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Abstract

In this paper we analyze the optimality of allowing firms to observe
signals of workers’ characteristics in an optimal taxation framework.
We show that it is always optimal to prohibit signals that disclose
information about differences in the intrinsic productivities of workers
like mandatory health exams and IQ tests, for example. On the other
hand, it is never optimal to forbid signals that reveal information
about the comparative advantages of workers like their specialization
and profession. When signals are mixed (they disclose both types of
information), there is a trade-off between efficiency and equity. It is
optimal to prohibit signals with sufficiently low comparative advantage
content.

Introduction

There is a controversial debate about the rights of firms to impose mandatory
exams on workers. In the U.S., a supreme court decision limits the use
of employment tests that are not directly relevant for the job (Griggs v.
Duke Power Co., 3 FEP Cases 175, 1971). There are also a series of Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission guidelines about employee selection
procedures (U.S. Department of Labor, 1978).
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This dispute has been in the core of political discussions at least since the
1940’s, when the U.S. Army began screening draftees for their ability to read
and write. Worried about the disproportion of black and white individuals’
who were able to pass the literacy test, Southern Congressman demanded
the Army to relax the passing standards.

Nevertheless, economists have not devoted sufficient attention to this is-
sue. Since the work of Akerlof (1970), it is known that the presence of
asymmetric information may lead to inefficient outcomes. Then, most pol-
icy prescriptions suggest reducing the asymmety of information in order to
increase welfare. In this case, this would lead to allowing firms to obtain any
relevant information about workers.

Despite these recommendations, not only laws ban the requirement of
some exams but also some types of information that could be disclosed at
virtually no cost are not available. For instance, most exams are not graded in
sufficiently detailed grading systems which would allow a clearer comparison
between students.1

Implicit in these prescriptions is a first-best argument. The government
should first try to correct the labor market inefficiency. Then, workers made
worse off can be compensated through lump-sum redistribution. However, as
has been widely studied in the public finance literature, the type of required
lump-sum taxes (varying person-by-person and independent of individual
behavior) is usually unfeasible. Instead, available taxes depend on observable
behavior and generate some distortion.

In this paper, we consider the optimality of banning the firms’ access to
signals which reflect workers’ characteristics in an environment where lump-
sum taxes are not available (due to asymmetric information). We consider
two types of signals: (i) productivity signals, and (ii) comparative advantage
signals.

The first type of signals is the focus of most of the job-market signaling
literature and includes health exams, cognitive and non-cognitive tests. In
this model, firms have an identical technology but workers differ in their
intrinsic productivity. Then, signals reveal each worker’s productivity to
firms. We show that it is always optimal to prohibit productivity signals
(such as health exams or IQ tests). Moreover, when they enhance workers’
productivities (as education or employer-sponsored health-care programs) it
is optimal to ban signals if and only if the productivity enhancing component
is below a certain threshold.

1Examples include pass-or-fail systems or letter grades. The pass-or-fail system is used
in the GED, for example, which is taken by more than 1 million people in the U.S. each
year. Most universities employ letter-grade systems.
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The reason for this result is that prohibiting the disclosure of information
about workers’ productivities approximates lump-sum redistributions better
than what can be implemented by the government when this information is
available to firms. However, this policy implies in the emergence of adverse
selection: since more (less) able individuals receive lower (higher) wages and
leisure is a normal good, there are less qualified (more unqualified) workers
than the socially optimal amount in equilibrium.

Our result is related to the second-best arguments of Lipsey and Lancaster
(1956). Eliminating the labor-market inefficiency would generate too much
inequality while increasing the aggregate income. Then, redistributing the
increased income would imply in much higher inefficiency.2

However, differently from usual job-market signaling models, education
generally signals more than just a worker’s productivity. Each profession
often signals a particular set of characteristics which are desirable for some
specific type of jobs. For example, a degree in design signals very different
characteristics from a degree in accounting. Firms use this information in
the internal allocation of tasks. We call such signals comparative advantage
signals as they reflect different comparative advantages instead of different
intrinsic productivities among workers.

We show that a prohibition of comparative advantage signals is never
optimal. The reason for this result is that banning the disclosure of such
information would not redistribute wealth but would lead to inefficiencies in
the productive process. Thus, it would always be welfare reducing.

Therefore, the main conclusion of the paper is that an optimized econ-
omy with concerns about income distribution would prohibit signals that
reflect different productivities among workers with sufficiently homogenous
comparative advantages and permit signals that reflect different comparative
advantages among workers with sufficiently similar productivities.

When signals are mixed (i.e., they convey information about comparative
advantages and different productivities), there is an equity-efficiency trade-off
as the prohibition of signals reduces aggregate production but redistributes
income. Hence, Diamond and Mirrlees’ (1971) efficiency result does not hold

2This conclusion also resembles arguments presented at Elul (1995), Ghatak et al.
(2001), and Vercammen (2002) though applied to different contexts. Elul proved that
in almost every incomplete markets economy with more than one consumption good and
sufficiently uninsured states of nature, there is an asset whose introduction makes all agents
worse off. Gatak at al. showed that when labor markets feature suboptimal effort (due to
moral harzard, for example), an increase in the inefficiency of credit markets may increase
welfare. Vercammen showed that in the pooling equilibrium of a model of simultaneous
adverse selection and moral hazard in a credit market, aggregate borrower welfare may be
higher than in the moral-hazard-only case.
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in this model since an optimized economy may not be in the production
frontier.

This article is related to the theory of optimal taxation initiated by Mir-
rlees (1971). However, unlike most articles in this literature, we do not
assume that firms have full knowledge about the productivities of workers
(or, equivalently, that individuals have access to a home production tech-
nology). Instead, firms progressively learn the workers’ productivities in our
model. This assumption is associated with a relatively new strand of litera-
ture on productivity learning and wage dynamics which has found significant
empirical support [Farber and Gibbons (1996), Altonji and Pierret (1996)].

Two other papers have studied welfare effects of taxing signals. An-
dersson (1996) showed that in the presence of linear income-taxation and
job-market signaling, imposing some tax on signals and progressive tax on
income may have favorable welfare consequences. Ireland (1994) presented a
model of status signals. His result is that taxing the signal and subsidizing
consumption may be Pareto improving.

Some papers have analyzed models of competitive insurance markets
where individuals may choose whether or not to gather and disclose infor-
mation. Doherty and Thistle (1996) considered the existence of equilibrium
and the welfare properties under several different informational structures.
Hoy and Polborn (2000) presented a model of genetic tests in life insurance
competitive markets. Both papers obtained ambiguous results. Our paper
departs from Doherty and Thistle’s and Hoy and Polborn’s in that we al-
low the government to combine the regulation of access to information with
redistributive policies.3

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 presents the model with a
productivity signal. Section 2 considers a model with a comparative advan-
tage signal. Section 3 generalizes the results to the cases where the produc-
tivity signal enhances workers’ productivity and where signals are mixed and
discusses other possible extensions. Then, Section 4 concludes.

1 The Model with a Productivity Signal

Consider an economy that lasts for two periods, denoted 1 and 2. There is
an equal amount of two types of individuals, denoted H and L. Individuals
are identical except for their productivity parameters θ: L-workers are less
productive than H-workers (θL < θH).

