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1 . In tro d u c tio n

During the last few years, there has been a hotly debated discussion
about the desirability of ¯scal reform in Mexico. The reasons in favor
of such a reform are basically to improve the e±ciency of the tax sys-
tem as well as to increase the revenue generating capacity of the gov-
ernment in order to obtain additional resources to satisfy basic social
needs such as education, health and infrastructure that may allow
the economy to grow at faster rates (O E C D , 2004; F o ro C o n su ltivo

1C ien t¶³̄ co y T ecn o l¶ogico , 2004; Webb, 2001; and Dalsgaard, 2000.
Remarkably, these discussions typically focuses on static, short-run is-
sues while leaving aside the e®ect such a reform may have on long-run
growth and social welfare (see, for example, F o ro C o n su ltivo C ien t¶³-
¯ co y T ecn o l¶ogico , 2004; and Trigueros and Fern¶andez, 2001) .

The goal of this paper is thus to provide a quantitative estimate
of the e®ects of a ¯scal reform on growth and welfare in Mexico from a
general equilibrium perspective. In particular, two questions are ad-
dressed. First, what is the e®ect of alternative tax reforms on long-run
growth and welfare if they are designed to keep government expen-
diture share in total output constant? And second, if government
expenditures in terms of output are now allowed to increase, which
among the available taxes necessary to ¯nance this extra expenditure
is the least distorting?

To answer these questions, a neoclassical monetary model with
endogenous growth is proposed where the in¯nitely long-lived rep-
resentative household derives utility from consumption and leisure.
Money is introduced in this model via a standard cash-in-advance
constraint, whereas endogenous growth is explained by a process of
human capital accumulation, as in Lucas (1988, 1990) . The model
considers four alternative tax instruments: seigniorage, capital and la-
bor income taxes, and lump-sum taxes, necessary to ¯nance wasteful

2government expenditures. For the model purposes, a tax reform is

1 F o r a rev iew o f ta x refo rm s im p lem en ted in M ex ico sin ce 1 9 7 0 , see G il-D ¶³a z

a n d T h irsk (1 9 9 7 ) a n d G il-D ¶³a z (1 9 9 0 ). D a lsg a a rd (2 0 0 0 ) in clu d es a su m m a ry o f

ta x refo rm m ea su res fo r th e p erio d 1 9 8 7 - 1 9 9 8 in M ex ico .
2 T h e m o tiva tio n to in clu d e seig n io ra g e a s a rev en u e in stru m en t is th a t it is

so m etim es a rg u ed th a t a m o n eta ry ex p a n sio n is b en e¯ cia l fo r ca p ita l a ccu m u la tio n

a n d th u s g row th (R o m ero , 2 0 0 0 ). T h is ty p e o f a rg u m en t is re° ected b y th e

p o p u la r p ercep tio n th a t th e m o n eta ry a u th o rity 's ¯ g h t a g a in st in ° a tio n d u rin g

th e la st few y ea rs in M ex ico h a s b een to o co stly in term s o f g row th . T h erefo re, it

seem s in terestin g to ¯ n d w h a t th e m o d el h a s to say a b o u t th is co n cern .
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de¯ned as the change in two tax instruments relative to the original
tax policy (including seigniorage revenue) so that the budget con-
straint of the government is balanced in a present-value sense. This
implies that a change in a distorting tax may be ¯nanced by a change
in either a lump-sum tax or an alternative distorting tax.

The evaluation of the growth and welfare e®ects of tax reforms
under the four tax instruments mentioned above is not common in the

3representative agent literature. For example, the growth and welfare
e®ects of income taxation usually abstract from the use of money (see,
among others, Chamley, 1981; King and Rebelo, 1990; Lucas, 1990;
Jones, Manuelli, and Rossi, 1993; and Ortigueira, 1998) . Similarly,
the distorting e®ects of in°ation are usually estimated assuming lump-
sum taxes in place (see, for example, Cooley and Hansen, 1989; and
Gomme, 1993; Dotsey and Ireland, 1996; and Wu and Zhang, 2000) .
However, as pointed out by Cooley and Hansen (1991, 1992) , the
relationship between alternative sources of revenue (for example, the
¯scal implications of lower taxation on money holdings) may have
important consequences for the appropriate estimation of growth and
welfare.

The present paper contains several di®erences with respect to
those in the literature that explicitly study the interaction between
seigniorage and income taxes in representative agent models. For
example, the estimation of tax reforms in the monetary model of
Cooley and Hansen (1991, 1992) takes place in an exogenous growth
context. Nevertheless, it is well known that the e®ect of income taxes
on the allocation of time and thus on long-run growth should not be
ignored (see, for example, Milesi-Ferretti and Roubini, 1998) . Jones
and Manuelli (1995) ¯nd that the welfare cost of in°ation is similar
under endogenous and exogenous growth models alike, even under in-
come taxation. The problem with their estimates is that welfare com-
parisons are made across steady states only, a problem also present
in the AK models of Palivos and Yip (1995) and Smith (1996) . As
is well known (cf. Lucas, 1990; Ortigueira, 1998) , ignoring transi-
tional dynamic e®ects on welfare analysis may be misleading. As de-
scribed later, the results presented here take fully into account these
short-run e®ects on welfare. Finally, the closest paper in spirit to the
present work is found in Wen and Love (1998) . They consider a hu-
man capital-type endogenous growth model where money enters via
a shopping-time technology. Unfortunately, the tax reform calcula-

3 N o ta b le ex cep tio n s a re C o o ley a n d H a n sen (1 9 9 1 , 1 9 9 2 ), J o n es a n d M a n u elli

(1 9 9 5 ), P a liv o s a n d Y ip (1 9 9 5 ), S m ith (1 9 9 6 ) a n d W en a n d L ov e (1 9 9 8 ).
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tions presented by these authors are inaccurate in the sense that the
intertemporal budget constraint of the government is not satis¯ed, a
problem appropriately addressed here.

To provide a numeric answer to the questions originally posed
above, the model is carefully calibrated to match the features of the
Mexican economy. Next, tax reform exercises are performed where
only one of the three distorting taxes is eliminated and replaced either
by higher lump-sum or distorting taxes, while keeping government ex-

4penditures ¯xed. An important feature of this work is that the net
welfare e®ect of a ¯scal reform is conveniently disentangled into three
components: a long-run growth e®ect, a long-run level e®ect, and a
short-run, transitional e®ect as in Cassou and Lansing (2003) . This
division turns out to be important because, as shown later, a ¯scal
reform that yields the highest long-run growth rate is not necessarily
the policy that yields the highest welfare because of possible counter-
vailing level and short-run e®ects.

All the simulations show that the long-run growth rate is not
signi¯cantly a®ected by a tax reform designed to keep public expen-
ditures constant: the annual growth rate increases from 1.54 to at
most 1 .65 percent. This result is consistent with those previously
found for the U S economy (see Stokey and Rebelo, 1995; and Men-

5doza, Milesi-Ferreti, and Asea, 1997) . Welfare may either increase or
decrease depending on the tax policy in place, but any such change is
well below 1.1 percent in absolute value, a result also consistent with
the conjecture by Lucas (1990) .

