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To Build or Not to Build?
Capital Stocks and Climate Policy*

Elizabeth Baldwin!  Yongyang Cai!  Karlygash Kuralbayeva®
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Abstract

We investigate how irreversibility in “dirty” and “clean” capital stocks affects optimal climate
policy, from both theoretical and numerical perspectives. An increasing carbon tax will reduce
investments in assets that pollute, and so reduce emissions in the short term: our “irreversibility
effect”. As such the “Green Paradox” has a converse if we focus on demand side capital stock
effects. We also show that the optimal subsidy increases with the deployment rate: our “accel-
eration effect”. Considering second-best settings, we show that, although carbon taxes achieve
stringent targets more efficiently, in fact renewable subsidies deliver higher welfare when policy
is more mild.

Key words: Infrastructure; Clean and Dirty Energy Inputs; Renewable Energy; Stranded Assets;
Carbon Budget; Climate Change Policies; Green Paradox

JEL codes: 044, Q54, Q58

1 Introduction

Irreversibility is an important feature of investment decisions. Many productive facilities are firm- or
industry-specific and disinvestment is costly, if at all possible. Once capital is installed, it has little
or no value unless used in production. It is obvious that with inability to disinvest, firms face more
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constrained conditions compared with firms undertaking reversible investments. This has important
implications for investment decisions even without uncertainty'. The outstanding example of such
a situation is provided by investment into fossil fuel-fired power plants. The world continues to
make big investments into their construction, particularly coal plants: estimates suggest almost 1
trillion US dollars of such investments are planned (Shearer et al. 2016). Given the long lifetimes of
fossil fuel based power plants, the emissions embodied in this infrastructure potentially undermine
more stringent long-term climate objectives, such as the 2°C target (see Pfeiffer et al. 2016). As
such, a fast coal phase-out strategy is considered as one of the necessary conditions to achieve a
transformation in line with the Paris Agreement. Some countries (e.g. the UK, Finland, France)
have significantly reduced their power production from coal in recent years and announced phasing
out coal completely in the coming 10-15 years. In addition, production of electricity from renewable
sources has become more competitive, expanding dramatically, primarily due to the decline in costs
driven by economies of scale. These considerations prompt three natural questions. When is the
optimal time to stop investment into fossil fuel based power plants when investments are irreversible?
How much should we invest into the clean energy sector? And, which policy instrument (carbon
tax or subsidy) is more efficient in terms of maximizing social welfare when only one instrument is
available (second-best setting)?

In this paper, we study these questions both theoretically and numerically. Our analysis is
in two complementary parts. First, we explore the properties of irreversible investment decisions
(Arrow 1968, Arrow and Kurz 1970, Greenwood et al. 1997) in a simplified model. As well as
serving intuition, the model presents messages that are of a general nature. They characterize op-
timal irreversible investment decisions when it is known that returns on this capital are due to fall.
And similarly, we explore investments, returns and optimal subsidies when the price of investments
undergoes learning-by-doing (Wright 1936, Arrow 1962). We then quantify the importance of ir-
reversibility and learning-by-doing in a dynamic general equilibrium climate-economy model. This
is based on DICE (Nordhaus 2014) but deviates in two important ways. Firstly, the energy sector
is modeled explicitly, incorporating both irreversibilities in a “dirty” sector and learning-by-doing
in a “clean” sector. And secondly, as well as copying the damage function of Nordhaus (2014),
we also consider scenarios in which global temperature changes do not exceed 2°C. This stringent
target makes both irreversibilities and learning-by-doing more important; it is better in line with
current international aspirations. Given the two externalities present in our model (global warming
and learning-by-doing), we consider cases in which both carbon tax and subsidy instruments (the
first-best setting) or only one of the two instruments (the second-best) are available.

