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The paper studies the short-run, transitional, and long-run output effects of permanent and 
temporary shocks in public consumption under various financing methods. To this end, a 
dynamic macroeconomic model for a closed economy is developed, which features a perfectly 
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Amongst the findings for a permanent rise in public consumption are: (i) monopolistic 
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bond financing reduces the size of long-run output multipliers as compared to lump-sum tax 
financing and may give rise to non-monotonic adjustment paths if labor supply is sufficiently 
elastic and the speed of adjustment of lump-sum taxes is not too high. Temporary bond-
financed fiscal shocks are shown to yield: (i) permanent effects on output; and (ii) negative 
long-run output multipliers. 
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1 Introduction

The recent economic downturns in Europe and the United States have revived the long-

standing debate on the role fiscal policy can play in stimulating economic activity. The

widely held belief among both academics and policy makers—firmly rooted in the traditional

Keynesian view—is that public spending multipliers exceed unity. Empirical studies yield

short-run public spending multipliers typically ranging from 0.6 to 1.4, whereas long-run

multipliers are generally smaller, reflecting crowding out effects.1 The simple Keynesian view

assumes perfect competition on goods and labor markets, exogenously imposed price rigidity,

and excess capacity, so that output is demand determined. In the last decade, however, a

number of authors have stressed that output and employment multipliers in an imperfectly

competitive environment are likely to exceed those under perfect competition.2 These studies

typically employ static models of monopolistic competition in the New Keynesian tradition,

featuring explicit price setting and clearing labor and goods markets.

The main objective of this paper is to study theoretically the dynamic macroeconomic

effects of fiscal policy. To this end, we develop a dynamic (non-stochastic) monopolistically

competitive model, featuring overlapping generations (OLG) in the tradition of Yaari (1965)

and Blanchard (1985)—in which households face a constant probability of death—and endoge-

nous intertemporal labor supply. Our framework builds on the twin pillars of the Keynesian

view—monopolistic competition and the failure of Ricardian equivalence. We employ an ex-

tended Yaari-Blanchard model to investigate in what way productivity effects associated with

monopolistic competition and wealth effects related to finitely lived agents affect the size and

the sign of balanced-budget output multipliers.3 In keeping with the recent literature, we

reserve a central role for exit and entry of firms, which makes it possible to relate our findings

to those found of models based on infinitely lived households. We consider various modes of

financing (lump-sum taxes and government bonds) of two types of shocks (permanent and

temporary) to public consumption. The analysis of temporary fiscal shocks allows us to link

our results with those found in Vector Autoregressive (VAR) studies.4

Studies analyzing the long-run output effects of fiscal policy generally develop dynamic

general equilibrium models with New Keynesian features. Most authors work in the RBC

1Based on a review of simulations with calibrated large-scale macroeconomic models. See Hemming, Kell,

and Mahfouz (2002).
2See, for example, Startz (1989), Molana and Moutos (1992), and Heijdra and van der Ploeg (1996). The

latter have shown that free entry of firms may have important productivity enhancing effects.
3Simple Keynesian multipliers measure the effect on output of an exogenous increase in public spending not

taking into account its financing, implying a deterioration of the fiscal balance. Unlike the simple Keynesian

view, our fiscal multipliers are ‘balanced budget’ under lump-sum taxation and explicitly take into account

the intertemporal government budget constraint under bond financing.
4Burnside, Eichenbaum, and Fisher (2004), Fatás and Mihov (2001), and Mountford and Uhlig (2002),

employ VAR models to study the dynamic effects of fiscal policy and to compare the results with those of

calibrated general equilibrium models.

1



tradition by allowing for stochastic shocks, a notable exception is the deterministic framework

of Heijdra (1998). The literature is still relatively small. Early work by Devereux, Head, and

Lapham (1996b) and Heijdra (1998)—who assume infinitely lived households—abstracts from

nominal rigidities, whereas more recent contributions, including Gaĺı, López-Salido, and Vallés

(2004), Linnemann and Schabert (2003), Linnemann (2004), and Coenen and Straub (2004)

model some form of price or wage stickiness.5

The reason we focus on monopolistic competition is that it is the key pillar of New Key-

nesian economics. A number of authors working in the real business cycle (RBC) tradition6

have shown—employing dynamic stochastic macroeconomic models—that monopolistic com-

petition plays a vital role in explaining output persistence. Numerical results by Chatterjee

and Cooper (1993) indicate that a model with free entry and exit of firms exhibits a slower

adjustment speed—and thus more output persistence—than a perfectly competitive model or

an increasing-returns-to-scale model with a fixed number of firms. Since the lack of a quanti-

tatively significant propagation mechanism is widely considered to be an important weakness

of RBC models (Stadler, 1994, p. 1769), monopolistic competition may therefore have a

useful role to play in the analysis of fiscal spending shocks, not only in RBC frameworks but

also in non-stochastic dynamic general equilibrium models more generally.

We extend the Yaari-Blanchard framework to incorporate endogenous (intertemporal)

labor supply, which allows us to: (i) generate meaningful short-run output effects in a model

that features a predetermined capital stock; and (ii) model a shock propagation mechanism,

which is crucial to the multiplier mechanism of fiscal spending. The early studies show that

an unanticipated and permanent increase in government consumption financed in a lump-

sum fashion gives rise to a negative wealth effect that increases labor supply. The saving-

investment accelerator propagates the shock and thus helps to explain a positive effect on

output and employment. The productivity effects associated with the free entry and exit of

firms magnifies this labor supply effect so that even relatively small economies of scale can

make a major difference to the size of the long-run output effect of government spending.

In contrast, under exogenous labor supply and infinitely lived households, long-run output

effects of fiscal policy are zero, reflecting full crowding out of private by public consumption.

The novelty of our approach is the introduction of a population of finitely lived households

in a modified representation of Heijdra’s (1998) framework.7 The Blanchard-Yaari framework

has also been used in RBC models of a small open economy to obtain a unique and stationary

5We do not model price adjustment costs, given that our model does not include a monetary sector. Because

of the absence of price stickiness, our work is most closely related to Devereux, Head, and Lapham (1996b)

and Heijdra (1998). Coto-Mart́ınez (2006) also follows this tradition, but his work focuses on public capital

instead of public consumption.
6See the work of Chatterjee and Cooper (1993), Devereux, Head, and Lapham (1993, 1996a-b), Bénassy

(1996b), Rotemberg and Woodford (1995), and Woodford (2001).
7Leith and Wren-Lewis (2000) also employ the Yaari-Blanchard framework, which they use to study the

interactions between monetary and fiscal policy rules.
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steady state. See Cardia (1991) and, more recently, Cavallo and Ghironi (2002).8 We consider

a closed economy, in which the rate of interest is endogenous, implying that finite lives are

not needed as a stationarity inducing device. More importantly, the finite lives extension is

of interest because it has substantive implications of its own. Ricardian equivalence breaks

down, so that bond financing has now a meaningful role in generating results that differ from

those under lump-sum taxes. A number of new results emerge.

Under bond financing of a permanent fiscal impulse the size of long-run output multi-

pliers is significantly reduced as compared to lump-sum tax financing. Bond-financed fiscal

shocks may give rise to non-monotonic transition paths, irrespective of the type of shock, if

labor supply is sufficiently elastic and the adjustment speed of lump-sum taxes is not too

high. Temporary shocks are shown to have permanent effects, whereas in an infinite horizon

framework the economy is left unaffected in the long run. Generally, we find a negative corre-

lation between private consumption and output in the short run. However, a temporary rise

in public consumption combined with an initial cut in lump-sum taxes, generates a positive

correlation between private consumption and output in the medium and long run, providing

a partial underpinning of the evidence found in VAR studies.

Under lump-sum tax financing of a permanent fiscal impulse, finite lives lowers the size

of output multipliers, and possibly even changes their sign as compared to infinite horizons.

Such a sign change occurs if private consumption and investment are crowded out in the long

run, owing to a generational-turnover effect that dominates the conventional labor supply

effect. If labor supply is exogenous, a negative long-run output effect is sure to materialize

against a zero value obtained for the infinite horizon model. Numerical evidence, however,

suggests that the generational-turnover effect is relatively weak for plausible parameter values,

and as such is unlikely to overturn results derived under an infinite lives assumption.

Another contribution of our paper is that we are able to characterize analytically the

short-run, transitional, and long-run effects of permanent and temporary fiscal shocks. In

contrast, Devereux, Head, and Lapham (1996b) and many other RBC studies only obtain

analytical results for the long-run effects, and have to resort to numerical simulations to

compute the impact and transitional effects. We log-linearize the model and then solve it

by making use of the Laplace transform technique pioneered by Judd (1982, 1998). We are

able to trace out theoretical impulse responses of public spending shocks at business cycle

frequencies. The impulse response functions can be shown to depend in a simple way on

the structural parameters of the model. For permanent fiscal shocks, we have developed a

simple diagrammatic apparatus to present the adjustment paths after a policy change and to

8For the existence of a stationary equilibrium in the representative agent framework, the (fixed) pure rate

of time preference must be equal to the real rate of interest, which is exogenous in a small open economy (i.e.,

determined on world capital markets). With finite lives the world rate of interest need not be equal to the

pure rate of time preference (see Blanchard, 1985, pp 230-231). See also Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe (2003) for

an overview of alternative ways to induce stationarity.
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demonstrate the pivotal role of the intertemporal elasticity of labor supply.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 develops the basic dynamic OLG model,

featuring a perfectly competitive final goods sector and a monopolistically competitive in-

termediate goods sector. Section 3 solves the model both analytically and graphically and

analyzes the dynamic properties of the model. Section 4 studies analytically the output effects

of a permanent rise in government consumption financed by lump-sum taxes. In addition,

it presents some numerical exercises to demonstrate the quantitative workings of the model.

Section 5 analyzes how the results under lump-sum taxation are affected by bond financing

of permanent fiscal shocks. It also studies numerically the effects of temporary fiscal shocks.

Finally, Section 6 concludes and provides directions for further research.

2 A Two-Sector Model

2.1 Firms

The economy consists of two types of firms. There are monopolistically competitive firms, each

of which produces a slightly unique variety of an intermediate input, and perfectly competitive

firms, which produce final output using intermediate goods. This way of modeling the firm

sector is a modified representation of Hornstein (1993).

2.1.1 Final Goods Sector

Technology in the final goods sector is described by a Dixit-Stiglitz (1977) aggregator function:

Y (t) = N(t)η−µ

[

∫ N(t)

0
Zi(t)

1/µdi

]µ

, η ≥ 1, µ > 1, (1)

where Y (t) denotes aggregate output of final goods, Zi(t) is the quantity of variety i of the

differentiated intermediate good, N(t) is the number of input varieties, and t denotes time.

The parameter η regulates the productivity effect of increased input variety, and µ/(µ− 1) is

the constant elasticity of substitution between any pair of input varieties.9 The production

function of the final goods sector (1) implies external economies of scale, owing to increasing

diversity, provided η > 1. This is the basic Ethier (1982) effect: more diversity in the

differentiated goods sector enables final goods producers to use a more roundabout production

process, which lowers unit cost.10

9Our production function (1) is more general than the one used by Hornstein (1993) and Devereux, Head,

and Lapham (1996b) in that the diversity effect (η) and the price elasticity of input demand (µ/(1 − µ)) are

parameterized separately. Ethier (1982), Heijdra and Van der Ploeg (1996), Devereux, Head, and Lapham

(1996a), Bénassy (1996a-b), and Dixit and Stiglitz ([1975], 2004) also explicitly distinguish the two conceptually

different effects.
10Note that these external scale economies only become effective if the number of firms is allowed to change.