3Autor and Scarborough (2004) empirically test the existence of an equality-efficiency
trade-off in the adoption of standardized tests.
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There is a large number of firms with the same technology f
(
θil
)
= θil,

where l is the amount of labor. In the first period, firms do not know each
worker’s productivity parameter θ. Hence, they are unable to condition wages
on workers’ productivities. As in Holmstrom (1999), we assume that wages
must be paid before the end of the productive process implying that it cannot
be conditional on production.4

After the first period, all firms observe the productivity of each worker.
Then, in period 2, firms may offer wages conditional on the worker’s pro-
ductivity. The assumption that all firms observe each worker’s productivity
allows us to abstract from the wage bargaining process.5

As in most of the wage bargaining literature, we assume that firms cannot
commit to a two-period contract in the first period. Thus, firms offer a (one-
period) contract in each period.

We assume that first-period contracts are non-exclusive.6 Thus, as firms
do not know the worker’s productivities in period 1, individuals may manip-
ulate the contracts in order to obtain a higher utility. For example, if firms
try to screen workers conditioning wages on the number of hours worked, in-
dividuals may deviate by moonlighting (or by trading with agents of different
types). Thus, incentive-compatibility requires that wages in the first period
be linear [see Hammond (1987)].

As the productivity of each worker is not known to the firms in the first
period, they cannot distinguish between workers. In the second period, work-
ers of different types cannot change contracts because the firm will be able to
distinguish them (i.e., second-period contracts are exclusive for individuals
with different types).

Worker’s preferences can be represented by an additively separable, time-
independent utility function with time preference parameter 1:

U(c1)− ϕ(l1) + U(c2)− ϕ(l2), (1)

where cj and lj denote consumption and labor in period j.
We assume that U and ϕ satisfy the usual conditions for interior solutions:

4This is also obtained when production cannot be perfectly verified by a court and,
hence, the contract would not be enforceable. When production can be verified before
wages are paid, firms will typically offer a menu of contracts. In order to simplify the
analysis, we will not consider such possibility in this paper.

5When only the employer observes the worker’s productivity, wages are determined
through a bargaining process. This could be introduced in this model by reinterpreting θi

as the wage received by a type-θi worker after the bargain in the second period but would
slightly change the stucture of the model since firms would have ex-post non-zero profits
(thus, the ownership of firms would matter).

6This assumption is also made by Hoy and Polborn (2000) and Villeneuve (1996).
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Assumption 1 U is strictly increasing, strictly concave, lim
x→0

U ′ (x) = +∞.

Assumption 2 ϕ is strictly increasing, strictly convex, lim
x→0

ϕ′(x) = 0 and

lim
x→1−

ϕ′(x) =∞.

In the absence of government intervention, a type-i worker faces the fol-
lowing problem:

max
{s,l1,l2}

u(ci1)− ϕ(li1) + u(ci2)− ϕ(li2), (2)

s.t. ci1 ≤ li1w1 − si (3)

ci2 ≤ li2wi2 + si (4)

where interest rates are normalized to 1 and si is the amount of saving.

Definition 1 A competitive equilibrium is a profile of labor, consumption
and wages {lij, cij, w1, wi2}i=L,Hj=1,2 such that:

1. {lij, cij}j=1,2 solve worker’s i problem given the profile of wages, and

2. Wages in each period equal the expected productivity of the worker

(conditional on the information available to firms): w1 =
(θLlL

1
+θH lH

1

lL
1
+lH

1

)
,

wi2 = θ
i.

Solving the worker’s problem yields:

u′(ci1)

u′(ci2)
= 1, (5)

u′(ci1)w1 = ϕ
′(li1), (6)

u′(ci2)θ
i = ϕ′(li2). (7)

Equation (5) is the usual equality between the marginal rate of substi-
tution and the marginal rate of transformation (in this case the marginal
rate of transformation is 1). Equations (6) and (7) are the equality between
marginal benefit of labor (right hand side) and its marginal cost (left hand
side) for periods 1 and 2, respectively.

Notice that θL < w1 < θ
H implies that low-productivity individuals work

more in the first period than in the second, while high-productivity individu-
als work more in the second. This is the usual adverse selection effect, where
type-θL workers benefit from the information asymmetry by obtaining wages
higher than their productivity.

6



1.1 First-best solution

As in most public-finance literature, we take a utilitarian government that
maximizes the unweighted sum of each individual’s utilities. In this subsec-
tion, we present the benchmark case where the government can observe each
worker’s productivities (first-best).

Let Y ji be the income of type-j worker in period i:

Y
j
i ≡

{
w1l

j
i , for i = 1

θjl
j
i , for i = 2

.

A social planner must face the resource constraint, which states that the
total amount of consumption must not exceed the total income:

Y L1 + Y
H
1 + Y H2 + Y L2 ≥ cL1 + cL2 + cH1 + cH2 .

In order to write the intertemporal resource constraint above, we have
assumed that the government is able to transfer wealth between periods at
the market interest either through access to an exogenous capital market.7

Then, the first-best problem is

max
{cji ,Y

j
i }

j=L,H
i=1,2

u(cL1 )−ϕ
(
Y L1

θL

)
+u(cL2 )−ϕ

(
Y L2

θL

)
]+[u(cH1 )−ϕ

(
Y H1

θH

)
+u(cH2 )−ϕ

(
Y H2

θH

)

s.t. Y L1 + Y
H
1 + Y H2 + Y L2 ≥ cL1 + cL2 + cH1 + cH2

The (necessary and sufficient) first-order conditions yield:

u′(cL1 ) = u
′(cL2 ) = u

′(cH1 ) = u
′(cH2 ) = u

′(c∗), (8)

ϕ′(lij)

θi
= u′(ci), i = L,H, j = 1, 2. (9)

Equation (8) equalizes the workers’ marginal utilities in each period.
Equation (9) states that the marginal cost of an additional time of work
(ϕ′ (li)) must equal its marginal benefit (θiu

′(c∗)). This condition implies
that more productive individuals should work more but consume the same
as less productive ones. Clearly, this allocation is not incentive-compatible
when workers’ productivity is not observable since type-θH workers would
obtain a higher utility by taking the contract of type-θL.

7The intertemporal resource constraint specified can also be justified by assuming the
existence of a linear storing technology. A caveat that could emerge in this case is that,
in general, we would be unable to guarantee that production will take place before con-
sumption. However, this can be avoided by assuming that individuals start with some
‘sufficiently large’ amount of wealth (which may be interpreted as bequests). This problem
could also be avoided by specifying an overlapping-generations model, where individuals
from different generations would be able to trade. However, this approach would deviate
us from the points we wish to analyze.
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1.2 Second-best solution

In this subsection we consider the problem of choosing the optimal nonlinear
taxation when productivity is unobservable by the government.

The informational structure differs from the one used in most optimal-
taxation models. While most models assume that firms are always able to
access the workers’ productivities, the present structure considers the case
where firms only observe their productivities in the second period. How-
ever, as in most models, we maintain the assumption that the government
does not observe workers’ productivities in both periods. The only variable
observed by the government is the income received by each worker. Thus,
with no loss of generality, we can restrict the search of an optimal taxation
mechanism to the space of contracts consisting of income-consumption pairs{(
cij, Y

i
j

)}i=L,H
j=1,2

.

As before, we assume that in the first period wages are determined com-
petitively so that they are given by the expected productivity.

w1 =
θLlL1 + θ

H lH1
lL1 + l

H
1

=
θL
(
Y L
1

w1

)
+ θH

(
YH
1

w1

)

(
Y L
1

w1

)
+
(
Y H
1

w1

) (10)

=
θLY L1 + θ

HY H1
Y L1 + Y

H
1

.

