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1 Introduction

The most popular objective function used to define the optimal policy in infinite

horizon models is the discounted utilitarian (DU) criterion, W (x) =
∑+∞

t=1 β
tu(xt),

where 0 < β < 1.

The criterion has been heavily criticized on the ground that it treats succes-

sive generations differently. Many economists in the utilitarian tradition have

denounced this deviation from the ideal of equal regard for all individuals. For

instance, Frank Ramsey famously described discounting as a “practice which

is ethically indefensible and arises merely from the weakness of the imagina-

tion”(Ramsey , 1928, p.543). Among others, Pigou (1920) and Harrod (1948)

have also stigmatized discounting.

Drawing on these criticisms, a prolific literature has studied whether it would

be possible to combine the principle of procedural equity (equal regard for all

generations) with the widely admitted Pareto principle. Although some positive

results have been obtained, most of this literature stemming from Diamond

(1965) has come to a negative conclusion. Even if equitable Paretian criteria do

exist, they cannot be explicitly described (Basu and Mitra , 2003; Zame , 2007;

Lauwers , 2010).

At the same time, several authors have pointed out the distributional con-

sequences of not discounting future generations’ welfare. Mirrlees (1967) com-

puted optimal intertemporal consumption patterns in plausible economic models

using the undiscounted utilitarian criterion (the so-called Ramsey criterion). He

observed that present generations should save up to 50 % of their net income for

the sake of future generations. The finding was best summarized by philosopher

John Rawls who declared that “the utilitarian doctrine may direct us to demand

heavy sacrifices of the poorer generations for the sake of greater advantages for

the later ones that are far better-off”(Rawls, 1971, p. 253). He went on saying

that “these consequences can be to some degree corrected by discounting the

welfare of those living in the future”(Rawls, 1971, p. 262).

Although Rawls did not adopt discounted utilitarianism (for the very reason

that it fails to comply with procedural equity), most of the economic literature
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has endorsed it, considering the solution as the lesser of two evils. Yet the conflict

between procedural equity and distributional equity in a utilitarian context has

remained unsolved.

The above distributional justification for discounted utilitarianism critically

relies on the assumption that future generations can be made better-off. Asheim

and Buchholz (2003) noticed that, in certain technological contexts, for instance

in the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow model of growth with a non-renewable resource, fu-

ture generations may not be better-off. Undiscounted utilitarianism may then

yield more satisfactory recommendations than discounted utilitarianism. The

key point is that the discount rate is only a way of preventing too much sacri-

fices for the sake of people who are already favored. For this to be true, it is

critical that generations’ rank in time corresponds to their rank in the income

distribution.

If we retain the interpretation of the discount factor as preventing high sac-

rifices from the poor, it looks closely related to the social weights used in rank-

dependent measures of social welfare. An example of a rank-dependent criterion

is the Gini social welfare function. Generalizations thereof have been proposed

by Weymark (1981) and Ebert (1988). The main feature of rank-depended so-

cial welfare functions is that they put more weight on the utility of the worse-offs.

Rank-dependent weights simply represent the society’s aversion to inequality.

In this paper, I propose to apply rank-dependent methods to intergenera-

tional justice. More precisely, I put forward rank-discounted utilitarian social

welfare functions:

W (x) = (1− β)
∑
t∈N

βt−1u(x[t])

In this expression, the consumption stream x[ ] = (x[1], x[2], · · · , x[t], · · · ) is a

reordering of the consumption stream x = (x1, x2, · · · , xt, · · · ) such that x[1] ≤
x[2] ≤ · · · ≤ x[t] ≤ · · · .

The rank-discounted utilitarian approach coincides with discounted utilitar-

ianism on the set of non-decreasing consumption streams. Utility discounting

is then justified as an expression of inequality aversion when future generations

are better-off. However, and contrary to the discounted utilitarian approach,
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rank-discounted utilitarianism also satisfies procedural equity: two intergenera-

tional consumption streams that are identical up to a permutation are deemed

equally good.

Rank-discounted utilitarian social welfare functions respect both procedural

equity and the weak Pareto principle on their domain of definition. They hence

overcome the impossibility results in the tradition of Diamond (1965) on their

domain. A natural question is then: under which conditions can rank-discounted

utilitarian social welfare functions be defined? An evident necessary condition

is that consumption streams can be re-ordered in non-decreasing sequences. It

turns out that this is a non-trivial task. In Section 3, I characterize the set of in-

finite consumption streams that can be re-ordered. Restricting attention to this

set permits to obtain equitable Paretian representations of social preferences.

In Section 4, I offer a complete characterization of rank-discounted utilitar-

ian preferences. This characterization is clearly related to Koopmans (1960)

characterization of discounted utilitarian preferences. The difference is that

his separability and stationarity axioms are imposed on non-decreasing streams

only. Independence axioms on ordered streams are common in the theory of

decision under uncertainty (Gilboa , 1987; Wakker , 1993) and in the theory of

inequality measurement (Weymark , 1981; Ebert , 1988). With the exception

of Rébillé (2007), they have never been used in the theory of intertemporal

decision making yet. They permit to weight utilities according to their rank in

a distribution, which is exactly what rank-discounted utilitarian criteria do.

In Section 5, I provide conditions for a social observer using a rank-discounted

utilitarian criterion to be inequality averse, in the sense that she always prefers a

consumption stream obtained from another through a Pigou-Dalton redistribu-

tive transfer. I also provide conditions to compare two social observers in terms

of inequality aversion. When the social observer has homothetic preferences,

these conditions are very simple: she needs to discount ranks more and to use a

more concave utility function.

The importance of distributive equity in the spirit of Atkinson (1970) has

been addressed in many papers in the literature on intergenerational equity.1

1For an early discussion, see Birchenhall and Grout (1979). Bossert, Sprumont and Suzu-
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However, they have not investigated the consequences of different degrees of

inequality aversion on society’s choice. I will on the contrary uphold that in-

equality aversion is a central notion for intergenerational problems and that

different degrees of inequality aversion have important policy implications.

A parallel can be drawn with optimal taxation problems. In optimal taxation

problems, there is a trade-off between efficiency and distributional equity that

usually arises from imperfect information issues (typically, work effort is not ob-

servable, so that the society needs to provide incentives preventing equality). In

intertemporal problems, there is also an efficiency-equity trade-off, but it now

arises from the technological asymmetry: it is possible today to accumulate cap-

ital in order to produce more tomorrow, but the reverse is impossible. Like in

the optimal taxation problems, inequality aversion plays a key role in the defi-

nition of the optimal distribution. So in intergenerational problems inequality

aversion should modify policy recommendations. I show that it is indeed the

case.

In Section 6, I explore the implications of rank-discounted utilitarian social

welfare functions for the social discount rate. The social discount rate has been

one of the most debated economic parameter in recent years. The highly pub-

licized debates surrounding the question of climate change have highlighted its

importance for policy evaluation. An ‘ethical’ view has suggested low values for

the social discount rate, on the ground that pure-time discounting violates pro-

cedural equity. Rank-discounted utilitarianism suggests an alternative ‘ethical’

view on discounting: discounting is only an expression of society’s aversion to

inequality.

In Section 6, I indeed prove that a more inequality averse social observer

always discount more the future, provided that future generations are better-off.

This has important policy implications. If future generations are expected to

be better-off in spite of climate change, then a more inequality averse rank-

discounted utilitarian decision maker will rather adopt the recommendations of

Nordhaus (2008) to have gradual emission control policies rather than those of

mura (2007) and Hara, Shinotsuka, Suzumura and Xu (2008) are examples of recent discus-
sions.

4



Stern (2006) who calls for immediate action. However, with the rank-dependent

utilitarian model, discounting depends on a generation’s rank in the intergener-

ational distribution rather than its rank in time. Then, if future generations are

expected to be less well-off because of climate change, the social discount rate

should on the contrary be negative, and strong action should be undertaken to

mitigate climate change.

In Section 7, I show that inequality aversion also plays a role in the choice

of the optimal growth policy. I first indicate how RDU preferences can be ex-

tended to obtain operational choice criteria. The extension is based on versions

of the procedural equity and efficiency properties underlying RDU. I prove that,

under a technological requirement of productivity, ERDU preferences promote

sustainable discounted utilitarian policies: they chose the non-decreasing path

maximizing discounted utility. The result can be applied to two benchmark mod-

els: the Ramsey growth model and the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow model of growth

with a non-renewable resource. Inequality aversion plays a crucial role. A more

inequality averse society indeed less often suggests any growth: if the initial

stock of capital is high enough, the society prefers to maintain consumption for

ever. More inequality aversion then yields lower long-run perspectives.

To reach these conclusions, I start in Section 2 by introducing the framework

of our analysis.

2 The framework

Let N denote as usual the set of natural numbers {1, 2, 3, · · · }. Let R denote

the set of real numbers, R+ the set of nonnegative real numbers, and R++ the

set of positive real numbers.

Denote x = (x1, x2, · · · , xt, · · · ) an infinite stream (or allocation), where xt ∈
R+ is a one-dimensional indicator of the well-being of generation t. Contrary to

most of the literature on the evaluation of infinite streams, xt is not assimilated to

a utility number, but to the aggregate consumption of generation t. Let restrict

attention to intergenerational allocations consisting in bounded consumption
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streams, and denote

X =
{

x = (x1, · · · , xt, · · · ) ∈ RN
+ : sup

t
xt < +∞

}
the set of possible allocations.

For x, y ∈ X, write x ≥ y whenever xt ≥ yt for all t ∈ N; write x > y if

x ≥ y and x 6= y; and write x � y whenever xt > yt for all t ∈ N. For any

T ∈ N and x,y ∈ X, denote xTy the consumption stream z such that zt = xt

for all t ≤ T and zt = yt for all t > T . For any x ∈ R+ and y ∈ X, (x,y)

denotes the stream (x, y1, y2, · · · ).
Three subsets of X will be of particular interest. First, the set of stationary

consumption streams, denoted Xc. For any x ∈ R+, xc denote the allocation

xc ∈ X such that xct = x for all t ∈ N. The set of stationary consumption

streams is Xc = {xc, x ∈ R+}.
A second subset of X is the set of non-decreasing streams in X. This set is

denoted X+ = {x ∈ X : xt ≤ xt+1∀t ∈ N}.
The last subset of X playing a key role in the remainder of the paper is

the set of allocations whose elements can be permuted to obtain non-decreasing

streams. This set is denoted X̄. To introduce it formally, some more notation is

needed. Let Π be the set of all permutations on N. For any π ∈ Π and x ∈ X, let

xπ = (xπ(1), xπ(2), · · · , xπ(t), · · · ). The definition of the set X̄ is then as follows

X̄ = {x ∈ X : ∃π ∈ Π,xπ ∈ X+}. For x ∈ X̄, let x[ ] be an allocation such

that there exist a permutation π ∈ Π for which x[t] = xπ(t), whatever t ∈ N, and

x[ ] ∈ X+. Hence [t] is the generation whose rank is t in the intergenerational

distribution. And x[ ] is a re-ordering of x in a non-decreasing sequence.2 It

will also be useful to denote {t} the rank of generation t in the intergenerational

distribution.

The following inclusions hold: Xc ⊂ X+ ⊂ X̄ ⊂ X. In a finite setting, X̄

would be exactly equal to X. But, as will be discussed in the next section, this

2There is not necessarily a unique x[ ] for a given x ∈ X̄. For instance, if xt = xτ for some
t 6= τ , there are at least two re-orderings in a non-decreasing sequence. In the sequel, x[ ]

denote any allocation satisfying the conditions. The Anonymity Axiom will guarantee that
the choice of a particular allocation does not matter.
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is not the case any more in an infinite setting, because some sequences may not

be reordered.

A social welfare relation (SWR) on a subset X̃ ⊂ X is a binary relation

�, where for any x,y ∈ X̃, x � y entails that the consumption stream x is

deemed socially at least as good as y. Let ∼ and � denote the symmetric and

asymmetric parts of �. A social welfare function (SWF) representing � is a

mapping W : X̃→ R with the property that for all x,y ∈ X̃, W (x) ≥ W (y) if

and only if x � y.

3 The representation of equitable Paretian social welfare

relations: the role of ordered streams

The difficulty of representing equitable and Paretian preferences over infinite

utility streams has been the topic of a prolific literature since the seminal con-

tribution by Diamond (1965). General possibility results exist (for instance

Svensson , 1980), but most of the literature has reached negative a conclusion:

although equitable efficient preferences exist, they cannot be explicitly described

(Basu and Mitra , 2003; Zame , 2007; Lauwers , 2010).

In this section, I highlight the role that ordered streams can play to overcome

the impossibility on part of the domain. Let � a SWR that is used to rank

alternative intergenerational allocations in X̃. The set X̃ is a subset of X on

which I seek to obtain an equitable Paretian (efficient) representation of �. A

first fundamental property that will be required of the SWR is the following:

Axiom 1 Order. The relation � is complete, reflexive and transitive on X̃.