Holding constant N (t), the technology (1) features constant returns to scale in the Zi (t) inputs.
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The representative producer in the final goods sector minimizes the cost of producing a

given quantity of final goods, p(t)Y (t), by choosing the optimal mix of different input varieties,

where p(t) is unit cost:

p(t) ≡ N(t)µ−η

[

∫ N(t)

0
pi(t)

1/(1−µ)di

]1−µ

, (2)

and pi(t) is the price of input variety i. The input demand functions are obtained by applying

Shephard’s lemma to (2):

Zi(t) = N(t)(η−µ)/(µ−1)Y (t)

(

p(t)

pi(t)

)µ/(µ−1)

, (3)

and feature a constant elasticity of demand. Output of the final goods sector is either con-

sumed (by households or the government) or invested to augment the aggregate capital stock.

2.1.2 Intermediate Goods Sector

The intermediate goods sector consists of N(t) monopolistically competitive firms, each of

which produces a single differentiated input. The typical firm i rents capital, Ki(t), and labor,

Li(t), from the household sector. The gross production function of a firm, F (.) is given by:

Zi(t) + Φ = F (Li(t), Ki(t)) ≡ Li(t)
εLKi(t)

1−εL , 0 < εL < 1, (4)

where Zi(t) is net marketable production of input variety i, Φ are fixed costs modeled in

terms of the own output of firm i. The firm’s cost function is:

TCi(t) ≡

(

w(t)

εL

)εL
(

r(t) + δ

1 − εL

)1−εL

p(t)(Zi(t) + Φ), (5)

where w(t) is the real wage rate, r(t) is the real rate of interest, and δ is the rate of depreciation

of capital. Each firm in the intermediate goods sector faces a downward-sloping demand curve

for its own input variety from producers in the final goods sector (see (3)). Firms maximize

profits—by choosing their price and factor demands—subject to (3) and (5). As a result, the

price of input variety i is set equal to a constant markup, µ, over marginal cost:

pi(t) = µ

(

∂TCi(t)

∂Zi(t)

)

=

(

µ

ρi(t)

) (

TCi(t)

Zi(t)

)

, (6)

where ρi(t) ≡ (Zi(t) + Φ)/Zi(t) > 1 measures (local) internal increasing returns to scale due

to the existence of fixed costs. Furthermore, the factor demands by firm i are determined by

the usual marginal productivity conditions for labor and capital:

∂Zi(t)

∂Li(t)
= µw(t),

∂Zi(t)

∂Ki(t)
= µ (r(t) + δ) . (7)
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Under Chamberlinian monopolistic competition exit and entry of firms occurs instantaneously,

so that all excess profits are eliminated. As a result, the intermediate input price equals

average cost:

pi(t) =
TCi(t)

Zi(t)
. (8)

By combining (6) and (8), we obtain µ = ρi(t), which implies an equilibrium firm size in the

intermediate goods sector of:

Zi(t) = Z̄ ≡
Φ

µ − 1
. (9)

2.2 Households

2.2.1 Individual Households

In keeping with Blanchard (1985), there is a fixed population of agents each facing a constant

probability of death (β ≥ 0). Generations are disconnected because there are no bequests.

During their entire life agents have a time endowment of unity, which they allocate to labor

and leisure. The utility functional at time t of the representative agent born at time v is

denoted by:

Λ(v, t) ≡

∫ ∞

t
[εC log C(v, z) + (1 − εC) log [1 − L(v, z)]] e(α+β)(t−z)dz, (10)

where C(v, t) and L(v, t) denote private consumption and labor supply in period t by an

agent born in period v, respectively, α is the pure rate of time preference (α > 0), and εC is

a preference parameter (0 < εC < 1). The agent’s budget identity is:

Ȧ(v, t) = [r(t) + β]A(v, t) + w(t)L(v, t) − T (t) − C(v, t), (11)

where Ȧ(v, t) ≡ dA(v, t)/dt, A(v, t) are real financial assets, r(t) is the real rate of interest,

w(t) is the real wage rate (assumed to be age independent), and T (t) are real net lump-sum

taxes. The final good is used as the numeraire (p (t) = 1).

The representative agent, endowed with perfect foresight, chooses a time profile for C(v, t)

and L(v, t) in order to maximize Λ(v, t) subject to its budget identity (11) and a no-Ponzi-

game (NPG) solvency condition. The household’s optimal time profile of consumption is:

Ċ(v, t)

C(v, t)
= r(t) − α, (12)

and labor supply is linked to private consumption and the wage rate according to (T1.7) in

Table 1. Since the aggregate stock of financial assets is positive (A(t) > 0), the steady-state

rate of interest must exceed the pure rate of time preference, that is, r > α.11

11The rising individual consumption profiles (see (12)) ensure that financial wealth is transferred—via life-

insurance companies—from deceased to surviving generations in the steady state.
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Table 1: Main Model Equations

K̇(t) = I(t) − δK(t) (T1.1)

Ċ(t) = [r(t) − α]C(t) − βεC(α + β) [K(t) + B(t)] (T1.2)

Ḃ(t) = r(t)B(t) + G(t) − T (t) (T1.3)

w(t)L(t) = εLY (t) (T1.4)

[r(t) + δ]K(t) = (1 − εL)Y (t) (T1.5)

Y (t) = C(t) + I(t) + G(t) (T1.6)

L(t) = 1 −
(1 − εC)C(t)

εCw(t)
(T1.7)

Y (t) =

(

Φ

µ − 1

)

N(t)η = Ω0L(t)ηεLK(t)η(1−εL) (T1.8)

Ω
1/η
0 Y (t)(η−1)/η =

(

w(t)

εL

)εL
(

r(t) + δ

1 − εL

)1−εL

(T1.9)

Note: Ω0 ≡ µ−η [(µ − 1)/Φ]
(η−1)

2.2.2 Aggregate Household Sector

A key feature of Blanchard’s (1985) model is its simple demographic structure, which enables

the analytical aggregation over all currently alive households. At each instant of time a

large cohort of size βF is born and βF agents die. Normalizing F to unity, the size of

the population is constant and equal to unity. Aggregate variables can be calculated as the

weighted sum of the values for the different generations. Aggregate financial wealth is, for

example, A(t) ≡
∫ t
−∞

A(v, t)βeβ(v−t)dv. Similarly, the aggregate values for C(t), L(t), and

T (t) can be derived.

The main equations describing the behavior of the aggregate household sector are given

by (T1.2) and (T1.7) in Table 1. Equation (T1.2) is the aggregate Euler equation modified for

the existence of finitely lived agents. It has the same form as the Euler equation for individual

households (equation (12)), except for a correction term, which represents the distributional

effects caused by the turnover of generations. Optimal individual consumption growth is the

same for all generations since they face the same rate of interest. But old generations have

a higher private consumption level than young generations because they are wealthier. Since

existing generations are continually being replaced by newborns, who possess no financial

wealth, aggregate consumption growth falls short of individual consumption growth.

7



2.3 Government

The government’s periodic budget identity is given in (T1.3), where B(t) is real government

debt at time t. The government consumes G(t) units of the final good. Government spending

consists of goods consumption and debt service, which is financed by issuing debt, Ḃ(t), or

by changing the lump-sum tax, T (t). Since the government must remain solvent, the NPG

condition is limz→∞ B(z) exp[−
∫ z
t r(s)ds] = 0, so that (T1.3) can be integrated forward to

derive the government’s intertemporal budget restriction:

B(t) =

∫ ∞

t
[T (z) − G(z)] exp

[

−

∫ z

t
r(s)ds

]

dz. (13)

Solvency of the government implies that the present value of current and future primary

surpluses must be equal to the pre-existing level of government debt.

2.4 Symmetric Equilibrium

The model is symmetric and can thus be expressed in aggregate terms. Equation (9) shows

that all existing firms in the intermediate sector are of equal size, Z̄, and hence (by (6))

charge the same price and (by (7)) demand the same amounts of capital and labor, that is,

Ki(t) = K̄(t) and Li(t) = L̄(t). Equation (1) yields the expression for aggregate output in

the final goods sector, that is, Y (t) = N(t)ηZ̄. Hence, aggregate output of final goods is an

iso-elastic function of the number of input varieties, N(t).

The main equations of the model are reported in Table 1. Equations (T1.1)-(T1.3) describe

the dynamics of the model. The aggregate physical capital stock evolves according to (T1.1),

which shows that net investment equals gross investment minus replacement of the worn-out

capital stock. The movement of consumption is described by equation (T1.2), which is the

aggregate Euler equation corrected for the turnover of generations. We have used the fact

that financial wealth is the sum of equity shares12 and government bonds. The government

budget identity is given in (T1.3).

Aggregate demand for labor and capital is given by (T1.4) and (T1.5), respectively. The

equilibrium condition for the final goods market is presented in (T1.6), and aggregate labor

supply is given in (T1.7). The equilibrium number of firms and the aggregate production

function for the final goods sector are both given in (T1.8). Given the equilibrium number

product varieties, there are constant returns to scale with respect to the production factors,

but increasing returns to scale for aggregate output.13

Finally, (T1.4) and (T1.5) can be substituted in (T1.8) to obtain the factor price frontier

(T1.9). On the left-hand side of this expression are the factors leading to an outward shift

12The market value of claims on the capital stock (that is, shares) is equal to the replacement value of the

capital stock, owing to free entry and exit of firms. As a result, K(t) measures both the physical capital stock

and the real value of shares.
13Foreshadowing the discussion on short-run output multipliers somewhat, equation (T1.8) shows clearly

that, as capital is predetermined, output effects occur at impact only if there is a labor supply response.
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of the factor price frontier, namely traditional productivity gains (a rise in Ω0) and Ethier

productivity effects (a rise in Y (t) if η > 1).

3 Model Solution

3.1 Stability

The local stability of the model can be studied by log-linearizing it around an initial steady

state in which there is no government debt (B(0) = 0). Appendix Table 1 presents the main

expressions. The state variables are the aggregate physical capital stock (a predetermined

variable) and private consumption (a jump variable). By using labor demand (AT1.4), labor

supply (AT1.7), and the aggregate production function (AT1.8)—all taken from Appendix

Table 1—a ‘quasi-reduced form’ for aggregate output, Ỹ (t), is obtained:

Ỹ (t) = ηφ(1 − εL)K̃(t) − (φ − 1)C̃(t), (14)

where a tilde denotes a relative change, for example, Ỹ (t) ≡ dY (t)/Y , and φ represents the

intertemporal labor supply effect as given in Definition 1.

Definition 1 The intertemporal labor supply elasticity—as magnified by the diversity effect,

η—is defined as:

φ ≡
1 + θ

1 + θ(1 − ηεL)
≥ 1, (15)

where θ ≡ (1−L)/L ≥ 0 is the ratio of leisure to labor (which is the intertemporal substitution

elasticity of aggregate labor supply). Note that φ = 1 if labor supply is exogenous.14 Two cases

concerning η can be distinguished:

(i) If ηεL ≤ 1, the sign restriction on φ is automatically implied since θ ≥ 0. If ηεL < 1,

φ is a concave function of θ with a positive asymptote of (1 − ηεL)−1 as θ → ∞. If

ηεL = 1, then φ = 1 + θ ≥ 1; and

(ii) If ηεL > 1, φ has a vertical asymptote at θ = (ηεL − 1)−1, and for 0 < θ < (ηεL − 1)−1,

φ is a convex and increasing function of θ exceeding unity.

In order to cover the case of ηεL > 1, we make the following assumption regarding the range

of admissible values for θ.