The four main findings of the paper are as follows. First, we establish a theoretical result on
the relationship between investment in dirty capital stock and climate policies, which we call the
“irreversibility effect”: if dirty capital cannot be converted to other capital, then it is optimal to
stop investing into dirty capital earlier (as compared with a case in which investment is reversible).
Irreversibility in investment implies an earlier shift to investment into the clean sector, to avoid
later stranding of assets in the dirty energy sector. It therefore reduces emissions in the short
term. We thus demonstrate that irreversibility effects on the demand side enhance the effects of
carbon tax in the short-term, and so reduce emissions in the short-term. This is in contrast with
the standard Green Paradox (GP) effect,? which focuses on the suppliers of a fossil fuel resource
and shows that the knowledge of an increasing carbon tax will increase extraction of fossil fuel
and will thus counteract the effects of the carbon tax in the short-term. Moreover, at the time at
which we stop investing into dirty fossil fuel infrastructure, returns on its existing stocks go above

Hrreversibility of investment features prominently in the modern theory of firm-level investment under uncertainty,
e.g., Abel (1983), Pindyck (1991), Dixit (1992).
2See e.g., Sinn (2008), Jensen et al. (2015), Sinn (2015).
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those of the general economy. From the perspective of an investor, this makes perfect sense. In the
long-term, returns on this investment will fall, and thus the current investments are only attractive
when short-term additional gains are sufficient to compensate for future losses.?

Second, we provide a simple expression for the optimal subsidy on technologies whose price
evolves via “learning-by-doing”. This subsidy depends on depreciation and the learning rate, and
also on the rate of deployment of the technology: under normal parameterizations, the subsidy
increases with the rate of deployment. We call this the “acceleration effect” for technology policy.
Thus, if, for example, a carbon tax restricts investment in the dirty sector and enhances future
deployment of clean technology, this implies an additional case for a greater subsidy in the short
term. So the importance of learning-by-doing is accentuated by the early withdrawal from the dirty
energy sector.

Third, quantitative results support our theoretical findings and illustrate that the net (of de-
preciation) rate of returns on dirty capital infrastructure with irreversible investments follows an
unusual trajectory: initially matching the returns in the general economy, we see that it rises above
the returns in the general economy when we stop investing in dirty capital and remains above it
for some period of time; within this period and for some time thereafter, investment will be equal
to zero, although the dirty capital is not underutilized. However, net returns on dirty capital will
fall eventually, reaching zero once the capital is indeed underutilized. Quantitative results illustrate
that the timing of these effects depends on the climate policy target: the irreversibility effect kicks
in only if policy objectives are stringent enough.

Finally, we quantitatively explore which instrument - carbon tax or subsidies - under the second-
best setting yields lowest welfare loss compared with the first-best situation. We show that under
less ambitious climate policy, the economy is better off with the subsidy policy, while carbon pricing
induces lower welfare loss compared with the subsidy policy if climate policies are more ambitious.

These results further relate to the literature in the following ways. On the theory side, the
irreversibility and the acceleration effects are novel, to the best of our knowledge, and are related to
two branches of the literature. First, our theoretical result linking investment irreversibility and an
earlier end to investment in polluting infrastructure is closest in spirit to findings of Arrow (1968),
who was the first one to study investment irreversibility in a deterministic setting. He showed that
optimal irreversible investment is characterized by alternating periods of positive gross investment
and zero gross investment.? In relation to these studies, we develop a stylized model to explicitly
demonstrate this effect and related pattern in rates of return on irreversible investment and apply
the results to the case of a polluting industry. Second, there is an extensive literature® that has
explored if the Green Paradox effect remains robust by considering various extensions of the typical
resource model that underlies the GP. The irreversibility effect, even though complements other
mechanisms against the GP discussed in the literature, is conceptually different as it focuses on the
demand side of a fossil fuel resource.

On the quantitative side, the results relate to other two strands of research. On the one hand,
there is an extensive literature that investigates relative merits of carbon tax and renewable subsidies

3Such an extra premium on irreversible investment even without uncertainty is also called the commitment pre-
mium, see e.g., Bernstein and Mamuneas (2007).

4Similar result, but within the Ramsey model of optimal capital accumulation, was obtained by Arrow and Kurz
(1970), who show that it is possible to have as an optimal solution practically any number of alternating intervals in
which the nonnegativity constraint (on investment) is binding or not. As such solutions, as they conclude, become
in essence a computational problem.