Since firms know workers’ productivities in the second period, wages are
given by

wi2 = θ
i.

As shown in the appendix, the relevant incentive problem is to discourage
productive workers from getting the contract designed to unproductive ones.
Hence, the only binding incentive-compatibility constraint is the one which
prevents type-θH workers from getting type-θL workers’ contract. Then, the
second-best problem is to maximize the social welfare function subject to
the resource constraint, this incentive-compatibility constraint and equation
(10), which determines wages in the first period:

max
{cji ,w1,Y

j
i }

j=L,H
i=1,2

u(cL1 )−ϕ
(
Y L1
w1

)
+u(cL2 )−ϕ

(
Y L2

θL

)
+u(cH1 )−ϕ

(
Y H1
w1

)
+u(cH2 )−ϕ

(
Y H2

θH

)

s.t. Y L1 + Y
H
1 + Y H2 + Y L2 ≥ cL1 + cL2 + cH1 + cH2 , (11)

u(cH1 )−ϕ
(
Y H1
w1

)
+u(cH2 )−ϕ

(
Y H2

θH

)
≥ u(cL1 )−ϕ

(
Y L1
w1

)
+u(cL2 )−ϕ

(
Y L2

θH

)
, (12)
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w1 =
θLY L1 + θ

HY H1
Y L1 + Y

H
1

. (13)

Denote by λ, η, and µ the multipliers associated with equations (11),
(12), and (13), respectively. Then, two first-order conditions obtained by
differentiating the Lagrangian with respect to cL1 and cH1 are

u′(cL1 ) = u
′(cL2 ) =

(
λ

1− η

)
, (14)

u′(cH1 ) = u
′(cH2 ) =

(
λ

1 + η

)
. (15)

Equation (14) states that the amount of consumption obtained by type-
L workers depends on the marginal utility of resources λ and the fact that
higher consumption increases the incentive from type-H workers to deviate
(through the shadow price of the incentive-compatibility constraint η). Equa-
tion (15) affirms that the consumption acquired by type-H workers depends
on the marginal utility of resources λ and the fact that higher consumption
reduces their incentive to deviate.

From these equations, it follows that an individual must consume the
same amount in both periods, but more productive individuals must consume
more (cL1 = c

L
2 < c

H
1 = c

H
2 ).

Differentiating the Lagrangian with respect to Y L2 yields:

ϕ′
(
Y L2

θL

)
1

θL
− ηϕ′

(
Y L2

θH

)(
1

θH

)
= λ. (16)

Equation (16) states that three elements determine the amount of work
from type-L in the second period: his productivity parameter θL, the mar-
ginal utility of resources λ, and the fact that higher work relaxes the incentive
compatibility constraint. Notice this equation gives an upper bound on the
shadow cost of incentive compatibility since it implies in

ϕ′
(Y L

2

θL

)

ϕ′
(Y L

2

θH

)
θH

θL
> η.

This follows from the fact that if the cost of inducing productive workers
to reveal their types exceeded the difference in productivity, it would be
better to allow them not to distinguish themselves (pool).

Differentiating the Lagrangian with respect to Y L1 yields:

ϕ′
(
Y L1
w1

)
= w1

λ

1− η − w1
µ

1− η
(
w1 − θL

)
. (17)
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From equation (17) it follows that the amount of work from type-L in the
first period is determined by the same elements as in the second period and
one additional element: the fact that an additional amount of labor decreases
the average productivity and, thus, the equilibrium wages w1 (general equi-
librium effect). This effect is proportional to the difference between average
productivity w1 and type-L’s productivity θ

L and its utility effect is captured
by the shadow price µ. As w1 > θ

L, it follows that the general equilibrium
effect distorts downward the optimal amount of work by type-L individuals
in the first period.

However, the overall effect on labor supply is ambiguous since there is
another effect coming from the fact that low productivity individuals now
earn higher wages (which decreases the amount of work necessary to raise a
given amount of income). More formally, the ambiguity emerges since

ϕ′
(
lL1
)
< w1u

′
(
cL1
)
> θLu′

(
cL1
)
.

Differentiating the Lagrangian with respect to Y H2 and Y H1 , we get the
following first-order conditions:

ϕ′
(
Y H2

θH

)
1

θH
=

λ

1 + η
, (18)

ϕ′
(
Y H1
w1

)
= w1

λ

1 + η
+ w1

µ

1 + η

(
θH − w1

)
. (19)

The interpretation of equation (18) is analogous to that of equation (16).
The amount of work from type-H individuals in the second period is deter-
mined from his productivity, the marginal utility of resources, and the fact
that higher work increases the incentive to deviate. Moreover, substituting in
equation (15), it follows the marginal cost of working is equal to the benefit
it generates to high-productivity individuals in the second period.

Equation (19) is analogous to equation (17). The difference is that both
effects have opposite signs since wages are lower than type-H worker’s pro-
ductivity.

1.3 Introduction of a costless signal

In this subsection, we consider the introduction of a costless signal which
allows firms to observe the workers’ productivity in the first period (but
which cannot be observed by the policy maker). Then, firms offer wages
which equal each workers productivity in both periods. This signal can be
thought as a test, an exam or an interview.
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In the absence of government intervention, the introduction of this signal
has two effects. It has a positive effect on welfare by removing the adverse
selection (since workers now equate marginal cost of production to the mar-
ginal utility of consumption in both periods). However, it has a negative
impact on welfare by worsening the distribution of income. The total effect
on welfare is ambiguous: it depends on the curvatures of the utility and cost
of work functions.

The following proposition formalizes that intuition.

Proposition 1 The introduction of a costless signal: (i) reduces welfare if
the labor supply in the first period is sufficiently inelastic, and (ii) increases
welfare if the risk-aversion coefficient is sufficiently small.

Proof. i) Denote by V x(lj1, l
j
2) the utility received by a type-j worker

when working (lj1, l
j
2) where x = 0 in the absence of signal and x = 1 in

the presence of signal. Let lji and l̄
j
i be the optimal amount of work when

signaling is and is not allowed, respectively. Since first-period labor supply
is inelastic, l̄j1 = l

j′

1 , for all j, j
′.

We need to show that the following inequality holds:

1

2
V 0(lH1 , l̄

H
2 ) +

1

2
V 0(lL1 , l̄

L
2 ) ≥

1

2
V 1(lH1 , l

H
2 ) +

1

2
V 1(lL1 , l

L
2 ).

As second-period wages are given by the worker’s productivity in both
cases, it follows that li2 and l̃

i
2 are available. Hence, by revealed preference,

it follows that:
V 0(li1, l̄

i
2) ≥ V 0(li1, li2). (20)

Next, we will show that the following inequality holds:

1

2
V 0(lH1 , l

H
2 ) +

1

2
V 0(lL1 , l

L
2 ) ≥

1

2
V 1(lH1 , l

H
2 ) +

1

2
V 1(lL1 , l

L
2 ). (21)

Then, from (20), we will be able to obtain the desired result.
Define U0 and U1 as the utility obtained when supplying the amount of

labor which solves the problem when signals are allowed (lji ):

U1 =
1

2
V 1(lH1 , l

H
2 ) +

1

2
V 1(lL1 , l

L
2 ) =

1

2
[2u(cH1 )− v(lH1 )− v(lH2 )]

+
1

2
[2u(cL1 )− v(lH1 )− v(lH2 )],

U0 =
1

2
V 0(lH1 , l

H
2 ) +

1

2
V 0(lL1 , l

L
2 ) =

1

2
[2u(cH0 )− v(lH1 )− v(lH2 )]

+
1

2
[2u(cL0 )− v(lH1 )− v(lH2 )],

11



where we have used the fact that each type will choose the same consumption
in the two periods.