A SWR satisfying Axiom 1 is named a social welfare order (SWO). The

literature has often looked for SWOs on the whole set X. However, many popular

criteria for the evaluation of infinite streams are incomplete. Notable examples

are the so-called von Weizsäcker criterion and Gale criterion. Recent literature

has promoted appealing incomplete SWRs that can be completed by use of

Szpilrajn’s lemma (see, among others, Bossert, Sprumont and Suzumura , 2007;

Basu and Mitra , 2007). In this paper, the analysis focuses on a subset X̃ only.
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The SWR may be incomplete on the whole domain X, but it is complete on the

sub-domain X̃.

In addition to Axiom 1, the core axioms in the literature on the aggregation of

infinite streams are the Pareto axioms and the anonymity axioms which represent

the ideal of equal concern for all generations (procedural equity).

In this paper, I use an intermediate version of the widely admitted Pareto

principle.

Axiom 2 Intermediate Pareto. (i) For any x,y ∈ X̃, if x ≥ y then x � y.

(ii) For any x,y ∈ X̃, if there exists T ∈ N such that xt = yt for all t < T and

xt > yt for all t ≥ T , then x � y.

The Intermediate Pareto axiom is a requirement concerning the respect of

generations’ interests. It ensures that, whenever all generations experience an

increase in their consumptions, the social welfare does not decrease. As indicated

by its name, the axiom is weaker than the Strong Pareto axiom but stronger than

the Weak Pareto axiom. The axiom is slightly different from the ‘Intermediate

Pareto’ of Lauwers (2010): Lauwers postulates sensitivity in each infinite set of

coordinates, while I assume sensitivity to a particular infinite set of coordinates,

namely ‘future’ ones.

The reason why I use this new version of the axiom will appear in Section 7:

it will make it possible to ensure that in the presence of a productive technology

only non-decreasing paths are chosen. However, the Weak Pareto axiom would

be sufficient to obtain the characterization result in Section 4. Remark that,

contrary to the Weak Pareto axiom, the Intermediate Pareto axiom excludes a

dictatorship of the present in the sense of Chichilnisky (1996).

Throughout the paper, the most general version of the anonymity require-

ment will be used.

Axiom 3 Anonymity. For any π ∈ Π and x ∈ X̃, x ∼ xπ.

I use this strong version in order to draw conclusions in terms of inequality

aversion. Inequality aversion deals with the distribution of resources, indepen-

dently of whom receives the resource. It is hence necessary to deem equivalent
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consumption streams inducing the same intergenerational distribution, which is

what the stronger Anonymity axiom does.

A weaker version of anonymity that is often considered in the literature in-

volves only finite permutations. Finite permutations on N are permutations that

differ from identity on a finite set. Let denote ΠF the set of finite permutations.

Axiom 3’ (Weak Anonymity). For any π ∈ ΠF and x ∈ X̃, x ∼ xπ.

A SWR satisfying Axiom 1-3 will be named an equitable Paretian SWO

and a SWR satisfying axioms 1, 2 and 3’ a weakly equitable Paretian SWO. A

SWO can be ‘explicitly described’ if its graph is a definable set (i.e. there exists

a set-theoretic formula that defines it; see Zame , 2007, p. 197, for a formal

definition). A SWO is representable if there exists a SWF that represents it. A

representable SWO can be explicitly described.

Focusing on the set X̄, it becomes possible to obtain representable equitable

Paretian SWOs. This is exemplified by rank-discounted utilitarian SWOs (in

short RDU SWOs).

Definition 1 Rank-Discounted Utilitarian SWO. A SWR on a X̄ is a Rank-

Discounted Utilitarian SWO (RDU SWO) if and only if it is represented by the

social welfare function:

W (x) = (1− β)
∑
t∈N

βt−1u(x[t]) (1)

where 0 < β < 1 is a real number and the function u is continuous and increas-

ing.

An accepted response to impossibility results in social choice theory is to

look for restricted domains on which possibility is restored. It turns out that

X̄ is a domain which allows to overcome many negative results obtained in the

literature on the aggregation of infinite streams. In particular, the next Proposi-

tion contrasts some possibilities allowed by X̄ with two important impossibility

results found in the recent literature:

Proposition 1.
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1. (a) There exist no equitable Paretian SWOs on X.

(b) But there exist equitable Paretian SWOs on X̄.

2. (a) No weakly equitable Paretian SWOs on X can be ‘explicitly described’.

(b) But there exist representable weakly equitable Paretian SWOs on X̄.

Proof. The proof of 1.(b) and 2.(b) is provided by RDU SWOs who satisfy

Axioms 1 , 2 and 3 (and thus 3’) on the set X̄.

The proof of 1.(a) is Theorem 1 in Fleurbaey and Michel (2003). Let us briefly

recall the proof. Consider the intergenerational allocations x = (2, 3, 1, 4, 1/2, 5,

1/3, 6, · · · , k, 1/k − 2 · · · ) and y = (1, 2, 1/2, 3, 1/3, 4, 1/4, · · · , k, 1/k, · · · ). An

equitable Paretian SWR � on X must rank x � y by Axiom 2. But, by Axiom

3, it must also be indifferent between the two options, x ∼ y, a contradiction.

The proof of 2.(a) is Theorem 4 in Zame (2007).

The set X̄ plays a key role in obtaining equitable Paretian SWFs in the

intergenerational framework. It seems pertinent to characterize it in greater

details, in order to evaluate its extend compared to the whole set X.

To get an intuition of what is required of an infinite consumption stream

to be re-ordered, consider the sequence x = (1, 0, 0, · · · ).3 For any π ∈ Π, it

is necessarily the case that4 π(1) < +∞ so that any re-ordered sequence has

the form (0, 0, · · · , 0, 1, 0, · · · ). Hence x cannot be reordered to form a non-

decreasing sequence.

The example illustrates what it takes for an infinite stream not to belong to

X̄. This is all that is needed to completely characterize the set X̄. To do so,

the following notation must be introduced: Λ(x, t) = {τ ∈ N, τ > t : xτ < xt}.
Denote card

[
Λ(x, t)

]
the cardinality of the set Λ(x, t).

3I would like to thank Geir Asheim for mentioning this example, which led to the charac-
terization of the set X̄.

4The fact that π(1) < +∞ for any π ∈ Π does not mean that attention is restricted to finite
length permutations. Finite length permutations entail that there exists a number l < +∞
such that |π(t)− t| < l, which may not be the case if the distance between t and π(t) increases
with t (at least for some t). Still, |π(1)− 1| must be finite for any infinite permutation.
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Proposition 2. An intergenerational allocation x belongs to X̄ if and only if

for any t ∈ N, card
[
Λ(x, t)

]
< +∞.

Proof.

Necessity: Assume that x ∈ X is such that, for some t ∈ N, card
[
Λ(x, t)

]
=

+∞. Then, for any π ∈ Π, π(t) < +∞ and it is impossible that for all τ ∈
Λ(x, t), π(τ) < π(t): x cannot be re-ordered to form a non-decreasing sequence.

Sufficency: Let x ∈ X̄. The set Λ(x, 1) is finite and can be re-ordered in non-

decreasing order. These coordinate will form the n1 first elements of the ordered

stream, with n1 = card
[
Λ(x, 1)

]
. And π(1) = n1 + 1. Then let t2 be the first

period such that xt2 ≥ x1. The set Λ(x, t2) \Λ(x, 1) is finite and can be ordered

in increasing order. These will form the n2 next elements in the ordered stream,

with n2 = card
[
Λ(x, t2) \ Λ(x, 1)

]
. And π(t2) = n1 + n2 + 2. Pursuing this

procedure, the stream x can be completely ordered.

Proposition 2 delineates the set of sequences that can be reordered to form

non-decreasing streams. It appears that sufficient ‘increasingness’ of the initial

stream is required: at any point in time all future generations but a finite number

of them must be better-off. This makes clear that many consumption streams,

including decreasing ones, cannot be ranked by the RDU criterion. A question

that one may naturally ask is whether it is possible to define equitable Paretian

SWFs on other subsets of X.

An obvious example is the set X of infinite streams that can be re-ordered

in non-increasing sequences. Using the same methods as in Proposition 2, this

set can be characterized as the set of infinite streams such that at any period

all future generations but a finite number must be less well-off. For any x ∈ X,

denoting x[ ]− the re-ordering in a non-increasing sequence of x, the following

class of equitable Paretian SWFs exists:

W (x) =
∑
t∈N

atu(x[t]−)

where each at is positive scalar. The problem with these representations is that

limt→+∞ at = 0, so that the welfare of the worst-off generation is not taken

11



into account in the social welfare. This violates self-evident distributive equity

principles.

Outside X̄ ∪ X, it is difficult to see whether one can represent equitable

Paretian SWFs. It must be noticed however that outside X̄ ∪ X there are

sequences with both increasing and decreasing subsequences. Contradictions

like the one in the proof of 1.a. of Proposition 1 are therefore likely to arise.

Despite their restricted domain of definition, I will show in Section 7 that

RDU criteria can be operationalized by extending their range with properties

underlying their definition.

4 Rank-discounted utilitarian social welfare functions

In this section, I offer a characterization of RDU SWFs.

Axioms 1-3 are usual ingredients in the characterization of SWFs. Another

usual requirement is continuity. It guarantees that the social ranking does not

change too much for small errors on the exact allocation.

Axiom 4 Continuity. For all x,y in X̄, if a sequence x1,x2, · · · ,xk, · · · of

allocations in X̄ is such that limk→∞ supt∈N |xkt − xt| = 0 and, for all k ∈ N,

xk � y (resp. xk � y), then x � y (resp. x � y).

Continuity axioms have been carefully discussed in the literature on inter-

generational equity because they may conflict with other ethical principles. In

particular, some forms of continuity conflict with the anonymity axiom in infinite

settings. In this respect, the sup norm continuity promoted by Axiom 4 seems

appropriate, for it is compatible with the most general anonymity axiom (Efimov

and Koshevoy , 1994, Theorem 4). The sup topology is the coarsest topology

doing so under the monotonicity requirement (Lauwers , 1997, Theorem 1).

The fifth axiom used in the characterization is a dominance axiom that

completes the efficiency requirements imposed by Axiom 2.

Axiom 5 Restricted Dominance. For any positive real numbers x and y, if

x > y then (x,xc) � (y,xc).
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The Restricted Dominance axiom prevents a dictatorship of the future, in

the sense of Chichilnisky (1996). Indeed, it entails that a strict preference by

the current poor generation may be sufficient to impose a strict preference for

the society: the situation of future generations is not the only thing that matters

from a social point of view.

A key condition to obtain rank-dependent social welfare functions is an inde-

pendence condition closely related to the comonotonic sure-thing principle that

has been introduced in the theory of decision under uncertainty (see Gilboa ,

1987; Wakker , 1993).

Axiom 6 Independence on Non-decreasing Streams. For any x,y,x′,y′ ∈ X+

and for any T ⊂ N, if (i) xt = x′t and yt = y′t for all t ∈ T ; (ii) xt = yt and

x′t = y′t for all t ∈ N \ T ; then

x � y⇐⇒ x′ � y′

Axiom 6 states that the social evaluation is unaffected by unconcerned gen-

erations provided that the ranking of generations is left intact. Therefore, the

only way the comparisons of the welfare of two generations may be affected by

the welfare of other generations is through their ranks in the intergenerational

distribution. Axiom 6 enables to retain part of the separability properties of

independence axioms, while allowing the ranks to matter in the social evalua-

tion. These are precisely the main features of RDU SWFs, which are additively

separable on ordered streams, but have rank-dependent social weights.

Our last axiom is also a rank dependent axiom. It corresponds to the widely

used stationarity axiom, but the application is restricted to non-decreasing

streams. Stationarity implies constant utility trade-offs between consecutive

period. Similarly, our axiom will imply constant utility trade-offs, but for gen-

erations with consecutive ranks in the intergenerational distribution.

Axiom 7 Stationarity on Non-decreasing Streams. For any x,y,∈ X+ and for

any z ∈ R+, such that z ≤ min(x1, y1)

(z,x) � (z,y)⇐⇒ x � y
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The main representation result of the paper can now be stated.

Proposition 3. A SWR � on X̄ satisfies Axioms 1-7 if and only if it is a RDU

SWO.

Proof. The proof is in the Appendix. It relies on a simplified version of Koop-

mans (1960)’s proof, similar to the one in Bleichrodt, Rhode and Wakker (2008).

The proof is applied to non-decreasing streams, so that it is necessary to use the

techniques developed by Wakker (1993) for additive representation of prefer-

ences on rank-ordered sets. Continuity allows us to extend from a finite number

of period to an infinite number of periods the representation on non-decreasing

streams. Anonymity allows us to extend the representation to whole set X̄.

Proposition 3 provides a rank-dependent extension of the DU model. Our

axioms are close to Koopmans’s ones, so that the comparison between discounted

utility and rank-discounted utility is straightforward. Our anonymity axiom,

which is intuitively appealing in the context of intergenerational justice, can be

translated in terms of patience in the context of time preferences (see Rébillé

, 2007). Proposition 3 therefore also provides an axiomatization of a family of

patient intertemporal utilities on X̄.