PFor instance Gerlagh (2010) focuses on strong and weak GP and explores if increasing fossil extraction costs
counteracts the (strong) GP, while imperfect energy substitutes may make the weak and the strong GP vanish.
Michielsen (2014) investigates how the existence of a virtually non-exhaustible resource like coal can work against
the GP mechanism. See also, e.g., van der Ploeg (2013), van der Ploeg and Withagen (2014).
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to address climate change.® However, these studies generally abstract from consideration of different
climate targets under second-best settings with irreversible investment decisions.” On the other
hand, a rich and growing literature has developed integrated assessment models to study a number
of different climate change issues. Papers assessing future emissions from the energy sector include
Pfeiffer et al. (2016) and Davis et al. (2010). However, these are not dynamically optimizing
frameworks, as in the economics literature. Other climate-economy models generally ignore the
interplay between irreversible investment decisions, inertia in energy systems, and climate policies,
on which this paper focuses.?

Finally, our paper belongs to the literature on path dependence and climate change.” We
contribute to this literature by analyzing the implications of path dependence embodied in carbon-
intensive infrastructure for the design of optimal climate change policies.

In terms of broader implications of the results, our paper speaks to the debate on characteristics
of optimal policy to combat climate change. Some advocate a “gradual slope” in policy because
economic growth implies that the current generation is poor relative to the future, and so should
not bear the costs of emission reductions. Moreover, doing so reduces pressure for premature
retirement of the existing dirty capital stock, and it provides valuable time to develop low-cost,
low-carbon-emitting technology.!® Others counter this line of reasoning by arguing that an effective
way to reduce abatement costs is to accelerate learning-by-doing.!! We find that early investment
in the renewable sector is crucial, and not only to accelerate the decline in the costs of clean energy
but also to prevent later stranding of assets using fossil fuel. Our quantitative results within the
second-best setting emphasize the importance of adopting carbon pricing - an instrument that can
facilitate a rapid decarbonization of the global power sector under ambitious climate policy target
as set under the Paris Agreement. However, considering the past 10-20 years, relatively unambitious
policy has manifested in large part through subsidy on renewables; if that level of policy had been
optimal, that choice of one instrument may well have been an excellent second best.

Finally, our paper speaks to the debate on stranded assets and climate policy. The literature so
far has dominated by the studies that estimate the amount of existing fossil fuel reserves that would
be required to remain in the ground to limit climate change to less than two degrees of warming.

SFor instance the literature has argued that one of the advantages of using carbon pricing is that it can help to
minimize the cost of pollution control. Fischer and Newell (2008) show that reliance on nonprice policy instruments
often leads to higher abatement costs. In a more recent study, Fischer et al. (2017) show that even with multiple
market failures, pricing policy remains the most cost-effective option for reducing emissions. See also Gerlagh and
van der Zwaan (2006), who use a top-down energy-economy model to compare five instruments, including carbon
taxes and renewable subsidies, in terms of costs, efficiency and their impacts on the composition of the energy supply
systems. See, e.g., also Baranzini et al. (2017) and references therein.

"A burgeoning theoretical literature investigates the forms of policy interventions in second-best settings. Ex-
amples include an analysis of optimal carbon taxation as part of distortionary fiscal policy (Barrage, 2014); policy
intervention via carbon taxes and research subsidies as well as alternative policies to encourage the transition to a
green economy (Acemoglu et al., 2016); analysis of how carbon taxes combined with green alternatives can increase
fossil fuels abandonment (Rezai and van der Ploeg, 2016). None of these studies, however, has analyzed optimal
policy interventions when investment decisions are irreversible.

8To the best of our knowledge, the only exception is Rozenberg et al. (2014), who however do not find the effects
pertaining to the irreversibility and learning-by-doing as we do in this paper.

9.g., Fouquet 2016; Aghion et al. 2014, and Aghion et al. 2016. The papers relevant to our analysis are Grubb
et al. (1995), Wigley et al. (1996), Grubler and Messner (1998), Goulder and Mathai (2000), Vogt-Schilb et al. (2012)
and Rozenberg et al. (2014).

10W . Nordhaus was one of those in the past who recommended delay, but he recently argued that a target with a
limit of 2°C “appears to be unfeasible with reasonably accessible technologies” (Nordhaus 2016). Wigley et al. (1996),
e.g., argue that the cost-effective emissions pathway is one that departs only gradually from the emissions baseline.

118till, some authors find that leaning-by-doing has an ambiguous impact on the timing of emissions abatement
(Tol 1999, Goulder and Mathai 2000).