Assumption 1 If ηεL > 1, it is assumed that 0 ≤ θ < φ̄ ≡ 1/(ηεL − 1).

14Under exogenous labor supply, L = 1, which implies that θ = 0. From (15) it follows that φ = 1.
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By using (14), (AT1.5), and (AT1.6) in (AT1.1)-(AT1.2), the dynamic system can be

written as:
[

˙̃K(t)
˙̃C(t)

]

= ∆

[

K̃(t)

C̃(t)

]

−

[

γK(t)

γC(t)

]

. (16)

The Jacobian matrix (with typical element δij) is defined as:

∆ ≡

[

y [ηφ(1 − εL) − ωI ] −y(ωC + φ − 1)

−(r − α) − (r + δ) [1 − ηφ(1 − εL)] (r − α) − (r + δ)(φ − 1)

]

, (17)

where ωC and ωI denote the output shares of private consumption and investment, respec-

tively, and γK(t) and γC(t) are shock terms (see (20) below). Saddle-point stability holds

provided the determinant of ∆ is negative (Proposition 1).

Proposition 1 (i) Under finite horizons χ ≡ 1 − η(1 − εL) > ωG/φ is a sufficient condition

for saddle-point stability, whereas under infinite horizons χ > 0 is sufficient; (ii) The char-

acteristic roots of the stable case are r∗ > r − α + ωC(r + δ) > 0 and −h∗ < 0; and (iii) The

accelerator for time-invariant shocks takes the form Ĩ(0) = (h∗/δ)K̃(∞).

Proof See Appendix A.3.

The intuition behind the sufficient condition χ > 0 is that there should be diminishing

returns to the aggregate capital stock (see (T1.8)). If households have infinite lives, labor

supply is elastic and government spending is positive, the negative wealth effect in labor

supply of a rise in the capital stock ensures that the marginal product of capital falls even if

χ = 0. As households get wealthier, they consume more leisure, which reduces the marginal

productivity of capital. With both finite horizons and elastic labor supply, the sufficient

condition depends on the values of the parameters. To simplify the discussion we impose:

Assumption 2 χ ≡ 1 − η(1 − εL) > ωG/φ,

which is very mild for plausible parameter values. Based on the parameter values of Section

4.3, we obtain χ = 0.61, which easily satisfies the sufficient condition for exogenous labor

supply (φ = 1), and a fortiori for endogenous labor supply (φ > 1).

3.2 Fiscal Policy Shocks

The rise in public spending can be permanent or temporary. In formal terms:

G̃(t) = G̃e−ξGt, ξG ≥ 0, (18)

10



where ξG is the adjustment speed of public consumption, and G̃ > 0. A permanent spending

increase implies ξG = 0 so that G̃(0) = G̃(∞) = G̃. For 0 < ξG ≪ ∞, the spending shock is

temporary so that we get:

G̃(∞) ≡

{

G̃ for ξG = 0

0 for 0 < ξG ≪ ∞.
(19)

Using (18), we can write the shock terms corresponding to (16) as:
[

γK(t)

γC(t)

]

=

[

yωGG̃e−ξGt

((r − α)/ωA) B̃(t)

]

, (20)

which can be potentially time varying depending on the parameter setting. Temporary spend-

ing shocks give rise to a time varying γK(t). Bond financing causes γC(t) to be time-varying

provided r 6= α, that is, if Ricardian equivalence fails.

Proposition 2 summarizes some properties of the model that are useful in discussing the

policy shocks.

Proposition 2 For a given initial output share of public consumption (ωG):

(i) r, y, ωC , ωI , and θ are independent of η; and

(ii) r, y, ωC , and θ are increasing in β and ωI is decreasing in β.

Proof See Appendix A.4.

3.3 Graphical Apparatus

In order to facilitate the discussion of the model, it is summarized graphically by means

of two schedules plotted in Figure 1. The first schedule is the Capital Stock Equilibrium

(CSE) curve, which represents all points for which the goods market is in equilibrium with a

constant capital stock ( ˙̃K(t) = 0). The CSE curve is obtained by rewriting the first equation

in (16) in steady-state form; it is unambiguously upward sloping in (C̃(t), K̃(t)) space, that is,

C̃(t) = −(δ11/δ12)K̃(t) + (1/δ12)γK(t), where δ12 < 0 (which is apparent from Definition 1)

and δ11 > 0.15 The dynamic forces operating on the economy off the CSE curve are as follows.

Since δ12 < 0, points above the CSE curve are associated with a falling capital stock over

time because both goods consumption is too high and labor supply (and hence production)

is too low. Consequently, investment is too low to replace the depreciated part of the capital

stock. The opposite is the case for points below the CSE curve.

The MKR curve is the Modified Keynes-Ramsey rule, which represents the steady-state

aggregate Euler equation augmented for endogenous labour supply and the turnover of gen-

erations ( ˙̃C(t) = 0). The MKR curve is obtained by using the steady-state version of the

15From the information on steady-state shares we derive that ωA = (1 − εL) − ωI . It follows that ηφ(1 −

εL) − ωI = (ηφ − 1)(1 − εL) + ωA > 0 since η ≥ 1, and φ ≥ 1. Hence, δ11 > 0.

11



MKR

CSE0

CSE1

E1

E0

SP1

SP0

!

!

0

!

A

! B

C
~

K
~

Figure 1: Lump-Sum Taxes and Endogenous Labor Supply

second equation of (16), that is, C̃(t) = −(δ21/δ22)K̃(t)+(1/δ22)γC(t). The slope of the MKR

curve is ambiguous because the sign of both δ21 and δ22 depends on two effects that work in

opposite directions, that is, the generational turnover (GT) effect and the labor supply (LS)

effect. The intuition behind these two effects can best be explained by looking at the two

polar cases.

Labor Supply Effect With Infinite Lives The pure LS effect is isolated by studying the

model with endogenous labor supply and infinitely lived representative agents (RA), that is,

φ > 1 and β = 0. In that case, the MKR curve represents points for which the real interest

rate equals the rate of time preference, r[C, K] = α, so that the slope of MKR depends on

the partial derivatives ∂r/∂C and ∂r/∂K. To provide an intuitive explanation of the partial

derivatives, Figure 2 depicts the situation on the markets for production factors. The demand

for capital (KD) is obtained by combining (AT1.5) and (AT1.8):

(

r

r + δ

)

r̃(t) = ηεLL̃(t) − [1 − η(1 − εL)] K̃(t). (21)

In terms of Figure 2(a), KD is downward sloping in view of Assumption 2, and an increase

in employment shifts KD to the right. For a given stock of capital, the real interest rate

clears the rental market for capital. In the infinite horizon model, the long-run supply curve

of capital is horizontal and coincides with the dotted line in Figure 2(a).
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By using (AT1.4) and (AT1.8), the demand for labor (LD) can be written as:

w̃(t) = (ηεL − 1)L̃(t) + η(1 − εL)K̃(t). (22)

In terms of Figure 2(b), an increase in the stock of capital shifts LD to the right, but the

slope of LD is ambiguous and depends on the strength of the diversity effect. If ηεL S 1, LD

is downward sloping, horizontal or upward sloping. Labor supply, LS , is upward sloping and

shifts to the left if private consumption rises (see (AT1.7)). This is the wealth effect in labor

supply, as private consumption is itself proportional to total wealth. Finally, Assumption 1

ensures that the labor supply curve is steeper (with respect to the wage axis) than the labor

demand curve. The larger θ the steeper the labor supply curve and thus the more elastic

labor supply.

An increase in private consumption (from C0 to C1) shifts the labor supply curve to the

left, say from LS(w, C0) to LS(w, C1) in Figure 2(b), and for a given capital stock, employment

falls from L0 to L1.
16 This reduces the marginal product of capital, shifts the demand for

capital to the left, say from KD(r, L0) to KD(r, L1) in Figure 2(a), and causes a fall in the

rate of interest. This explains why ∂r/∂C < 0 and thus δ22 < 0.

An increase in the capital stock (from K0 to K1) has two effects. First, the direct effect

shifts the capital supply curve rightward, which reduces the rental price of capital for a given

level of employment. In terms of Figure 2(a), the direct effect is represented by the shift

from E0 to B. There is also an indirect effect because the increase in the capital stock raises

labor demand, say from LD(w, K0) to LD(w, K1) in Figure 2(b). For a given level of private

consumption, employment expands from L0 to L2, which is represented by the shift from E0

to B. Because of the increase in employment, capital demand increases, say from KD(r, L0)

to KD(r, L2) in Figure 2(a). The indirect effect thus represents the shift from point B to

point C directly above it. For a small value of the intertemporal substitution elasticity of

labor supply (θ close to 0) or a weak diversity effect (η ≈ 1), the labor supply parameter

is small (1 < φ < φ̄), which we label moderately elastic labor supply.17 In that case, the

direct effect of the capital stock dominates the employment-induced effect, so that the rate

of interest depends negatively on the capital stock, ∂r/∂K < 0 and δ21 < 0. As a result, the

MKR curve in Figure 1 is downward sloping. Points to the left of the curve are associated

with a low capital stock, a high rate of interest, and a rising consumption profile.

For a high enough value of the labor supply parameter (φ = φ̄), however, the rate of

16Conversely, a fall in consumption shifts the labor supply curve from LS(w, C0) to LS(w, C2) so that

employment expands. The moves from E0 to C and from C to D in Figure 2(b) represent, respectively, the

wealth effect and the substitution effect in labor supply.
17Depending on the magnitude of φ, three labor supply cases can be distinguished that are all consistent

with saddle point stability: (i) φ = 1 (inelastic); (ii) 1 < φ < φ̄ ≡ 1/(η(1 − εL)) (moderately elastic); and

(iii) φ > φ̄ (highly elastic). As labor supply becomes more elastic, the MKR curve rotates counter clockwise.

Saddle point stability prescribes that the CSE curve is steeper than the MKR curve. The second case is drawn

in Figure 1.
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interest does not depend on the capital stock as the two effects exactly cancel. Figure 2(a)

shows that the employment expansion shifts the demand for capital all the way to intersect

supply in point D, implying a horizontal MKR curve. For points above the MKR curve,

private consumption is too high, and both labor supply and the rate of interest are too low

(that is, r(t) < α). As a result, the consumption profile is downward sloping. For an even

higher value of the labor supply parameter (φ > φ̄), the employment-induced effect dominates

the direct effect so that capital demand shifts all the way to intersect capital supply at point

E of Figure 2(a). The rate of interest now depends positively on the capital stock, ∂r/∂K > 0

and δ21 > 0. Accordingly, the MKR curve is upward sloping. Points to the left of the MKR

curve are associated with a low rate of interest, and a falling consumption profile.

Generational Turnover Effect With Exogenous Labor Supply The pure GT effect

is isolated by studying the model with exogenous labor supply and finitely lived agents, for

which φ = 1 and β > 0. In that case, the MKR curve represents points for which the tilt to

the consumption profile of individual households is precisely sufficient to compensate for the

turnover of financial assets across generations, r(K) − α = β(α + β)K/C, where r now does

not depend on private consumption because labor supply is exogenous. From Figure 2(a) it

is clear that with a fixed labor supply, only the direct effect of a change in K remains so that

∂r/∂K < 0.

The MKR curve is upward sloping because of the turnover of generations. Its slope can

be explained by appealing directly to equation (T1.2) (with εC = 1, A = K and B = 0)

and Figure 3(a). Suppose that the economy is initially on the MKR curve, say at point

E0. Now consider a lower level of private consumption, say at point B. For the same capital

stock (K̃(0) = 0), both points feature the same rate of interest. Accordingly, individual

consumption growth, Ċ(v, t)/C(v, t) [= r − α], coincides in the two points.