One difficulty with RDU SWFs is that they are not recursive. In partic-

ular, they do not satisfy the property of separable future (see Fleurbaey and

Michel , 2003). Indeed, the evaluation of a consumption stream from period

t onward depends on the past through the rank of past generations (but not

through their actual consumptions nor the distribution of consumption between

them). Recursivity is restored on the set of non-decreasing sequences, so that

traditional methods can be used if an additional sustainability requirement of

non-decreasingness is imposed. Still, non-recursivity may be a source of analyt-

ical complexity. I will therefore discuss the applicability of the criterion in more

detail in the last section of the paper.

It is convenient in applications to consider the more specific class of homoth-

etic RDU SWFs (in short, HRDU SWFs). HRDU SWFs indeed yield clear-cuts
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results for comparisons of inequality aversions and for the expression of the

discount rate.

Definition 2. A SWR � on X̄ is a homothetic rank-discounted utilitarian SWR

if and only if it can be represented by the SWF:

W (x) =


(1− β)

∑
t∈N β

t−1
x1−η
[t]

1−η η 6= 1

or

(1− β)
∑

t∈N β
t−1 ln

(
x[t]

)
η = 1

(2)

HRDU SWFs satisfy a property of relative invariance. For any x ∈ X̄ and

λ > 0, let λx be the consumption stream such that λx = (λx1, λx2, · · · , λxt, · · · ).

Axiom 8 Relative invariance. For any x and y in X̄, and any λ > 0, x ∼
y =⇒ λx ∼ λy.

Axiom 8 states that the equivalence between x and y is preserved by a

simultaneous multiplication of the consumptions in x and y by the same positive

factor. One alleged justification for the axiom is that change in the measurement

unit of consumption (taking the form of a money conversion) should not alter

social judgements. The axiom has actually broader consequences. It also means

that the relative situations of generations (their consumption shares) is what

matters from the social point of view.

The consequences of Axiom 8 are well-known in the literature on inequality

measurement (Ebert , 1988). It can easily be showed that HRDU preferences are

the only RDU preferences satisfying Axiom 8. The proof is therefore omitted.

5 Inequality aversion

Up to now, I have addressed the issue of procedural equity and its compatibility

with efficiency. In this section, I am going to introduce concerns for distribu-

tional equity. I will show that inequality aversion can be properly measured and

compared within the RDU class of preferences. The next two sections will show

that inequality aversion has significant policy implications. I will henceforth

restrict attention to RDU SWOs.
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5.1 The Pigou-Dalton transfer principle and inequality aversion

It is a common practice to express distributional equity ideals by means of

transfer axioms. In this paper a weak form of the Pigou-Dalton transfer principle

is considered:

Axiom 9 Pigou-Dalton transfer principle. For any x,y ∈ X̄, if there exists ε > 0

and a pair of positive integers (τ, τ ′) such that ε ≤ yτ + ε = xτ ≤ xτ ′ = yτ ′ − ε
and yt = xt for all t 6= τ, τ ′ then x � y.

In this section, I study the restrictions imposed by Axiom 9 on RDU criteria.

These restrictions hold on the rank-discount factor β and on the utility function

u in Equation (1). I shall henceforth refer to a particular RDU SWF as Wβ,u.

The following index of non-concavity of the function u can be introduced:

Cu = sup
0<ε≤x≤x′

u
(
x′ + ε

)
− u
(
x′
)

u
(
x
)
− u
(
x− ε

)
This index has two interesting properties (Chateauneuf, Cohen and Meilijson

, 2005): 1/ Cu ≥ 1, with Cu = 1 corresponding to u concave; 2/ and, when u is

differentiable, Cu = supy≤x
u′(x)
u′(y)

.

The non-concavity index Cu and the discount factor β jointly characterize

RDU SWFs satisfying the Pigou-Dalton transfer principle.

Proposition 4. A RDU SWF Wβ,u on X̄ satisfies Axiom 9 if and only if

β × Cu ≤ 1

Proof. The proof of the Proposition is in the Appendix.

Condition β × Cu ≤ 1 means that the utility function u must not be ‘too

concave’. The concavity of u, though sufficient, is not necessary for a RDU

SWO to satisfy the Pigou-Dalton transfer principle. The (weak) concavity of u

is however necessary and sufficient if attention is restricted to HRDU SWFs. For

a HRDU SWF it is indeed the case that Cu = 1 whenever η ≥ 0 and Cu = +∞
whenever η < 0. This is summarized in the following corollary of Proposition 4:
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Corollary 1. A HRDU SWO on X̄ satisfies Axiom 9 if and only if η ≥ 0.

5.2 Comparative inequality aversion

Ranking different criteria according to the strength of their concerns for equality

is an important prerequisite to study the policy implications of inequality aver-

sion. The common way to do so is to compare the degree of inequality aversion

of the underlying SWFs. The aim of this section is to perform such comparisons

in the case of RDU SWFs.

I follow the procedure proposed in the literature on risk/uncertainty aversion

to make such comparisons (Grant and Quiggin , 2005). It consists in: (i) defining

an inequality relation �I ; (ii) declaring a SWO � at least as inequality averse as

a SWO �̂ if, for any allocation y, whenever a less unequal allocation x (according

to �I) is preferred to y according to �̂, then x is also preferred to y according

to �.

I use a simple definition of the relation ‘more unequal than’ based on the

notion of local increase in inequality. is based on increases in the inequalities

affecting only two generations and leaving generations’ ranks unchanged. That

is why I use the expression ‘local increase in inequality’. For the definition, recall

that {t} denotes the rank of generation t in the intergenerational distribution.

Definition 3. For any x,y ∈ X, y represents an elementary increase in in-

equality with respect to allocation x, denoted y �I x, if there exists a pair

of positive real numbers (ε, ε′) and a pair of positive integers (τ, τ ′) such that

yτ + ε = xτ ≤ xτ ′ = yτ ′ − ε′, xbτ ≤ yτ , yτ ′ ≤ xbτ ′ and yt = xt for all t 6= τ, τ ′,

where τ̂ and τ̂ ′ are such that {τ̂} = {τ} − 1 and {τ̂ ′} = {τ ′}+ 1.

The inequality relation �I is used to define comparative inequality aversion:

Definition 4. A SWO � is at least as inequality averse as a SWO �̂ if, for

any x and any y �I x: (i) x �̂ y =⇒ x � y, and (ii) x �̂ y =⇒ x � y.

Consider now two RDU SWFs, Wβ,u and Wβ̂,û, representing two RDU SWOs

� and �̂. To assess relative inequality aversion, the discount factors β and β̂
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and the relative concavity of the utility functions u and û must be compared.

More precisely, the following two indices can be introduced:

D(β,β̂) = inf
t<t′

βt/β̂t

βt′/β̂t′
=

{
β̂
β

if β ≤ β̂

0 if if β > β̂

and

C(u,û) = sup
0≤x1<x2≤x3<x4

[
u(x4)− u(x3)

]
/
[
û(x4)− û(x3)

][
u(x2)− u(x1)

]
/
[
û(x2)− û(x1)

]
The index D(β,β̂) is an index of the relative decreasing speed of the social

weights. The faster the social weights decrease, the less the society cares for

better-off generations. The index C(u,û) is an index of relative concavity of the

utility functions u and û. As noticed by Grant and Quiggin (2005), C(u,û) ≥ 1,

with C(u,û) = 1 corresponding to the case where u is an increasing concave trans-

formation of û. In addition, if u and û are differentiable, C(u,û) = supy≤x
u′(x)û′(y)
u′(y)û′(x)

.

For two RDU SWFs, comparative inequality aversion can be characterized

as follows:

Proposition 5. Consider two RDU SWFs Wβ,u and Wβ̂,û on X̄. Wβ,u is at

least as inequality averse as Wβ̂,û if and only if

D(β,β̂) ≥ C(u,û)

Proof. The proof is in the Appendix

It is clear from Proposition 5 that a necessary condition for Wβ,u to be at

least as inequality averse as Wβ̂,û is that β ≤ β̂. A more inequality averse RDU

social observer should have a lower rank-discount factor and thus discount more

the utility of better-off generations. And in the case β = β̂, u must be a concave

transformation of û.

Even clearer results can be obtained in the case of HRDU SWFs. Indeed,

it is straightforward that, whenever u(x) = x1−η

1−η and û(x) = x1−η̂

1−η̂ , C(u,û) = 1
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if η ≥ η̂, and C(u,û) = +∞ if η < η̂. Denote Wβ,η a HRDU SWF with rank-

discount factor β and utility function u(x) = x1−η

1−η , there exist simple conditions

for comparative inequality aversion of HRDU SWFs:

Corollary 2. Consider two HRDU SWFs W(β,η) and Wβ̂,η̂ on X̄. Wβ,η is at

least as inequality averse as W(β̂,η̂) if and only if β ≤ β̂ and η ≥ η̂ (with at least

one strict inequality for the two SWFs not to be identical).

As in the static case inequality aversion is a key policy parameter, so in

intertemporal problems it is bound to play an important role in designing the

optimal policy. In Section 6, I describe how it affects social discounting. In

Section 7, I study optimal RDU policies, and I highlight the impact of inequality

aversion.

6 Rank-discounted utilitarianism and social discounting

The social discount rate plays a key role in intertemporal social cost-benefit

analysis. In recent years, few economic parameters have attracted as much

attention.

Indeed, triggered by the Stern (2006) review of climate change, the social

discount rate has been hotly debated, notably in contributions by Nordhaus

(2007), Weitzman (2007), and Dasgupta (2008). The controversy has not held

on the social welfare function used to assess different paths: all the authors

have endorsed the DU approach. The controversy has held on the value of the

parameters in the DU SWF, W (x) =
∑+∞

t=1 β
t−1u(xt). In particular, the time-

discount factor β and the elasticity of marginal utility −xu′′(x)/u′(x) have a

critical role in the determination of the social discount rate. But there has been

no consensus on the interpretation and the value of these key parameters.

In this section, I will derive the social discount rate arising from RDU SWFs.

Doing so I prove that key parameters of the social discount rate have interpre-

tations in terms of inequality aversion.

Let assume that the function u in Equation (1) is twice continuously differ-

entiable. In that case W is said to be a smooth RDU SWF. Let also consider
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consumption paths such that no pairs of generations have the same consumption

level. The set of such paths is denoted X̄ 6=. A smooth RDU SWF is differentiable

on X̄ 6= only.

The social discount rate evaluates how much an increase in marginal con-

sumption in period t is ‘worth’ in terms of first period consumption. To obtain

the formal expression, imagine that today (period 1) the society can make a

marginal investment ε whose rate of return is r. The generation born in period

t will therefore be able to consume (1 + r)t−1ε more units of aggregate good.

The change in social welfare through this investment is:

dW (x) =
∂W

∂xt
(1 + r)t−1ε− ∂W

∂x1

ε

The social discount rate is the rate of return that makes the change in social

welfare nil, so that the marginal welfare cost of differing consumption is exactly

equal to its marginal welfare benefit. The formal definition of the social discount

rate ρt(x) is therefore:

Definition 5. Let W be the SWF used to evaluate policies. The social discount

rate at period t for a path x is:

ρt(x) =

(
∂W/∂x1

∂W/∂xt

) 1
t−1

− 1

Consider a smooth RDU SWF Wβ,u. Denote δ = 1
β
− 1 the rank discount

rate. Also denote ηu(x) = −xu′′(x)/u′(x) the elasticity of marginal utility for the

utility function u. In addition gt(x) = xt−x1

x1
is the rate of growth in consumption

between period 1 and t, and g̃t(x) = gt(x)
t−1

is the rate growth in annualized terms

(the ‘average’ per period growth between 1 and t).

A simple approximation of the social discount rate associated with a smooth

RDU SWF can be derived:

Proposition 6. Let Wβ,u be a smooth RDU SWF. The social discount rate at
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period t for a path x ∈ X̄ 6= is approximatively equal to:

ρt(x) ≈ {t} − {1}
t− 1

δ + ηu(x1)g̃t(x) (3)

Proof. Using the form of the RDU SWF, one obtains that

ρt(x) =
(

(1 + δ){t}−{1}
u′(x1)

u′(xt)

) 1
t−1 − 1

But u′(xt) = u′(x1 + xt − x1) ≈ u′(x1) + (xt − x1)u
′′(x1) so that u′(x1)

u′(xt)
≈
(

1 +

x1u′′(x1)
u′(x1)

xt−x1

x1

)−1

≈ 1 + ηu(x1)gt(x). Besides (1 + δ){t}−{1} ≈ 1 +
(
{t} − {1}

)
δ.

Therefore, (1 + δ){t}−{1} u
′(x1)
u′(xt)

≈ 1 +
(
{t} − {1}

)
δ + ηu(x1)gt(x) and finally:

ρt(x) ≈
(

1 +
(
{t} − {1}

)
δ + ηu(x1)gt(x)

) 1
t−1

− 1

≈ 1 +

(
{t} − {1}

)
δ + ηu(x1)gt(x)

t− 1
− 1

Approximation (3) offers several insights concerning the social discount rate.