For instance, according to McGlade and Ekins (2015), an estimated third of oil reserves, half of
gas reserves and more than 80% of known coal reserves are referred to as “stranded”. As we show,
the economics is different when one considers stranding of assets that use the fuel. Moreover, the
question is not only about the shift away from fossil fuel energy and related physical capital, but also
about how smoothly it is done. Our model is a perfect foresight model and investors form rational
expectations. The model suggests that energy assets, such as coal fired power stations, become
stranded or underutilized early as a rational response to stringent climate policy target. As such, a
credible political signal of stringent climate policy is required, to avoid investments that will in fact
be unprofitable. This in turn will lead to earlier reductions in emissions. The Paris Agreement could
be such a signal, prompting investors to behave rationally and helping politicians to buy time, as
they start implementing the policies which will be required to implement the necessary reductions
in emissions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section we present a simple analytical
model in which we characterize optimal irreversible investment decisions when we anticipate that
returns on those investments will fall in the future. In Section 3 we consider a simple model
of investment with learning by doing. Section 4 describes how we set up the full dynamic general
equilibrium climate-economy model to quantify the theoretical results. Section 5 sets out the results
from the simulations of the climate-economy model. The final section provides a discussion and some
concluding comments. Details on the calibration, and proofs of technical results, are provided in
Appendices.

2 A Simple Model of Irreversible Investments

First we model key features of the economy in isolation, in order to clearly present the theoretical
results. The models analyzed here will be embedded in our full structure in Section 4. We consider
the implications of irreversibility in investments in capital stocks whose economic productivity will
decline (cf. Arrow 1968, Arrow and Kurz 1970). Our key example is investment in a fossil fuel using
power stations, but many other illustrations can be found. For example, the design of cities may
lock in high energy usage, in ways that are difficult and expensive to reverse; this motivates earlier
sustainable design (cf. e.g. Hoornweg and Freire 2013).

2.1 The Household’s problem

Consider a representative household, which holds k; of a certain capital asset and can make an
additional irreversible investment of 7; in each period ¢. The asset offers a period-t return of r; and
depreciates at rate . There are other opportunities for investment and other sources of income,
written net as o, and the household’s per-period consumption is ¢, so their budget constraint is
it + ¢ = riky + o where i; = k‘t+1 — (1 — 5)]@5 and i; > 0.

Write the standard ratio from the Euler equation as e;y1 := % — 1 where u is a utility
function and § is the utility discount factor. Make the minor assumptions that there exist € > 0
and R > 0 with —0 + € < e; < R for all t, that is, e; is bounded and bounded away from minus
depreciation, —9.

In the following, we analyze this model (proofs are provided in Appendix A). First:

Proposition 2.1. For any sg,s1 € Zy, investment iy > 0 holds for all t € {sg,...,s1} only if
re—0=-e fort€{so+1,...,s1}.

To understand this intuitively, suppose we have an asset, “general capital”, in which there is
non-zero investment in every period, and whose rate of return rJ may be treated as exogenous.
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Then r{ — & = e; for all ¢ > 1 (the Euler equation). So for non-zero investment in two assets over a
time period, their net returns must match.

We make the obvious point of Proposition 2.1 to contrast with the following, more interesting
case. Suppose the net return from the asset drops below e; at some time t: changing economic
conditions mean that this capital asset is no longer as productive as it was. Then we stop investing
at an earlier time, and reap excess returns for some of the intervening period. Write A,y =
L, ﬁ for the compound consumption discount factor. Then

Proposition 2.2. Suppose that ig > 0, and that ry —§ < e; fort € {s1,...,s2}. Then there exists

so < s1 — 1 such that rs, — 3§ > es, and such that iy = 0 fort € {so,...,s2 —1}. Moreover, then
s1—1 52
DA =0) Agu((rs = 8) —es) = > (1=6)"Agles — (rs — 5)) (1)
s=1 S=81

Thus the net returns r; — § from this asset follow an unusual trajectory: initially matching the
consumption discount rate path e;, or the net returns from a “general capital” stock, we see that
r; — 0 rises above e; at some point before it falls beneath. Investment is zero while returns follow
this pattern. (We illustrate this pattern in our simulations in Section 5: see Figure 2).