The results are slightly di®erent if government's share in total
output is increased. In such a case, the long-run growth rate in-
creases modestly unless taxes on labor income are used to balance
the government's budget (cf. Devereux and Love, 1995; Mendoza,
Milesi-Ferreti, and Asea, 1997; Baier and Glomm, 2001) . The intu-
ition is that the implied lower share of consumption in total output

4 In th e ca se o f seig n io ra g e, th e ex ercise in v o lv es d riv in g th e in ° a tio n ra te

d ow n to zero .
5 O f co u rse, th is ¯ n d in g d o es n o t n ecessa rily m ea n th a t a ta x refo rm is u n -

a p p ea lin g fro m a p o licy p o in t o f v iew . F irst, it m ay b e th e ca se th a t th e g row th

ra te o f th e eco n o m y is su b sta n tia lly h ig h er a lo n g th e tra n sitio n to a n ew b a la n ced

g row th p a th w ith a low sp eed o f co n v erg en ce tow a rd s su ch a n ew p a th . In o th er

w o rd s, th e tra n sitio n a l g row th ra te m ay w ell b e a b ov e its lo n g -ru n estim a te fo r a

rela tiv e lo n g p erio d . S eco n d , a n a p p ro p ria te ta x refo rm m ay m ov e th e eco n o m y

to a h ig h er level o f p er ca p ita o u tp u t a n d co n su m p tio n ov er tim e ev en th o u g h th e

lo n g -ru n g row th ra te rem a in s a b o u t th e sa m e.
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leads the household to reallocate her time from leisure towards work-
ing and schooling time, thus increasing the long-run growth rate of
the economy. It turns out that neither seigniorage nor capital income
taxes have a substantial e®ect on the household's allocation of time,
so the growth rate remains high. However, labor income taxes do
a®ect working and schooling negatively. This negative e®ect domi-
nates the e®ect from higher government expenditures so the output
growth rate in fact decreases. Even though the increase in long-run
growth under seigniorage and capital income taxes is not particularly
large (the highest value is 1 .63 percent for a government's share of 20
percent) , the corresponding fall in welfare is substantial (slightly less
than 11 percent) .

From the discussion above, the results imply that an appropriate
tax reform keeping government expenditures constant may yield the
same e®ect on long-run growth as the policy with increasing govern-
ment expenditures but with a fraction of the cost in terms of welfare.
Thus, according to the model a ¯scal reform that increases w a ste-
fu l government expenditures to promote long-run growth is highly
ine±cient.

In relation to the consequences of a lower in°ation rate, the model
¯nds a negligible positive e®ect of such a policy on both long-run
growth and welfare. In particular, moving from the historical in°ation
rate in Mexico to a zero in°ation rate brings about an increase of 0.01
percentage points in the growth rate and a 0.05 percent increase in net
welfare if lump-sum taxes are available. The small positive e®ect of
lower in°ation on growth is roughly consistent with similar theoretical
models (cf. Chari, Jones, and Manuelli, 1995) and empirical evidence
(see, for example, Levine and Renelt, 1992; Fischer, 1991, 1993; and
Barro, 1995, 1997) .

The ¯nal lesson from the numeric simulations is that the policy-
maker might be faced with con°icting goals when evaluating a ¯scal
reform. In some cases, the ¯scal reform that yields the highest growth
rate is simultaneously the policy that yields the lowest welfare, and
vice versa (cf. Cassou and Lansing, 2003) . The reason is that the pos-
itive e®ect of higher growth on welfare may be easily o®set by nega-
tive welfare e®ects caused by short-run and long-run level distortions.
Thus the decision about which ¯scal policy reform to implement in
practice might well end up depending on the policymaker's goals.

The rest of the paper is divided as follows. The next section
presents the basic model. The third section discusses the calibra-
tion of the model for Mexico under particular utility and production
functions, and evaluates the e®ect of alternative ¯scal policy exer-
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cises on both long-run growth and welfare. Section four concludes by
including some ways in which the model may be extended.

2 . T h e m o d e l

The framework considered is a standard, deterministic endogenous
growth model with in¯nite horizon where a representative agent is
endowed with perfect foresight and a single unit of time that may
be devoted to leisure, working or \schooling" activities. The house-
hold derives utility from consumption c(t) and raw (non-quali¯ed)
leisure x (t) where 0 · x (t) · 1. The instantaneous utility function
U (c(t) ;x (t) ) is bounded, continuously di®erentiable, strictly increas-
ing, strictly concave and non-separable in its arguments. The house-
hold maximizes the discounted sum of utilities over time at the rate
½ > 0 according to:

1Z
¡ ½ te U [c(t);x (t) ] d t (1)

0

The household keeps assets in the form of money holdings m (t)
and ownership claims on physical capital k (t) . The representative
agent is endowed with a stock of human capital h (t) in addition.
Accordingly, her °ow budget constraint is given by:

_c(t) + k (t) + q (t) = ~r (t) k (t) + ~w (t) u (t)h (t) + T (t) (2)

where q (t) ´ _m (t) + ¼ (t)m (t) represents gross investment in real
money balances, ¼ (t) is the in°ation rate, and ~r (t) ´ [1 ¡ ¿ (t) ] r (t)k

and ~w (t) ´ [1 ¡ ¿ (t) ] w (t) are the real rate of return on physical cap-n

ital and the real wage respectively, both expressed net of taxes. Here,
¿ (t);¿ (t) and T (t) denote taxes on capital and labor income, andk n

lump-sum transfers (taxes if T (t) is negative) , respectively, and u (t)
is the fraction of time that the household devotes to the production
of the single good with 0 · u (t) · 1. For simplicity, no depreciation
of physical capital is assumed, so gross investment i(t) equals net
investment:

_k (t) = i(t) (3)

Money is valued in this economy since it is required to pur-
chase consumption goods. An otherwise standard cash-in-advance



A M O N E T A R Y M O D E L : T H E C A S E O F M E X IC O 149

constraint is generalized by introducing the degree of liquidity con-
straint faced by the household, namely the fraction of consumption
goods that must be purchased with money. Such exogenous fraction
is denoted as Á , where 0 < Á · 1. Therefore,

Á c(t) · m (t) (4)

In order to allow for endogenous growth, it is assumed that hu-
man capital accumulation may be a®ected by the way households
allocate their time. Accordingly, if v (t) denotes the fraction of time
devoted to schooling activities, the law of motion for human capital
is given by:

_h (t) = h (t) H [v (t) ] (5)

where H (¢) is a continuously di®erentiable, increasing and concave
function, and 0 · v (t) · 1.

Finally, it must hold that:

u (t) + v (t) + x (t) = 1 (6)

There is perfect competition among ¯rms. Technology is rep-
resented by a production function F [k (t) ;u (t) h (t) ] with constant re-
turns to scale in the stock of physical capital k (t) and in the e®ective
amount of labor u (t)h (t) . The function F [k (t) ;u (t) h (t) ] is continu-
ously di®erentiable, concave, increasingly monotone and satis¯es the
well-known Inada conditions.

Pro¯t maximization implies that both factors of production are
paid their marginal products, i.e. ,

w (t) = F [k (t) ;u (t)h (t) ] (7)n

and

r (t) = F [k (t);u (t)h (t) ] (8)k

where F (t) denotes the marginal product of the factor of productioni

i = k ;n .
The single good produced in this economy may be devoted either

to consumption, investment i(t) or government purchases of goods
and services g (t) . The role of government is to provide currency and
to impose taxes on capital income, labor income and money holdings
in order to ¯nance the exogenous stream of government expenditures
g (t) . Any di®erence between taxation and expenditures may be cov-
ered with lump sum transfers T (t) .