Equation (23) indicates, however, that aggregate consumption growth depends not only

on individual growth but also the proportional difference between average consumption, C(t),

and consumption by a newly born generation, C(t, t):18

Ċ(t)

C(t)
=

Ċ(v, t)

C(v, t)
− βεC

(

C(t) − C(t, t)

C(t)

)

. (23)

Since newly born generations start without any financial capital, the absolute difference be-

tween average consumption and consumption of a newly born household depends on the

average capital stock and is thus the same in the two points. Since the level of aggregate

consumption is lower in B, this point features a larger proportional difference between average

and newly born consumption, thereby decreasing aggregate consumption growth. To restore

a zero growth of aggregate consumption, the capital stock must fall (to point E1), which not

18We use the fact that C(t) = εC(α + β)[A(t) + H(t)] and C(t, t) = εC(α + β)H(t), where

H(t) is human wealth, that is, the after-tax value of the household’s time endowment: H(t) ≡
∫ ∞

t
[w(z) − T (z)] exp

[

−
∫ z

t
[r(s) + β] ds

]

dz.
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only raises individual consumption growth—by increasing the rate of interest—but also low-

ers the drag on aggregate consumption growth due to the turnover of generations. Because

a smaller capital stock narrows the gap between average wealth (that is, the wealth of the

generations that pass away) and wealth of the newly born, the generational turnover effect is

smaller.

For points above (below) the MKR curve, the GT effect is weak (strong), so that the

aggregate consumption profile is rising (falling) over time. In terms of Figure 3(a), steady-

state equilibrium is attained at the intersection of the CSE and MKR curves at point E0.

Given the configuration of arrows, it is clear that this equilibrium is saddle-point stable, and

that the saddle path, SP0, is upward sloping and steeper than the CSE curve.
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Figure 3: Permanent Public Consumption Shocks in the Overlapping Generations Model
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4 Lump-Sum Tax Financing of Fiscal Shocks

The base case concerns an unanticipated and permanent impulse (at t = 0) to government

consumption (that is, G̃ > 0 and ξG = 0), which is financed by lump-sum taxes only (B̃(t) = 0,

for all t ≥ 0, so that G̃ (t) = T̃ (t)). We refer to this case as that of ‘pure lump-sum tax

financing.’ In terms of (16), the shock terms are γK(t) = yωGG̃ > 0 and γC(t) = 0 for all

t ≥ 0. Hence, the MKR curve is unaffected and the CSE curve shifts down in Figures 1 and

3. Intuitively, increasing government consumption withdraws resources from the economy.

To maintain the same capital stock in equilibrium, private consumption must fall. Before

turning to the results of the most general model, we first study the case of exogenous labor

supply.

4.1 Exogenous Labor Supply

In order to focus on the pure GT effect, this section deals with the case of exogenous labor

supply (φ = 1, see (15)). The GT effect ensures that the MKR curve is upward sloping as

shown in Figure 3(a). A permanently higher level of government spending shifts the CSE curve

down. Since the physical capital stock is fixed initially, the adjustment consists of a jump from

E0 to A on the new saddle path, SP1, followed by a gradual reduction of private consumption

and capital toward the new equilibrium at E1. Table 2 summarizes the qualitative results

under exogenous labor supply in Panel (b), which we compare with those for the RA model in

Panel (a).19 It shows impact effects (at t = 0 when the policy is implemented) and long-run

effects (at t → ∞ when the new steady state is reached). The intuition behind the adjustment

to the new steady state is discussed below.

At impact, all existing generations experience a reduction in human wealth—defined as

the present discounted value of the household’s time endowment—because they are faced

with a lump-sum tax increase, a gradual fall in wages, and a gradual increase in the interest

rate, all of which prompts existing generations to cut consumption. Consequently, aggregate

consumption falls at impact, though by less than one for one (−1 < dC(0)/dG < 0), since

human wealth is discounted at the higher ‘risk-of-death’ adjusted discount rate, r + β.

During transition, the decline in the capital stock reduces the importance of the GT

effect, reflecting a reduction in the difference between aggregate and new born consumption

(as discussed in Section 3.3). As a result, aggregate consumption growth and savings fall. In

the new steady state, the capital stock, private consumption, investment, output, and wages

have all fallen and the interest rate has risen. Crowding out of private consumption by public

19Unlike the RA results, the OLG results assume exogenous labor supply to focus on the generational

turnover effect. Furthermore, considering exogenous labor supply in the RA model would not yield any long-

run output effect (see below). We do not discuss in detail the results for the RA model (covering Panel

(a)) given that these are analyzed for the monopolistically competitive case by Devereux, Head, and Lapham

(1996b) and Heijdra (1998) and for the perfectly competitive case (covering Panels (a) and (c)) by Baxter and

King (1993).
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consumption is more than one for one in the long run (dC(∞)/dG < −1). Accordingly, the

long-run output multiplier is negative:

dY (∞)

dG
= −

(r − α)η(1 − εL)

χωC(r + δ) + (r − α) (χ − ωG)
< 0, (24)

where the denominator is positive due to saddle point stability. By appealing to Proposition

2, it is straightforward to show that the output multiplier is decreasing in the diversity

effect, that is, ∂[dY (∞)/dG]/∂η < 0. Hence, crowding out of private consumption by public

consumption is more severe under monopolistic competition than under perfect competition.

From (24) it can also be clearly seen that under exogenous labor supply in the infinite horizon

RA model—featuring β = 0 so that r = α—a fiscal impulse yields full crowding out and thus

cannot affect long-run output. Proposition 3 summarizes the main findings.

Proposition 3 Consider the OLG model with exogenous labor supply (that is, φ = 1). A

pure lump-sum tax financed increase in public consumption gives rise to: (i) unchanged out-

put, but a fall in private consumption in the short run; and (ii) a fall in both output and

private consumption in the long run.

Proof See text and Appendix A.5.
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Table 2: Qualitative Effects of Permanent Fiscal Policy

Policy Measure Time Period1 Representative Agent2 Overlapping Generations3

Y C I L K w r Y C I L K w r

Pure Lump-Sum Tax (a) (b)

Perfect Competition 0 + − + + 0 − + 0 − − 0 0 0 0

∞ + − + + + 0 0 − − − 0 − − +

Monopolistic Competition 0 + − + + 0 ?4 + 0 − − 0 0 0 0

∞ + ?5 + + + + 0 − − − 0 − − +

Public Debt (c) (d)

Perfect Competition 0 + − + + 0 − + 0 − − 0 0 0 0

∞ + − + + + 0 0 − − − 0 − − +

Monopolistic Competition 0 + − + + 0 ?4 + 0 − − 0 0 0 0

∞ + ?5 + + + + 0 − − − 0 − − +

Notes: (1): t = 0, impact effect, t = ∞, long-run effect; (2): Endogenous labor supply; (3): Exogenous labor supply;
(4): Sign of (ηεL − 1) and (5): See Appendix Table 2.
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4.2 General Model

In the general model, agents have finite lives and labor supply is endogenous so both the LS

and GT effects are operative. At impact, the general model behaves qualitatively in a similar

fashion to a spending shock as the infinite horizon model—that is, private consumption falls

and output and employment rise—with the exception being the investment response, for

which the result is ambiguous because the LS and GT effects work in opposite directions.

Investment at impact is:

Ĩ(0) = (h∗/δ)K̃(∞) S 0 ⇔ φ S 1 + γ,

where γ ≡ (r − α)/(r + δ) > 0 summarizes the relative importance of the GT effect and h∗

denotes the adjustment speed to the new steady state. So if the LS effect is dominated by the

GT effect, investment falls at impact despite that labor supply is endogenous. Conversely, if

the LS effect is strong, say φ > 1+γ (Figure 1), investment may rise, particularly if their is a

strong diversity effect.20 Hence, whereas finite lives help to explain crowding out of capital,

the diversity effect gives rise to ‘crowding in’ of capital provided labor supply is endogenous.

The spending shock is followed by a transition period during which the capital stock

gradually adjusts toward its new equilibrium value. However, in the general model it is

possible for this transition to be absent. Indeed, if φ = 1 + γ, the long-run capital stock is

unaffected by the shock so that short-run and long-run effects for all variables are the same.

Intuitively, the GT effect exactly matches the LS effect so that the MKR curve is vertical.

In view of the discussion in Section 4.1, it is not surprising that the sign of the long-run

output effect is ambiguous. Intuitively, a strong LS effect ensures a positive long-run output

effect whereas a strong GT effect works in the opposite direction. Nevertheless, the following

condition can be derived:

Ỹ (∞) S 0 ⇔

(

εL

1 − εL

) (

θ

1 + θ

)

S γ

1 + γ
, (25)

which follows from the output expression in Appendix Table 2. Equation (25) says that a

high value for θ implies a strong LS effect whereas a high value for γ implies a strong GT

effect. The most important observation is, however, that the diversity parameter η does not

feature in (25). In view of Proposition 2, θ and r, and thus γ, are independent of η so that

the sign of the output multiplier is unaffected by whether or not there exists a diversity effect

in production. Of course, as the results in Sections 4.1 and 4.3 show, the magnitude of the

long-run output multiplier is critically affected by the strength of the diversity effect.

Proposition 4 Consider the OLG model with endogenous labor supply (φ > 1) and let

γ ≡ (r − α)/(r + δ) > 0. A pure lump-sum tax financed increase in public consumption

20For a plausibly calibrated version of the model, it can be shown that the LS effect dominates the GT

effect, even if unrealistically high values of the birth rate are allowed. See Section 4.3 for a further discussion.
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has the following features: (i) output rises and private consumption falls at impact; and (ii)

in the long run, output rises if φ is large enough (if φ > 1 + γ) and private consumption falls

if 1 < φ < 1 + γ.

Proof See text and Appendix A.5.

How do these results compare to the RA model? Under finite horizons, taking the case of

a sufficiently elastic labor supply, private consumption falls by less than in the infinite horizon

framework because households internalize less of the additional tax burden associated with

the fiscal impulse. Accordingly, labor supply expands by less and thus the increase in the

capital stock will also be smaller. Steady-state output effects are thus smaller too.

4.3 Numerical Exercises

To illustrate the quantitative significance of returns to scale, the intertemporal labor supply

effect, and the birth rate on the size of the output multipliers, this section presents the results

of simulations with a calibrated example of the model.

The parameters that are kept fixed throughout the simulations are the following. The

rate of pure time preference (α) is assumed to be 3 percent. The rate of depreciation (δ) is

set to 7 percent a year and the output share of labor income (εL) is set equal to 0.7 (which

corresponds roughly to the value found for EU countries). Government spending as a share

of GDP (ωG) is 20 percent. In the simulations β, η, and θ are varied. Once these are set, all

other information on output shares can be derived. In the benchmark case, β = 0.05, η = 1.3,

and θ = 2.

Table 3 reports the impact and long-run multipliers for output and private consumption as

well as the adjustment speed of the economy (h∗) for different values of θ (across columns) and

different values of β (across rows). In line with the analytical results, the output multipliers

are increasing in θ and decreasing in β. Interestingly, the magnitude of θ is much more

important to the size of the output multiplier than β. For example, even for a very high

birth rate, say β = 0.50, a relatively modest value of θ suffices to explain a positive long-run

output multiplier. Only for very small values of θ does the GT effect dominate the LS effect,

suggesting that it is difficult to generate large OLG effects in models of this type.21

Table 4 shows the interaction between the birth rate (across columns) and the diversity

effect (across rows). The first row corresponds to the perfectly competitive case (η = 1.0). The

results suggest that the diversity effect exerts a much stronger effect on the output multipliers

than the birth rate. Both the impact and the long-run output multipliers are increasing in η.