It is mathematically possible that the minimal sg found by Proposition 2.2 satisfies sg = s1 — 1:
investment merely ends one period before the net economic return drops below the general level in
the economy. However, because equation (1) must hold, such a solution would be surprising when
the time step (and so the depreciation rate) are moderately small. Recall from Proposition 2.1 that
while investment is ongoing, the net return on the asset must match e;. So the only non-zero term
on the left hand size of equation (1) would be for s = s; — 1. The excess of 5,1 — § above eg,_1, in
that period alone, would have to be great enough to compensate for the entire (though discounted
and depreciated) sequence of periods s € {s1,...,$2} in which r; —§ < e. If there is only moderate
change over time in both r; and eg, and if depreciation and discounting are not overwhelming, then
returns will have to rise, and investment will have to cease, at some earlier point in time.

From the perspective of an investor, these short-term excess returns make perfect sense. If
the investor knows that, in the long-term, returns on this infrastructure will fall, then it is not
an attractive investment. However, the prospect short-term additional gains will compensate for
long-term losses. These short-terms gains will indeed be realized if all other investors are similarly
ending investment early.'?

Both Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 follow straightforwardly from a technical lemma (Lemma A.1)
presenting the shadow price on the irreversibility constraint, iy > 0 as the net present value of
investment in this asset, relative to the opportunity cost. See Appendix A.

Now we consider what this means for the quantity of total holdings of this capital stock. If there
are Lo households in the economy, each of size f—é, then this behavior simply scales up. We use
capital letters to denote total capital K; and total investment I; for the asset under consideration.
We assume, as is implied by standard models, that in each period, returns r; are monotone strictly
decreasing in capital stock K;. So the pattern of investment implied by Proposition 2.2 implies a
short-term decrease in the dirty energy capital stock, relative to a world in which investments are
reversible (and so underutilization is never an issue).

120ur results can be illustrated with a historical example, for which we are grateful to Roger Fouquet. In the first
half of the 19th century, the introduction of steam engines brought cheaper and more comfortable medium and longer
distance travel than had previously been provided by stagecoaches (pulled by horses). Coach companies responded
to this heightened competition from railways by ceasing investment into equipment and horses, driving their prices
even higher. This inevitably accelerated the transition to railways (Fouquet, 2012).
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To explore this, consider an otherwise identical model in which we relax the constraint ¢y > 0
— allowing holdings of this capital stock to be converted back into cash for consumption or other
purposes. Refer to variables in this modified model as I?t, ft, etc. We suppose that e; is unchanged
by relaxing the constraint ¢; > 0, because the sector concerning the asset in question is very small
in relation to the rest of the economy.

Corollary 2.3. Suppos;e that Iy > 0 and L‘he?"e~ exists t1 > 1 such that ftl < 0. Then there exists
to < t1 such that I, < Iy, and such that Ky < Ky fort € {to+1,...,t1}.

In the short term, less is invested in the irreversible capital stock, relative to a world in which
investments are reversible.

2.2 The Irreversibility Effect in Climate Change Economics

In this paper we apply the observations of Section 2.1 to a model of climate change economics.
We are particularly concerned with capital investments in installations, such as coal fired power
stations, which will burn fossil fuels. The quantity of fuel demanded, and burnt, is associated with
the quantity of appropriate capital infrastructure in the economy. If, in the extreme case, this
relationship is Leontief, then Corollary 2.3 implies:

Corollary 2.4. [The Irreversibility effect/Suppose emissions are directly proportional to dirty
fossil infrastructure. Assume that investment in dirty fossil infrastructure is non-zero in the first
period, but there exists a time t1 > 1 such that this infrastructure would be globally divested if it
could be. Then, for some period leading up to t1, emissions are below the level they would reach if
divestment were possible.

That is, capital stock effects on the demand side for fossil fuels enhance the effect of the carbon
tax in the short term.

Recall and contrast with the Green Paradox from Sinn (2008): if future climate policies are
expected to be more stringent than those currently in place, then resource suppliers accelerate
extraction of their fossil fuel stocks. That is, irreversibilities have opposing implications depending
on whether we consider suppliers, or demanders, of fossil fuel. It is important to bear this distinction
in mind when considering the question of stranded assets.