¶150 E S T U D IO S E C O N O M IC O S

_Money is issued at the rate ¹ (t) ´ M (t)=M (t) , where M (t) is the
(nominal) money supply. Equilibrium in the money market is thus
reached when the nominal price level P (t) adjusts so that real money
demand equals real money supply, m (t) = M (t) = P (t) . Thus,

_m (t) = m (t) = ¹ (t) ¡ ¼ (t) (9)

The amount of revenue raised by the government through money
_creation at time t is just M (t) = P (t) = ¹ (t)m (t) . Therefore, the gov-

ernment's budget constraint must satisfy:

g (t) + T (t) = ¹ (t)m (t) + ¿ (t) r (t)k (t) + ¿ (t) w (t)u (t) h (t) (10)k n

D E F IN IT IO N : G iven k (0) = k ;h (0) = h , a n d M (0) = M , a co m -0 0 0

petitive equ ilibriu m is d e¯ n ed a s th e set o f in ¯ n ite sequ en ces fo r a llo -
ca tio n s f c(t) ;i(t) ;k (t);h (t) ;m (t) ;u (t) ;x (t);v (t)g , fa cto r p rices f r (t),
w (t)g , a n d go vern m en t po licy ¿ (t);¿ (t) ;¹ (t) ;g (t) ;T (t)g su ch th a t:k n

(i) Given factor prices and government policy, the allocations

f c(t) ;i(t) ;k (t) ;h (t);m (t) ;u (t) ;x (t) ;v (t)g
maximize equation (1) sub ject to equations (2) through (6) ;

(ii) The sequence

f k (t) ;h (t);m (t);u (t);r (t) ;w (t) ;¿ (t) ;¿ (t) ;¹ (t) ;g (t) ;T (t)gk n

satis¯es equations (7) , (8) and (10) ; and

6(iii) The goods market clears:

c(t) + i(t) + g (t) = F [k (t);u (t)h (t) ]

It may be readily veri¯ed that the solution to the representative
agent's program is de¯ned by the following ¯rst-order conditions:

U (t) = ¸ (t) + Á ¸ (t) (11a)c 1 2

6 W a lra s'law g u a ra n tees th a t eq u ilib riu m in th e m o n ey m a rk et,

m (t) = M (t)= P (t);

is sa tis¯ ed if co n d itio n s (i), (ii) a n d (iii) a re sim u lta n eo u sly sa tis¯ ed .
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U (t) = ¸ (t) ~w (t) h (t) (11b)x 1

¸ (t) = ¸ (t) (11c)1 4

_̧ (t) = ¸ (t) [½ ¡ ~r (t) ] (11d)1 1

_̧ (t) = ¸ (t) f ½ ¡ H [v (t) ] g ¡ ¸ (t) ~w (t) u (t) (11e)3 3 1

_̧ (t) = ½ ¸ (t) + ¸ (t)¼ (t) ¡ ¸ (t) (11f)4 4 1 2

¸ (t) [m (t) ¡ Á c (t) ] = 0;¸ (t) ¸ 0 (11g)2 1 2

plus some well-known transversality conditions. In the above expres-
sions, U (t) denotes the derivative with respect to the ith argument,i

i = (c;x ) , and ¸ (t) ;¸ (t) ;¸ (t) , and ¸ (t) represent the cu rren t-va lu e1 2 3 4

shadow prices of physical capital, the cash -in- advance constraint,
human capital and money holdings, respectively.

Expression (11a) above represents the marginal utility of con-
sumption, including the cost of holding money. Equation (11b) sim-
ply states that the marginal utility of leisure must be equal to the
extra income from an additional unit of working time. The equal-
ity between the price of an extra unit of the consumption good and
money holdings is represented by (11c) . Finally, expressions (11d) -
(11f) are the laws of motion for current-value shadow prices.

Manipulation of (11c) , (11d) and (11f) lead to the following ex-
pression:

¸ (t) = ¸ (t) R (t) (12)2 1

where R (t) ´ ¼ (t) + ~r (t) denotes the nominal interest rate (net of
taxes) . From (12) , if R (t) > 0 then ¸ (t) > 0 since the shadow price2

¸ (t) is strictly positive. Therefore, (11g) implies m (t) = Á c(t) so1

that the cash-in-advance constraint is strictly binding. On the other
hand, if R (t) = 0 then ¸ (t) = 0 and the cash-in-advance constraint2

is just binding. In other words, it is always the case that m (t) = Á c(t)
(cf. Rebelo and Xie, 1999) .

The following step is to de¯ne particular utility and technology
functions. In the ¯rst case, the following C E S functional form consis-
tent with the existence of a balanced growth path is proposed (see
Ladr¶on-de-Guevara, Ortigueira, and Santos, 1997) :
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£ ¤1 ¡ ¾Ã 1 ¡ Ãc(t) x (t)
U [c(t) ;x (t) ] = (13)

1 ¡ ¾
for ¾ > 0, and ¾ 6= 1, and 0 < Ã · 1, and U [c(t) ;x (t) ] = Ã log c(t) +

7(1 ¡ Ã ) log x (t) for ¾ = 1.
The production function F (t) is given by a standard Cobb- Dou-

® 1 ¡ ®glas speci¯cation F (t) = A k (t) (u (t)h (t) ) where 0 < ® < 1 and
A > 0. Following Lucas (1990) , human capital technology H (¢) is

´expressed as H [v (t) ] = B v (t) where 0 · ´ · 1 represents the con-
stant elasticity of the learning function with respect to time devoted
to human capital accumulation, and B > 0 is the constant marginal
productivity of schooling time. The value of B is restricted so that
the transversality condition Ã (1 ¡ ¾ ) B < ½ is satis¯ed.

Along a balanced growth path, consumption, money holdings,
physical and human capital are growing at the constant rate ° .

Namely,

_ __c(t)= c(t) = _m (t)= m (t) = k (t)= k (t) = h (t)= h (t) = °

with _u (t) = u (t) = _x (t) = x (t) = _v (t) = v (t) . As usual in this type of
model, it is convenient to express the equilibrium in terms of new
variables. In particular, variables are de¯ned relative to the human
capital stock so that z (t) ´ k (t) = h (t) and c(t) = h (t) . Using the system
in (11) , it may be shown that a balanced growth path is described by

¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤the values of z ;(c= h ) ;u ;x ;v and ° that satisfy (see the appendix
for details) :

¤ ¤(1 ¡ Ã ) (c= h ) ~w
= (14a)¤ ¤Ã x 1 + Á R

¤ ¤ ¤ ® ¤ 1 ¡ ® ¤(c= h ) + (g = h ) = A (z ) (u ) ¡ ° z (14b)

¤° [ Ã (1 ¡ ¾ ) ¡ 1 ] = ½ ¡ ~r (14c)

7 L a d r¶o n -d e-G u eva ra , O rtig u eira , a n d S a n to s (1 9 9 9 ) sh ow th a t th e in tro d u c-

tio n o f n o n -q u a lī ed leisu re in to a n en d o g en o u s g row th m o d el (lik e th e o n e co n -

sid ered h ere) m ay lea d to a m u ltip licity o f stea d y sta tes fo r a rela tiv ely b ro a d

p a ra m eter sp a ce in a fra m ew o rk w ith n o m o n ey a n d n o n -d isto rtin g ta x es. A s d is-

cu ssed la ter in th is p a p er, th is p o ten tia l p ro b lem d o es n o t a rise fo r th e p a ra m eter

sp a ce u n d er stu d y.
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¤ ¤ ´° = B (1 ¡ u ¡ x ) (14d)

· ¸¤´ u¤~r = ° 1 + (14e)¤ ¤1 ¡ u ¡ x
together with the time constraint (6) . Along the balanced growth
path, g (t) and T (t) grow at the endogenous rate ° in order to avoid

8that g = h and T = h would be zero in the limit.
Equation (14a) is simply the intratemporal optimality condition

between consumption and leisure, which is equal to the after-tax real
wage expressed in terms of the price of the consumption good includ-
ing the cost of holding money. Expression (14b) denotes the resource
constraint evaluated along the balanced growth path. The otherwise
standard Euler equation in a model with non-separable leisure is rep-
resented by (14c) , where the long-run growth rate depends on the
after-tax real rate of return on capital. The law of motion for human
capital along the balanced growth path is included in (14d) . Finally,
the equality between the net rate of return of physical and human
capital is summarized by (14e) . By substituting (14e) into (14c) , it
becomes clear that the endogenous growth rate ° is a function only
of schooling time, the time devoted to work, and parameter values of
the model.