21This is also supported by the work of Ŕıos-Rull (1996). The business cycle statistics that he finds for a

calibrated life-cycle economy are roughly in line with those found for standard RBC models as discussed in

Cooley and Prescott (1995).
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Table 3: Output Multipliers, Birth Rates, and

Labor Supply Elasticities

Value of θ

0 0.5 1 2 5

β = 0 dY (0)
dG 0 0.526 0.815 1.149 1.589

dC(0)
dG −1 −0.712 −0.576 −0.440 −0.299

dY (∞)
dG 0 0.721 1.009 1.261 1.482

dC(∞)
dG −1 −0.430 −0.203 −0.004 0.171

h∗ 0.084 0.110 0.129 0.156 0.200

β = 0.01 dY (0)
dG 0 0.520 0.809 1.145 1.586

dC(0)
dG −0.987 −0.708 −0.574 −0.439 −0.299

dY (∞)
dG −0.021 0.706 0.998 1.253 1.479

dC(∞)
dG −1.010 −0.437 −0.207 −0.007 0.170

h∗ 0.086 0.112 0.131 0.157 0.200

β = 0.05 dY (0)
dG 0 0.484 0.769 1.109 1.564

dC(0)
dG −0.916 −0.680 −0.559 −0.433 −0.297

dY (∞)
dG −0.127 0.613 0.920 1.197 1.448

dC(∞)
dG −1.069 −0.479 −0.240 −0.029 0.159

h∗ 0.100 0.126 0.144 0.168 0.208

β = 0.10 dY (0)
dG 0 0.441 0.714 1.052 1.520

dC(0)
dG −0.850 −0.647 −0.539 −0.423 −0.294

dY (∞)
dG −0.223 0.506 0.818 1.109 1.390

dC(∞)
dG −1.138 −0.535 −0.286 −0.064 0.138

h∗ 0.124 0.152 0.170 0.192 0.226

β = 0.50 dY (0)
dG 0 0.342 0.562 0.846 1.270

dC(0)
dG −0.733 −0.577 −0.490 −0.393 −0.280

dY (∞)
dG −0.380 0.291 0.576 0.840 1.105

dC(∞)
dG −1.326 −0.695 −0.432 −0.196 0.024

h∗ 0.347 0.410 0.442 0.470 0.479
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Table 4: Output Multipliers, Diversity Effect, and

Birth Rates

Value of β

0 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.50 1.00

η = 1.0 dY (0)
dG 0.867 0.863 0.830 0.777 0.597 0.554

dC(0)
dG −0.585 −0.583 −0.570 −0.550 −0.489 −0.476

dY (∞)
dG 0.922 0.916 0.871 0.802 0.596 0.553

dC(∞)
dG −0.272 −0.274 −0.288 −0.313 −0.417 −0.450

h∗ 0.164 0.165 0.176 0.199 0.467 0.826

η = 1.1 dY (0)
dG 0.961 0.956 0.922 0.866 0.675 0.629

dC(0)
dG −0.538 −0.536 −0.526 −0.509 −0.459 −0.448

dY (∞)
dG 1.031 1.024 0.976 0.900 0.673 0.625

dC(∞)
dG −0.186 −0.188 −0.205 −0.234 −0.347 −0.381

h∗ 0.161 0.162 0.173 0.197 0.468 0.830

η = 1.3 dY (0)
dG 1.149 1.145 1.109 1.052 0.845 0.793

dC(0)
dG −0.440 −0.439 −0.433 −0.423 −0.393 −0.386

dY (∞)
dG 1.261 1.253 1.197 1.109 0.840 0.783

dC(∞)
dG −0.004 −0.007 −0.029 −0.064 −0.196 0.233

h∗ 0.156 0.157 0.168 0.192 0.470 0.840

η = 1.5 dY (0)
dG 1.137 1.332 1.300 1.244 1.037 0.982

dC(0)
dG −0.338 −0.338 −0.335 −0.331 −0.318 −0.316

dY (∞)
dG 1.507 1.499 1.435 1.336 1.027 0.959

dC(∞)
dG 0.191 0.187 0.162 0.121 −0.026 −0.065

h∗ 0.149 0.151 0.162 0.187 0.472 0.852
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For high values of β or high values of θ or both, the short-run output multiplier exceeds the

long-run output multiplier.

Tables 3-4 demonstrate that the adjustment speed of the economy is increasing in the

birth rate. Hence, an economy populated with finitely lived agents shows much less out-

put persistence than an economy characterized by infinitely lived agents. The adjustment

speed, however, is decreasing in η, indicating that the diversity effect can help explain output

persistence.

5 Debt Financing of Fiscal Shocks

A well-known result from the traditional literature on the effectiveness of fiscal policy is

that output multipliers are larger under debt financing than under lump-sum tax financing

provided the model is stable (see Blinder and Solow (1973)). Intuitively, the rise in the

debt stock causes a wealth effect in private consumption that helps bring about Blinder and

Solow’s result. Adherents of the Ricardian equivalence theorem have argued, however, that

government debt and lump-sum taxes are equivalent. A key question is whether the classic

Blinder-Solow result upholds in an OLG setting in which Ricardian equivalence fails. We first

study permanent fiscal shocks and subsequently analyze temporary fiscal shocks.

5.1 Bond Path

The notion of debt financing is modeled as follows. At impact, government consumption

rises—while keeping constant or cutting initial lump-sum taxes—so that a fiscal deficit emerges,

which is financed by issuing government bonds during transition. Gradually, lump-sum taxes

start to rise to finance the redemption of government debt. In the new steady state, the fiscal

deficit is closed again. Formally, the path of lump-sum taxes is postulated as follows:

T̃ (t) =

{

G̃(t) for ξT = 0

−T̃0 +
[

1 − e−ξT t
]

T̃∞ for ξT > 0
, (26)

where T̃0 > 0 if there is an initial lump-sum tax cut, ξT is the adjustment speed of lump-sum

taxes, and subscripts to variables are used to denote time-invariant components. Policies

involving bond financing are described by ξT > 0 whereas for ξT = 0 there is no bond

financing.

In the absence of initial public debt, the government solvency condition (13) can—upon

loglinearization—be written in general terms as L{T̃ (t), r} = L{G̃(t), r}, where L denotes

the Laplace transform operator.22 Government solvency implies that the long-run increase in

22L{x, s} is the Laplace transformation of x(t) evaluated at s, which is given by L{x, s} ≡
∫ ∞

0
x(t)e−stdt.

Intuitively, L{x, s} represents the present value of x(t) using s = r as the discount rate.
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lump-sum taxes equals T̃ (∞) = T̃∞ − T̃0, where T̃∞ is given by:

T̃∞ =

(

r + ξT

ξT

) (

T̃0 +

(

r

r + ξG

)

G̃

)

> T̃0, for ξT > 0. (27)

Intuitively, in the long run, lump-sum taxes must rise by enough to cover additional govern-

ment spending on goods plus the interest payments on the public debt that is accumulated

during the transition period. Accordingly, future generations face a larger lump-sum tax

burden than present generations.

By combining (18), (27), and (AT1.3), the bond path is obtained:

B̃(t) = ωG

(

r

r + ξG

) [

1 − e−ξGt +

(

r

ξT

)

(1 − e−ξT t)

]

G̃ + ωG
r

ξT

(1 − e−ξT t)T̃0, (28)

with ξT > 0 (of course, for ξT = 0, B̃ (t) ≡ 0 for all t). The exogenous parameters in (28)

are G̃, T̃0, ξG, and ξT , whereas the implied value T̃∞ keeps the government solvent. By only

gradually raising lump-sum taxes, the government allows for a smooth build-up of public debt

from an initial position of zero (B(0) = 0) to a long-run level of B(∞) > 0. More formally,

the long-run change in public debt is given by:

B̃(∞) = ωG

[(

r + ξT

ξT

) (

r

r + ξG

)

G̃ +
r

ξT

T̃0 − G̃(∞)

]

. (29)

Provided ξT > 0 the resulting debt process is stable. For a given increase in public spending,

the lower the value for ξT , the slower is the adjustment of lump-sum taxes, and the larger is

the resulting long-run debt stock.

By using (28) in (20) the dynamic system can be written as in (16) with the following

shock terms:

γK(t) ≡ yωGG̃e−ξGt, (30)

γC(t) ≡ (r − α)yωG

[

(

1 − e−ξGt +
r

ξT

(1 − e−ξT t)

)

G̃

r + ξG

+ (1 − e−ξT t)
T̃0

ξT

]

. (31)

From (31) it appears that under finite horizons (r > α), Ricardian equivalence fails, so that

government debt has real effects at impact, during transition, and in the long run.23

5.2 Permanent Fiscal Shocks

We consider two types of permanent fiscal shocks (ξG = 0) financed by public debt (ξT > 0):

(i) moderate fiscal policy; and (ii) drastic fiscal policy.

23Clearly, the RA model satisfies the conditions for Ricardian equivalence. Since r = α it follows from (31)

that γC(t) = 0 for all t ≥ 0. Indeed, in Table 2 the results in Panels (a) and (c) are identical. Only the paths

of (individual and aggregate) financial assets are affected by the financing method employed.
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Moderate Fiscal Policy We consider a bond-financed permanent rise in public spending

γK(t) = G̃ > 0 for all t, while keeping initial lump-sum taxes constant (T̃0 = 0), so that

γC(∞) > 0 (from (31)). Subsequently, we will discuss the case of exogenous and endogenous

labor supply.

The case of exogenous labor supply can be illustrated by Figure 3(b). At impact, the

CSE curve shifts down from CSE0 to CSE1, but the MKR curve is unaffected (γC(0) = 0).

Gradually over time, the MKR curve shifts to the left, say from MKR0 to MKR1 (γC(t) > 0

for t > 0), owing to households accumulating government bonds in their portfolios. The

adjustment is from E0 to A′ at impact followed by a gradual movement (the speed of which is

governed by both h∗ > 0 and ξT > 0) from A′ to E′
1. Under pure lump-sum tax financing, the

adjustment is from E0 to A on impact, followed by a gradual transition from A to E1, showing

a larger impact effect and a smaller long-run effect on private consumption than under bond

financing.

Compared to the pure lump-sum tax case, the qualitative effects of bond financing on all

variables are similar, which is summarized in Panels (b) and (d) of Table 2. The results set

out in Proposition 3 continue to hold. The quantitative effects differ though—bond-financed

impact effects are less pronounced and long-run effects are more pronounced than under

lump-sum tax financing. Intuitively, the use of bond policy shifts the burden of additional

lump-sum taxes from present to future generations. As a result, the reduction in human

wealth at impact is less severe so that the fall in consumption is also smaller. In the long

run, however, lump-sum taxes and the rate of interest are higher and the capital stock (and

thus the wage) is lower than in the pure lump-sum case. Consequently, long-run crowding out

of private consumption and capital formation is more severe under bond financing. In sum,

Blinder and Solow’s result does not hold in an OLG setting with exogenous labor supply. The

intergenerational redistribution of the tax burden under bond financing renders the long-run

output multiplier smaller (instead of larger) than under pure lump-sum tax financing.

As was argued in Section 4.2, both the GT and LS effects are operative in the general

model, so that the slope of the MKR curve is ambiguous. Two cases—differing in the transi-

tion paths to the new steady state—can be distinguished depending on the relative strengths

of the GT and LS effects. First, if the GT effect is dominant (1 < φ < 1 + γ),24 adjustment

to the new steady state after the spending shock is monotonic. The initial fall in private

consumption is followed by a further fall in consumption (C̃(∞) < C̃(0) < 0) and physical

capital gradually declines to its lower steady-state level. This result is similar to that of

Propositions 3 and 4.