3 A Simple Model of Investing with Learning-By-Doing

Learning-by-doing is often cited as a rationale for subsidizing renewable electricity. The theory of
learning-by-doing is motivated by simple observation: production performance (either in form of
productivity or cost of technology) tends to improve with the accumulation of experience. We are
particularly interested in the form that was specified both by Wright (1936) and Arrow (1962):
each doubling of cumulative deployment reduces prices by the same factor, the “learning rate”.!3
Empirically, the existing literature has found evidence that the price of renewable energy evolves in

this way, although causality may not yet be finally established.'*

3Wright (1936) was the first one to describe the concept of learning, after observing a uniform decrease in the
number of direct labor hours required to produce an airframe for each doubling of the cumulative production of the
plant under consideration.

“Lindman and Soderholm (2012) use aggregate data and show that learning externalities are present in wind
turbines and solar panel costs. Such studies based on aggregate data, however, unable to disentangle the effect of
exogenous technological change from the effect of leaning-by-doing thus masking the diverse drivers of technology
costs (see also Nordhaus 2009). Nemet (2006) for instance finds that after accounting for measures of technological

7



To model learning, we consider a renewable capital asset, Hy (writing h; for household-level
holdings as usual). The notation reminds us that this asset embodies human capital in the form of
knowledge, as well as the infrastructure itself. The form of this knowledge is the price of installing
this infrastructure: investments will have price pf!, which depends on the total installed capacity
H;, so pf! = G(H;). And we generally assume that learning follows Wright’s Law: there exists a
constant A > 0 with

ol = ) =off (B0) ®)

Asset hy is priced at pf’, so that iff = pH (hir1 — (1 — 6)hy).

This learning is of course an externality. So we first explore the optimal program of investment
found by a social planner. We contrast this with the behavior of households who act as price-takers,
to better identify and understand the optimal subsidy.

3.1 The Social Planner’s Case

The social planner optimizes total welfare )~ BtLiu (%), where L; is the population size and C}

is total consumption. This is subject to the budget constraints ItH +Cy = fi(Hy, Oy), where we have
written Oy = L;o; for the aggregate across the economy of “other” incomes, so that we can write
fi(Hy, Oy) for the production function. In this simple model, the planner will treat O; as exogenous,
that is, the planner is constrained to provide the individually rational levels of “other” parts of the
economy, and does not attempt to influence them. This assumption is benign if all externalities in
the remainder of the economy have been internalized. Welfare maximization is also subject to the
investment equations I}1 = pH(Hy 1 — (1 — 6)Hy); the investment bounds I}7 > 0; and the price
evolution given in (2) above.

We define the shadow returns on our capital stock as the discrete time version of the definition
of Jorgenson (1967):

o Hf{ - B(1 - 5)/411
fren = Pu'(Ce1/Lita) )

where pff is the shadow price on the investment equation I = pff(Hy;y1 — (1 — §)H;). This
definition says that the shadow return tomorrow on investment made today is equal to the shadow
value of additional capital tomorrow, less the discounted depreciated shadow value of this capital
going further forward (as these gains will be realized further in the future). Naturally, everything
is measured relative to the marginal value today of consumption tomorrow.

On the other hand, define the direct return (accounting for the price of capital) to be:

1 0
Py = oy (Hygn, Optn). 4

We write r{ to distinguish from the notation for the market rate of return r;, which we will use in
the decentralized model below.

change and the cost of inputs, learning has only weak explanatory power for solar panel costs. Much more recently,
Lafond et al. (2017) use hindcasting techniques to assess this model, finding it provides a very good fit. Bollinger
and Gillingham (2014) provide evidence for cost reductions due to learning-by-doing across installation contractors
of solar photovoltaics in California from 2002 to 2012.



Proposition 3.1. Suppose that investment into this sector will be non-zero next period, i.e. Igl > 0.
Then:

H H H !
p by —P G'(Hiiq
SrBei= i - St (1-0) = (i — (1= 0)Hip) % (5)
Pita Py Pt
shadow return direct return  price effect learning effect

First, we note that the shadow return R is multiplied by factor pf’/ pg_l because Ryy1 values
returns from the moment at which the investment is made, while we have defined the direct return
relative to prices at the time at which we receive the return. Next, the shadow return relative to
those prices is composed of three terms. There is an obvious “direct return” from renewable energy
capital, taking into account the price of this capital.