3 . G ro w th a n d w e lfa r e e ® e c ts o f a lte rn a tiv e ¯ sc a l p o lic ie s

3.1 . P relim in a ries

The following step is to provide numeric estimates of the e®ects of al-
ternative ¯scal policies on both growth and welfare by taking into ac-
count the model described in the previous section. For that purpose,
it is assumed that the economy is initially on a balanced growth path.
Let (c(¿ );x (¿ ) ) denote the corresponding paths of consumption and
leisure associated with the existing ¯scal policy ¿ ´ ¿ (¿ ;¿ ;¹ ;g ;T ) ,k n¤ ¤and k (0) and h (0) as the initial endowments of physical and human
capital, respectively. If an alternative ¯scal policy ¿̂ is unexpectedly
announced, the economy moves out of its initial allocation in order to

8 B o th g ov ern m en t ex p en d itu res a n d lu m p -su m tra n sfers a re a lso a llow ed to

g row a t th e sa m e ra te a s o u tp u t a lo n g th e tra n sitio n p a th o n ce a ch a n g e in ¯ sca l

p o licy is im p lem en ted .
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converge to a new balanced growth path denoted as (c( ¿̂ ) ;x ( ¿̂ ) ) . The
new ¯scal policy is assumed to remain constant over time. As usual,
the household has perfect foresight once the new policy is announced.

Following Lucas (1987) , de¯ne ³ as the compensating consump-
tion supplement necessary for the household to be indi®erent between
the existing policy ¿ and the new ¯scal policy ¿̂ . Accordingly, the wel-
fare gain of a ¯scal reform is measured as the value of ³ that solves:

1 1Z Z
¡ ½ t ¡ ½ te U [(1 + ³ ) c(¿ ) ;x (¿ ) ] d t = e U [c( ¿̂ ) ;x ( ¿̂ ) ] d t (15)

0 0

For clarity purposes, it is convenient to disentangle the welfare
gain (or loss) ³ into three major components as in Cassou and Lans-
ing (2003) : a long-run level e®ect (³ ) , a long-run growth e®ectlev el

9(³ ) , and a transition (short-run) e®ect (³ ) . As shown ing r o w th tr a n s

the appendix, the sum of these three e®ects yields the net welfare
gain ³ implicitly given by (15) .n et

Throughout this paper, a tax reform may be de¯ned alternatively
in two ways. The ¯rst of them assumes that only one of the distorting
taxes available changes, while keeping government expenditures con-
stant. This requires that lump-sum taxes ¯nance any imbalance in
the government budget constraint (in a present-value sense) . The al-
ternative case implies changing two distorting taxes at a time so that
the intertemporal government budget constraint is satis¯ed, while
keeping T (t) and g (t) ¯xed. These two possibilities are considered in
the computations below.

3.2. C a libra tio n

The model is now calibrated for the Mexican economy. For clarity
purposes, the distinction is made between those parameters borrowed

9 T h e lo n g -ru n g row th e® ect m ea su res th e w elfa re ch a n g e d u e ex clu siv ely to

a ch a n g e in th e g row th ra te ° w h en ev er a n ew ¯ sca l p o licy is a d o p ted . S im ila rly,
th e lo n g -ru n lev el e® ect ca p tu res th e w elfa re ch a n g e d u e to a ch a n g e in th e lev el

o f th e va ria b les a lo n g th e n ew b a la n ced g row th p a th . F in a lly, th e tra n sitio n

e® ect in co rp o ra tes sh o rt-ru n ch a n g es in th e va ria b les o f in terest a n d th eir e® ect

o n w elfa re. E ith er a h ig h er g row th ra te o r a h ig h er lev el o f lo n g -ru n co n su m p tio n

a n d leisu re y ield s h ig h er w elfa re, w h erea s a sh o rt-ru n fa ll in b o th co n su m p tio n

a n d leisu re lea d s to low er w elfa re.
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from the literature and those specially ¯xed to match some observed
variables from the data. For convenience, both initial output and the
initial stock of human capital are normalized to unity as in Lucas
(1990) .

The following parameter values are either taken from the litera-
ture or from the data:

(i) ® = 0:45. The share of capital income in total output for Mexico
is carefully estimated by Bernanke and GÄurkaynak (2001) for the
period 1980 - 1995,

(ii) ´ = 0:55. The elasticity of the learning function is slightly lower
than the value implicit in the estimates reported in Rosen (1976) ,

(iii) ¾ = 1:5. The number given to the inverse of the intertempo-
ral elasticity of substitution is a standard parameter value (cf.
Kydland and Prescott, 1982 and Prescott, 1986) ,

(iv) ¹ = 0:272. This number corresponds to the annual average
growth rate of the monetary base in Mexico for the period 1988
- 2002,

(v) ¿ = 0:085 and ¿ = 0:125. The values for the e®ective tax ratesk n

on physical capital and labor income in Mexico, respectively, are
well within the range reported in Anton (2004) ,

(vi) g = h = 0:132. Given the normalization in both initial output and
human capital, this value represents the share of government ex-
penditures (including public investment) in net national product
N N P (ignoring imports and exports) for the period 1988 - 2002.

Parameters that are jointly calibrated to match some features of
the data include the following:

(i) A = 0:653. This technology parameter value yields an output
equal to 1 in the benchmark economy,

(ii) B = 0:051. The marginal productivity of schooling time is ¯xed
so that the growth rate ° along the balanced growth path is 1 .54
percent. This last number is consistent with the G D P per capita
growth rate in Mexico for the period 1988 - 2000, according to

1 0data by Heston, Summers, Aten (2002) ,
(iii) ½ = 0:02. The value for the subjective discount rate yields a

reasonable after-tax real rate of return on capital of 3.9 percent
along the balanced growth path,

1 0 T h e ca lib ra tio n fo r th e b en ch m a rk eco n o m y im p lies a n in ° a tio n ra te o f 2 5 .7

a lo n g th e b a la n ced g row th p a th , a cco rd in g to eq u a tio n (9 ). R em a rka b ly, th is

n u m b er ro u g h ly co rresp o n d s to th e av era g e in ° a tio n ra te in M ex ico fo r th e p erio d

1 9 8 8 - 2 0 0 2 .
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(iv) Á = 0:047. The parameter for the cash-in-advance constraint
is ¯xed so that the ratio of seigniorage to net national product
ratio is 0.90 percent, which is simply the average value observed
in Mexico for the period 1988 - 2002,

(v) Ã = 0:45. The weight of consumption in total utility is chosen
so that hours worked along the balanced growth path are about

1 1one third of household's endowed time. This share is consistent
with the data as reported by the E n cu esta n a cio n a l so bre u so
d el tiem po , 2 0 0 2 by IN E G I, where population between 20 and 59
years spend about one third of their discretionary time (i. e. , time
not spent sleeping or in personal maintenance) working for the

1 2market.

Parameter values are conveniently summarized in table 1 . As it
may be observed, the ratio of lump-sum transfers over human capital
along the balanced growth path implied by the calibration above and

1 3equation (10) is -0.016. The corresponding consumption-output ra-
tio for the benchmark economy is 0.705, a number roughly consistent
with the share of consumption of non-durables and services in net
national product (ignoring imports and exports) for the period 1988
- 2002 in Mexico.