It is easy to see that cL1 < cH1 and that cH1 −
lH
1
(θH−w1)

2
= cH0 > cL1 =

cL0 +
lH
1
(θH−w1)

2
(since lH1 = l

L
1 from the fact that the first-period labor supply

is inelastic). Hence, we have:

U0 − U1 =
∫ θH−w1

0

[u′(cH0 −
lHθ

2
) + u′(cL0 +

lHθ

2
)]lHdθ > 0,

which is strictly positive from the strict concavity of u.
(ii) When risk-aversion is zero, the utility function can be written as

u (x) = Kx,

for some K > 0.
When the signal is allowed (w1 = θ

i), equations (15) and (16) yield

ϕ′(lij)

θi
= K,

for all i, j.
But, in this case, equations (8) and (9), which characterize the first-best

can be rewritten as
ϕ′(lij)

θi
= K.

Thus, the competitive equilibrium coincides with the first-best solution.
In the absence of signal, equation (15) yields

K =
ϕ′(li1)

w1
.

Then, as w1 �= θi and the first-best solution is unique (from the strict
concavity of the welfare function), it follows that the welfare is increased by
the introduction of the signal. �.�.�.

As argued in Section 1.1, the first-best solution would involve a type-
specific lump-sum taxation and the equalization of the marginal costs of pro-
duction among workers. However, these policies are not incentive-compatible.

Then, the second-best solution distorts the amount of work from each in-
dividual as a mean for achieving redistribution. The intuition for this result
is straightforward: the initial amount of distorting taxes has a second-order
effect on efficiency but, as long as the economy has concerns about distribu-
tion, changes on income distribution have a first-order effect on welfare.
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Our next proposition establishes that an optimized economy with con-
cerns about income distribution will always prohibit unproductive signals.
The proof consists of showing that the same allocation implemented in the
case where signals are allowed can be implemented when signals are prohib-
ited. Moreover, the incentive-compatibility constraint is no longer binding,
implying that higher welfare can be reached.

Proposition 2 When the government is taxing optimally, the introduction
of the signal is always welfare decreasing.

Proof. Let {c̃ji , Ỹ ji }j=L,Hi=1,2 be the solution to the optimal non-linear tax-
ation problem when signals are allowed, corresponding to the the allocation
{c̃ji , l̃ji}j=L,Hi=1,2 . First, we will show that when signals are forbidden, the same
allocation is also feasible.

When signals are forbidden, wages in the first period are equal to the
average productivity. Hence, the income obtained with the same amount of
labor in the first period is given by

Ȳ
j
1 = Ỹ

j
1

(
w1

θj

)
.

As the amount of labor in this case is the same as when signals are
permitted, it is clear that {c̃ji , Ȳ ji }j=L,Hi=1,2 satisfies the resource constraint.

Next, we will show that {c̃ji , Ȳ ji }j=L,Hi=1,2 is incentive-compatible when signals
are forbidden and that the incentive-compatibility constraint is no longer
binding.

Suppose that the incentive-compatibility constraint does not hold or holds
with equality in the case where signals are forbidden and allocation {c̃ji , l̃ji}j=L,Hi=1,2

is implemented:

u(c̃H1 ) + u(c̃
H
2 )− ϕ

(
Ȳ H1
w1

)
− ϕ

(
Ỹ H2

θH

)
≤ u(c̃L1 ) + u(c̃L1 )− ϕ

(
Ȳ L1
w1

)
− ϕ

(
Ỹ L2

θL

)
.

Then, the type-θH will choose to supply the following amount of labor in
the first period:

Ȳ L1
w1

=
Ỹ L1

θL
>
Ỹ L1

θH
.

since θH > θL.
Thus, it follows that

Ỹ L1

θH
=
Ȳ L1
w1

(
θL

θH

)
<
Ȳ L1
w1
.
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Hence, the type-θH will strictly prefer the contract designed for type-
θL, which contradicts the assumption that {c̃ji , Ỹ ji }j=L,Hi=1,2 solves the optimal
non-linear taxation problem when signals are allowed. �.�.�.

The intuition for this result is that prohibiting signals redistributes wealth
from high-skilled to low-skilled workers independently of their behavior. Thus,
it enables the government to redistribute some wealth in a nondistorcive way.
Furthermore, equalizing first-period wages reduces the high-skilled workers’
informational rent since the utility obtained when getting the low-skilled
workers’ contract is diminished.

2 The Model with a Comparative Advantage

Signal

In this Section, we consider how signals may affect welfare through the firms’
technological decisions. Thus, instead of focusing on signals that reveal dif-
ferent productivities among workers for the same technology, we analyze how
signals may reflect workers’ productivities in different technologies.

Consider an economy composed of an equal amount of two types of work-
ers, denoted 1 and 2, and many firms with two distinct technologies, 1 and
2. Technologies can be costlessly changed in each period.

A type-1 worker has productivity θ > 0 when working under technology
1 and a type-2 worker has productivity θ + ε under technology 2. Hence, if
firms cannot verify each worker’s type and wages cannot be conditional on
production, each worker will announce to be of type 2.

If a firms chooses technology i ∈ {1, 2} and hires a type-j worker such
that j �= i, it incurs in a misallocation cost c > 0. Thus, a type-i worker is
more productive when the firm implements the type-i technology.

In order to focus on the effect of different comparative advantages alone,
we assume that workers have similar productivities. Hence, we assume that
ε > 0 is sufficiently small.

As in previous sections, firms may learn the worker’s type through some
costless signal. In this case, signals can be interpreted as specializations in
different areas (an accountant and a designer, for example).

When signals are prohibited, firms must offer the same wages to both
types of workers. Then, a firm will choose to implement technology j in the
first period if, and only if, the probability of hiring a type-j worker is higher
than the probability of hiring a type-i worker, i �= j. Hence, the optimal
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technological choice in the first period when signals are not allowed is

1 if l11 > l21, (22)

2 if l11 < l21,

where li1 is the amount of labor supplied by a type-i individual in period 1.8

Wages in the first period are given by

w1 = θ −
c

l11 + l
2
1

.

When signals are allowed, the technology chosen by a firms is given by

1 if the worker is type 1,

2 if the worker is type 2.

Then, wages are wi1 = θ > w1, i = 1, 2. As, for any given labor supply,
the income of both workers is higher when signals are allowed, it is obvious
that welfare is higher in this case. Indeed, introducing signals is not only
welfare increasing but also Pareto-increasing. We summarize this result in
the following proposition:

Proposition 3 When a firm must choose between different technologies and
workers have heterogeneous comparative advantages, the introduction of sig-
nals is always welfare increasing.

Proof. When the signal is allowed, all the workers will earn the same
wage: θ. Therefore, the first-best allocation is achieved. Furthermore, when
the signal is forbidden, every worker will receive a wage equal w1 < θ in the
first period (and equal to θ in the second period). Hence, everyone is worse
than in the first-best solution. �.�.�.