First, it appears that the social discount rate is rank-dependent: it depends cru-

cially on the distance between the welfare rank of generation t and the one of the

first generation. The further generation t in the intergenerational distribution,

the larger the social discount rate. On the contrary, the lower generation t in

the intergenerational distribution, the lower the social discount rate.

This remark leads to a second insight. If generation t is less well-off than

the first generation, the social discount rate will be negative, provided that

ηu(x1) ≥ 0, which is always the case when u is concave. It has been pointed

out in the literature using a DU approach that the social discount rate may be

negative when future generations are sufficiently less well-off (see for instance

Dasgupta , 2008, p. 150). With RDU, this should always be the case as soon as

a future generations are less well-off and the function u is concave.
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On the contrary, if one focuses on increasing consumption streams, the fol-

lowing familiar expression can be obtained: ρt(x) ≈ δ+ηu(x1)g̃t(x). For smooth

HRDU SWFs, the expression becomes ρt(x) ≈ δ + ηg̃t(x). This expression em-

phasizes the crucial role played by the ethical parameters to determine the social

discount rate. Indeed, δ and η conjointly characterize the attitude towards in-

equality: a more inequality averse social observer should have a higher δ (lower

β) and/or a higher η. Therefore, a more inequality averse society should discount

the future more whenever it believes that future generations will be better-off.

This insight actually generalizes to all RDU SWFs.

Proposition 7. Let Wβ,u and Wβ̂,ûbe two smooth RDU SWF and ρt(x), ρ̂t(x)

the associated discount rate. If Wβ,u is at least as inequality averse than Wβ̂,û,

then:

1. ρt(x) ≥ ρ̂t(x) for all t ∈ N and for all x ∈ X̄ 6= such that xt > x1.

2. ρt(x) ≤ ρ̂t(x) for all t ∈ N and for all x ∈ X̄ 6= such that xt < x1.

Proof. For any x ∈ X̄ 6=, and any t ∈ N \ {1}, ρt(x) ≥ ρ̂t(x) if and only if
∂Wβ,u/∂x1

∂Wβ,u/∂xt
− ∂Wβ̂,û/∂x1

∂Wβ̂,û/∂xt
≥ 0. This expression can be computed:

∂Wβ,u/∂x1

∂Wβ,u/∂xt
−
∂Wβ̂,û/∂x1

∂Wβ̂,û/∂xt
=

β{1}−1u′(x1)

β{t}−1u′(xt)
− β̂{1}−1û′(x1)

β̂{t}−1û′(xt)
(4)

=

(
β{1}−1/β̂{1}−1

β{t}−1/β̂{t}−1
− u′(xt)û

′(x1)

u′(x1)û′(xt)

)
u′(x1)/u

′(xt)

β̂{t}−1/β̂{1}−1
(5)

=

(
u′(x1)û

′(xt)

u′(xt)û′(x1)
− β{t}−1/β̂{t}−1

β{1}−1/β̂{1}−1

)
û′(x1)/û

′(xt)

β{t}−1/β{1}−1
(6)

We know by Proposition 5 that inft<t′
βt−1/bβt−1

βt′−1/bβt′−1
= Dβ,bβ ≥ Cu,bu = supy<x

u′(x)bu′(y)
u′(y)bu′(x) .

By Equation (5), for xt > x1,
∂Wβ,u/∂x1

∂Wβ,u/∂xt
− ∂Wβ̂,û/∂x1

∂Wβ̂,û/∂xt
≥

(
inft<t′

βt−1/bβt−1

βt
′−1/bβt′−1

−

supy<x
u′(x)bu′(y)
u′(y)bu′(x)

)
u′(x1)/u′(xt)bβ{t}−1/bβ{1}−1

≥ 0. By Equation (6), for xt < x1,
∂Wβ,u/∂x1

∂Wβ,u/∂xt
−

∂Wβ̂,û/∂x1

∂Wβ̂,û/∂xt
≤

(
supy<x

u′(x)bu′(y)
u′(y)bu′(x) − inft<t′

βt−1/bβt−1

βt′−1/bβt′−1

) bu′(x1)/bu′(xt)
β{t}−1/β{1}−1 ≤ 0.
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Within the RDU model, the ethical parameters thus have a clear impact on

social discounting. This contrasts with what occurs within the DU model. In

the DU model, the two parameters δ and η represent different ethical notions.

The time discounting parameter δ measures the intensity of intergenerational

(procedural) inequity. A fair society should choose a lower δ. On the other

hand, the elasticity of marginal utility η is often interpreted as a measure of

intra-temporal inequality aversion.5 A more egalitarian society should choose a

higher η. As a consequence, it is not clear what the social discount rate of an

‘equity-minded’ society should be: on the one hand, it should discount less the

future to avoid intergenerational inequity; on the other hand, it should discount

more the future because it is more averse to intra-period inequalities.

One strength of the RDU model is that the two parameters have a consistent,

common interpretation in terms of intergenerational inequality aversion. Within

the RDU model, it is meaningless to simultaneously decrease δ and increase η

(see Corollary 2). Therefore, a higher discount rate for a given increasing path

has a clear ethical interpretation. Besides a more inequality averse society should

discount less the consumption of a less well-off generation.

The result in Proposition 7 has important policy implications, in particular

for the question of climate change. If one believes that future generations will

be better-off in spite of climate change,6 then a more inequality averse RDU

decision maker will rather adopt the recommendation of Nordhaus (2008) to

have a gradual emissions-control policy with increasing carbon price than those

of Stern (2006) who calls for strong immediate action to mitigate climate change.

Indeed, Nordhaus proposes to use δ = 0.015 and η = 2 whereas Stern argues in

favor of δ = 0.001 and η = 1.

Of course, the policy recommendation would be totally different if one be-

lieved that climate change might strongly affect the economy so that declining

consumption would occur for some generations in the future. This perspective

5Non-ethical (‘positive’) interpretations of the discount rate consider that η instead repre-
sents risk aversion.

6The assumption is verified in the central scenario of most climate-economy integrated
assessment models, such as the RICE model of Nordhaus (2008) and the PAGE model used
in the Stern (2006) review.
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may not be unrealistic for some poor developing countries particularly exposed

to climate change. In that case, a RDU decision maker using η = 1 and δ > 0

would always discount future consumption at a negative rate, lower than the

one that would be promoted by Stern for decreasing consumption streams. This

would prompt even stronger action than the one proposed in the Stern review.

To sum up, from a RDU perspective, climate change jeopardizes intergenera-

tional equity only insofar as it may threaten the livelihood of future generations.

If it only slows the growth rate, no harm is done, because future generations

are still better-off. This remark extends to other dynamic problems: the RDU

approach generally support sustainable policies.

7 Optimal rank-discounted utilitarian policies

The restricted domain of RDU criteria highlighted in Section 3 raises concerns

about their applicability. Since there are many streams that they cannot order,

they may not be able to suggest definite policies in specific economic environ-

ments. In particular, in traditional economic growth models, some decreasing

streams are feasible and they cannot be ranked by RDU criteria.

In this section, I provide a method to extend RDU rankings in order to define

optimal RDU policies. I show that, in two benchmark cases (the Ramsey growth

model and the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow growth model), these policies are the same

as the ones promoted by the sustainable discounted utilitarian (SDU) criteria

recently studied by Asheim and Mitra (2010).

7.1 Extended Rank-Discounted Utilitarian preferences

In order to obtain effective SWRs capable of advocating specific policies, I pro-

pose to apply RDU on the set X̄ and to complete it on other paths with appealing

principles. In this respect Axiom 2 (Intermediate Pareto) and Axiom 3’ (Finite

Anonymity) are particularly appropriate for two reasons. A first reason is that

RDU SWOs already satisfy these axioms, so that imposing them on the whole

set of bounded consumption streams X will not conflict with the RDU repre-

sentation on X̄. A second reason is that efficiency and equity requirements are
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known to recommend sustainable paths under certain technological assumptions

(Asheim, Buchholz and Tungodden , 2001). Since RDU criteria are well-defined

on sustainable paths, specific recommendations can be obtained.

We therefore propose the following definition of Extended RDU preferences

(in short ERDU).

Definition 6 Extended RDU SWR. A SWR � on X is an ERDU SWR with

parameters β and u, denoted �β,u, if and only if it satisfies Axioms 2 and 3’ on

X and it is represented by the RDU SWF Wβ,u on X̄.

In order to define a specific intertemporal economic environment, let intro-

duce a technology F . The function F gives the maximum consumption attain-

able for generation t if kt is inherited and kt+1 bequeathed, where kt and kt+1

are vectors of capital stock. Hence a consumption path tx = (xt, xt+1, · · · ) is

F-feasible at t given kt if and only if, for any t′ ≥ t, 0 < xt′ ≤ F (kt′ , kt′ + 1) and

kt′ > 0. Denote XF(kt) the set of F -feasible consumption path given kt.

Definition 7 Productive technology. A technology F is productive if for any

x ∈ XF(k1) and any τ < τ ′, if xτ > xτ ′, there exist scalars εt > 0, t > τ , such

that the consumption stream y defined as follows is F-feasible given k1: yt = xt

for all t < τ , yτ = xτ ′, yτ ′ = xτ + ετ ′ and yt = xt + εt for all t > τ , t 6= τ ′.

The productivity assumption states that delaying consumption can improve

the consumption of all future generations. It strengthens the immediate pro-

ductivity assumption of Asheim, Buchholz and Tungodden (2001). As in the

presence of the Strong Pareto axiom immediate productivity permits to show

that only sustainable paths can be chosen, so does the productivity assumption

in the presence of Intermediate Pareto. We will say that a F -feasible consump-

tion stream x is optimal for �β,u if and only if there exists no other F -feasible

consumption stream y such that y �β,u x.

Proposition 8. Assume that the technology F is productive. A F -feasible path

is optimal for �β,u only if it is non-decreasing.

Proof. Consider a F -feasible consumption stream x such that x1 > xt for some

t > 1. Since F is productive, there exist scalars εt > 0, such that the following
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consumption stream y is F -feasible: y1 = xt, yt = x1 + εt and yt′ = xt′ + εt′ for

all t′ > 1, t′ 6= t. Denote x̃ the consumption stream such that x̃1 = xt, x̃t = x1

and x̃t′ = xt′ for all t′ /∈ {1, t}. By Weak Anonymity (Axiom 3’), x̃ ∼β,u x. But

by Intermediate Pareto (Axiom 2), y �β,u x̃. Hence, y �β,u x: the consumption

stream x is not optimal for �β,u.
Now consider a F -feasible consumption stream x such that x1 ≤ xt for all

t > 1 (otherwise it is not optimal). Assume that x2 > xt for some t > 2. Since

F is productive, the same reasoning as before implies that the consumption

stream x cannot be optimal for �β,u. Repeating the method, we obtain that a

F -feasible consumption stream x must be non-decreasing in order to be optimal

for �β,u.

Proposition 8 can be contrasted with Proposition 4 of Asheim, Buchholz and

Tungodden (2001). The result is similar but it is based on different assump-

tions: their productivity assumption has been strengthened but their Paretian

requirement has been weakened (Intermediate Pareto is used instead of Strong

Pareto). Arguably, the strengthening of the productivity assumption I propose

is not too costly: I will show in the next Sections that it is satisfied by several

models that also satisfy immediate productivity. On the other hand, the Inter-

mediate Pareto axiom is exactly the strengthening of Weak Pareto that makes it

possible to obtain the result in Proposition 8. The reason for proposing Axiom 2

was precisely to have the weakest axiomatics justifying sustainability in several

technological contexts.

Proposition 8 is important to obtain explicit recommendations based on

ERDU SWRs. Indeed, ERDU SWRs are well-defined and complete on the set

of non-decreasing sequences. More precisely they correspond to DU preferences

on this set.

For an ERDU SWR �β,u, let name corresponding discounted utility the SWO

represented by
∑

t∈N β
t−1u(xt). Denote X+

F(k1) the set of non-decreasing F -

feasible consumption streams. The following corollary of Proposition 8 com-

pletely characterizes optimal consumption streams for �β,u.
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Corollary 3. Assume that the technology F is productive. The set of optimal F -

feasible consumption streams for �β,u is the set of optimal consumption streams

over X+
F(k1) for the corresponding discounted utility.

Corollary 3 highlights the similarities between the RDU approach and the DU

approach. The RDU solution indeed corresponds to the DU solution constrained

by a requirement of sustainability. As a consequence, the RDU solution will be

the DU one whenever the latter corresponds to a non-decreasing consumption

stream, a situation that typically arises in growth theory.

Corollary 3 also emphasizes the similarity with Asheim (1988) and Asheim

(1991). Both papers have proposed criteria yielding to the maximization of

discounted utility over the set of non-decreasing path. The SDU preferences of

Asheim and Mitra (2010) also recommend this kind of policy in several models.

The next Sections describe the common solutions of these different criteria in

two benchmark growth models.