T a b le 1
P a ra m eter V a lu es fo r th e B en ch m a rk E co n o m y

T ech n o logy pa ra m eters

® = 0:45, A = 0:653, B = 0:051, ´ = 0:55

P referen ce pa ra m eters

½ = 0:02, ¾ = 1:5, Ã = 0:45, Á = 0:047

M o n eta ry a n d ¯ sca l po licy pa ra m eters

¹ = 0:272, ¿ = 0:085, ¿ = 0:125,k n

¤ ¤(g = h ) = 0:132, (T = h ) = ¡ 0:016

1 1 K ru sell a n d R io s-R u ll (1 9 9 9 ) a lso u se th is p a ra m eter va lu e to ca lib ra te th e

U S eco n o m y.
1 2 U n fo rtu n a tely th e E n cu esta n a cio n a l so bre u so d el tiem po sta rted in th e

y ea r 2 0 0 2 , so th is is th e o n ly in fo rm a tio n ava ila b le a b o u t th e a llo ca tio n o f tim e

a t th e n a tio n a l lev el in M ex ico .
1 3 A ltern a tiv ely, th is n u m b er m ay b e in terp reted a s th e p rim a ry d e¯ cit o f th e

g ov ern m en t in term s o f o u tp u t a lo n g th e b a la n ced g row th p a th
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Before presenting the results, it is important to note that all the
numeric exercises shown below exhibit a unique negative eigenvalue.
This means that, at least for the parameter space under study, there
is a (locally) unique, saddle path stable manifold. In addition, a
unique steady state is always found for all the exercises considered.
As mentioned above, this last result is not trivial given that both
utility and human capital technology are functions of non-quali¯ed
leisure in this model.

3.3. R esu lts

The ¯rst series of tax reform exercises are presented in table 2. The
¯rst part of the table assumes that lump-sum taxes are available to re-
store any imbalance in the government's budget constraint whenever
a distorting tax is changed. For convenience, the ¯rst row reports the
results for the growth rate, welfare, and levels of some variables of in-
terest along the balanced growth path under the benchmark economy.
Naturally, the welfare estimates are zero in this case.

The ¯rst tax reform exercise simply decreases the growth rate
of money from 27.2 to 1.54 percent so that the in°ation rate is zero
under the benchmark (see equation (9) . As a result, the growth rate
° slightly increases to 1 .55 percent as reported by the second row
of table 2. There is a negligible overall welfare gain of 0.05 percent,
consisting of a 0.35 percent fall due to a long-run level e®ect, a 0.42
percent increase due to the long-run growth e®ect, and a 0.02 percent
fall explained by a transitional (short-run) e®ect. Time devoting to
schooling and leisure, as well as the consumption-output ratio, remain
nearly unchanged.

Now an alternative tax reform exercise is considered. The third
row shows the results assuming that the tax on capital income is
entirely eliminated in the spirit of Chamley (1986) . The increase
in the growth rate is too small, despite a relatively large fall in ¿ .k
This result may not be very surprising to the reader: in this model,
the long-run growth rate of the economy is basically explained by
the time devoted to education and working activities, which are not
substantially a®ected by changes in capital income taxes. On the
other hand, the increase in net welfare is higher than before (0.70
percent as compared to 0.05 percent) . Such an increase is mostly due
to a positive and large long-run level e®ect.

The next tax reform simulation eliminates the tax on labor in-
come. The increase in the growth rate to 1.65 percent is the highest
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of all the three exercises: the elimination of labor income taxes leads
households to devote more time to education and working activities,
thus increasing the long-run growth rate. Nevertheless, the increase
in net welfare is just ranked second: even though the growth e®ect
increases welfare in 4.7 percent, this is easily compensated by a fall
of 4.4 percent from the long-run level e®ect.

The second part of table 2 now eliminates lump-sum taxation
from the analysis. Thus any tax reform in place involves simultaneous
changes in two distorting taxes in order to balance the intertemporal
budget constraint of the government. The ¯rst and second rows of
part B assume a decrease in the growth rate of money to 1.54 percent
with simultaneous increases in either capital or labor income taxes to
10.4 and 14.1 percent, respectively. The results are about the same
as those under lump-sump taxation, with the exception of welfare. In
the ¯rst case, both the level and the transition e®ects are magni¯ed
in absolute value for a resulting net welfare fall of 0.12 percentage
points. When labor taxes are increased to compensate for the fall
in seigniorage revenue, the fall in the growth e®ect dominates the
long-run level e®ect for a net welfare loss of 0.03 percentage points.

The next two rows present simulations where the tax on capital
income is eliminated and lost revenue is replaced either with higher
seigniorage or labor income taxation. As shown, this exercise either
requires a money growth rate of about 149 percent or a labor income
tax of 19.5 percent. The results in both cases are qualitatively similar:
there is a relatively small fall in the growth rate (in relation to its
benchmark) explained by the fall in schooling and working time, and
a small increase in net welfare, motivated mostly by the large increase
from the level e®ect.

Finally, the last two rows perform a tax reform exercise involving
zero taxes on labor income. As a result of the large in°ation involved
when revenue is raised through seigniorage, the growth rate decreases
from the corresponding 1.65 percent value under lump sum taxation
to 1.58 percent, although this rate is still above its benchmark value.
The positive e®ect of growth on welfare results in a net increase in
household's utility. As for capital income taxes, the growth rate is
just the same if compared to the lump-sum taxation case, but now
net welfare is negative explained by the large fall from the level e®ect.

From table 2, the result that la rge increases in the growth rate
of money (and thus in°ation) have a small e®ect on both long-run
growth and welfare should be interpreted with caution. As argued
elsewhere (Benabou, 1991; Wright, 1991) , this type of models seems
appropriate for moderate in°ation rates only. For growth rates of mo-



T a b le 2
T a x refo rm sim u la tio n s

¤ ¤ ¤ ¤¹ ¿ ¿ ° ³ ³ ³ ³ u v x (c= y )tra n s n etlev el g row thk n

A . L u m p su m ta xa tio n

B en ch m a rk 0.272 0.085 0.125 1.54 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.315 0.114 0.571 0.705

D ecreasin g

¹ 0.015 0.085 0.125 1.55 -0.35 0.42 -0.02 0.05 0.317 0.115 0.568 0.704

¿ 0.272 0.0 0.125 1.55 6.38 0.30 -5.98 0.70 0.316 0.115 0.569 0.699k

¿ 0.272 0.085 0.0 1.65 -4.42 4.70 -0.18 0.10 0.337 0.129 0.534 0.704n

B . D isto rtin g ta xa tio n

¹ 0.015 0.104 0.125 1.55 -1.89 0.37 1.40 -0.12 0.316 0.115 0.569 0.706

¹ 0.015 0.085 0.141 1.54 0.18 -0.22 0.01 -0.03 0.314 0.113 0.573 0.705

¿ 1.488 0.0 0.125 1.50 7.97 -1.68 -5.87 0.42 0.307 0.109 0.584 0.699k

¿ 0.272 0.0 0.195 1.48 8.74 -2.74 -5.80 0.20 0.302 0.106 0.592 0.700k

¿ 2.306 0.085 0.0 1.58 -1.32 1.54 -0.07 0.15 0.322 0.119 0.559 0.704n

¿ 0.272 0.237 0.0 1.65 -16.84 4.26 11.50 -1.08 0.335 0.128 0.537 0.712n

¤N o te: (c= y ) d en o tes th e ra tio o f p riva te co n su m p tio n ov er n et n a tio n a l p ro d u ct a lo n g th e b a la n ced g row th p a th .

