value is unity,
occurring if sy =1). This is second best policy shaped by the interaction of two forces. The
subsidy attracts entry of domestic firms (an increase in N) which increases the number of
varieties offered in the domestic market, partially correcting the MC distortion; but, since this
policy involves subsidising foreign consumers (ToT loss) it is an inefficient instrument, so the
subsidy is relatively small (going to zero if sy, =1).

1 Equivalently, marginal benefit is price times1+ (7), —1) , where the second term is tariff revenue earned.

12 The sub-utility for single variety is written generally as v(x), where X is sales of the variety and v is a concave
function; quantity times marginal value is xv’(x). The ratio of utility to expenditure is therefore v(x)/xv’(x). For the

CES case V(X) = XD 75 v/ xv= o /(o —1) . Venables (1982) looks at trade policy in this more general case.

12



Table 1: Optimal policy with perfectly elastic labour supply.
A: Symmetric firms.

All taxes optimally set:

Fok _1 *k *k
T =2 a Ty =1 7, =1
o
Fixed Optimised
* _1
o
Tp =7y =1 T*M=L>l
o-1

(L-s,)[ oL—5p) + (- 4)sp ]
(o =1+ w)osp + 05 (L-5p) =55 (L— 5y )] - oy

B: Heterogeneous firms: Ag, 44 >0

All taxes optimally set:

Z'T;I—O-_l<1 r;,l*:(—o-_l] 2 P r, =1
o o N -1
Fixed Optimised
M =Tx =1, TB =(—O-_1j{l+ (1_SD)(/1F —o)o =1+ 4) }<1
o (0 =D 5p) A (o —1+ 1) + o (1— p1)]

x A
Tp =7y =1 Ty =| ——|>1
D X M (ﬂﬂ: _]J

* 1- 1- 1-
S - (L-sy)lo(~sp) + A~ w)sp] 1

(0 =1+ 1) AnSp + AeS,(L - Sp) — Sp (L— 5 )] - opsy

The lower panel of Table 1 gives policy with heterogeneous firms, case B. The key difference is
that expanding the domestic MC sector now reduces the number of foreign firms that select to

supply imports (Ci)M <0, equation 4’) so welfare gains from drawing in domestic varieties are

offset by loss of imported varieties. First-best optimal policy is therefore the domestic subsidy

r;* <1 as before, combined with an import subsidy, TJ <1. The size of this depends on the

magnitudes of the expenditure elasticities with respect to tax rates, with the import subsidy less

than the subsidy to domestic firms, and collapsing down to the symmetric case when A =0
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Notice that the expression for r:,l* does not contain A, so it is heterogeneity of foreign firms, not
of domestic firms, that makes the case for the import subsidy.

If 75 is the only instrument used then it should be a subsidy, although at a lower rate (i.e. 7,
closer to unity) than in the symmetric case because of the loss of imported varieties. The import
tariff alone mirrors that in the symmetric case, but with ¢ replaced by A. Intuition for this
comes from extending the line of reasoning that we used in the symmetric case. The marginal
cost of imports is their price. Their marginal benefit is price times a term that includes the tariff
and a term arising as the change in imports now includes a change in variety. We can derive this
from (4°), giving @y, =(0—A¢ )iy » and from (7°), M =(1—0)y + Dy = A—Ac)7y .22 The
ratio of these, ®,, /M =(o— Az )/(1-Ag), is the proportion of the change in imports coming
from a change in the number of varieties supplied. This proportion carries a benefit premium of
ol(c-1)-1=1/(c —-1), so the ratio of marginal benefit to marginal cost for a change in

o= 1 1he marginal

imports that incorporates adjustment at the extensive margin is r,, +

benefit cost ratio on domestically produced MC goods is o /(o —1) as before, and equating these

expressions gives the optimal tariff, z':,l =Ar /(/1F —1). This argument makes clear the forces at
work. The argument for policy is simply the MC distortion, but the number of MC varieties on
offer now changes at two margins, N and @, .