Second, if the LS effect dominates the GT effect (φ > 1 + γ), transition in both private

24If the LS effect exactly matches the GT effect (φ = 1 + γ), yielding a vertical MKR curve, there are

transitional dynamics under bond financing (against no transitional dynamics under lump-sum tax financing).

Public debt crowds out physical capital formation in the long run, causing the MKR curve to shift to the left.

Adjustment to the new steady state is monotonic.
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consumption and the capital stock is non-monotonic. The impact effect on investment is

ambiguous:

Ĩ(0) =

(

[φ − (1 + γ)] −
(r − α) (φ + ωC − 1)

(1 − εL)(r∗ + ξT )

) (

(r + δ)ωG

ωIr∗

)

G̃. (32)

For the case with φ > 1 + γ, the term in square brackets on the right-hand side of (32) is

positive. It dominates the (positive) second term of (32) provided ξT is not very small. In that

case, investment rises on impact. This is drawn in Figure 3(c). The impact effect is a move

from point E0 to point A which lies below both the CSE1 and MKR0 lines. Consequently, the

capital stock and private consumption start to rise, say from point A to point B, reflecting the

increase in investment and rise in household wealth, respectively. Beyond point B the capital

stock starts to fall again. As public debt starts to accumulate during transition, the MKR

shifts down and meets the stable trajectory at point C, after which private consumption falls

along with the capital stock toward the new equilibrium at point E1. The capital stock in

the new equilibrium is smaller than that in the old equilibrium. All this is summarized in

Proposition 5.

Proposition 5 Consider the OLG model model with endogenous labor supply (r > α, β > 0,

φ > 1) and let γ ≡ (r − α)/(r + δ). An increase in government consumption financed by

public debt has qualitatively similar effects to those of lump-sum tax financing if the gener-

ational turnover effect dominates the labor supply effect. The adjustment paths for private

consumption and the capital stock may be non-monotonic if ξT is small and labor supply is

sufficiently elastic (φ > 1 + γ).

Proof See text and Appendix A.5.

Drastic Fiscal Policy Drastic fiscal policy under bond financing is represented by γK(t) =

G̃ > 0 for all t and an initial cut in lump-sum taxes (T̃0 > 0). The position of the MKR curve

in the new steady state is determined by γC(∞) > 0, which follows from (31) for t → ∞.

Here, the case of moderately elastic labor supply is studied.

Figure 3(c) can again be used to show that the CSE curve shifts down from CSE0 to CSE1,

whereas the MKR curve is unaffected at time t = 0. The initial fall in private consumption

is smaller than under moderate fiscal policy, because the fall in households’ after-tax human

wealth is smaller. Over time, the MKR curve shifts down as households accumulate bonds

in their portfolios. Note that the leftward shift of the MKR curve is larger than under

moderate fiscal policy, which is explained by the initial cut in lump-sum taxes. The new

steady state (E2) is thus to the left of the steady state obtained for moderate fiscal policy

(E1). Consequently, the steady-state capital stock and the level of private consumption level

are lower.
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5.3 Temporary Fiscal Shocks

This section studies temporary fiscal shocks with a view to relate our work to the fiscal

impulses found in VAR studies. To analyze the dynamic adjustment to a temporary increase

in public spending, numerical examples are used. Various financing scenarios are distinguished

to demonstrate the effect of the OLG model structure on the results of fiscal shocks.

Approach and Parameters We have first analytically derived (A.12) and (A.13), which

are then used in the simulations. The parameter setting of the benchmark model is employed.

Labor supply is thus moderately elastic in all scenarios considered: φ < φ̄ ≡ 2.56. The

parameter of the path of the public consumption shock, ξG, is set to 0.10 (see (19)), implying

high persistence in the public spending shock (the half-life of the shock is ln 2/ξG ≈ 7 years).

In the benchmark case, the parameter of the lump-sum tax path under bond financing is set

to ξT = 0.05.

Numerical Results Table 5 shows the numerical results for five different scenarios. Col-

umn (1) presents results for the RA model. Because the increase in public consumption is

temporary, the economy returns to its initial steady state, which is a widely accepted result

in the literature. Obviously, in the new steady state factor prices have not changed. What is

of interest here is the transitional dynamics. In the short run, investment, employment, and

output increase but private consumption falls.25 Wages fall on impact due a larger supply of

labor, but gradually rise once labor demand increases.

Columns (2)-(5) present the OLG cases. Column (2) considers pure lump-sum tax financ-

ing (ξT = 0) of a fiscal impulse. The impulse responses are virtually identical to those of the

RA model, showing only small quantitative differences. By comparing Tables 3 and 5, it is

evident that—in line with received wisdom—temporary fiscal shocks yield smaller short-run

output multipliers than permanent fiscal shocks.

Results are strikingly different, once we allow for debt financing in the OLG framework

(Columns (3)-(5)). Column (3) assumes ξT = 0.1 and T̃0 = 0, implying a bond-financed fiscal

shock that leaves initial lump-sum taxes unchanged. A key result is that a temporary shock

leads to hysteresis in macroeconomic variables. Private consumption not only falls in the

short run but also in the long run. In addition, we find negative long-run output multipliers

for a temporary shock, reflecting crowding out of private consumption and investment by

public consumption. Intuitively, bond financing shifts the burden of taxation forward in time

thereby reducing the net human capital of future generations. Accordingly, they will consume

less. Column (4) sets ξT = 0.05, which shifts more of the burden of lump-sum taxation to

future generations. Not surprisingly, there is a larger negative effect on private consumption

and output in the new steady state.

25However, the crowding out of private consumption by public consumption is smaller than under permanent

fiscal policy.
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Table 5: Temporary Fiscal Shocks

RA OLG

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

dY (0)
dG 0.832 0.825 0.798 0.797 0.766

dY (∞)
dG 0 0 −0.130 −0.164 −0.424

dC(0)
dG −0.318 −0.322 −0.311 −0.311 −0.299

dC(∞)
dG 0 0 −0.069 −0.087 −0.224

dI(0)
dG 0.150 0.147 0.109 0.108 0.064

dI(∞)
dG 0 0 −0.061 −0.078 −0.200

L̃(0)

G̃
0.183 0.181 0.175 0.175 0.168

L̃(∞)

G̃
0 0 −0.002 −0.003 −0.007

K̃(0)

G̃
0 0 0 0 0

K̃(∞)

G̃
0 0 −0.062 −0.078 −0.201

w̃(0)

G̃
−0.017 −0.016 −0.016 −0.016 −0.015

w̃(∞)

G̃
0 0 −0.024 −0.030 −0.078

dr(0)

G̃
0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017

dr(∞)

G̃
0 0 0.004 0.005 0.012

Notes: (1): Representative agent; (2)-(5): overlapping generations;

(2): no debt financing; (3)-(5): with debt financing;

(3)-(4): moderate fiscal policy; and (5): drastic fiscal policy.
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Column (5) studies a public spending shock combined with a cut in initial lump-sum taxes

(T̃0 = 0.1). The short-run fall in private consumption is smaller than in Column (4) because

households enjoy additional tax relief at impact. However, future generations pay the price

of debt redemption, reducing their long-run consumption by more than under scenarios (3)

and (4). In addition, the long-run output multiplier is (in absolute terms) the largest of all

scenarios.

Links to VAR Evidence In line with VAR studies, we find that temporary fiscal shocks

can have long-lasting effects on macroeconomic variables. The OLG model structure together

with bond financing gives rise to non-zero steady-state effects, providing a shock propagation

mechanism that has not been analyzed in the literature yet.

VAR studies find that in the short run a positive fiscal shock raises both private consump-

tion and output. Our model finds a negative correlation between private consumption and

output in the initial phase after the shock. However, the scenario of drastic fiscal policy (Col-

umn (5)) produces a positive correlation between Y (t) and C(t) in the medium run (already

after 10 time periods) and long run. To also bring the initial phase of the transition path in

line with VAR evidence, new elements should be introduced into the model, which is beyond

the scope of this paper.

6 Conclusions

The micro-founded dynamic macroeconomic framework explored here proves rich in further

understanding the output effects of fiscal policy under various financing scenarios and settings

of the structural parameters. The richness of the results naturally reflects the comprehensive

nature of our model. Support is found for the claim that under certain conditions the activist

(New)Keynesian view on fiscal policy may be too optimistic about the potency of fiscal policy

in boosting output. In more detail, the results are as follows.

Take first the case of lump-sum tax financing of an unanticipated and permanent spending

impulse. The effect of introducing overlapping generations of mortal agents is to lower the

size of long-run output multipliers, and even possibly to change their sign—that is, they can

now become negative rather than positive. Under lump-sum tax financing, public spending

multipliers may turn negative if the generational turnover effect is sufficiently strong to dom-

inate the intertemporal substitution effect in labor supply. For exogenous labor supply, this

condition is evidently satisfied. However, for plausible parameter values, the generational

turnover effect is unlikely to dominate the labor supply effect. In this context, short-run

output multipliers are smaller than long-run multipliers.

Chamberlinian monopolistic competition, featuring zero excess profits due to instanta-

neous entry or exit of firms, increases the absolute value of balanced-budget output multipli-

ers. Under lump-sum taxation and exogenous labor supply, Ethier-style productivity effects
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help to explain larger crowding out effects of public spending—and consequently more neg-

ative output multipliers—than under perfect competition. Under lump-sum taxation and

sufficiently elastic labor supply, however, large crowding in effects may result, giving rise to

positive long-run multipliers.

Bond financing of permanent fiscal shocks has real effects in an overlapping generations

setting because Ricardian equivalence fails. Under bond financing of a rise in public con-

sumption, long-run output multipliers are smaller than under lump-sum tax financing. Debt

financing may give rise to non-monotonic adjustment paths if labor supply is moderately

elastic and the speed of adjustment of lump-sum taxes is not too high. A bond-financed fiscal

impulse combined with an initial cut in lump-sum taxes magnifies the reduction in long-run

output multipliers as compared to multipliers under lump-sum tax financing.

A lump-sum tax financed temporary rise in public consumption does not have any long-

run effects on macroeconomic variables, in line with results in an infinitely lived household

framework. Bond financing, however, gives rise to strikingly different results; temporary

fiscal shocks have permanent effects on output and other macroeconomic variables. Negative

long-run output multipliers are obtained, caused by a large crowding out effect of private

investment by public consumption than under permanent shocks. Our model is partially able

to produce evidence in line with that of VAR studies. Bond financing combined with a cut

in lump-sum taxes produces a positive correlation between output and private consumption

in the medium and long run.

There are of course many aspects of fiscal policy that have not been addressed here, such

as the effects of anticipated fiscal shocks, other forms of financing the fiscal impulse (for

example, labor taxation), and the optimal provision of public goods. Furthermore, the model

could easily be turned into a full-fledged RBC model by including stochastic public spending

shocks and menu-cost driven price stickiness. We leave these extensions for further research.
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Appendix: Model Solution

In this appendix we show how the main results of Sections 3-5 were derived.

A.1 Log-linearization

We log-linearize the model of Table 1 around an initial steady state, using the follow-

ing notational conventions. A tilde (˜) denotes a relative change, for example, x̃(t) ≡

dx(t)/x, for most of the variables, except for: (i) time derivatives: ˙̃x(t) ≡ dẋ(t)/x for

x ∈ {K, L, N, Y, C, I, w, r, T, G}, and ˙̃B(t) ≡ rdḂ(t)/Y ; and (ii) financial assets (that is,

A(t), B(t)), which are scaled by steady-state output and multiplied by r, for example,

B̃(t) ≡ rdB(t)/Y . The results of the log-linearization are reported in Appendix Table 1.