E stim a tes fo r th e g row th ra te ° a n d w elfa re ³ a re g iv en in p ercen ta g e term s.
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ney well above 148 percent like in the present case, there is a pre-
sumption that additional social costs not well captured in this type
of models may be present (see, for example, Cooley and Hansen,
1989) . On the other hand, the negligible e®ects of high in°ation rates
on long-run growth found along table 2 are inconsistent with empir-
ical evidence (cf. Levine and Renelt, 1992; Fischer, 1991, 1993; and
Barro, 1995, 1997) . This theoretical inconsistency is pursued further
in Jones and Manuelli (1995) and Chari, Jones, and Manuelli (1995) .
In particular, after calibrating a variety of endogenous growth models
with money, Chari, Jones, and Manuelli (1995) ¯nd that an increase
of at least 10 percentage points in the growth rate of money is un-
able to reproduce the negative e®ect of 0.2 to 0.7 percentage points
on output growth typically found in the data. The intuition is that
changes in output growth rates require changes in real rates of re-
turn to capital. However, changes in in°ation rates in this type of
models have trivial e®ects on real rates of return and thus on output
growth rates (cf. Jones and Manuelli, 1995) . In the present model,
real rates of return depend on household's allocation of time, which
is not substantially a®ected by large increases in the growth rate of

1 4money.

Once this observation is taken into account, the numeric simu-
lations in table 2 imply that the policymaker might be faced with
con°icting decisions at the time of implementing a tax reform. To
see this more clearly, consider ¯rst the case of lump-sum taxation. In
terms of growth rates, the most desirable policy among all the sim-
ulations performed would be to completely eliminate labor income
taxes. Nevertheless, such a policy does not yield the highest welfare
of all the tax reforms under study. If, on the other hand, household
welfare is the most important criterion to evaluate the desirability of
a tax reform, then capital income taxes should be eliminated: welfare
gains under such a policy are about seven times larger than under the

1 5elimination of labor income taxes.

1 4 T h is la st resu lt d o es n o t d ep en d o n th e va lu e fo r th e d eg ree o f th e liq u id ity

co n stra in t Á . F o r ex a m p le, C h a ri, J o n es, a n d M a n u elli (1 9 9 5 ) a rriv e a t a sim ila r
co n clu sio n u n d er Á = 1.
1 5 If w elfa re e® ects a re stu d ied in m o re d eta il, elim in a tin g ca p ita l in co m e ta x es

is to o co stly in th e sh o rt-ru n (g iv en th e co rresp o n d in g su b stitu tio n fro m co n su m p -

tio n to p h y sica l ca p ita l), a n d th e g a in s o f su ch a refo rm a re o n ly p erceiv ed in th e

lo n g ru n . F o r la b o r in co m e ta x es, th e n eg a tiv e e® ect in sh o rt-ru n w elfa re is sm a ll,

a n d th e lo n g ru n w elfa re g a in s fro m th e g row th e® ect a re en o u g h to co m p en sa te

fo r th e w elfa re lo ss d eriv ed fro m th e lev el e® ect.
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The same con°icting decision emerges when the results for dis-
torting taxes are examined. Once again the most desirable tax re-
form in terms of growth rates is the elimination of labor income taxes
compensated now by higher taxes on capital income. However, such
a policy yields the largest fall in welfare of all the simulations pre-
sented. If welfare is the relevant policy criterion instead and large
increases in seigniorage are ignored, in accordance with the previous
discussion, then capital income taxes should be eliminated and re-
placed with higher labor income taxes. However, the problem with
such a choice is that it delivers the lowest growth rate of all.

So far, the previous simulations have kept ¯xed the share of gov-
ernment expenditures in total output. However, some argue that a ¯s-
cal reform in Mexico should allow for higher government expenditures
in order to ¯nance important social needs such as education, health
and infrastructure, among others (O E C D , 2004; F o ro C o n su ltivo C ien -
t¶³̄ co y T ecn o l¶ogico , 2004; Webb, 2001; and Dalsgaard, 2000) . If such
a proposal is adopted, there are two issues of interest from a general
equilibrium perspective. First, there is the e®ect of higher govern-
ment spending itself on both the long-run growth rate and welfare
of the economy. In addition, the issue of which tax instruments can
be used to ¯nance this extra expenditure with the least amount of
distortion remains.

Table 3 show the e®ect of higher government expenditures in
terms of human capital on growth, welfare and relevant variables of
the model. As before, the table is divided in two parts, depending
on whether lump-sum or distorting taxes are available to keep the in-
tertemporal budget constraint of the government balanced. For con-
venience, the ¯rst row again reproduces the results under the bench-
mark economy.

The row just below the benchmark reports the e®ect of an in-
¤crease in the (g = h ) ratio from 13.2 to 15 percent when lump-sum

taxes are available. The long-run growth rate slightly increases from
its benchmark value of 1 .54 to 1.56 percent. The intuition of this
result is simple: as the ratio of consumption over output decreases by
about 2 percentage points, the household must devote a lower fraction
of her time to leisure and more to working and schooling activities.
Thus, the reallocation of time is responsible for the increase in the

1 6growth rate, not the increase in government expenditures per se .

1 6 T h is resu lt is a lso fo u n d elsew h ere in th e litera tu re (cf. D ev ereu x a n d L ov e,

1 9 9 5 ; M en d o za , M ilesi-F erretti, a n d A sea , 1 9 9 7 ; a n d B a ier a n d G lo m m , 2 0 0 1 ).

S ee th e en d o f th is sectio n fo r a b rief d iscu ssio n o n th is issu e.



T a b le 3
S im u la tio n s fo r ch a n ges in (g = h )¤

¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤(g = h ) ¹ ¿ ¿ ° ³ ³ ³ ³ u v x (c= y )tra n s n etlev el g row thk n

A . L u m p su m ta xa tio n

B en ch m a rk .132 .272 .085 .125 1.54 0 0 0 0 .315 .114 .571 .705

In creasin g

¤(g = h ) .15 .272 .085 .125 1.56 -3.30 .91 -.04 -2.43 .319 .117 .564 .687

¤(g = h ) .20 .272 .085 .125 1.63 -12.53 3.45 -.14 -9.22 .331 .125 .544 .638

B . D isto rtin g ta xa tio n

A d ju stin g

¹ .15 .837 .085 .125 1.54 -2.56 0 0 -2.56 .315 .114 .571 .687

¿ .15 .272 .126 .125 1.56 -6.62 .82 2.98 -2.82 .319 .116 .565 .688k

¿ .15 .272 .085 .159 1.53 -2.17 -.49 .02 -2.64 .313 .112 .575 .687n

¹ .20 2.57 .085 .125 1.54 -9.65 0 0 -9.65 .315 .114 .571 .637

¿ .20 .272 .244 .125 1.63 -26.29 3.61 11.88 -10.8 .332 .126 .542 .634k

¿ .20 .272 .085 .256 1.49 -8.22 -2.05 .10 -10.2 .305 .108 .587 .636n

¤N o te: (c= y ) d en o tes th e ra tio o f p riva te co n su m p tio n ov er n et n a tio n a l p ro d u ct a lo n g th e b a la n ced g row th p a th . E stim a tes

fo r th e g row th ra te ° a n d w elfa re ³ a re g iv en in p ercen ta g e term s.
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Nevertheless, the fall in net welfare is substantial in this case (2.4
percent) . If the (g = h )¤ ratio increases even further to 20 percent, the
growth rate is now 1.63 (for a similar reason as before) but the net
welfare loss increases about 3.8 times in absolute value with respect
to the previous case for an astonishing net welfare loss of 9.2 percent.