The particularity of the RDU approach is to highlight the role of inequality

aversion. I will then also indicate the impact of inequality aversion on policy

recommendations.

7.2 The Ramsey growth model

The canonical model of economic growth is the one-sector capital accumulation

model also called Ramsey model. There is a stock of non-negative man-made

physical capital kt which is used to produce the single homogenous good which

can either be consumed or accumulated as physical capital. Hence,

xt + kt+1 ≤ f(kt) + kt, xt ≥ 0, kt > 0

for any t ∈ N along a feasible consumption stream.

In the Ramsey model, the production function f is assumed to be strictly

increasing, concave, continuously differentiable on R+, with limk→+∞ f
′(k) = 0

and f(0) = 0. Hence the Ramsey technology is FR(kt, kt+1) = f(kt) + kt − kt+1.

Lemma 1. The Ramsey technology FR is productive.
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Proof. Let x ∈ XFR
(k1) be such that xτ > xτ ′ for some τ < τ ′. We construct an

alternative feasible capital sequence k̃ in the following way. For t ≤ τ , k̃t = kt.

At period τ + 1, k̃τ+1 = kτ+1 + xτ − xτ ′ > kτ+1. At period τ + 2 ≤ t ≤ τ ′, k̃ is

defined recursively by k̃t = kt+εt−1+k̃t−1−kt−1, with εt−1 = f(k̃t−1)−f(kt−1)
2

. Since

f is strictly increasing, εt > 0 and k̃t > kt for any τ+1 ≤ t ≤ τ ′−1. Furthermore,

k̃τ = kτ +
∑τ ′−1

t=τ+1 εt + k̃τ+1− kτ+1 = kτ +
∑τ ′−1

t=τ+1 εt + xτ − xτ ′ . At period τ ′+ 1,

k̃τ ′+1 = kτ ′+1 + ετ ′ , where ετ ′ =
f(k̃τ ′−f(kτ ′+

Pτ ′−1
t=τ+1 εt)

2
> 0. From period τ ′ + 2, k̃

is defined recursively by k̃t = kt + εt−1, with εt−1 = f(k̃t−1)+k̃t−1−f(kt−1)−kt−1

2
> 0.

Now define the consumption stream y as follows: yt = xt for all t < τ ,

yτ = xτ ′ , yτ ′ = xτ + ετ ′ and yt = xt + εt for all t > τ , t 6= τ ′. By construction, y

is FR-feasible using the capital sequence k̃. Hence the Ramsey technology FR is

productive.

Given that the Ramsey technology is productive, we know that ERDU cri-

teria give explicit solutions, as described in Corollary 3. Actually, the solution

is unique. To characterize it, additional notation is needed.

Write the gross output function as g(k) = f(k) + k. Denote x(y) the unique

solution to the equation y = g(y − x(y)) such that 0 ≤ x(y) ≤ y. The function

x(y) is well-defined, continuous and differentiable (see Asheim and Mitra , 2010).

It is the consumption level that leaves the capital stock intact. Finally, let

y∞(β) ≡ min

{
y : 1

g′
(
y−x(y))

) ≥ β

}
. The function y∞ is strictly increasing in β

(Asheim and Mitra , 2010).

Proposition 9 Asheim, 1991. Consider an ERDU SWR �β,u, with 0 < β < 1,

a Ramsey technology, and an initial level of capital k1. There exists a unique

optimal FR-feasible consumption streams for �β,u, denoted x∗, which is charac-

terized as follows:

1. If y1 = g(k1) ≥ y∞(β), then x∗ is a stationary path with x∗t = x(y1) for

any t ≥ 1.

2. If y1 = g(k1) < y∞(β), then x∗ is an increasing path, converging to

x(y∞(β)) and maximizing the associated discounted utility over XFR
(k1).
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Proof. Lemma 1 and Proposition 8 imply that RDU optimal consumption streams

must be the associated optimal DU streams among non-decreasing streams.

Proposition 6 in Asheim (1991) then yields the result.

Proposition 9 shows that RDU preferences can be operationalized in the

basic Ramsey model. We are able to characterize a unique optimal solution,

that we call the sustainable discounted utilitarian solution for it is the same as

in Asheim (1991) and Asheim and Mitra (2010).

The advantage of RDU preferences over SDU preferences is that they em-

phasize the influence of inequality aversion on optimal policy. Indeed, we know

that a necessary condition for a RDU SWF Wβ,u to more inequality averse than

another RDU SWF Wβ̂,û is that β ≤ β̂. From Proposition 9, it is clear that:

• A more inequality averse RDU society �β,u will converge to a lower steady

state than a less inequality averse society �β̂,û in many situations (actually,

as soon as g(k1) < y∞(β̂)).

• A more inequality averse RDU society �β,u will prevent growth more often

than a less inequality averse society �β̂,û (actually, whenever y∞(β̂) ≥
g(k1) ≥ y∞(β)).

Regarding the second point, one can notice that the maximin always prevents

growth. The maximin is the special case of RDU preferences where β → 0, an

extreme aversion to inequality. For other values of β, growth is prevented only

in certain circumstances. The lower β the more often this will happen.

Inequality aversion therefore modifies both the long-run perspectives of the

society and the prospects of an egalitarian (stationary) distribution. Remark

that only the parameter β determines the long-term impact of inequality aver-

sion. The other dimension of inequality aversion, namely the concavity of the

function u, would only have an impact on the speed of the convergence to the

steady state in the case g(k1) < y∞(β).

29



7.3 The Dasgupta-Heal-Solow growth model

The Dasgupta-Heal Solow model (Dasgupta and Heal , 1974; Solow , 1974) is

the standard model of growth with an exhaustible natural resource. Production

depends on a man-made physical capital kmt (which is homogeneous to the con-

sumption good), on the extraction dt of a natural exhaustible resource knt and of

the labor supply lt. The natural resource is depleted by the resource use, so that

knt+1 = knt − dt. The production function f̂(kmt , dt, lt) is concave, non-decreasing,

homogeneous of degree one, and twice continuously differentiable. It satisfies

(f̂km , f̂d, f̂l) � 0 for all (km, d, l) � 0 and f̂(km, 0, l) = f̂(0, d, l) = 0 (both the

physical capital and the natural resource are essential in the production). Be-

sides, given (k̃m, d̃) � 0, there exists a scalar χ̃ such that for (km, d) such that

km ≥ k̃m and 0 ≤ d ≤ d̃, df̂d(k
m,d,1)

f̂l(km,d,1)
≥ χ̃.

Assume that the labor force is constant and normalized to 1. Denote f(km, d) :=

f̂(km, d, 1). Also assume that f is strictly concave and fkm,d(k
m, d) � 0 for all

(km, d)� 0. Along a feasible plan for the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow technology, we

have, for any t ∈ N:

xt + kmt+1 ≤ f(kmt , k
n
t − knt+1) + kmt , xt ≥ 0, kmt ≥ 0, knt ≥ 0

Hence the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow technology is FDHS(kmt , f
n
t , k

m
t+1, f

n
t+1) =

f(kmt , k
n
t − knt+1) + kmt − kmt+1.

Lemma 2. The Dasgupta-Heal-Solow technology FDHS is productive.

Proof. Let x ∈ XFR
(km

1 ,k
n
1) be such that xτ > xτ ′ for some τ < τ ′. For the

natural capital, we keep the same path. For the physical capital, we compute

an alternative path like in the proof of Lemma 1. Then the proof proceeds in a

similar way.

One question has attracted particular attention in the literature on the

Dasgupta-Heal-Solow model: is it possible maintain a constant consumption

level for ever? Cass and Mitra (1991) have answered this issue by providing a

necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of a sustainable consumption
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level. To introduce their condition, let h be the resource requirement function

defined as follows:

h(y, km) = min d subject to y ≤ f(km, d), d ≥ 0, (y, km) ∈ H

where H =
{

(y, km) : km ≥ 0 and there exists d ≥ 0 such that y ≤ f(km, d)
}

.

The function h describes the minimal level of resource required to yield a given

output level from a given physical capital stock. Next define:

km(y) = inf
{
km : (y, km) ∈ H and inf

k̃m≤km, (y,k̃m)∈H
h(y, k̃m) = 0

}
The scalar km(y) is the lower bound on physical capital stock that permit to

maintain a given level of output without resource depletion. We assume that the

Dasgupta-Heal-Solow technology satisfies Cass-Mitra substitution condition:

lim
y→0+

∫ km(y)

km
h(y, z)dz

y
= 0, for any 0 < km < km(y)

The condition roughly ensures that pure physical accumulation is feasible

from any initial conditions, and permits to avoid resource exhaustion. In the

Cobb-Douglas case, f(km, d) = (km)α(d)γ, the condition amounts to α > γ:

the elasticity of production of man-made capital must exceed the elasticity of

production of the natural resource use.

It is possible to show (see Cass and Mitra , 1991) that, under the other

assumptions of the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow model and whenever the Cass-Mitra

substitution condition holds, there exists a stationary, FDHS-feasible and effi-

cient consumption stream associated to any vector of initial conditions (km1 , k
n
1 ).

Denote x(km1 , k
n
1 ) this level of consumption that can be sustained for ever. It is

possible to attach a sequence of (shadow)-prices p(km
1 ,k

n
1) to the correspond-

ing stationary sequence (for a characterization of the prices, see Asheim and

Mitra , 2010, Lemma 3). Denote β∞(km1 , k
n
1 ) =

P+∞
t=2 pt(k

m
1 ,k

n
1 )P+∞

t=1 pt(k
m
1 ,k

n
1 )

. Optimal RDU

consumption streams can be fully described:

Proposition 10 Asheim, 1988. Consider an ERDU SWR �β,u, with 0 < β <
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1, a Dasgupta-Heal-Solow technology, and initial levels of capital (km1 , k
n
1 ) �

0. There exists a unique optimal FDHS-feasible consumption streams for �β,u,

denoted x∗, which is characterized as follows:

1. If β∞(km1 , k
n
1 ) ≥ β, then x∗ is a stationary path with x∗t = x(km1 , k

n
1 ) for

any t ≥ 1.

2. If β∞(km1 , k
n
1 ) < β, then x∗ is the efficient and non-decreasing consumption

stream maximizing the associated discounted utility over X+
FDHS

(km
1 ,k

n
1).

Denoting τ = min
{
t ∈ N : β∞

(
(kmt )∗, (knt )∗

)
< β

}
, this stream exhibits

the following pattern:

• For t < τ , x∗t < x∗t+1.

• For any t ≥ τ , x∗t = x
(

(kmτ )∗, (knτ )∗
)

.

Proof. Lemma 2 and Proposition 8 imply that RDU optimal consumption streams

must be the associated optimal DU streams among non-decreasing streams.

Under the assumptions of the Dasgupta-Heal-Solow model (notably Cass-Mitra

substitution condition), this optimal stream is unique and it is the one described

in Lemma 4 in Asheim (1988).

Proposition 10 shows that the consequences of a higher level of inequality

aversion exhibited in the Ramsey growth model still hold in the Dasgupta-Heal-

Solow model. Indeed:

• A more inequality averse RDU society �β,u will stop growing at a lower

stationary level of consumption than a less inequality averse society �β̂,û
whenever β∞(km1 , k

n
1 ) < β̂.

• A more inequality averse RDU society �β,u will prevent growth more often

than a less inequality averse society �β̂,û (whenever β ≥ β∞(km1 , k
n
1 ) ≥ β̂).

In particular, in the maximin case, growth will always be prevented. Once

again, the maximin case represents an extreme form of inequality aversion, and

less extreme cases allow for growth in some cases. Also note that, once again,

only the parameter β determines the long-term impact of inequality aversion.
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The concavity of the function u would only have an influence on the transition

to the stationary phase.

8 Conclusion

The RDU approach to intertemporal welfare has several appealing features.

First, it reconciles intergenerational procedural equity and efficiency on its do-

main of definition. Second, it enables to express a range of distributive concerns

for successive generations. A last appealing feature of the RDU approach is

that it provides a consistent and intuitive interpretation of the ethical param-

eters determining the social discount rate. With the RDU interpretation, we

have obtained the provocative statement that inequality aversion increases the

social discount rate along increasing consumption streams.

The statement is at odds with the traditional ethical approach to social dis-

counting. It comes from the fact that RDU criteria do satisfy procedural equity

(the reason why people endorsing the traditional ethical approach have called for

lower discount rates) while allowing for inequality-aversion-based discounting. I

believe that RDU may spark off new debates on social discounting within the

ethical approach to social discounting.

The RDU resulting policies are closely related to the one promoted by sus-

tainable discounted utilitarian (SDU) SWFs that have been recently studied by

Asheim and Mitra (2010). While their axiomatization is designed to obtain a

complete ordering on X, mine highlights the role of procedural equity and in-

equality aversion. But in practice SDU and RDU criteria would suggest similar

recommendations (provided that RDU is completed by the sustainability Ax-

ioms 2 and 3’). One advantage of RDU is to provide an ethical interpretation of

the parameters in the discounted sum of utilities in terms of inequality aversion.