The final row of the table is the export tax with heterogeneous firms. As in the symmetric case,
the export subsidy is determined by tension between ToT loss and variety gain. It collapses to

the symmetric case if Ar =44 =oand is a smaller subsidy if A-,4, >o. This is because

changes in both the import and export cut-offs reduce the impact of the export subsidy on the
number of varieties sold in the domestic market; some import varieties are crowded out, and
some of the quantity response of the domestic industry is more firms exporting (rather than an

increase in N). It is noteworthy that this is the only result reported Table 1 in which A, appears,
i.e. where heterogeneity of domestic firms has any bearing on policy. The reason can be seen by
inspection of (1) - (4°); the productivity cut-offs @y and @y are unaffected by either 7, or 7p

(see footnote (13), again), while both these cut-offs are affected by 7 .

13 With 77 = coandW = 0, (1°) implies that a change in 7, leaves E+ (o —1)I5 =0.
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4.2 Inelastic labour supply to MC sector

We now look at situations in which the general equilibrium structure of the economy is such that
the supply of labour to the MC sector is perfectly inelastic, including the one sector economy
studied by Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare (2009, henceforth DRC). While tax formulae derived
in this case are similar (in several cases identical) to those in the previous section, they are driven
by quite different mechanisms. Essentially, when labour supply is elastic quantity changes
interact with the MC distortion, but when it is fixed quantity effects are absent and price effects
(the ToT) drive results. The distinction is key to understanding the role of policy — and welfare
economics more generally — in this class of models.

It turns out that there are two assumptions involved in going from a general setting to the results
of DRC. One is that 77 =0 so that the supply of labour to the MC sector is perfectly inelastic.

The other is that 2z =1, so domestic consumers only purchase the MC good. Table 2 presents
results in three stages; first, the infinitely elastic labour supply case (7=, x<[0]], repeating

the first rows of each section of Table 1); secondly, =0, #<[0]]; and finally =0, x=1, the
DRC case.

The first row of each block of Table 2 gives results for =0, x#<[01] in which optimal policy

requires setting all three of the instruments at the values indicated. In the second row the size of
the domestic MC sector is fixed by inelastic labour supply. This has the consequence that, since
domestic MC production cannot change, the only margin is its distribution between domestic and

export sales. Hence, policy is achieved by the ratior, /7, taking the value indicated (the

separate values of rpand 7, being immaterial), together withz,, = 7,, .14

In the third row of each block the consumer demand margin is also removed, by assuming that
consumption consists solely of the MC good, ¢ =1. This means that the only tax instrument that
matters is the combination 7 /74 7,,. Export taxes and import tariffs have identical effects, a
statement of Lerner symmetry in what is now a very simple economy. Varying any one of
Tp, Ty, Ty has the same real effect, changing exports and imports together. With heterogeneous

firms (final row), this gives the result derived by DRC in a single sector economy. We note that
it does not require that the economy contains a single sector, or that trade in the MC good be
balanced (the PC sector could still exist, simply taking a fixed amount of labour to produce and

14 Table 2 does not report cases where an instrument is constrained to equal unity.
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export a fixed amount of output). But it does require that margins of substitution between the
MC sector and the PC sector — on both the supply and demand side — are switched off.

Table 2: Inelastic labour supply and Lerner symmetry
A: Symmetric firms.

n=ow, uel0]]: oot =1 =1
o
Tp " o-1 "
n=0, uel0]]: 2| == =1
Ty o
n=0 u=1: [ ‘D J _o-t
TmTx o

B: Heterogeneous firms. Ag, Ay >0

*k _1 *x — ok
n=ow, uel0]]: T i T :(O-—]'J[ A j 7y =1
o o N -1
T o1 - (o-1Y 2
=0, u<[0]] : LR e :(—) :
n=0, uel0] ij - 0l G
77:0 ,u=1' D :/q“F_1
’ ' TmTx Ae