The model can be reduced to a two-dimensional system of first-order differential equations

in the capital stock, K̃(t), and private consumption, C̃(t). Conditional on the state variables

and the policy shocks, the static part of the log-linearized model, consisting of equations

(AT1.4)-(AT1.8) in Appendix Table 1, can be used to derive the following ‘quasi-reduced

form’ expressions:

Ỹ (t) = ηφ(1 − εL)K̃(t) − (φ − 1)C̃(t), (A.1)

ωI Ĩ(t) = Ỹ (t) − ωCC̃(t) − ωGG̃ (t) , (A.2)

ηεLL̃(t) = Ỹ (t) − η(1 − εL)K̃(t), (A.3)

ηεLw̃(t) = (ηεL − 1)Ỹ (t) + η(1 − εL)K̃(t). (A.4)

A.2 Solution Method

Equations (A.1)-(A.2) and (AT1.5) can be combined with (AT1.1)-(AT1.2) to derive the

dynamic system given in (16) in the main text. Taking the Laplace transform of (16) and

noting that the capital stock is predetermined (K̃(0) = 0), we obtain:26

Λ(s)

[

L{K̃, s}

L{C̃, s}

]

=

[

−L{γK , s}

C̃(0) − L{γC , s}

]

, (A.5)

where Λ(s) ≡ sI−∆, where I is the identity matrix. The characteristic roots of ∆ are denoted

in general terms by −λ1 < 0 and λ2 > 0. The jump in C̃(0) is such that:

adj Λ(λ2)

[

−L{γK , λ2}

C̃(0) − L{γC , λ2}

]

=

[

0

0

]

, (A.6)

where adj Λ(λ2) is the adjoint matrix of Λ(λ2), which has rank 1. Using the first row of (A.6),

we get:

C̃(0) = L{γC , λ2} +

(

λ2 − δ22

δ12

)

L{γK , λ2}. (A.7)

26The details of the solution method are set out in an accessible form in Heijdra and Van der Ploeg (2002,

pp. 684-690).
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The Laplace transforms of the shocks can be written as:

L{γK , s} = γ0
K

1

s + ξG

, (A.8)

L{γC , s} ≡ γ0
C

(

1

s
−

1

s + ξG

)

+ γ1
C

(

1

s
−

1

s + ξT

)

, (A.9)

where and γ0
C , γ1

C , and γ0
K are defined as:

γ0
C ≡

(r − α)yωGG̃

r + ξG

,

γ1
C ≡

(r − α)yωG

ξT

[(

r

r + ξG

)

G̃ + T̃0

]

, (A.10)

γ0
K ≡ yωGG̃.

Using (A.8)-(A.9) in (A.7), we can thus write C̃ (0) as:

C̃(0) =
ξGγ0

C

λ2 (λ2 + ξG)
+

ξT γ1
C

λ2 (λ2 + ξT )
+

(

λ2 − δ22

δ12

)

γ0
K

λ2 + ξG

. (A.11)

The root inequality λ2 > λ̄ (see Section A.3) implies that λ2 > δ22.

Solving for the first row of (A.5) yields the transition path for K̃(t):

K̃(t) =
δ12(γ

0
C + γ1

C)

λ1λ2
A(λ1, t) −

[

(δ22 + ξG)γ0
K + δ12γ

0
C

λ2 + ξG

]

T(ξG, λ1, t)

−
δ12γ

1
C

λ2 + ξT

T(ξT , λ1, t), (A.12)

whereas the second row of (A.5) gives rise the transition path for C̃(t):

C̃(t) = C̃(0) [1 − A(λ1, t)] −
δ11(γ

0
C + γ1

C)

λ1λ2
A(λ1, t)

+
δ21γ

0
K + (δ11 + ξG)γ0

C

λ2 + ξG

T(ξG, λ1, t) +
(δ11 + ξT )γ1

C

λ2 + ξT

T(ξT , λ1, t), (A.13)

where A(λ1, t) ≡ 1 − e−λ1t is an adjustment term. Note that T(ξi, λ1, t) is a non-negative,

bell-shaped temporary transition term of the following form:

T(α1, α2, t) ≡

{

e−α2t−e−α1t

α1−α2
for α1 6= α2

te−α1t for α1 = α2,

where α1 ≥ 0 and α2 ≥ 0 are parameters.

A.3 Stability

Saddle-point stability holds provided the determinant of ∆ is negative:

|∆| = −(r + δ)y [ωG(φ − 1) + ωCφχ + γ[φχ − ωG]] , (A.14)
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where χ ≡ 1−η(1−εL) and γ ≡ (r − α) / (r + δ). Proposition 1(i) is proved as follows. With

finite lives, β > 0, r > α, so that γ > 0 and it follows from (A.14) that φχ ≥ ωG is sufficient

for saddle-point stability. With infinite horizons, β = 0, r = α, and γ = 0. If ωG(φ − 1) = 0

then stability holds iff χ > 0. If ωG(φ − 1) > 0 then χ > 0 is sufficient but not necessary for

stability.

Proposition 1(ii) is proved as follows. Since |∆| = −λ1λ2 < 0, ∆ has distinct roots

−λ1 ≡ −h∗ < 0 and λ2 ≡ r∗ > 0. To prove the inequality for the unstable root we must show

that Λ(λ̄) < 0, where λ̄ ≡ r − α + ωC(r + δ) > 0. After some manipulations we get:

Λ(λ̄) = −y(φ + ωC − 1)
(

ωG(r + δ) + λ̄ [1 − (1 − εL)]
)

< 0,

which proves Proposition 1(ii). Proposition 1(iii) follows from the expressions for Ĩ (0) and

K̃ (∞) in Appendix Table 2 and noting that G̃ + T̃0 = 0 for the case under consideration.

A.4 Changing β and η

The proof of Proposition 2 is as follows. By using (T1.1)-(T1.2) in steady state and (T1.4)-

(T1.7), we get:

(r − α)ωC = βεC(α + β)κ, (A.15)

1 − ωG = ωC + δκ, (A.16)

(r + δ)κ = 1 − εL, (A.17)

θ =
(1 − εC) εL

εC
ωC , (A.18)

where κ ≡ K/Y ≡ 1/y. By substituting (A.16) into (A.15) and noting (A.17), we get a

two-equation system in r and κ only:

r − α =
βεC(α + β)κ

1 − ωG − δκ
, (A.19)

r + δ =
1 − εL

κ
. (A.20)

Clearly, ωC > 0 so we have from (A.15) and (A.16) that 0 < κ < (1 − ωG) /δ. Accordingly,

equation (A.19) gives rise to an upward sloping curve in the (r, κ) space, whilst (A.20) is

downward sloping. There is a unique equilibrium, κ∗, which is the positive root of the

quadratic equation:

[δ(α + δ) − βεC(α + β)] κ2− [δ(1 − εL) + (α + δ)(1 − ωG)] κ+(1−εL)(1−ωG) = 0. (A.21)

Part (i) of Proposition 2 can be proved as follows. Since (A.21) does not contain η, κ∗ and

thus (via (A.17)) r do not depend on η. From this, (A.16), and (A.18), it follows that ωC

and θ are not affected either. Part (ii) of Proposition 2 follows from (A.19). An increase in

β, rotates (A.19) counterclockwise, increases r and decreases κ. Hence, ωC and θ increase

whilst ωI decreases.
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A.5 Comparative Dynamics of Permanent Fiscal Shocks

By using (17) and (A.10) in (A.12) and (A.13) and noting that ξG = 0, we obtain the impact,

transition, and long-run effects of a permanent rise in public consumption on the capital stock

and private consumption. By also using (A.1)-(A.4) and (AT1.9) the results for the remaining

variables are obtained.

The results in Section 4 of the main text are obtained by setting γ0
C = γ1

C = 0 in (A.11),

(A.12), and (A.13), and choosing the appropriate parameter settings in Appendix Table 2:

exogenous labor supply (φ = 1) or endogenous labor supply (φ > 1). The results in Section

5.2 are derived by setting 0 < ξT ≪ ∞ and using the values for γ0
C and γ1

C from (A.10).
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Appendix Table 1: The Log-linearized Model

˙̃K(t) = yωI

[

Ĩ(t) − K̃(t)
]

(AT1.1)

˙̃C(t) = rr̃(t) + (r − α)
[

C̃(t) − K̃(t) − (1/ωA)B̃(t)
]

(AT1.2)

˙̃B(t) = r
[

B̃(t) + ωGG̃(t) − ωT T̃ (t)
]

(AT1.3)

L̃(t) = Ỹ (t) − w̃(t) (AT1.4)

K̃(t) = Ỹ (t) −

(

r

r + δ

)

r̃(t) (AT1.5)

Ỹ (t) = ωCC̃(t) + ωI Ĩ(t) + ωGG̃(t) (AT1.6)

L̃(t) = θ
[

w̃(t) − C̃(t)
]

(AT1.7)

Ỹ (t) = ηÑ(t) = η
[

εLL̃(t) + (1 − εL)K̃(t)
]

(AT1.8)
(

η − 1

η

)

Ỹ (t) = εLw̃(t) +

(

r(1 − εL)

r + δ

)

r̃(t) (AT1.9)

Definitions:

εL ≡ wL/Y : Share of before-tax wage income in real output; ωA ≡ rK/Y : Share of income from

financial assets in real output; ωG ≡ G/Y : Share of government spending in real output; ωC ≡ C/Y :

Share of private consumption in real output; ωI ≡ I/Y : Share of investment spending in real output;

θ ≡ (1 − L)/L: Ratio of leisure to labor; ωT ≡ T/Y : Share of lump-sum taxes in real output; η:

Diversity effect; and y ≡ Y/K: Initial output-capital ratio.
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Appendix Table 2: Pure Lump-Sum Tax Financing and Debt Financing

of a Permanent Fiscal Shock

C̃(0) = −

(

λ2 − (r − α) + (φ − 1)(r + δ)

λ2(φ + ωC − 1)

)

ωGG̃ +
(r − α)y

λ2(λ2 + ξT )
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

Ĩ(0) =

(

(φ − 1)(r + δ) − (r − α)

λ2ωI

)

ωGG̃ −
(r − α)(φ + ωC − 1)y

λ2(λ2 + ξT )ωI
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

K̃(∞) = Ĩ(∞) =

(

(φ − 1)(r + δ) − (r − α)

λ1λ2

)

yωGG̃ −
(r − α)(φ + ωC − 1)y2

ξT λ1λ2
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

C̃(∞) = −

(

(r − α) + [1 − ηφ(1 − εL)] (r + δ)

λ1λ2

)

yωGG̃ −
(r − α) [ηφ(1 − εL) − ωI ] y

2

ξT λ1λ2
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

Ỹ (∞) =

(

−(r − α)ηφ(1 − εL) + (φ − 1) [r − α + r + δ]

λ1λ2

)

yωGG̃

−
(r − α) [ωCηφ(1 − εL) + (φ − 1)ωI ] y

2

ξT λ1λ2
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

L̃(∞) =
(φ − 1)χy [r − α + r + δ]

ηεLλ1λ2
yωGG̃ −

(r − α)(φ − 1) [(1 − ωC)χ − ωG] y2

ξT ηεLλ1λ2
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

w̃(∞) =

(

−η2φεL(1 − εL)(r − α) + (φ − 1)(η − 1)[r − α + r + δ]

ηεLλ1λ2

)

yωGG̃

−
(r − α)

[

η2εLφωC(1 − εL) + (φ − 1)[(η − 1)ωI + η(1 − εL)ωG]
]

y2

ξT ηεLλ1λ2
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

(

r

r + δ

)

r̃(∞) =
(r − α)yφχ

λ1λ2
ωGG̃ −

(r − α) [φχωC + (φ − 1)ωG] y2

ξT λ1λ2
ωG

[

G̃ + T̃0

]

Notes:

Moderate fiscal policy: G̃ > 0, T̃0 = 0; Drastic fiscal policy: G̃ > 0, T̃0 > 0; The case of pure lump-sum

financing is obtained by setting T̃0 = −G̃. Note further that χ ≡ 1 − η(1 − εL) > 0; −λ1 < 0 and

λ2 > 0 are the characteristic roots of |∆| defined in (17).
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Schmitt-Grohé, S., Uribe, M., 2003. Closing small open economy models. Journal of Interna-

tional Economics 61, 163–185.