In conclusion, the RDU model can be operationalized. While its recommen-

dations may not be new, the RDU model offers an interesting new perspective

that respects procedural equity and displays concerns for intergenerational redis-

tribution. It shades some new lights on what we owe to future generations: we

have to increase their resources if we can do so; we have to guarantee that they
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won’t be worse-off than we are; but we must not be unfair to present generations

and we must ensure that intergenerational inequalities are not too large. This

conception of intergenerational equity, more in line with the intuitive notion of

distributive equity, may seem appealing to many.

Appendix

Proof of Proposition 3.

The sufficiency part of the Proposition is obvious.

For the necessity, first remark that axioms 1, 2, and 4 imply that there exists

a monotonic SWF W representing � on X̄. By Axiom 3, we know that whatever

x ∈ X̄, W (x) = W (x[ ]). We can therefore restrict attention to the set X+.

Now, for each T ∈ N, we introduce the following subset of X+: X+
T = {x ∈

X+ : xt = xT+1, ∀t ≥ T + 1}. These are the nondecreasing intergenerational

allocations with a constant tail from period T + 1 onward. Let �T be the

restriction of � to the set X+
T. It is a continuous monotonic weak order on{

(x1, · · · , xT+1) ∈ RT+1 : x1 ≤ · · · ≤ xT+1

}
, a rank-ordered set. Furthermore,

it satisfies the usual independence condition (sure-thing principle). Hence, by

Theorem 3.2. and Corollary 3.6 of Wakker (1993), there exists a cardinal

additive representation of �T :7

WT (x) =
T∑
t=1

ut,T (xt) + VT (xT+1), ∀x ∈ X+
T (7)

The functions ut,T and VT are all continuous and nondecreasing. In addition, by

Axioms 2, 5 and 7, the functions u1,T and VT must be increasing. By cardinality,

we may set ut,T (0) = 0 for all t ≤ T and VT (0) = 0 (normalization condition).

Now, representation (7) exists for �T whatever T ∈ N. Furthermore, �T
and �T+1 represent the same ordering on X+

T. By standard uniqueness results

for additive functions on rank-ordered sets, we can take (after the appropriate

7By Axioms 2, 5 and 7 and Gorman’s theorem (Gorman , 1968), we know that all coordi-
nates are essential.

34



normalization) ut,T ≡ ut,T+1 and VT ≡ uT,T+1 + VT+1. We can henceforth drop

the subscript T in functions ut,T .

By Axiom 7, we also know that WT (x) =
∑T

t=1 ut(xt) + VT (xT+1) and

WT (x) =
∑T+1

t=2 ut(xt−1) + VT+1(xT+1) represent the same preferences ∀x ∈ X+
T.

By the cardinality of the additive representation and the normalization condi-

tion, there must exists a β > 0 such that ut+1(x) = βut(x) and VT+1(x) = βVT (x)

for any x ∈ X. Remark that β does not depend on t. Denote u ≡ u1 and V ≡ V1,

we have the following representation of �T :

WT (x) =
T∑
t=1

βt−1u(xt) + βTV (xT+1), ∀x ∈ X+
T

with u and V two increasing functions.

Now remark that we must also have V (x) = u(x) + βV (x), so that V (x) =
u(x)
1−β . This implies that β < 1 by Axioms 2. This also implies that V (x) =∑+∞

t=1 β
t−1u(x). Hence we obtain the following representation of � on

⋃
T∈N X+

T:

W (x) =
+∞∑
t=1

βt−1u(xt)

Now it remains to prove that the representation extends to the whole set X+.

For any x ∈ X+, we define the sequence x1,x2, · · · ,xk, · · · of allocations in X+

as follows: for any k ∈ N, xkt = xt for all t ≤ k and xkt = xk for all t > k. Each

allocation in the sequence belongs to
⋃
T∈N X+

T. And limk→∞ supt∈N |xkt−xt| = 0,

since we consider bounded streams. By continuity (Axiom 4), we obtain that

W (x) =
∑+∞

t=1 β
t−1u(xt) is a SWF representing � on X+.

Finally, by Axiom 3, we obtain that � can be represented on X̄ by:

W (x) = W (x[ ]) =
+∞∑
t=1

βt−1u(x[t])

Proof of Proposition 4.

Necessity. Consider x ∈ X̄ such that xt = 0 for all t ≤ τ , xτ ≤ xτ+1, and

xt > xτ + xτ+1 for t > τ + 1. Now consider y ∈ X̄ such that yτ + ε = xτ ≤
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xτ+1 = yτ+1 − ε and yt = xt for all t 6= τ, τ + 1, with xτ ≥ ε > 0. According to

representation (1) of RDU SWFs, for Axiom 9 to hold it must be the case that:

βτu(xτ )+βτ+1u(xτ+1) ≥ βτu(yτ )+βτ+1u(yτ+1) = βτu
(
xτ−ε

)
+βτ+1u

(
xτ+1+ε

)
This inequation can be rewritten:

1 ≥ β
u
(
xτ ′ + ε

)
− u
(
xτ ′
)

u
(
xτ
)
− u
(
xτ − ε

) (8)

The construction of allocations x and y yielding this inequation can be done

for any two integers τ < τ ′, and for any real numbers 0 < ε ≤ xτ ≤ xτ ′ . We

therefore need

1 ≥ sup
0<ε≤x≤x′

β ×
u
(
x′ + ε

)
− u
(
x′
)

u
(
x
)
− u
(
x− ε

) = β × Cu

Sufficiency. Assume that the representation in Equation (1) holds and that

1 ≥ β × Cu.
Now consider x,y ∈ X̄ such that ε ≤ yτ +ε = xτ ≤ xτ ′ = yτ ′−ε, and yt = xt

for all t 6= τ, τ ′, where xτ ≥ ε > 0 and (τ, τ ′) are positive integers. We want to

show that W (x)−W (y) ≥ 0.

Denote {τ} (resp. {τ ′}) the rank of generation τ (resp. τ ′) in the intergener-

ational distribution x and {̂τ} (resp. {̂τ ′}) the rank of generation τ (resp. τ ′) in

the intergenerational distribution y. Using the representation in Equation (1),

straightforward algebra yields:

W (x)−W (y) =
∑

d{τ}≤t≤{τ}
βt−1

(
u(x[t])−u(y[t])

)
−

∑
{τ ′}≤t≤d{τ ′}

βt−1
(
u(y[t])−u(x[t])

)

For {̂τ} ≤ t ≤ {τ}, we have u(x[t])− u(y[t]) ≥ 0, and for {τ ′} ≤ t ≤ {̂τ ′}, we
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have u(y[t])− u(x[t]) ≥ 0. Hence:

∑
d{τ}≤t≤{τ}

βt−1
(
u(x[t])− u(y[t])

)
−

∑
{τ ′}≤t≤d{τ ′}

βt−1
(
u(y[t])− u(x[t])

)
≥

β{τ}−1 ×
∑

d{τ}≤t≤{τ}
(
u(x[t])− u(y[t])

)
− β{τ ′}−1 ×

∑
{τ ′}≤t≤d{τ ′}

(
u(y[t])− u(x[t])

)

By definition of the Pigou-Dalton transfer,
∑d{τ}≤t≤{τ}

(
u(x[t]) − u(y[t])

)
=

u(xτ )− u(yτ ) and
∑
{τ ′}≤t≤d{τ ′}

(
u(y[t])− u(x[t])

)
= u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′). Therefore:

W (x)−W (y) ≥ β{τ}−1
(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
− β{τ ′}−1

(
u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

)
= β{τ}−1

(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)(
1− β{τ ′}−{τ}u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
≥ β{τ}−1

(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)(
1− β × u(xτ ′ + ε)− u(xτ ′)

u(xτ )− u(xτ − ε)

)
When 1 ≥ β × Cu, it is clear that W (x)−W (y) ≥ 0.

Proof of Proposition 5.

Denote � (resp. �̂) the SWO represented by W(β,u) (resp. W(β̂,û).

Necessity. Consider x and y in X̄ such that, for τ < τ ′:

• xt = yt = 0 for all t < τ ;

• 0 ≤ yτ < xτ ≤ yt = xt ≤ xτ ′ for all τ < t < τ ′;

• yτ ′ = û−1

(
û(xτ ′) + βτ

′−τ
(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

))
so that yτ ′ ≥ xτ ′ ;

• and yt = xt > yτ for t > τ ′.

By definition, β̂τ−τ
′
=

(
û(yτ ′ )−û(xτ ′ )

)(
û(xτ )−û(yτ )

) or, equivalently, β̂τ
′−1
(
û(yτ ′)−û(xτ ′)

)
=

β̂τ−1
(
û(xτ ) − û(yτ )

)
, so that x ∼̂ y. Because y �I x, and because W(β,u) is
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at least as inequality averse as W(β̂,û), it must be the case that βτ−1u(xτ ) +

βτ
′−1u(xτ ′) ≥ βτ−1u(yτ ) + βτ

′−1u(yτ ′), or equivalently

βτ−τ
′ ≥

(
u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

)(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
Together with the equality β̂τ−τ

′
=

(
û(yτ ′ )−û(xτ ′ )

)(
û(xτ )−û(yτ )

) , the above inequality yields

βτ/β̂τ

βτ ′/β̂τ ′
≥
(
u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

)
/
(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
/
(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

)
The construction of x and y yielding this inequality can be done for any two

integers τ < τ ′, and for any real numbers 0 ≤ yτ < xτ ≤ xτ ′ < yτ ′ such that yτ ′ =

û−1

(
û(xτ ′)+βτ

′−τ
(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

))
. Denoting X̂ =

{
(x1, x2, x3, x4) ∈ R4

+ : 0 ≤

x1 < x2 ≤ x3 < x4, x4 = û−1
(
û(x3) + βτ

′−τ(û(x2) − û(x1)
))

for some τ < τ ′
}

,

we obtain that

D(β,β̂) = inf
t<t′

βτ/β̂τ

βτ ′/β̂τ ′
≥ sup

(x1,x2,x3,x4)∈X̂

[
u(x4)− u(x3)

]
/
[
û(x4)− û(x3)

][
u(x2)− u(x1)

]
/
[
û(x2)− û(x1)

] ≡ C̃u,û
The next lemma ends the necessity part of the proof:

Lemma 3. Cu,û = C̃u,û.

Proof. Denote y1 = û(x1), y2 = û(x2), y3 = û(x3) and y4 = û(x4). Cu,û can be

rewritten Cu,û = sup0≤y1<y2≤y3<y4
u◦û−1(y4)−u◦û−1(y3)

y4−y3 /u◦û
−1(y2)−u◦û−1(y1)

y2−y1 = Gu◦û−1 ,

with Gu◦û−1 the ‘greediness’ index of Chateauneuf, Cohen and Meilijson (2005)

for function u ◦ û−1.

Denote also X̂λ =
{

(y1, y2, y3, y4) ∈ R4
+ : 0 ≤ y1 < y2 ≤ y3 < y4,

y4−y3
y2−y1 =

λ
}

and Gu◦û−1(λ) = sup(y1,y2,y3,y4)∈X̂λ
u◦û−1(y4)−u◦û−1(y3)

y4−y3 /u◦û
−1(y2)−u◦û−1(y1)

y2−y1 . We

obtain that C̃u,û = supλ=βτ−τ ′ ,τ<τ ′ Gu◦û−1(λ). But by Lemma 1 in Chateauneuf,

Cohen and Meilijson (2005) we know that Gu◦û−1 = Gu◦û−1(λ) for any λ > 0,

so that Cu,û = C̃u,û.
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Sufficiency. Assume that y �I x and x ∼̂ y.8 Equation (1) yields:

0 = W(β̂,û)(x)−W(β̂,û)(y)

= β̂{τ}−1
(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

)
− β̂{τ ′}−1

(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)
Hence

β̂{τ}−1
(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

)
= β̂{τ

′}−1
(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)
(9)

Now, we want to compute the difference W (x)−W (y). Using Equality (9),

we obtain:

W(β,u)(x)−W(β,u)(y) = β{τ}−1
(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
− β{τ

′}−1
(
u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

)
= β̂{τ

′}−1
(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)(β{τ}−1
(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
β̂{τ}−1

(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

) − β{τ
′}−1

(
u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

)
β̂{τ ′}−1

(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

))

=
β{τ

′}−1
(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

)
/
(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)((β/β̂){τ}−{τ ′}
−
(
u(yτ ′)− u(xτ ′)

)
/
(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)
/
(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

) )

≥
β{τ

′}−1
(
û(yτ ′)− û(xτ ′)

)(
û(xτ )− û(yτ )

)
/
(
u(xτ )− u(yτ )

)(Dβ,β̂ − Cu,û)

Consequently, whenever Dβ,β̂ ≥ Cu,û, W(β,u)(x) ≥ W(β,u)(y).
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Rébillé, Y. (2007). “Patience in some non-additive models”, Journal of Mathematical

Economics, 43, 749-763.