Despite the similarities in the tax and tariff formulae in Tables 1 and 2, the mechanisms driving
policy are completely different in the two cases. Consider first symmetric firms with
n=0, u=1. Policy cannot be operating through the domestic MC distortion (as it does in Table

1), since the size of the MC sector, number of varieties offered, and output of each firm are
completely fixed and constant. Instead, it is a ToT effect.’> This now comes into play because
the opportunity cost of labour in the MC sector is no longer set by its employment in the price-
taking PC sector. In the heterogeneous firms case numbers of firms supplying the domestic
market do change, due to the selection effects for domestic and foreign producers. To under-
stand this fully, the following section provides a formal decomposition of the welfare effect of a
tariff into parts driven by ToT and MC distortion forces.

15 We have verified this by computing results with separate notation for home and domestic elasticities of
substation, 0,0 . When#n =0itis o not oy in these expressions.
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5. The general case: decomposition and optimal policies

Our focus up to this point has been on deriving optimal tariff and tax formulae for two special
cases, and we now switch attention to identifying the relative importance of the different forces
that make the case for policy. In section 5.1 we focus on the case of an import tariff with
heterogeneous firms, and decompose the welfare effect of the tariff into ToT and MC distortion
effects. The decomposition helps us understand the optimal policies for the general case,
presented in section 5.2.

5.1 Decomposition of the tariff effect

With the appropriate substitutions, the expression for welfare change, (13”), can be written in
terms of the change in the wage, the change in numbers of varieties sold in the domestic market
(productivity weighted), and the change in import quantities. The change in import quantities is
captured by the change in imports at producer prices, given byM =M — 17y, 1.e., at given
foreign producer prices and netting out the price change due to the import tariff. We focus on
the import tariff, so the substitutions are undertaken withzy =7, =1 and 7, =7y =0. Making
these substitutions (see Appendix 2 for the details), we get

U =[a-ns, - s, Vi {“SD(N ) u1-5,) }u(l—sD)[l—i}M . (0

o-1 T

This can be interpreted more directly if we use the definitions of the share variables x, r, s, and

s, to give,

U= W+t | B (Nedy)e M, [+ M 1oL v (21)
Y+R oc-1lY+R Y+R Y+R Tn

The first term on the right hand side is the ToT effect. It is the change in the wage (the price of
domestic goods relative to foreign goods), times an expression which is proportional to exports
(with 7, =74 =1).1® The second term is the variety (MC distortion) effect. The expression in
square brackets gives changes in the number of varieties sold in the domestic market weighted
by market shares in consumption; as noted above, entry of a new variety carries a premium,
1/(c—1). The final term is a standard expression giving change in the quantity of a variable

6 Import prices are fixed, by the small open economy assumption. If domestic taxes differ from unity, the
coefficient for the wage change becomes slightly more complicated, as it must account for the difference between
domestic consumer and producer prices.
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times a tax wedge; thus, if the import tariff is positive, 7, >1, a reduction in the quantity of
imports will reduce welfare.*’

Expression (20) applies across all our general equilibrium structures. For the context of the

special case in Table 2 we evaluate it with 7=0, x=1. If the MC sector is the entire economy

then sy = 1 and if labour supply to the MC sector is fixed, N = 0. Changes W, by, Dy, M come

from differentiation of the system with respect toz,, and are generated from Mathematica (and
reported in appendix 2) to give

U= (L-Sp)spfuzm (4 —2)
Spry (Ae + Ay 1)+ (L—Sp) A

[l stlleg-or-al- a2

At the optimum z, is set at the value that makes this expression equal to zero; we know that this

(22)

is 7, = Ac /(A= —1) (Table 2B with 7y =7, =1) giving,

G A=S0)spfn (A =) J| e =1 | Aw —Ae | 41 _o (23)
//LF +SD/1H _1 //i/H _1 ;i’H _1

In both (22) and (23) the three terms in the curly brackets (multiplied by the common factor)
correspond to the terms in the general expression, (20 or 21), giving the welfare impact of the
ToT effect, variety (MC) effect, and tariff distortion respectively.