3 Extensions

3.1 The Model with a Productive Signal

In this subsection, we consider the same economy as in Section 1 except
for the assumption that signals not only reveal but also augment a worker’s

8This follows from the fact that ε is sufficiently small and could be stated in a more
precise (but perhaps less intuitive) way as follows. Take the sequence {εn}, where εn > 0
for all n and lim εn = 0. Let Tn denote the optimal technological choice for each n. Then,
{Tn} converges to equation (22).
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productivity. The usual interpretation is that of a schooling decision, where
the history of a student’s academic life not only reveals his type but also en-
hances his productivity. One can also think about these signals as employer-
sponsored health-care programs, which not only reveal information about the
worker’s health situation but also augments his productivities.

We assume that the productive signal is provided in a fixed amount and
enhances productivity at rate β. Thus, the productivity of a type-θj worker
after receiving the fixed amount of signal is (1 + β) θj. We also maintain the
assumption that schooling reveals a worker’s productivity.

In this case, banning the signal would imply in an efficiency loss since it
would reduce the amount of aggregate income. However, as in the unproduc-
tive signals case, it would allow a more equal wealth distribution. Thus, the
usual trade-off between efficiency and equity emerges (although in a different
context).

If the signal is sufficiently productive, the efficiency loss will be high.
Hence, it will be optimal to allow signaling. However, if it is sufficiently un-
productive, it will be optimal to ban signals (in the limit, we obtain the result
from Section 1.3). This result is summarized in the following proposition:

Proposition 4 There exists a β̄ ∈ (0, θH−θL
θ1

) such that when the government
is taxing optimally:

i. the introduction of the signal is welfare increasing if β > β̄, and

ii. the introduction of the signal is welfare decreasing if β < β̄.

Proof. Proposition 2 implies that in the case of β = 0, forbidding the
signal improves welfare. From the Maximum Theorem, it follows that the
“indirect social utility” is continuous, implying that prohibiting the signal is
optimal when β lies in a neighborhood of zero.

Clearly, welfare is a constant function of β when signals are forbidden.
In order to show that it is strictly increasing in β when signals are allowed,
let β1 > β0 and {c̃ji , l̃ji}j=L,Hi=1,2 be the corresponding optimal allocation when

β = β0. This allocation is also implementable when β = β1, and production
is increased by (β1− βo)[θL(l̃L1 + l̃L2 ) + θH(l̃H1 + l̃H)] > 0. Hence, the resource
constraint is no longer binding, implying that welfare can be increased.

Finally, when β = θH−θL

θL
, permitting signals implies that a type-θL worker

will have productivity θH . Hence, the welfare must be higher than when
signals are not allowed.

Thus, as welfare when signals are allowed is a continuous strictly increas-
ing function of β, it follows that the introduction of signals increases welfare
if and only if β > β̄. �.�.�.

16



Hence, the determination of which signals are desired is intrinsically re-
lated to their productivity. Signals that have low productivity-enhancing
components are welfare reducing while those with high productivity-enhancing
components are welfare increasing.

In this model, we have assumed that signals are costless. However, pro-
ductive signals are usually costly. It must be clear from the proof 4 that
the result also holds when signals are costly. The only difference is that the
threshold β̄ would be higher.

3.2 The Model with Mixed Signals

We can summarize the conclusions on the desirability of signals by consider-
ing an economy with a mixed signal. Thus, instead of revealing information
only on productivity or comparative advantage, we allow both pieces of in-
formation to be reflected in the same signal.

In practice, most signals convey some information on productivity and
some on comparative advantage. For example, a degree from a well-known
university reveals information not only about a worker’s comparative advan-
tages but also his productivity.

As in Section 2, we consider an economy with two distinct technologies,
1 and 2. There is an equal amount of three types of workers, 1, 2, and
3. A type-i worker has productivity θH when working under technology
i ∈ {1, 2}. If a firm chooses technology i ∈ {1, 2} and hires a worker with
type j ∈ {1, 2} such that j �= i, it incurs in a misallocation cost c > 0. Hence,
individuals with types i ∈ {1, 2} have characteristics which allow them to be
more productive under technology i.

A type-3 worker has productivity θL < θH under both technologies. Thus,
type-3 workers have lower productivity than type-i workers under the appro-
priate technology, i ∈ {1, 2}.

The present framework generalizes the models from Sections 1 and 2. As
in Section 2, the technological choice determines the productivity of workers
with types 1 and 2. As in Section 1, the productivity of workers is also
determined from their intrinsic characteristics.

The game is structured in the following way. In each period, firms choose
their technology and offer a wage conditional on the available information.
Then, workers decide how many hours to work and how much to consume.

In the case where signals are allowed, each worker earns his productivity
in both periods and there is no misallocational cost. When signals are not
allowed, first-period wages are equal to the expected productivity of the
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economy in the first period minus the expected misallocation cost:

w1 =
(l11 + l

2
1) θ

H + l31θ
L − c

l11 + l
2
1 + l

3
1

,

and second-period wages equal the worker’s productivity.
Banning signals implies in incurring the misallocation cost and the ad-

verse selection cost but also implies in the welfare gain from redistributing
income. Then, if the misallocation cost is sufficiently high, it follows that this
policy is welfare decreasing. This result is stated formally in the following
proposition:

Proposition 5 There exists a c̄ ∈ (0, 6
√
2σ (θ)) such that when the govern-

ment is taxing optimally:

i. the introduction of the signal is welfare increasing if c > c̄ and

ii. the introduction of the signal is welfare decreasing if c < c̄,

where σ (θ) is the standard deviation of θ.

Proof. When there is no misallocation cost (c = 0), this model is iden-
tical to the one presented in Section 1, where there is a productivity signal.
Hence, fromProposition 2, introducing the signal is welfare decreasing. Then,
from the continuity of the welfare function, this also holds in a neighborhood
of c = 0.

Proof. Clearly, welfare is a strictly decreasing function of c when signals
are forbidden. Furthermore, as no firm will ever incur in the misallocation
cost when signals are allowed, welfare is constant in c in that case.

Thus, showing that introducing the signal is welfare increasing for some
c > 0 concludes the proof. Take c = 4(θH − θH). Then, from equation (??),
it follows that the avarage productivity of the economy in both periods will
be no greater than θL. Hence, welfare is increased by the introduction of the
signal. Simple algebra allows us to write 4(θH − θH) as 6

√
2σ (θ) . �.�.�.

�.�.�.

It is clear from the proposition above that when uncertainty about the
productivity of workers is sufficiently low, it is optimal to allow signals. Anal-
ogously, when the cost of misallocation is sufficiently low, it is optimal to for-
bid signals. Hence, there is a trade-off between equity and efficiency: banning
information redistributes income but generates an allocational distortion.
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Proposition 5 contrasts with the efficiency result of Diamond and Mirrlees
(1971). This result states that the economy should be on the production
frontier under non-linear taxation. In this model, however, it may be optimal
to move firms away from the production frontier (through the prohibition of
signals), implying that their result does not hold.

The efficiency result breaks down in this model due to the presence of
general equilibrium effects [Naito (1999)]. In this model, information can be
seen as firms’ input. Reducing some of the available information, moves the
economy away from the production frontier but also relaxes the incentive-
compatibility constraint. Thus, when the efficiency loss generated by such
policy is not too big (c < c̄), it is optimal not to work on the production
frontier.

3.3 Discussion

Throughout this paper, we have assumed that signals are costless. Neverthe-
less, the revelation of information is usually costly. When signals are costly,
the benefit of banning information is increased (since it saves resources).
Thus, it remains optimal to ban information about productivity in this case.
However, if the cost of signaling is sufficiently large, it may be optimal to
ban information about comparative advantage.