Solow, R.M. (1974). “Intergenerational Equity and Exhaustible Resources”, The Re-

view of Economic Studies, Symposium on the Economics of Exhaustible Resources,

29-45.

Stern, N. H. (2006). The Stern Review of the economics of climate change, Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Svensson, L.-G. (1980). “Equity among generations”, Econometrica, 48, 1251-1256.

Wakker, P.P. (1993). “Additive representations on rank-ordered sets II. The topolog-

ical approach”, Journal of Mathematical Economics, 22, 1-26.

Weitzman, M.L. (2007). “The Stern Review of the economics of climate change”,

Journal of Economic Literature, 45, 703724.

Weymark, J. (1981). “Generalized Gini inequality indices”, Mathematical Social Sci-

ences, 1, 409-430.

Zame, W.R. (2007). “Can intergenerational equity be operationalized?”, Theoretical

Economics, 2, 187-202.

42



Environmental Economics & Management Memoranda 
 

130. Marc FLEURBAEY, Thibault GAJDOS and Stéphane ZUBER. Social rationality, separability, and equity under 
uncertainty. (also CORE discussion paper 2010/37). 

129. Stéphane ZUBER. Justifying social discounting: the rank-discounted utilitarian approach. (also CORE discussion 
paper 2010/36). 

128. Antoine BOMMIER and Stéphane ZUBER. The Pareto principle of optimal inequality. (also CORE discussion 
paper 2009/9). 

127. Thomas BAUDIN. A role for cultural transmission in fertility transitions. Macroeconomic Dynamics, 14, 2010, 454-
481. 

126. Thomas BAUDIN. The optimal trade-off between quality and quantity with uncertain child survival. October 2010. 

125. Thomas BAUDIN. Family Policies: What does the standard endogenous fertility model tell us? September 2010. 

124. Philippe VAN PARIJS. Un "Sustainable New Deal" pour la Belgique. Forum annuel du Conseil fédéral pour le 
développement durable, The Square, 16 novembre 2009. 

123. Thierry BRECHET, François GERARD, Henry TULKENS. Efficiency vs. stability of climate coalitions: a conceptual 
and computational appraisal. The Energy Journal 32(1), 49-76, 2011. 

122. Maria Eugenia SANIN, Skerdilajda ZANAJ. A note on clean technology adoption and its influence on tradable 
emission permits prices. Environmental and Resource Economics, in press, 2010. 

121. Thierry BRECHET, Julien THENIE, Thibaut ZEIMES, Stéphane ZUBER. The benefits of cooperation under 
uncertainty: the case of climate change (also CORE discussion paper 2010/62). 

120. Thierry BRECHET, Yuri YATSENKO, Natali HRITONENKO. Adaptation and mitigation in long-term climate 
policies (also CORE discussion paper). 

119. Marc GERMAIN, Alphonse MAGNUS, Henry TULKENS. Dynamic core-theoretic cooperation in a two-dimensional 
international environmental model. Mathematical Social Sciences, 59(2), 208-226, 2010. 

118.  Thierry BRECHET, Pierre M. PICARD. The price of silence: markets for noise licenses and airports. International 
Economic Review, 51(4), 1097-1125,  2010. 

117.  Thierry BRECHET, Pierre-André JOUVET, Gilles ROTILLON. Tradable pollution permits in dynamic general 
equilibrium: can optimality and acceptability be reconciled? (also CORE discussion paper 2010/56). 

116. Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Renewable resource and capital with a joy-of-giving resource 
bequest motive. Resource and Energy Economics, in press, 2010. 

115. Thierry BRECHET, Alain AYONG LE KAMA. Public environmental policies: some insights from economic theory. 
International Economics 120(4), 5-10, 2009. 

114. Thierry BRECHET, Johan EYCKMANS, François GERARD, Philippe MARBAIX, Henry TULKENS, Jean-Pascal 
van YPERSELE. The impact of the unilateral EU commitment on the stability of international climate agreements. 
Climate Policy, 10, 148-166, 2010. 

113. Thierry BRECHET, Sylvette LY. Technological greening, eco-efficiency and no-regret strategy. March 2010. 

112. Thierry BRECHET,  Fabien PRIEUR. Can education be good for both growth and the environment? (also CORE 
discussion paper 2009/19). 

111. Carlotta BALESTRA, Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Property rights and biological spillovers: when 
Hardin meats Meade. February 2010 (also CORE DP 2010/ ?). 

110. Thierry BRECHET, Tsvetomir TSACHEV, Vladimir VELIOV. Markets for emission permits with free endowment : a 
vintage capital analysis.  February 2010 (also CORE DP 2010/ ?). 

109. Thierry BRECHET, Fabien PRIEUR. Public investment in environmental infrastructures, growth, and the 
environment. January 2010 (also CORE DP 2010/ ?). 

108. Kirill BORISSOV, Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Median voter environmental maintenance. 
February 2010 (also CORE DP 2010/ ?). 

107. Thierry BRECHET, Carmen CAMACHO, Vladimir VELIOV. Model predictive control, the economy, and the issue 
of global warming. January 2010 (also CORE DP 2010/ ?). 



106. Thierry BRECHET, Tsvetomir TSACHEV and Vladimir M. VELIOV. Prices versus quantities in a vintage capital 
model. In : Dynamic Systems, Economic Growth, and the Environment, Jesus Crespo Cuaresma, Tapio 
Palokangas, Alexander Tarasyev (eds), Dynamic Modeling and Econometrics in Economics and Finance 12, 141-
159, 2010. 

105. Thierry BRECHET, Pierre-André JOUVET. Why environmental management may yield no-regret pollution 
abatement options. Ecological Economics, 68, 1770-1777, 2009. 

104. Thierry BRECHET et Henry TULKENS. Mieux répartir les coûts de la politique climatique. La vie des idées.fr, 
2009. 

103. Thierry BRECHET. Croissance économique, environnement et bien-être. In : Alain Ayong Le Kama, Pour une 
croissance verte … et sociale, La lettre de l'AFSE, 74:9-13, 2009. 

102. Henry TULKENS. Stabilité de l'accord et règles d'allocation initiale des droits d'émission. Commentaire sur le 
Rapport de Jean Tirole "Politique climatique : une nouvelle architecture internationale", 9 octobre 2009. 

101. Giorgia OGGIONI, Yves SMEERS. Evaluatinq the impact of average cost based contracts on the industrial sector 
in the European emission trading scheme. CEJOR 17:181-217, 2009. 

100. Raouf BOUCEKKINE, Marc GERMAIN. The burden sharing of polllution abattement costs in multi-regional open 
economics. The B.E. Journal of Macroeconomics, 9 (1 Topics), 2009. 

99. Rabah AMIR, Marc GERMAIN, Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. On the impact of innovation on the marginal 
abatement cost curve. Journal of Public Economic Theory, 10(6):985-1010, 2008. 

98. Maria Eugenia SANIN, Skerdilajda ZANAJ. Clean technology adoption and its influence on tradeable emission 
permit prices. April 2009 (also CORE DP 2009/29). 

97. Jerzy A. FILAR, Jacek B. KRAWCZYK, Manju AGRAWAL. On production and abatement time scales in 
sustainable development. Can we loose the sustainability screw ? April 2009 (also CORE DP 2009/28). 

96. Giorgia OGGIONI, Yves SMEERS. Evaluating the impact of average cost based contracts on the industrial sector 
in the European emission trading scheme. CEJOR (2009) 17: 181-217. 

95. Marc GERMAIN, Henry TULKENS, Alphonse MAGNUS. Dynamic core-theoretic cooperation in a two-dimensional 
international environmental model, April 2009 (also CORE DP 2009/21). 

94. Henry TULKENS, Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. "Mitigation, Adaptation, Suffering" : In search of the right mix in 
the face of climate change, June 2009. 

93. Luisito BERTINELLI, Eric STROBL. The environmental Kuznets curve semi-parametrically revisited. Economics 
Letters, 88 (2005) 350-357. 

92. Maria Eugenia SANIN, Francesco VIOLANTE. Understanding volatility dynamics in the EU-ETS market: lessons 
from the future, March 2009 (also CORE DP 2009/24). 

91. Thierry BRECHET, Henry TULKENS. Beyond BAT : Selecting optimal combinations of available techniques, with 
an example from the limestone industry. Journal of Environmental Management, 90:1790-1801, 2009. 

90. Giorgia OGGIONI, Yves SMEERS. Equilibrium models for the carbon leakage problem. December 2008 (also 
CORE DP 2008/76). 

89. Giorgia OGGIONI, Yves SMEERS. Average power contracts can mitigate carbon leakage. December 2008 (also 
CORE DP 2008/62). 

88. Thierry BRECHET, Johan EYCKMANS, François GERARD, Philippe MARBAIX, Henry TULKENS, Jean-Pascal 
van YPERSELE. The impact of the unilateral EU commitment on the stability of international climate agreements. 
(also CORE DP 2008/61). 

87. Raouf BOUCEKKINE, Jacek B. KRAWCZYK, Thomas VALLEE. Towards an understanding of tradeoffs between 
regional wealth, tightness of a common environmental constraint and the sharing rules. (also CORE DP 2008/55). 

86. Thierry BRECHET, Tsvetomir TSACHEV, Vladimir VELIOV. Prices versus quantities in a vintage capital model. 
March 2009 (also CORE DP 2009/15). 

85. David DE LA CROIX, Davide DOTTORI. Easter Island’s collapse : a tale of a population race. Journal of Economic 
Growth, 13:27-55, 2008. 

84. Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT, Fabien PRIEUR. Intertemporal transfers of emission quotas in 
climate policies. Economic Modelling, 26(1):126-143, 2009. 



83. Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Family altruism with renewable resource and population growth. 
Mathematical Population Studies, 16:60-78, 2009. 

82. Thierry BRECHET, Alexis GERARD, Giordano MION. Une évaluation objective des nuisances subjectives de 
l’aéroport de Bruxelles-National. Regards Economiques, 66, Février 2009. 

81. Thierry BRECHET, Johan EYCKMANS. Coalition theory and integrated assessment modeling : Lessons for 
climate governance. In E. Brousseau, P.A. Jouvet and T.  Tom Dedeurwaerder (eds). Governing Global 
Environmental Commons: Institutions, Markets, Social Preferences and Political Games, Oxford University Press, 
2009. 

80. Parkash CHANDER and Henry TULKENS. Cooperation, stability, and self-enforcement in international 
environmental agreements : A conceptual discussion. In R. Guesnerie and H. Tulkens (eds). The Design of 
Climate Policy, CESifo Seminar Series, The MIT Press, 2008. 

79. Mirabelle MUULS. The effect of investment on bargaining positions. Over-investment in the case of international 
agreements on climate change. September 2008 

78. Pierre-André JOUVET, Philippe MICHEL, Pierre PESTIEAU. Public and private environmental spending : a 
political economy approach. Environmental Economics and Policy Studies,  9(3):177-191, 2008. 

77. Fabien PRIEUR. The environmental Kuznets curve in a world of irreversibility. Economic Theory, 40(1) : 57-90, 
2009. 

76. Raouf BOUCEKKINE, Natali HRITONENKO and Yuri YATSENKO. Optimal firm behavior under environmental 
constraints. April 2008. (also CORE DP 2008/24). 

75. Giorgia OGGIONI and Yves SMEERS. Evaluating the impact of average cost based contracts on the industrial 
sector in the European emission trading scheme. January 2008 (also CORE DP 2008/1). 

74. Thierry BRECHET and Pierre-André JOUVET. Environmental innovation and the cost of pollution abatement 
revisited. Ecological Economics, 65:262-265, 2008. 

73. Ingmar SCHUMACHER and Benteng ZOU. Pollution perception : A challenge for intergenerational equity. Journal 
of Environmental Economics and Management, 55, 296-309, 2008. 

72.  Thierry BRECHET et Patrick VAN BRUSSELEN. Le pic pétrolier: un regard d'économiste. Reflets et Perspectives 
de la vie économique, Tome XLVI, n° 4, 63-81, 2007. 

71. Thierry BRECHET. L'énergie : mutations passées et mutations en cours. Reflets et Perspectives de la vie 
économique, Tome XLVI, n° 4, 5-11, 2007. 

70. Marc GERMAIN, Alphonse MAGNUS and Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. How to design and use the clean 
development mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol? A developing country perspective. Environmental & Resource 
Economics, 38(1):13-30, 2007. 

69. Thierry BRECHET en Pierre PICARD. Economische instrumenten voor de regulering van de geluidshinder in de 
omgeving van luchthavens? Brussels Studies, nummer 12, 3 december 2007. 

68. Thierry BRECHET et Pierre PICARD. Des instruments économiques pour la régulation des nuisances sonores 
autour des aéroports? Brussels Studies, numéro 12, 3 décembre 2007, www.brusselsstudies.be. 

67. Thierry BRECHET and Pierre PICARD. Can economic instruments regulate noise pollution in locations near 
airports?  Brussels Studies, issue 12, 2007 December the 3rd , www.brusselsstudies.be. 

66. Pierre-André JOUVET, Pierre PESTIEAU and Gregory PONTHIERE. Longevity and Environmental quality in an 
OLG model. September 2007 (also available as CORE DP 2007/69). 