A few observations are due. First, there is a positive ToT effect, since 4,,4- >1 . Although

individual firms take into account the slope of foreign demand curves for their varieties, they do
not internalise the fact that changes in output change the wage, and it is this that creates the ToT
effect. Second, the variety (MC distortion) effect makes an ambiguous contribution to utility
change. An increase in the tariff raises the number of domestic varieties and reduces the number

of foreign varieties offered in the home economy. The magnitude of these effects depend on 4

and A. respectively, with positive net effect if the domestic response is relatively more elastic,

" Flam and Helpman (1987) discuss a similar decomposition in a model with monopolistic competition but without
firm heterogeneity. Hence, the variety effect only comes through the number of firms, N, in their model. Venables
(1982) adds an (ad hoc) assumption about the possible changes in imported varieties when domestic market
conditions changes, and thus also includes the possible crowding out of foreign varieties.
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Ay > A . The final term is the negative effect of the tariff distortion. The optimal tariff is set

such that U/7,, =0, i.e. 7,, takes whatever value makes terms in the curly brackets sum to zero.

Hence, for the single-sector economy, the main message from this decomposition is that, while
some MC distortion effects are present if A, # A, the case for the tariff is driven principally by

the fact that it improves the ToT. As the tariff cuts imports, so the wage has to rise in order to
cut exports in line.

Equations (22) and (23) above explore the decomposition with n=0, #=1. However, the

decomposition (20) is more general and can be written as

U = (ToT+Mcy—°F _,_MC _l_g (24)
ToT+ MC ToT+MC

(evaluated at the optimum, so terms in curly bracket sum to zero; MC denotes the MC

distortion). Details are given in Appendix 2. Our primary interest is the shares of the ToT and

MC effects in driving results. In the general case, with 77 €[0,o) and « €[0,1], the share of the

ToT effect is (evaluating expressions in (20) for the general case, see Appendix 2),

ToT (o -1+ p)s,Sp (A -1
ToT+MC (0 =1+ )8p[7(L=5x) +5x (24 —1)]- (2 —0)1-p)

(25)

Evidently, if =0, =1 this collapses to the first term in the curly brackets in (23) and the

preceding discussion applies. As 7 — o so the share of the ToT effect goes to zero, as in the
case of section 4.1 in which the optimal tariff is driven entirely by the MC variety effect.

More generally, the share of the ToT effect is strictly decreasing in both 5 and x.8

5.2 Optimal policies in the general case

We turn finally to presenting optimal policies for the general case (Table 3). We limit discussion
to a few observations. First, if all three tax instruments are set optimally, then tax and tariff rates
are the same in Tables 1, 2, and 3.1° This is true both with symmetric and heterogeneous firms.
One way of thinking about this is that the first-best optimum ensures that marginal benefit equals
marginal costs everywhere in the economy, so the general equilibrium assumptions have nothing
to add in terms of first-best optima. However, although the first-best optimal policies are the

18 These are the derivatives holding the share variables, sy, sp constant. The limiting statements (concerning m at
zero and infinity) hold providing these shares are positive.
19 Although in the one-sector economy, only relative taxes matter, as shown in section 4.2.
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same the underlying mechanisms differ, in line with the discussion above. In the general case,
policies will have both a ToT and an MC variety effect. But since the optimal policies are the
same for the two cases, So is a convex combination of them.