The technology and the informational structure of the models presented
is very particular. It consists of an extreme case where firms know nothing
about the workers in the first period and have full knowledge in the second
period. Firms are not able to infer the characteristics of workers in the first
period because contracts are non-exclusive (individuals may change their
contract with other types of workers). Then, as shown by Hammond (1987),
workers would be able to deviate through “unofficial” markets if wages were
not linear.

The informational structure presented could be extended in two natural
ways: gradual learning and exclusive contracts. The introduction of graduate
learning is straightforward and does not change the result of this paper as
long as one maintains the assumption that identical workers (from the firms’
perspective) cannot be denied to change contracts (i.e., identical workers’
contracts are non-exclusive).

If first-period contracts were exclusive, firms would be able to screen
workers through non-linear wages. The welfare effects of banning information
in this case would depend on the distribution of informational rents among
types. If low-productivity individuals have an incentive to deviate (as in
the autarky case), the prohibition of information would redistribute wealth
through informational rents. In such case, the prohibition of productivity
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signals would be welfare increasing just as in the model of Section 1. However,
if high-productivity individuals are the ones obtaining informational rents,
the prohibition of information would be welfare decreasing since it would
concentrate wealth. These possibilities suggest the extension of the models
to the case where contracts are exclusive. In such circumstance, the optimal
taxation problem can be modelled through a common agency game since
workers face two principals: a firm and the government.

4 Conclusion

Economists usually argue in favor of policies that reduce informational asym-
metries in order to increase welfare. Examples of such policies include allow-
ing firms to: impose mandatory health exams, apply IQ or any other tests, or
require any information related to a prospective worker’s education. These
signals allow the firm to access a worker’s characteristics which are not di-
rectly observable.

In this paper, we consider two distinct types of signals which reveal in-
formation relevant for the firm. The first type reveals information about
the productivity of workers with similar comparative advantages (produc-
tivity signals). These are the signals usually considered in the job-market
signaling literature and include health exams or IQ tests. The other type re-
veals information about the comparative advantages of workers with similar
productivities (comparative advantage signals).

We show that it is always optimal to ban productivity signals when the
government is able to tax income non-linearly. This follows from the fact that
hiding this information transfers wealth from more productive individuals to
less productive ones more efficiently. Thus, the introduction of an inefficiency
in the job market reduces the distortion caused on optimal taxes due to
asymmetric information. This result is closely related to the second-best
arguments of Lipsey and Lancaster (1956):

The general theorem for the second best optimum states that
if there is introduced into a general equilibrium system a con-
straint which prevents the attainment of one of the Paretian con-
ditions, the other Paretian conditions, although still attainable,
are, in general, no longer desirable.

When productivity signals enhance the productivity of the workers (as
education and employer-sponsored health-care, for example), banning firms
from accessing that information is optimal if, and only if, the productivity
enhancing component is sufficiently low.
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We also show that it is never optimal to prohibit comparative advantage
signals since they do not redistribute wealth but imply an efficiency loss (and,
thus, reduce aggregate income).

In general, most signals convey two pieces of information: one about
the intrinsic productivity of an individual, and one about his comparative
advantages. In this case, prohibiting firms to access such information is
welfare increasing (decreasing) in and only if the productivity component is
sufficiently high (low).

Our results suggest that, when the government is taxing optimally, al-
lowing firms to impose tests that do not significantly enhance a worker’s
productivity is welfare decreasing. These tests include health exams, IQ and
non-cognitive tests, and the GED, for example. Nevertheless, prohibiting
firms from accessing information such as worker’s profession and specializa-
tion is welfare decreasing since it consists mostly of comparative advantage
information.

A Appendix

The proof that the only binding incentive-compatibility constraint is the one
from type-θH will be presented through a series of lemmata. The incentive-
compatibility constraint of type-θL is

u(cL1 )−ϕ
(
Y L1
w1

)
+u(cL2 )−ϕ

(
Y L2

θL

)
≥ u(cH1 )−ϕ

(
Y H1
w1

)
+u(cH2 )−ϕ

(
Y H2

θL

)
. (23)

Denote by λ, η, µ, and ξ the multipliers associated with equations (11),
(12), (13), and (23), respectively. The first lemma shows that if both con-
straints hold with equality, then all workers produce the same amount of
output in the second period.

Lemma 1 If both incentive-compatibility constraints are binding then Y H2 =
Y L2 .

Proof. Suppose that both compatibility constraints are binding. Then,
it follows that

2u(cH)− v(lH1 )− v
(
Y H2

θH

)
= 2u(cL)− v(lL1 )− v

(
Y L2

θH

)
(24)

and

2u(cL)− v(lL1 )− v
(
Y L2

θL

)
= 2u(cH)− v(lL1 )− v

(
Y H2

θL

)
. (25)
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Subtracting (25) from (24) yields

v

(
Y L2

θH

)
− v
(
Y H2

θH

)
= v

(
Y L2

θL

)
− v

(
Y H2

θL

)
.

Applying the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus, we get

∫ Y L
2

Y H
2

v′
(
s

θH

)
1

θH
ds =

∫ Y L
2

YH
2

v′
(
s

θL

)
1

θL
ds. (26)

Suppose that Y L2 �= Y H2 and notice that

∂

∂θ
[v′
(
s

θ

)
1

θ
] = −v′′

(
s

θ

)
s

θ3
− v′

(
s

θ

)
1

θ2
. (27)

Then, it follows that

∫ Y L
2

Y H
2

∫ θH

θL
[−v′′

(
s

θ

)
s

θ3
− v′

(
s

θ

)
1

θ2
]dθds = 0 (28)

which implies in Y H2 = Y L2 . �.�.�.

The following lemma states that both incentive-compatibility constraints
cannot bind.

Lemma 2 Both incentive-compatibility constraints cannot bind in the solu-
tion to the second-best problem.

Proof. Suppose that both incentive-compatibility constraints bind. Then,
from Lemma 1, it follows that Y H2 = Y L2 = Y2.

From the first-order conditions, we get

ϕ′
(
Y L2

θL

)
1

θL
=

λ

1 + ξ − η ,

ϕ′
(
Y H2

θH

)
1

θH
=

λ

1− ξ + η .

Hence, it follows that

ϕ′
(
Y2

θL

)
> ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
⇒ ϕ′

(
Y2

θL

)
1

θL
> ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
1

θH

⇒ λ

1 + ξ − η >
λ

1− ξ + η ⇒ η > ξ.
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Consider the increase in cH and Y H in the same proportion. Then, the
effect on the incentive-compatibility constraint of type-θH is

∆cH
[
u′
(
cH
)
− ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
1

θH

]
= 0.

In the incentive-compatibility constraint of type-θL, the effect is

∆cH
[
−u′

(
cH
)
+ ϕ′

(
Y H2

θL

)
1

θL

]
= ∆cH

[
−u′

(
cH
)
+ ϕ′

(
Y2

θL

)
1

θL

]

= ∆cH
[
− λ

1− ξ + η +
λ

1 + ξ − η

]
> 0.

Thus, both incentive-compatibility constraints and the resource constraint
remain valid and one of the binding constraint is relaxed (and the welfare is
not changed). Hence, both incentive-compatibility constraints cannot bind
in the solution. �.�.�.

The next lemma states that the incentive-compatibility constraint of type-
θL cannot be the only binding incentive-compatibility constraint.

Lemma 3 The incentive-compatibility constraint of type-θL cannot be the
only binding constraint.