The second part of table 3 reports similar exercises under dis-
torting taxation. The idea is that increases in relative government
expenditure have to be ¯nanced with increases in a single distorting

¤tax at a time. The ¯rst three rows show an increase in the (g = h )
ratio from its benchmark value to 15 percent, ¯nanced alternatively
by higher taxes on money holdings, capital and labor income, re-

¤spectively. The last three rows report a similar exercise when (g = h )
increases even further to 20 percent.

Note that increases in relative government expenditure require
large increases in the growth rate of money as high as to 257 percent

¤when (g = h ) = 0.20. Even though these large increases in ¹ , the
long-run growth rate ° remains unchanged, a result consistent with
the discussion above. On the other hand, the fall in welfare is only
slightly larger if compared to its corresponding lump-sum taxation
case. Once again, these results should be viewed with caution, as the
model may not account for additional welfare costs associated with
in°ation rates well above 50 percent.

If the analysis is restricted to capital and labor income taxes,
the results are clear under the two alternative scenarios for the ratio

¤(g = h ) : the growth rate ° increases relative to its benchmark if capital
income taxes are used, but it decreases if labor income taxes are
in place instead. As before, an increase in the capital income tax
does not have an additional e®ect on household's allocation of time.
Thus the growth rate is the same as under lump-sum taxation. In
contrast, the increase in labor income taxes makes the household both
to work less and devote less time to schooling activities. As a result,
the growth rate falls relative to its benchmark value. On the other
hand, net welfare naturally decreases even further (as compared to the
lump-sum case) under any scenario, the fall being slightly larger when
capital income taxes are used. Such a decrease is mostly explained
by the large fall in welfare coming from the long-run level e®ect, as
the government is consuming more resources along the new balanced

1 7growth path.
There are two important observations from table 3. First, the

1 7 A n in terestin g th in g to n o tice fro m th ese ex ercises is th e co m p o sitio n o f

th e w elfa re e® ect fo r ea ch ca se. E v en th o u g h in crea ses in b o th ca p ita l a n d la b o r

in co m e ta x es b rin g a b o u t sim ila r e® ects in n et w elfa re reg a rd less o f th e in crea se
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policymaker once again might be faced with con°icting policies. Un-
der lump-sum taxes, higher government expenditures increase the
long run growth rate of the economy by the indirect e®ect on the
household's allocation of time, but welfare decreases signi¯cantly as
a result, the fall being larger the larger the growth rate. If distorting
taxes are available instead, imposing higher taxes on capital income
is the best policy in terms of long-run growth rates but it is the worst
of all using a welfare criterion.

Second, restricting the analysis to the distorting taxation case,
the highest growth rate obtained for a 20 percent share of government
expenditures is 1 .63 percent. Remarkably, this growth rate is roughly
similar to the one obtained under ¯xed government expenditures and
zero labor income taxes compensated by higher capital income taxes,
as shown by the last row of table 2. Nevertheless, the di®erence
in the net welfare loss between these policies is too large (about 9
percentage points) . In other words, if the policymaker is interested in
increasing the growth rate of output, a ¯scal reform involving higher
government expenditures would simply be too costly to implement in
terms of social welfare, given that an equally e®ective but less costly
alternative is available.

Before closing this section, it is interesting to compare some of
the results reported here with those found elsewhere in the litera-
ture, where models are typically calibrated for the U S economy. The
¯rst issue is related to the welfare cost of in°ation. Using an exoge-
nous growth framework, Cooley and Hansen (1991) ¯nd that moving
towards a zero in°ation rate brings about more costs than bene¯ts
if distorting taxes are involved to balance the intertemporal budget
constraint of the government. As shown in part B of table 2, the
endogenous growth model used here provides supporting evidence for

1 8the ¯ndings of Cooley and Hansen (1991) .
The second issue concerns the e®ect of distorting taxes on growth.

In particular, all the simulations in table 2 show that the e®ect of
income taxes on growth in general is relatively small. This result is
typically argued to be the most plausible case (cf. Stokey and Rebelo,
1995; Mendoza, Milessi-Ferretti, and Asea, 1997) . The ¯nal topic is

¤in (g = h ) , th e co m p o sitio n o f th is n et e® ect is su b sta n tia lly d i® eren t: in crea ses

in ca p ita l in co m e ta x es in v o lv e la rg er e® ects in b o th th e sh o rt-ru n a n d lo n g -ru n

lev els co m p a red to in crea ses in la b o r in co m e ta x es. T h u s a refo rm w ith h ig h er

ca p ita l in co m e ta x es w o u ld b e to o co stly to im p lem en t in th e sh o rt ru n .
1 8 A iy a g a ri (1 9 9 0 ) a lso a rg u es th a t m ov in g to a zero in ° a tio n ra te b rin g s a b o u t

m o re so cia l co sts th a n b en e¯ ts.
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related to the e®ect of a higher ratio of government expenditures to
output on long-run growth. Like the simulations presented in table 3,
Devereux and Love (1995) and Mendoza, Milessi-Ferretti, and Asea
(1997) ¯nd that a higher share of government expenditures has a pos-
itive e®ect of on growth due to the household's reallocation of time

1 9in a human-capital style model of endogenous growth. Similarly,
Baier and Glomm (2001) ¯nd an inverted u-shape relationship be-
tween the government's share of output and growth in a model where
government expenditures enter into utility and production functions.
Thus, for relative small values of government expenses over output
(as assumed here) , increasing this ratio in their model also delivers a
positive e®ect on growth.

4 . C o n c lu d in g r e m a r k s

The goal of this paper has been two-fold. First, to understand the
e®ects of revenue-neutral tax reforms on growth and welfare for the
Mexican economy, where the tax instruments available are lump-sum,
seigniorage, and factor income taxes. Second, to analyze the impli-
cations of a higher ratio of government expenditures to output on
long-run growth and welfare. For that purpose, a neoclassical en-
dogenous growth model has been presented, where a representative
household with endogenous labor supply must use money in order
to purchase consumption goods. As is well known, the advantage of
this type of models is the special emphasis given to distorting taxa-
tion on the decision making of households and ¯rms from a general
equilibrium perspective.

After carefully calibrating the model for the Mexican economy, it
is found numerically that any tax reform that keeps constant the share
of government expenditures in total output has a relatively small ef-
fect on both growth and welfare. For example, for all the exercises
considered, the growth rate increased from 1.54 to at most 1 .65 per-
cent, whereas the maximum increase (decrease) in welfare is about
0.70 (-1 .1) percentage points. In contrast, welfare (but not growth
rates) is highly sensitive to changes in the government expenditure-
output ratio. It is found that if this ratio increases from its benchmark

1 9 D ev ereu x a n d L ov e (1 9 9 5 ) p erfo rm sim u la tio n ex ercises ig n o rin g th e b a la n ce

in th e in tertem p o ra l b u d g et co n stra in t o f th e g ov ern m en t. T h e resu lts b y M en -

d o za , M ilessi-F erretti, a n d A sea (1 9 9 7 ) a ssu m e th a t th e in crea se in g ov ern m en t's

sh a re o f o u tp u t is ¯ n a n ced ex clu siv ely b y lu m p -su m ta x es.
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value of 13.2 to 20 percent, the growth rate may increase up to 1.63
percent, with an astonishing net welfare loss of about 10.8 percent if
capital income taxes are increased to balance the government's bud-
get. A major conclusion from this analysis is that if the government
is concerned about increasing the long-run rate of the economy, an
appropriate tax reform that changes two distorting taxes and keeps
government expenditures constant at the same time, should de¯ni-
tively be preferred to a policy involving increases in wasteful govern-
ment expenditures given the huge negative e®ect on welfare of the
latter alternative. In other words, a growth-enhancing policy based
on higher w a stefu l government expenditures is simply too costly in
terms of social welfare.