Second, when only one policy instrument is in use, it is interesting to observe that for domestic
subsidies, f;;, the optimal level does not depend on the elasticity of labour supply, 7. With
symmetric firms it is the same in all cases; with heterogeneous firms, the expression is the same
as long as  <12°. This may seem surprising, but it follows from the fact that r*D is set to adjust
two relative prices: between domestic goods and imports, and between domestic goods and the
PC good. For both of these margins, it is 7,W that matters; hence, the wage rate does not have
an independent effects on the margins and the optimal subsidy is thus not be affected by the
labour supply elasticity. It does, however, depend on u, and it is easy to see that as x increases,

75 goes towards (1, —1)/ . i.e. the value in Table 2.

Optimal values of each of the trade policy instruments do however depend on #» (we report
import tariffs only, the export tax formula being complicated). This is because trade taxes and
the wage rate do not have identical effects on the two relative prices discussed above; hence, the
optimal trade taxes (or subsidies) vary with the labour supply elasticity. For both the symmetric
and heterogeneous firms case, the second-best optimal tariff is increasing in n and approaches

the levels in Table 1 as 7 — o . Furthermore, with x =1 the optimal tariffs are as in Table 2.

In the general case, an import tariff will have both a variety (MC distortion) and a ToT effect; the
relative importance of the two follow from (25). Hence, the variety (MC distortion) effect is
relatively more important in determining the optimal tariff the more elastic the labour supply and
the higher the share of MC goods in domestic consumption.

Finally, the role of firm heterogeneity comes through by comparing sections A and B of Table 3.
Selection effects for importers (4. > o) leads to a lower optimal tariff through the variety effect,
as discussed in the previous cases. The effect of selection at home (4,, > o) is similar to the wage

effect: higher wages imply that fewer firms export (the extensive margin) and this dampens the
wage effect and increases the variety effect in the domestic market.

20 This is seen from inspection the expression, or by comparing Table 1 and 3.
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Table 3: Optimal policy in the general model
A: Symmetric firms.

All taxes optimally set:
** _ (7 _1 *%

Tp =—<1 Ty =1 ry =1
o
Fixed Optimised
N -1
™ =Ty =1, rD:0—<1.
o
75 =7y =1, Ty = g {1— 1= p }>1.
o-1 o(L— p1) + (o =1+ m)sp[(l—sy )+ 55 (0 —1)]

B: Heterogeneous firms: Ag, Ay > o

All taxes optimally set:

> _1 = — *%
Th :0 <l, Ty :(O-_lj[ ﬂ'F ]Sl, Ty =1
° o \NA-1
Fixed Optimised
m =7x =1, T = (O-_lJ{]_JF (1-5p)(4e —o)(o -1+ p) }<1
o (J_l)[(l_SDMvF (oc-1+ ,u)+0(l—,u)]

* Ae 1-u
o =7y =1, ™V = 1-
A —1{ o(L-p1)+ (o =1+ 1)sp[(L—5y )+ 5y (A —1)]}

6. Concluding comments

The CES model of monopolistic competition, with or without heterogeneous firms, is the work-
horse model of trade theory. The structure is simple enough to yield explicit formula for optimal
policies, yet also complicated enough for the algebra involved in deriving these for the general
case to explode. This has given rise to a literature of special cases and incomplete general
understanding. The present paper has derived the optimal tax and tariff formulae in a model that
encompasses these special cases and thereby draws out the underlying arguments for policy.

The main messages are that there are potential gains from using policy to support the home MC
sector, either through a subsidy to firms’ domestic sales, an import tariff, or an export subsidy.
The gains are driven by a combination of two effects, one through quantities, the other through
prices. The quantity effect arises from the interaction of trade policy with the MC distortion;
supporting the domestic industry increases the range of products on offer with beneficial variety
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effects. The price effect arises through the general equilibrium of the model; if labour supply to
the MC sector is inelastic then supporting the MC sector raises wages and this brings a ToT
improvement. The presence of heterogeneous productivity levels tempers results since the
number of foreign varieties sold in the domestic market is endogenous and foreign reactions
become more price elastic. However, this heterogeneity creates no qualitatively new arguments
for or against policy interventions.