Proof. Suppose that only the incentive-compatibility constraint from
type-θL binds. From the first-order conditions, it follows that

u′(cL1 ) = u′(cL2 ) = ϕ
′

(
Y L2

θL

)
1

θL
=

λ

1 + ξ
,

u′(cH1 ) = u′(cH2 ) = ϕ
′

(
Y H2

θH

)
1

θH
=

λ

1− ξ .

Then, we get

ϕ′
(
Y L2

θL

)
< ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
θL

θH
< ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
⇒ lL2 < l

H
2 ,

cL > cH ,

and

ϕ′
(
Y L2

θL

)
< ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
θL

θH
< ϕ′

(
Y H2

θH

)
⇒ lH2 > l

L
2 .

Thus, the incentive-compatibility constraint of type-θH does not hold.
�.�.�.

Thus, we are now able to prove the following Proposition:
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Proposition 6 The only binding incentive-compatibility constraint is type-
θH’s constraint.

Proof. Lemmas 1, 2, and 3 imply that, if an incentive-compatibility con-
straint binds at the second-best solution, this must be type-θH′s constraint.
Then, the fact that the (unique) first-best solution is not incentive-compatible
concludes the proof. �.�.�.

References

[1] AKERLOF, G. A. (1970). “The Market for ”Lemons”: Quality Uncer-
tainty and the Market Mechanism”, Quarterly Journal of Economics,
84, 488-500.

[2] ALTONJI, J.G. and PIERRET, C.R. (2001). “Employer Learning and
the Statistical Discrimination”, .Quarterly Journal of Economics, 116,
313-350.

[3] ANDERSSON, F. (1996). “Income taxation and job-market signaling”,
Journal of Public Economics, 59, 277-298.

[4] AUTOR, D. H., SCARBOROUGH, D. (2004), “Screening for Hourly
Wages Jobs: Is there a Trade-off between Efficiency and Equality?”,
Working Paper, MIT.

[5] ELUL, R. (1995). “Welfare Effects of Financial Innovation in Incom-
plete Market Economies with Several Consumption Goods”, Journal of
Economic Theory, 65, 43-78.

[6] FARBER, H.S. and GIBBONS, R. (1996). “Learning and Wage Dynam-
ics”, Quarterly Journal of Economics, 111, 1007-1047.

[7] GHATAK, M., MORELLI, M., and SJOSTROM, T. (2001). “Occupa-
tional Choice and Dynamic Incentives”, Review of Economic Studies,
68, 781-810.

[8] HAMMOND, P. (1987). “Markets as Constraints: Multilateral Incentive
Compatibility in Continuum Economies”, Review of Economic Studies,
54, 399-412.

[9] HOLMSTROM, B. (1999). “Managerial Incentive Problems: A Dynamic
Perspective”, Review of Economic Studies, 66, 169-82.

24



[10] IRELAND, N.J. (1994). “On limiting the market for status signals”,
Journal of Public Economics, 53, 91-110.

[11] LIPSEY, R.G. and LANCASTER, K. (1956). “The General Theory of
Second Best”, Review of Economic Studies, 24, 11-32.

[12] MIRRLEES, J.A. (1971). “An exploration in the theory of optimum
income taxation”, Review of Economic Studies, 38, 175-208.

[13] NAITO, H. (1999). “Re-examination of uniform commodity taxes un-
der a non-linear income tax system and its implication for production
efficiency”, Journal of Public Economics, 71, 165-188.

[14] U.S. Department of Labor, Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion. 1978. “Uniform Guide-lines on Employee Selection Procedures”,
41CFR60-3.

[15] VERCAMMEN, J. (2002). “Welfare-Improving Adverse Selection in
Credit Markets”, International Economic Review, 43, 1017-1033.

[16] VILLENEUVE, B. (1996). “Mandatory Insurance and Intensity of Ad-
verse Selection”, CREST/INSEE working paper, Mimeo.

25



 

ENSAIOS ECONÔMICOS DA EPGE 
505. ENDOGENOUS TIME-DEPENDENT RULES AND THE COSTS OF DISINFLATION WITH 

IMPERFECT CREDIBILITY - Marco Bonomo; Carlos Viana de Carvalho – Outubro de 2003 – 
27 págs. 

506. CAPITAIS INTERNACIONAIS: COMPLEMENTARES OU SUBSTITUTOS? - Carlos Hamilton V. 
Araújo; Renato G. Flôres Jr. – Outubro de 2003 – 24 págs. 

507. TESTING PRODUCTION FUNCTIONS USED IN EMPIRICAL GROWTH STUDIES - Pedro 
Cavalcanti Ferreira; João Victor Issler; Samuel de Abreu Pessoa – Outubro de 2003 – 8 
págs. 

508. SHOULD EDUCATIONAL POLICIES BE REGRESSIVE ? Daniel Gottlieb; Humberto Moreira – 
Outubro de 2003 – 25 págs. 

509. TRADE AND CO-OPERATION IN THE EU-MERCOSUL FREE TRADE AGREEMENT - Renato G. 
Flôres Jr. – Outubro de 2003 – 33 págs. 

510. OUTPUT CONVERGENCE IN MERCOSUR: MULTIVARIATE TIME SERIES EVIDENCE - Mariam 
Camarero; Renato G. Flôres Jr; Cecílio Tamarit – Outubro de 2003 – 36 págs. 

511. ENDOGENOUS COLLATERAL - Aloísio Araújo; José Fajardo Barbachan; Mario R. Páscoa – 
Novembro de 2003 – 37 págs. 

512. NON-MONOTONE INSURANCE CONTRACTS AND THEIR EMPIRICAL CONSEQUENCES - 
Aloísio Araujo; Humberto Moreira – Novembro de 2003 – 31 págs. 

513. EQUILIBRIA IN SECURITY MARKETS WITH A CONTINUUM OF AGENTS - A. Araujo; V. F. 
Martins da Rocha; P. K. Monteiro – Novembro de 2003 – 17 pág’s. 

514. SPECULATIVE ATTACKS ON DEBTS AND OPTIMUM CURRENCY AREA: A WELFARE 
ANALYSIS - Aloisio Araujo; Márcia Leon – Novembro de 2003 – 50 págs. 

515. O MÉTODO GENERALIZADO DOS MOMENTOS(MGM): CONCEITOS BÁSICOS - Renato G. 
Flôres Jr – Novembro de 2003 – 27 págs. 

516. VARIÁVEIS INTRUMENTAIS E O MGM: USO DE MOMENTOS CONDICIONAIS - Renato G. 
Flôres Jr – Novembro de 2003 – 27 págs. 

517. O VALOR DA MOEDA E A TEORIA DOS PREÇOS DOS ATIVOS - Fernando de Holanda 
Barbosa – Dezembro de 2003 – 17 págs. 

518. EMPRESÁRIOS NANICOS, GARANTIAS E ACESSO À CRÉDITO - Marcelo Côrtes Néri; 
Fabiano da Silva Giovanini - Dezembro de 2003 – 23 págs. 

519. DESENHO DE UM SISTEMA DE METAS SOCIAIS - Marcelo Côrtes Néri; Marcelo Xerez - 
Dezembro de 2003 – 24 págs. 

520. A NEW INCIDENCE ANALYSIS OF BRAZILIAN SOCIAL POLICIES USING MULTIPLE DATA 
SOURCES - Marcelo Côrtes Néri - Dezembro de 2003 – 55 págs. 