65. Raouf BOUCEKKINE and Marc GERMAIN. Impacts of emission eduction policies in a multi-regional multi-sectoral 
small open economy with endogenous growth. February 2007 (also available CORE DP 2007/11). 

64. Parkash CHANDER and Subhashini MUTHUKRISHNAN. Green consumerism and collective action. June 2007 
(also available as CORE DP 2007/58). 

63. Jakub GROWIEC and Ingmar SCHUMACHER. Technological opportunity, long-run growth and convergence. July 
2007 (also available as CORE DP 2007/57). 

62. Maria Eugenia SANIN and Skerdilajda ZANAJ. Environmental innovation under Cournot competition. June 2007. 
(also available as CORE DP 2007/50) 

61. Thierry BRECHET and Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Family altruism with a renewable resource and population growth. 
October 2006 (also available as CORE DP 2006/35). 



60. Thierry BRECHET, François GERARD and Henry TULKENS. Climate Coalitions: a theoretical and computational 
appraisal. February 2007 (also available as CORE DP 2007/3). 

59. Thierry BRECHET. L'environnement dans tous ses états. Regards Economiques, n° 50, 26-32, Avril 2007. 

58. Thierry BRECHET and Susana PERALTA. The race for polluting permitsThierry. March 2007 (also available as 
CORE DP 2007/27). 

57. Giorgia OGGIONI, Ina RUMIANTSEVA and Yves SMEERS. Introduction of CO2 emission certificates in a 
simplified model of the Benelux electricity network with small and industrial consumers. Reprint from Proceedings 
of the International Conference on Clean Electrical Power, Capri, Italy, May 21-23, 2007. 

56. Agustin PEREZ-BARAHONA. The problem of non-renewable energy resource in the production of physical capital. 
January 2007 (also available as CORE DP 2007/8). 

55. Thierry BRECHET, Benoît LUSSIS. The contribution of the clean development mechanism to national climate 
policies. Journal of Policy Modelling, 28(9), 981-994, December 2006. 

54. Ingmar SCHUMACHER. Endogenous discounting via wealth, twin-peaks and the role of technology. November 
2006 (also available as CORE DP 2006/104). 

53. Ingmar SCHUMACHER. On optimality, endogenous discounting and wealth accumulation. October 2006 (also 
available as CORE DP 2006/103). 

52. Jakub GROWIEC, Ingmar SCHUMACHER. On technical change in the elasticities of resource inputs. November 
2006. (also available as CORE DP 2006/63). 

51. Maria Eugenia SANIN. Market Design in Wholesale Electricity Markets. October 2006 (also available as CORE DP 
2006/100). 

50. Luisito BERTINELLI, Eric STROBL and Benteng ZOU. Polluting technologies and sustainable economic 
development. June 2006 (also available as CORE DP 2006/52). 

49. Marc GERMAIN, Alphonse MAGNUS. Prices versus quantities: Stock pollution control with repeated choice of the 
instrument. October 2005. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 197 (2006) 437-445. 

48. Agustin PEREZ-BARAHONA. Capital accumulation and exhaustible energy resources: a special functions case. 
September 2006 (also available as CORE DP 2007/9). 

47. Philippe TULKENS, Henry TULKENS. The White House and the Kyoto Protocol: Double standards on 
uncertainties and their consequences. May 2006 (also TERI School of Advanced Studies WP Series #1). 

46. Thierry BRECHET, Pierre-André JOUVET. Environmental innovation and the cost of pollution abatement. January 
2006 (also available as CORE DP 2006/40). 

45. Fabien PRIEUR. The implication of irreversible pollution on the relation between growth and the environment: The 
degenerate Kuznets curve. February 2006. 

44. Thierry BRECHET, Marc GERMAIN, Philippe MONTFORT. Allocation des efforts de dépollution dans des 
économies avec spécialisation internationale. Revue Economique, 57(2), Mars 2006. 

43. Ingmar SCHUMACHER and Benteng ZOU. Habit in Pollution, A Challenge for Intergenerational Equity. March 
2006 (also available as CORE DP 2006/6). 

42. Jean-Charles HOURCADE, P.R. SHUKLA and Sandrine MATHY. Cutting the Climate-Development Gordian Knot 
– Economic options in a politically constrained world. September 2005. 

41. Urs LUTERBACHER. Climate Change, the Kyoto Protocol, and Transatlantic Relations. November 2005. 

40. Parkash CHANDER and Henry TULKENS. Cooperation, Stability and Self-Enforcement in International 
Environmental Agreements: A Conceptual Discussion. July 2005. 

39. Paul-Marie BOULANGER et Thierry BRECHET. Le Mécanisme pour un Développement Propre tiendra-t-il ses 
promesses ? Reflets et Perspectives de la Vie Economique, Tome XLIV – 2005 – N° 3, 5-27. 

38. Paul-Marie BOULANGER and Thierry BRECHET. Models for policy-making in sustainable development: The state 
of the art and perspectives for research. Ecological Economics, 55, 337-350, 2005. 

37. Johan EYCKMANS an Henry TULKENS. Optimal and Stable International Climate Agreements. October 2005. 
Reprint from "Economic Aspects of Climate Change Policy : A European and Belgian Perspective", a joint product 
of CES-K.U.Leuven and CORE-UCL, edited by Bert Willems, Johan Eyckmans and Stef Proost, published by 
ACCO, 3000 Leuven (Belgium) 



36. Thierry BRECHET and Benoît LUSSIS. The Clean Development Mechanism in Belgian Climate Policy. October 
2005. Reprint from "Economic Aspects of Climate Change Policy : A European and Belgian Perspective", a joint 
product of CES-K.U.Leuven and CORE-UCL, edited by Bert Willems, Johan Eyckmans and Stef Proost, published 
by ACCO, 3000 Leuven (Belgium) 

35. Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. The impact of banking on permits prices and compliance costs. October 2005. 
Reprint from "Economic Aspects of Climate Change Policy : A European and Belgian Perspective", a joint product 
of CES-K.U.Leuven and CORE-UCL, edited by Bert Willems, Johan Eyckmans and Stef Proost, published by 
ACCO, 3000 Leuven (Belgium) 

34. Johan EYCKMANS, Denise VAN REGEMORTER and Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. Kyoto-permit prices and 
compliance costs: an analysis with MacGEM. October 2005. Reprint from "Economic Aspects of Climate Change 
Policy : A European and Belgian Perspective", a joint product of CES-K.U.Leuven and CORE-UCL, edited by Bert 
Willems, Johan Eyckmans and Stef Proost, published by ACCO, 3000 Leuven (Belgium) 

33. Johan EYCKMANS, Bert WILLEMS and Jean-Pascal VAN YPERSELE. Climate Change: Challenges for the 
World. October 2005. Reprint from "Economic Aspects of Climate Change Policy : A European and Belgian 
Perspective", a joint product of CES-K.U.Leuven and CORE-UCL, edited by Bert Willems, Johan Eyckmans and 
Stef Proost, published by ACCO, 3000 Leuven (Belgium) 

32. Marc GERMAIN, Stef PROOST and Bert SAVEYN. The Belgian Burden Sharing. October 2005. Reprint from 
"Economic Aspects of Climate Change Policy : A European and Belgian Perspective", a joint product of CES-
K.U.Leuven and CORE-UCL, edited by Bert Willems, Johan Eyckmans and Stef Proost, published by ACCO, 3000 
Leuven (Belgium) 

31. Ingmar SCHUMACHER. Reviewing Social Discounting within Intergenerational Moral Intuition. June 2005. 

30. Stéphane LAMBRECHT. The effects of a demographic shock in an OLG economy with pay-as-you-go pensions 
and property rights on the environment: the case of selfish households. January 2005. 

29. Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Maintaining environmental quality for overlapping generations: Some Reflections on the 
US Sky Trust Initiative. May 2005. 

28. Thierry BRECHET, Benoît LUSSIS. The contribution of the Clean Development Mechanism to national climate 
policies. April 2005. 

27. Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT, Fabien PRIEUR. Intergenerational transfers of pollution rights and 
growth. May 2005 (also availabe as CORE DP 2005/42). 

26. Maryse LABRIET, Richard LOULOU. From non-cooperative CO2 abatement strategies to the optimal world 
cooperation: Results from the integrated MARKAL model. April 2005. 

25. Marc GERMAIN, Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE, Alphonse MAGNUS. Optimal Policy with Tradable and Bankable 
Pollution Permits : Taking the Market Microstructure into Account.Journal of Public Economy Theory, 6(5), 2004, 
737-757.  

24. Marc GERMAIN, Stefano LOVO, Vincent VAN STEENBEGHE. De l'impact de la microstructure d'un marché de 
permis de polluer sur la politique environnementale. Annales d'Economie et de Statistique, n° 74 – 2004, 177-208. 

23. Marc GERMAIN, Alphonse MAGNUS, Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. Should developing countries participate in 
the Clean Development Mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol ? The low-hanging fruits and baseline issues. 
December 2004. 

22. Thierry BRECHET et Paul-Marie BOULANGER. Le Mécanisme pour un Développement Propre, ou comment faire 
d'une pierre deux coups. Regards Economiques, Ires n° 27, janvier 2005. 

21. Sergio CURRARINI & Henry TULKENS. Stable international agreements on transfrontier pollution with ratification 
constraints. In C. Carrarro and V. Fragnelli (eds.), Game Practice and the Environment. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar 
Publishing, 2004, 9-36. (also available as CORE Reprint 1715). 

20. Agustin PEREZ-BARAHONA & Benteng ZOU. A comparative study of energy saving technical progress in a 
vintage capital model. December 2004.  

19. Agustin PEREZ-BARAHONA & Benteng ZOU. Energy saving technological progress in a vintage capital model. 
December 2004.  

18. Matthieu GLACHANT. Voluntary agreements under endogenous legislative threats and imperfect enforcement. 
November 2004.  

17. Thierry BRECHET, Stéphane LAMBRECHT. Puzzling over sustainability: an equilibrium analysis. November 2004. 



16. Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. Core-stable and equitable allocations of greenhouse gas emission permits. 
October 2004. (also available as CORE DP 2004/75).  

15. Pierre-André JOUVET Philippe MICHEL, Pierre PESTIEAU. Public and private environmental spending. A political 
economy approach. September 2004. (also available as CORE DP 2004/68). 

14. Thierry BRECHET, Marc GERMAIN, Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. The clean development mechanism under the 
Kyoto protocol and the 'low-hanging fruits' issue. July 2004. (also available as CORE DP 2004/81). 

13. Thierry BRECHET, Philippe MICHEL. Environmental performance and equilibrium. July 2004. (also available as 
CORE DP 2004/72). 

12. Luisito BERTINELLI, Eric STROBL. The Environmental Kuznets Curve semi-parametrically revisited. July 2004. 
(also available as CORE DP 2004/51). 

11. Axel GOSSERIES, Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. Pourquoi des marchés de permis de polluer ? Les enjeux 
économiques et éthiques de Kyoto. April 2004. (also available as IRES discussion paper n° 2004-21). 

10. Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. CO2 Abatement costs and permits price : Exploring the impact of banking and the 
role of future commitments. December 2003. (also available as CORE DP 2003/98). 

9. Katheline SCHUBERT. Eléments sur l'actualisation et l'environnement. March 2004. 

8. Marc GERMAIN. Modélisations de marchés de permis de pollution. July 2003. 

7. Marc GERMAIN. Le Mécanisme de Développement Propre : Impacts du principe d'additionalité et du choix de la 
baseline. January 2003. 

6. Thierry BRECHET et Marc GERMAIN. Les affres de la modélisation. May 2002. 

5. Marc GERMAIN and Vincent VAN STEENBERGHE. Constraining equitable allocations of tradable CO2 emission 
quotas by acceptability, Environmental and Resource Economics, (26) 3, 2003. 

4. Marc GERMAIN, Philippe TOINT, Henry TULKENS and Aart DE ZEEUW.  Transfers to sustain dynamic core-
theoretic cooperation in international stock pollutant control, Journal of Economic Dynamics & Control, (28) 1, 
2003. 

3. Thierry BRECHET, Marc GERMAIN et Philippe MONTFORT. Spécialisation internationale et partage de la charge 
en matière de réduction de la pollution. (also available as IRES discussion paper n°2003-19). 

2. Olivier GODARD. Le risque climatique planétaire et la question de l’équité internationale dans l’attribution de 
quotas d’émission échangeable. May 2003. 

1. Thierry BRECHET. Entreprise et environnement : des défis complémentaires ? March 2002. Revue Louvain. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Environmental Economics & Management Memorandum  

 
Chair Lhoist Berghmans in Environmental Economics and Management 
Center for Operations Research & Econometrics (CORE) 
Université catholique de Louvain (UCL) 
Voie du Roman Pays 34 
B-1348 Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium  
 

 Hard copies are available upon request : env@core.ucl.ac.be  
Papers are available in pdf format on line : http://www.uclouvain.be/en-21264.html 
 
 

 
 