Our results coincide with the results from Demidova and Rodriguez-Clare (2009) and
Felbermayr et al (2013a) for the one-sector economy; however, by decomposing the welfare
effects, we highlight the mechanisms and draw out similarities with the older literature on
homogeneous firms, e.g. Flam and Helpman (1987) and Venables (1982 and 1987). With more
than one sector, there is a trade-off between terms-of-trade effects and variety effects, and we
demonstrate how the general equilibrium conditions affect this trade-off. In general, the more
flexible the labour market is, the more will the variety effect dominate. Furthermore, our results
show that although firm heterogeneity does not give qualitatively new arguments for policy
interventions, the size of the optimal taxes or subsidies are affected. And by distinguishing
between domestic and foreign selection effects, the importance of foreign firms’ selection effects
for product variety in the home market becomes clear in our results.
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Appendix 1.

We assume that fe is small enough for the expected profits of a domestic firm to be positive if N
=0, and large enough that expected profits are less than or equal to zero if the entire labour force
is employed in the MC sector. There is a unique value of N at which a domestic entrant expects
to break even if expected profits are monotonically declining with N. We establish this relation-
ship using the comparative statics of section 3, with one extension. The left hand side of
equation (1) is expected profits, which we now denote 7. We take N as exogenous, all tax rates
constant and equal to unity, and use (2°) — (14°) to investigate how = changes with N . From
Mathematica,

ﬁ:—ol\{ Sy [AnSp + A (= 5p) |+ s [sp (L= Ay ) = S |+ s}y
A A8y [Ansp + e (L—5p) |+ wsp[sp (L= A) — sy [+ 18y {4 (1= 5p) + A5 |

For the analyses of section 4.1 and 4.2 respectively,

) .
peol ot |comaa--M oo
Sy 1 (L—3p) + A4Sp } Ay

Appendix 2. Decomposition of the welfare effects of an import tariff.

Substituting (8), (9) and (11°) in (13°) together withzy =7, =1 and M =M — 17y gives (20),

U= [(1— r)s, —,usD]V\? 7{”8'3(’\] +®D)+ H(L=55) D, }+,u(l—SD){l—i}l\z .
T

c-1 M
Using 18, =D/(Y +R) , u(1—s,) =M /(Y +R),and [(L-r)s, — usp]= X [(Y + R)2, gives
equation (21) of the text.

For the case of Table 2.B Mathematica gives:

W = Aoty 1A, Dp = A (A —0)A—5,)7 [A, Dy =A—A,)(Ae —0)spryty [ A,
M =Ac (A —D)Spry iy /A, With A=sp7y (A + Ay —1)+ 1 —5p) ¢ .

Using these expressions in (20) gives (22).

2L More generally, we have [(1— sy, — 468p :L{L —D(

) |; hence, domestic tax wedges will
Y +R| 7y o

have to be taken into account, if 7,7, #1.

23



In general, the welfare change can be expressed as U =ToT + MC + tariff distortion , where ToT
is the terms-of-trade effects, MC is the variety effect, and tariff distortion is the effect of the
tariff wedge. With the optimal tariff in place the tariff distortion is set such that
U =ToT + MC +tariff distortion =0, giving (24) of the text. The expressions for ToT and MC
are found by using Mathematica to evaluate terms in (20) (for changes in the tariff evaluated at

the second-best optimal tariff in the bottom row of Table 3B). The first and second terms in
equation (20) are:

ToT = p(o =1+ u)(1-5p)s8,5p (A — 1y
(0 =1+ m)ispl@—5x) @ +1) + s Ay ]+ (1= 5p) A | — ou

MC = #(1_SD){(‘7_1+ ﬂ)[ﬂ(l_sx)"'sx (A _ﬂ“F)]SD - (4e _O')(l—ﬂ)}{'M .
(U—1+#){SD[(1_5><)(77+1)+Sx/lH)]Jr(l_SD)lF}_Uﬂ

By inspection, ToT is positive (both the numerator and denominator are positive) while MC may

be positive or negative (the special case with n=0, =1, analysed in section 4.2 and 5.1, shows

this clearly). Expression (25) follows.
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March, Alexander W. Cappelen, Shachar Kariv, Erik . Sgrensen, and Bertil
Tungodden, «Is There a Development Gap in Rationality?”