Stadler, G. W., 1994. Real business cycles. Journal of Economic Literature 32, 1750–1783.

Startz, R., 1989. Monopolistic competition as a foundation for Keynesian macroeconomic

models. Quarterly Journal of Economics 104, 737–752.

Woodford, M., 2001. The Taylor rule and optimal monetary policy. American Economic

Review 91, 345–370.

Yaari, M. E., 1965. Uncertain lifetime, life insurance, and the theory of the consumer. Review

of Economic Studies 32, 137–150.

41



CESifo Working Paper Series 
(for full list see www.cesifo-group.de)
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1597 Petra Geraats, Transparency of Monetary Policy: Theory and Practice, November 2005 
 
1598 Christian Dustman and Francesca Fabbri, Gender and Ethnicity – Married Immigrants 

in Britain, November 2005 
 
1599 M. Hashem Pesaran and Martin Weale, Survey Expectations, November 2005 
 
1600 Ansgar Belke, Frank Baumgaertner, Friedrich Schneider and Ralph Setzer, The 

Different Extent of Privatisation Proceeds in EU Countries: A Preliminary Explanation 
Using a Public Choice Approach, November 2005 

 
1601 Jan K. Brueckner, Fiscal Federalism and Economic Growth, November 2005 
 
1602 Steven Brakman, Harry Garretsen and Charles van Marrewijk, Cross-Border Mergers 

and Acquisitions: On Revealed Comparative Advantage and Merger Waves, November 
2005 

 
1603 Erkki Koskela and Rune Stenbacka, Product Market Competition, Profit Sharing and 

Equilibrium Unemployment, November 2005 
 
1604 Lutz Hendricks, How Important is Discount Rate Heterogeneity for Wealth Inequality?, 

November 2005 
 
1605 Kathleen M. Day and Stanley L. Winer, Policy-induced Internal Migration: An 

Empirical Investigation of the Canadian Case, November 2005 
 
1606 Paul De Grauwe and Cláudia Costa Storti, Is Monetary Policy in the Eurozone less 

Effective than in the US?, November 2005 
 
1607 Per Engström and Bertil Holmlund, Worker Absenteeism in Search Equilibrium, 

November 2005 
 
1608 Daniele Checchi and Cecilia García-Peñalosa, Labour Market Institutions and the 

Personal Distribution of Income in the OECD, November 2005 
 
1609 Kai A. Konrad and Wolfgang Leininger, The Generalized Stackelberg Equilibrium of 

the All-Pay Auction with Complete Information, November 2005 
 
1610 Monika Buetler and Federica Teppa, Should you Take a Lump-Sum or Annuitize? 

Results from Swiss Pension Funds, November 2005 
 
1611 Alexander W. Cappelen, Astri D. Hole, Erik Ø. Sørensen and Bertil Tungodden, The 

Pluralism of Fairness Ideals: An Experimental Approach, December 2005 
 
 

http://www.cesifo.de.)/


 
1612 Jack Mintz and Alfons J. Weichenrieder, Taxation and the Financial Structure of 

German Outbound FDI, December 2005 
 
1613 Rosanne Altshuler and Harry Grubert, The Three Parties in the Race to the Bottom: 

Host Governments, Home Governments and Multinational Companies, December 2005 
 
1614 Chi-Yung (Eric) Ng and John Whalley, Visas and Work Permits: Possible Global 

Negotiating Initiatives, December 2005 
 
1615 Jon H. Fiva, New Evidence on Fiscal Decentralization and the Size of Government, 

December 2005 
 
1616 Andzelika Lorentowicz, Dalia Marin and Alexander Raubold, Is Human Capital Losing 

from Outsourcing? Evidence for Austria and Poland, December 2005 
 
1617 Aleksander Berentsen, Gabriele Camera and Christopher Waller, Money, Credit and 

Banking, December 2005 
 
1618 Egil Matsen, Tommy Sveen and Ragnar Torvik, Savers, Spenders and Fiscal Policy in a 

Small Open Economy, December 2005 
 
1619 Laszlo Goerke and Markus Pannenberg, Severance Pay and the Shadow of the Law: 

Evidence for West Germany, December 2005 
 
1620 Michael Hoel, Concerns for Equity and the Optimal Co-Payments for Publicly Provided 

Health Care, December 2005 
 
1621 Edward Castronova, On the Research Value of Large Games: Natural Experiments in 

Norrath and Camelot, December 2005 
 
1622 Annette Alstadsæter, Ann-Sofie Kolm and Birthe Larsen, Tax Effects, Search 

Unemployment, and the Choice of Educational Type, December 2005 
 
1623 Vesa Kanniainen, Seppo Kari and Jouko Ylä-Liedenpohja, Nordic Dual Income 

Taxation of Entrepreneurs, December 2005 
 
1624 Lars-Erik Borge and Linn Renée Naper, Efficiency Potential and Efficiency Variation in 

Norwegian Lower Secondary Schools, December 2005 
 
1625 Sam Bucovetsky and Andreas Haufler, Tax Competition when Firms Choose their 

Organizational Form: Should Tax Loopholes for Multinationals be Closed?, December 
2005 

 
1626 Silke Uebelmesser, To go or not to go: Emigration from Germany, December 2005 
 
1627 Geir Haakon Bjertnæs, Income Taxation, Tuition Subsidies, and Choice of Occupation: 

Implications for Production Efficiency, December 2005 
 
1628 Justina A. V. Fischer, Do Institutions of Direct Democracy Tame the Leviathan? Swiss 

Evidence on the Structure of Expenditure for Public Education, December 2005 



 
1629 Torberg Falch and Bjarne Strøm, Wage Bargaining and Political Strength in the Public 

Sector, December 2005 
 
1630 Hartmut Egger, Peter Egger, Josef Falkinger and Volker Grossmann, International 

Capital Market Integration, Educational Choice and Economic Growth, December 2005 
 
1631 Alexander Haupt, The Evolution of Public Spending on Higher Education in a 

Democracy, December 2005 
 
1632 Alessandro Cigno, The Political Economy of Intergenerational Cooperation, December 

2005 
 
1633 Michiel Evers, Ruud A. de Mooij and Daniel J. van Vuuren, What Explains the 

Variation in Estimates of Labour Supply Elasticities?, December 2005 
 
1634 Matthias Wrede, Health Values, Preference Inconsistency, and Insurance Demand, 

December 2005 
 
1635 Hans Jarle Kind, Marko Koethenbuerger and Guttorm Schjelderup, Do Consumers Buy 

Less of a Taxed Good?, December 2005 
 
1636 Michael McBride and Stergios Skaperdas, Explaining Conflict in Low-Income 

Countries: Incomplete Contracting in the Shadow of the Future, December 2005 
 
1637 Alfons J. Weichenrieder and Oliver Busch, Artificial Time Inconsistency as a Remedy 

for the Race to the Bottom, December 2005 
 
1638 Aleksander Berentsen and Christopher Waller, Optimal Stabilization Policy with 

Flexible Prices, December 2005 
 
1639 Panu Poutvaara and Mikael Priks, Violent Groups and Police Tactics: Should Tear Gas 

Make Crime Preventers Cry?, December 2005 
 
1640 Yin-Wong Cheung and Kon S. Lai, A Reappraisal of the Border Effect on Relative 

Price Volatility, January 2006 
 
1641 Stefan Bach, Giacomo Corneo and Viktor Steiner, Top Incomes and Top Taxes in 

Germany, January 2006 
 
1642 Johann K. Brunner and Susanne Pech, Optimum Taxation of Life Annuities, January 

2006 
 
1643 Naércio Aquino Menezes Filho, Marc-Andreas Muendler and Garey Ramey, The 

Structure of Worker Compensation in Brazil, with a Comparison to France and the 
United States, January 2006 

 
1644 Konstantinos Angelopoulos, Apostolis Philippopoulos and Vanghelis Vassilatos, Rent-

Seeking Competition from State Coffers: A Calibrated DSGE Model of the Euro Area, 
January 2006 

 



 
1645 Burkhard Heer and Bernd Suessmuth, The Savings-Inflation Puzzle, January 2006 
 
1646 J. Stephen Ferris, Soo-Bin Park and Stanley L. Winer, Political Competition and 

Convergence to Fundamentals: With Application to the Political Business Cycle and the 
Size of Government, January 2006 

 
1647 Yu-Fu Chen, Michael Funke and Kadri Männasoo, Extracting Leading Indicators of 

Bank Fragility from Market Prices – Estonia Focus, January 2006 
 
1648 Panu Poutvaara, On Human Capital Formation with Exit Options: Comment and New 

Results, January 2006 
 
1649 Anders Forslund, Nils Gottfries and Andreas Westermark, Real and Nominal Wage 

Adjustment in Open Economies, January 2006 
 
1650 M. Hashem Pesaran, Davide Pettenuzzo and Allan G. Timmermann, Learning, 

Structural Instability and Present Value Calculations, January 2006 
 
1651 Markku Lanne and Helmut Luetkepohl, Structural Vector Autoregressions with 

Nonnormal Residuals, January 2006 
 
1652 Helge Berger, Jakob de Haan and Jan-Egbert Sturm, Does Money Matter in the ECB 

Strategy? New Evidence Based on ECB Communication, January 2006 
 
1653 Axel Dreher and Friedrich Schneider, Corruption and the Shadow Economy: An 

Empirical Analysis, January 2006 
 
1654 Stefan Brandauer and Florian Englmaier, A Model of Strategic Delegation in Contests 

between Groups, January 2006 
 
1655 Jan Zápal and Ondřej Schneider, What are their Words Worth? Political Plans and 

Economic Pains of Fiscal Consolidations in New EU Member States, January 2006 
 
1656 Thiess Buettner, Sebastian Hauptmeier and Robert Schwager, Efficient Revenue 

Sharing and Upper Level Governments: Theory and Application to Germany, January 
2006 

 
1657 Daniel Haile, Abdolkarim Sadrieh and Harrie A. A. Verbon, Cross-Racial Envy and 

Underinvestment in South Africa, February 2006 
 
1658 Frode Meland and Odd Rune Straume, Outsourcing in Contests, February 2006 
 
1659 M. Hashem Pesaran and Ron Smith, Macroeconometric Modelling with a Global 

Perspective, February 2006 
 
1660 Alexander F. Wagner and Friedrich Schneider, Satisfaction with Democracy and the 

Environment in Western Europe – a Panel Analysis, February 2006 
 
1661 Ben J. Heijdra and Jenny E. Ligthart, Fiscal Policy, Monopolistic Competition, and 

Finite Lives, February 2006 


	Abstract