521. AN INTRA-HOUSEHOLD APPROACH TO THE WELFARE COSTS OF INFLATION - Rubens 
Penha Cysne – Janeiro de 2004 – 16 págs. 



 

522. CENTRAL LIMIT THEOREM FOR ASYMMETRIC KERNEL FUNCTIONALS - Marcelo 
Fernandes; Paulo Klinger Monteiro – Fevereiro de 2004 – 23 págs. 

523. THE TRADE-OFF BETWEEN INCENTIVES AND ENDOGENOUS RISK - Aloísio Araujo; 
Humberto Moreira; Marcos H. Tsuchida – Fevereiro de 2004 – 21 págs. 

524. DO DIVIDENDS SIGNAL MORE EARNINGS ? - Aloísio Araujo; Humberto Moreira; Marcos H. 
Tsuchida – Fevereiro de 2004 – 26 págs. 

525. Biased managers, organizational design, and incentive provision - Cristiano M. Costa; Daniel 
Ferreira; Humberto Moreira – Fevereiro de 2004 – 11 págs. 

526. Land taxes in a Latin American context - Juliano J. Assunção; Humberto Moreira – 
Fevereiro de 2004  - 19 págs. 

527. Indicadores coincidentes de atividade econômica e uma cronologia de recessões para o 
Brasil - Angelo J. Mont’alverne Duarte; João Victor Issler; Andrei Spacov - Fevereiro de 
2004 – 41 págs. 

528. TESTING UNIT ROOT BASED ON PARTIALLY ADAPTIVE ESTIMATION - Zhijie Xiao; Luiz 
Renato Lima – Março de 2004 – 27 págs. 

529. DO SHOCKS PERMANENTLY CHANGE OUTPUT? LOCAL PERSISTENCY IN ECONOMIC TIME 
SERIES - Luiz Renato Lima; Zhijie Xiao – Março de 2004 – 21 págs. 

530. A NEW PERSPECTIVE ON THE PPP HYPOTHESIS - Soyoung Kim; Luiz Renato Lima – Março 
de 2004 – 36 págs. 

531. TRADE LIBERALIZATION AND INDUSTRIAL CONCENTRATION: EVIDENCE FROM BRAZIL - 
Pedro Cavalcanti Ferreira; Giovanni Facchini – Março de 2004 - 25 págs. 

532. REGIONAL OR EDUCATIONAL DISPARITIES? A COUNTERFACTUAL EXERCISE - Angelo José 
Mont’Alverne; Pedro Cavalcanti Ferreira; Márcio Antônio Salvato – Março de 2004 – 25 
págs. 

533. INFLAÇÃO: INÉRCIA E DÉFICIT PÚBLICO – Fernando de Holanda Barbosa – Março de 2004 
– 16 págs. 

534. A INÉRCIA DA TAXA DE JUROS NA POLÍTICA MONETÁRIA – Fernando de Holanda Barbosa 
– Março de 2004 – 13 págs. 

535. DEBT COMPOSITION AND EXCHANGE RATE BALANCE SHEET EFFECTS IN BRAZIL: A FIRM 
LEVEL ANALYSIS - Marco Bonomo; Betina Martins ; Rodrigo Pinto – Março de 2004 – 39 
págs. 

536. THE SET OF EQUILIBRIA OF FIRST-PRICE AUCTIONS - Paulo Klinger Monteiro – Março de 
2004 – 6 págs. 

537. OPTIMAL AUCTIONS WITH MULTIDIMENSIONAL TYPES AND THE DESIRABILITY OF 
EXCLUSION - Paulo Klinger Monteiro ; Benar Fux Svaiter; Frank H. Page Jr – Março de 2004 
– 8 págs. 

538. INCOME INEQUALITY IN A JOB-SEARCH MODEL WITH HETEROGENEOUS TIME 
PREFERENCES – Rubens Penha Cysne – Março de 2004 – 35 págs. 



 

539. IMPOSTO INFLACIONÁRIO E TRANSFERÊNCIAS INFLACIONÁRIAS NO BRASIL: 1947-2003 - 
Rubens Penha Cysne; Paulo C. Coimbra-Lisboa – Março de 2004 – 7 págs. 

540. ON THE STATISTICAL ESTIMATION OF DIFFUSION PROCESSES – A survey - Rubens Penha 
Cysne – Abril de 2004 – 26 págs. 

541. ROBUSTNESS OF STATIONARY TESTS UNDER LONG-MEMORY ALTERNATIVES - Luiz 
Renato Lima; Zhijie Xiao – Abril de 2004 – 23 págs. 

542. MONETARY UNION AND PRODUCTIVITY DIFFERENCES IN MERCOSUR COUNTRIES – 
Mariam Camarero; Renato G. Flôres, Jr.; Cecilio R. Tamarit – Abril de 2004 – 21 págs. 

543. TWO ADDITIONS TO LUCAS´S “INFLATION AND WELFARE” - Rubens Penha Cysne – Abril 
de 2004 – 9 págs. 

544. THE IMPLICATIONS OF EMBODIMENT AND PUTTY-CLAY TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT - 
Samuel de Abreu Pessoa; Rafael Rob – Abril de 2004 – 70 págs. 

545. MONEY WITH BANK NETWORKS - Ricardo Cavalcanti; Henrique Dezemone Forno – no 
prelo. 

546. CYCLICAL INTEREST PAYMENTS ON INSIDE MONEY - Ricardo Cavalcanti; Henrique 
Dezemone Forno – no prelo. 

547. DOIS EXPERIMENTOS DE POLÍTICA MONETÁRIA NO MODELO NOVO-KEYNESIANO – 
Fernando de Holanda Barbosa – Abril de 2004 – 9 págs. 

548. THE EVOLUTION OF INTERNATIONAL OUTPUT DIFFERENCES (1960-2000): FROM FACTORS 
TO PRODUCTIVITY - Pedro Cavalcanti Ferreira; Samuel de Abreu Pessoa; Fernando A. 
Veloso – Junho de 2004 -– 31 págs. 

549. PRINCIPAIS CARACTERÍSTICAS DO CONSUMO DE DURÁVEIS NO BRASIL E TESTES DE 
SEPARABILIDADE ENTRE DURÁVEIS E NÃO-DURÁVEIS - Fábio Augusto Reis Gomes; João 
Victor Issler – Márcio Antônio Salvato – Junho de 2004 - 28 págs. 

550. AVALIANDO PESQUISADORES E DEPARTAMENTOS DE ECONOMIA NO BRASIL A PARTIR 
DE CITAÇÕES INTERNACIONAIS - João Victor Issler; Rachel Couto Ferreira - Junho de 2004 
- 34 págs. 

551. COMMON AGENCY WITH INFORMED PRINCIPALS - David Martimort; Humberto Moreira – 
Junho de 2004 – 37 págs. 

552. PURCHASING POWER PARITY AND THE UNIT ROOT TESTS: A ROBUST ANALYSIS - Zhijie 
Xiao; Luiz Renato Lima – Julho de 2004 – 30 págs. 

553. A MODEL OF MIXED SIGNALS WITH APPLICATIONS TO COUNTERSIGNALING AN THE GED 
- Aloisio Araujo; Daniel Gottlieb; Humberto Moreira – Julho de 2004 – 41 págs. 

554. THE RISK-PROPERTIES OF HUMAN CAPITAL AND THE DESIGN OF GOVERNMENT POLICIES 
- Carlos E. da Costa; Lucas J. Maestri – Julho de 2004 – 32 págs. 

555. BANNING INFORMATION AS A REDISTRIBUTIVE DEVICE - Daniel Gottlieb; Lucas  Maestri – 
Julho de 2004 – 25 págs. 