April, Alexander W. Cappelen, Ulrik H. Nielsen, Bertil Tungodden, Jean-
Robert Tyran, and Erik Wengstrom, “Fairness is intuitive”.

April, Agnar Sandmo, “The early history of environmental economics”.

April, Astrid Kunze, “Are all of the good men fathers? The effect of having
children on earnings”.

April, Agnar Sandmo, “The Market in Economics: Behavioural Assumptions
and Value Judgments”.

April, Agnar Sandmo, “Adam Smith and modern economics”.

April, Hilde Meersman, Siri Pettersen Strandenes, and Eddy Van de Voorde,
“Port Pricing: Principles, Structure and Models”.

May, Ola Honningdal Grytten, “Growth in public finances as tool for control:
Norwegian development 1850-1950”



16/14

17/14

18/14

19/14

20/14

21/14

22/14

23/14

24/14

25/14

26/14

27/14

28/14

29/14

30/14

May, Hans Jarle Kind, Tore Nilssen, and Lars Sergard, “Inter-Firm Price
Coordination in a Two-Sided Market”.

May, Stig Tenold, “Globalisation and maritime labour in Norway after World
War II”.

May, Tun¢ Durmaz, “Energy Storage and Renewable Energy”

May, Elias Braunfels, “How do Political and Economic Institutions Affect
Each Other?”

May, Arturo Ormefio and Krisztina Molnar, “Using Survey Data of Inflation
Expectations in the Estimation of Learning and Rational Expectations Models
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May, Kurt R. Brekke, Luigi Siciliani, and Odd Rune Straume, “Hospital
Mergers with Regulated Prices”.

May, Katrine Holm Reiso, “The Effect of Welfare Reforms on Benefit
Substitution”.

June, Sandra E. Black, Paul J. Devereux, and Kjell G. Salvanes, “Does grief
transfer across generations? In-utero deaths and child outcomes”

June, Manudeep Bhuller, Magne Mogstad, and Kjell G. Salvanes, «Life Cycle
Earnings, Education Premiums and Internal Rates of Return”.

June, Ragnhild Balsvik, Sissel Jensen, and Kjell G. Salvanes, “Made in
China, sold in Norway: Local labor market effects of an import shock”.

August, Kristina Bott, Alexander W. Cappelen, Erik O. Serensen, and Bertil
Tungodden, “You've got mail: a randomized field experiment on tax evasion”

August, Alexander W. Cappelen, Sebastian Fest, Erik . Serensen, and
Bertil Tungodden, “The freedom to choose undermines the willingness to
redistribute.”

August, Marianne Bertrand, Sandra Black, Sissel Jensen, and Adriana Lleras-
Muney, “Breaking the Glass Ceiling? The Effect of Board Quotas on Female
Labor Market Outcomes in Norway.”

August, Astrid Kunze, “The family gap in career progression”.

September, Ragnhild Balsvik and Morten Sathre, “Rent Sharing with
Footloose Production. Foreign Ownership and Wages Revisited”.



31/14 October, Nicola D. Coniglio and Giovanni Pesce, “Climate Variability and
International Migration: an empirical analysis”

32/14 November, Kurt R. Brekke, Armando J. Garcia Pires, Dirk Schindler, and
Guttorm Schjelderup, “Capital Taxation and Imperfect Competition: ACE vs.
CBIT”

33/14 November, Jan I. Haaland and Anthony J. Venables, “Optimal trade policy
with monopolistic competition and heterogeneous firms”.
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