A second major conclusion is the small positive e®ect of a zero
in°ation policy on long-run growth. In particular, moving the histor-
ical in°ation rate in Mexico down to zero increases the growth rate
from 1.54 to just 1 .55. The reason is that changes in the in°ation rate
do not a®ect signi¯cantly both the time devoted to work and school-
ing activities, which are the engines of long-run growth in the model.
As already mentioned, this result is consistent with theoretical and
empirical ¯ndings elsewhere. Thus, this model would indicate that
the concern about the presumably negative e®ects of a lower mone-
tary growth rate policy (as the one pursued during the last years in
Mexico) on output growth is groundless.

Finally, numeric simulations show that the policymaker might
be faced with con°icting alternatives at the time of implementing a
¯scal reform. In particular, it is found that a growth-enhancing re-
form does not necessarily increase net welfare, a result also found by
Cassou and Lansing (2003) for a model with useful public expendi-
tures. As explained in the text, the reason is that the positive e®ect of
higher growth on welfare is only one component in total household's
utility. It may be the case that either long-run level or transition
e®ects (or both) due to the tax reform itself may have an opposite
impact on total welfare. In the simulations presented above, there are
some situations where the ¯scal reform that yields the higher long-
run growth rate simultaneously yields the lowest welfare among all
the alternatives considered, and vice versa. The lesson here is that
the policymaker should be aware of these trade-o®s when designing a
¯scal reform, and that, in practice, the choice of such a reform might
well end up depending on the policymaker's ob jective.

There are two important shortcomings in the present model.
First, consumption taxes are completely ignored from the analysis.
As found by Pecorino (1993, 1994) , Coleman (2000) and Cassou and
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Lansing (2003) , an increase in consumption taxes may generally be
the preferable choice at the time of implementing a tax reform. Thus
it would be interesting to see how the results above are a®ected un-
der this additional tax instrument. This point is of particular interest
for the Mexican case, since the proposals for a ¯scal reform during
the last years usually involve taxing consumption goods such as food
and medicines. The second observation relates to the modeling as-
sumption about government expenditures. As presented, the paper
assumes that government expenditures are simply thrown away: they
neither provide utility nor a®ect the productivity of physical or hu-
man capital. In such a case, it might be interesting to extend the
model in the spirit of Turnovsky (2000) , Baier and Gloom (2001) ,
and Cassou and Lansing (2003) to check how the results discussed
above are a®ected.
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A p p e n d ix

D erivin g equ ilibriu m co n d itio n s a lo n g th e ba la n ced gro w th pa th

The goal of this section is to clarify how to obtain the system of equa-
tions (14) in the main text along the balanced growth path (B G P ) .
Given the functional form for utility, (11a) and (11b) may be com-
bined to yield

Ã x (t) 1 + Á ¸ (t) = ¸ (t)2 1
=

(1 ¡ Ã )c(t) ~w (t) h (t)

Equation (14a) is obtained by using (12) and the above condition
evaluated along the B G P .

To derive (14b) , substitute the government's budget constraint
(10) into the household's budget constraint (2) , divide both sides by
the stock of human capital h (t) and evaluate the resulting expression
along the B G P .

Now take logarithms on both sides of (11b) and di®erentiate with
respect to time. Using the fact that both the fraction of leisure time
x (t) and net wages ~w (t) grow at a zero rate along the B G P , equation
(14c) is obtained with the help of (11d) .

Expression (14d) is simply the law of motion for human capital
evaluated along the balanced growth path. Finally, it may be shown
that the optimal allocation of working time u (t) between productive

0and schooling activities implies ¸ (t) ~w (t) = ¸ (t) H [v (t) ] . Take logs1 3

on both sides of this expression and di®erentiate with respect to time.
Given that both v (t) and ~w (t) grow at a zero rate along the B G P , this
implies that ¸ (t) and ¸ (t) must grow at the same rate along such1 3

a path. Thus one may use (11d) , (11e) and the optimality condition
for u (t) to get equation (14e) .
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D isen ta n glin g n et w elfa re ga in s

Following the method of Cassou and Lansing (2003) , this appendix
explains in detail how to disentangle the net welfare gain (or loss) ³
from equation (15) into three components: a long-run level e®ect, a
long-run growth e®ect, and a transitional e®ect. First de¯ne baseline
utility U under the existing ¯scal policy ¿ ´ ¿ (¿ ;¿ ;¹ ;g ;T )ba selin e k n

as:

1 £ ¤Z 1 ¡ ¾¡ ½ t Ã 1 ¡ Ãe c(¿ ) x (¿ )
U = d t (A1)ba selin e

1 ¡ ¾
0

Based on the expression above, equation (15) may be rewritten
as

Ã (1 ¡ ¾ )U = (1 + ³ ) U (A2)r ef o r m ba selin e

where U denotes household's utility under the new tax policy ¿̂ .r ef o r m

The net welfare change ³ from a ¯scal reform in percentage termsn et

is thus given by ³ ´ 100³ , where ³ is given by expression (A2) .n et

Now consider the case where the economy is initially along a
¹balanced growth path. De¯ne U as the utility level under such a

path. By de¯nition, consumption now grows at the constant rate °
whereas leisure remains constant. Taking these facts into account in
equation (A1) , the baseline utility level along the balanced growth

¹path U is given byba selin e

· ¸· ¸¡ ¢1 1 1 ¡ ¾¤ Ã ¤ 1 ¡ Ã¹U = (c ) (x ) (A3)ba selin e
1 ¡ ¾ ½ ¡ Ã (1 ¡ ¾ )°

¤ ¤where c ;x are the levels of consumption and leisure along the bal-
anced growth path. The second expression in brackets from the right-
hand side of (A3) captures the e®ect of long-run growth ° on utility
whereas the last term measures the corresponding e®ect from the lev-
els of consumption and leisure. From the discussion above, the change
in steady-state welfare ³ may be de¯ned asss " #1µ ¶

Ã (1¡ ¾ )¹U r ef o r m
³ = 100 ¡ 1 (A4)ss ¹U ba selin e

¹where U is the utility level along the new balanced growth pathr ef o r m

once the tax reform is put into place. Now denote ³ and ³lev el g r o w th
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as the long-run level e®ect and the long-run growth e®ect on welfare,
respectively, in the spirit of expression (A3) . Therefore, it must be
the case that

1 + ³ + ³ = 1 + ³ /100lev el g r o w th ss

1µ ¶
Ã (1¡ ¾ )¹U r ef o r m

= ¹U ba selin e

= (1 + W ) (1 + W )a b

¡ 11¡ ¢ ¡ ¢
Ã (1¡ ¾ ) Ã (1¡ ¾ )¹ ¹where W = U ¡ 1 and W = U ¡ 1.a r ef o r m b ba selin e

As discussed by Cassou and Lansing (2003) , a solution for ³ andlev el

³ above may be given byg r o w th µ ¶jW ja
³ = W + W Wlev el a a b jW j+ jW ja b

and µ ¶jW jb
³ = W + W Wg r o w th b a b jW j+ jW ja b

Finally, given ³ (obtained from the numerical simulation) andn et

³ (computed above) , the transition e®ect ³ is simply de¯ned asss tr a n s

the residual ³ = ³ ¡ ³ .tr a n s n et ss