Next, we observe a “price effect”. Every unit of renewable capital we have in period t+ 1, is only
worth pg_l today, but was priced at p/’ back when investment took place. Thus its value is reduced
by this factor going forward, and hence the shadow return is also reduced. However, the reduction
is mediated by the extent to which capital will in any case depreciate. So we have an incentive to
delay the build-up of our capital holdings because prices will be lower tomorrow; but this is only
important for persistent assets. This effect is important from a social planning perspective because
we assume that prices are constant within each year, and so the gains from learning are only realized
by investments in the following period. Thus, the size of the effect will depend on the time-step we
take.

The final term, which we call the “learning effect”, is the product of the change in the capital
stock, and the marginal change in price achieved by making the final unit of investment, relative
to the price pﬁrl. One must not be confused by the negative sign: typically G'(H) < 0 (prices
decrease with capacity), and Hy4q1 > (1 — 6)H; (investment is positive), so that the learning effect
is typically positive.

The net effect of the price and learning effects may be positive or negative, and so the total
return on renewables may be greater than, or less than, their direct net return. From Proposition
3.1, we have the following corollary:

Corollary 3.2. Assume that G'(H) < 0 and Hy4q > (1 —6)Hy. If 6 =1 then LA Rypr >riy. If

H
Piia

H
0 =0, if G is convex, and if Hyyo — Hy 1 = Hypq — Hy then pI;f{ Repq <1y
t+1

Regarding the case in which the price effect dominates the learning effect: the assumption of
convexity for the function G giving the decline in prices, is very natural. The assumption that
capital is increasing by a constant amount, rather than a constant factor, is less so; and increases
in Hy19 — Hyyq relative to Hyyy — Hy will increase ng ) R4 1 relative to ri, ;. In general we expect

the learning effect to dominate, but it is worth noting that when capital is very persistent, and
when there is a considerably delay in realizing the benefits of learning, then the extent to which the
learning effect pushes the shadow return above the direct return, is mitigated by the price effect.
An important difference between the price and learning effects is that the former will be taken
into account by small rationally optimizing firms, whereas the latter will not: in our specification,
learning-by-doing is a pure externality. As the learning effect is positive, it follows that investing
in this capital stock is worthwhile from a social perspective before it is individually rational: if
investment will take place in the near future, it is socially optimal to start earlier than an individual
would choose to.

So, as we will see next, the optimal subsidy in a decentralized model is equal to the learning
effect.




3.2 Learning-By-Doing and the Acceleration Effect

We assume that households act as price-takers on the capital stock undergoing learning-by-doing.
There will be under-investment without intervention. So we introduce a subsidy, 7¢; it is convenient
to express this as a subsidy on the rate of return. Now we may write the household’s budget
constraint as il +¢; = (ry + 7:)pf hy + 0;. These investments are characterized by il! = pH (hyy1 —
(1 — &)hy) and il > 0; recall o; represents other sources of income. The subsidy is paid for out
of lump sum taxation; as the households are price-takers, this taxation may be incorporated into
0;. Meanwhile, a final goods firm maximizes its profits f;(Hy, O;) — r¢pf Hy — pfOy, where pf is the
price they must pay for access to other assets.

Again there are Ly households in the economy, each of size £

7+, so that the consumption of a
0

representative individual is Lg—tct.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that any externalities in o; have been internalized. The subsidy 1+ which

optimizes consumer welfare Y i° B*Lyu (%‘QCQ 1s equal to the learning effect:

G'(H;)
it

7 = — (Hip1 — (1 — 6)Hy)

Thus, the subsidy is a straightforward function of the growth rate of the renewables sector.
Contrary to models which prescribe a short-term subsidy to this sector, the specification we use
implies that this subsidy is positive as long as there is any investment in this sector, even only to
replace depreciating stock.

The simple form (2) is what we generally assume for the relationship between price and accu-
mulated capital. It implies:

-2
Corollary 3.4. [The Acceleration Effect] If G(H;) = p! (%) , then

7= A (H;I“ - (1-5)).

t

Hiqq

In particular, the subsidy 7 increases with the deployment rate jerat

Thus, if the capital asset in question becomes more attractive in the economy, and so starts to
accumulate faster irrespective of the subsidy, we also increase the subsidy to this asset. We call this
the acceleration effect for technology policy. Very natural contexts are discussed below, in Section
4.9.

4 The Full Model

This section outlines the full dynamic general equilibrium climate-economy model which is used for
quantitative analysis. The derivations of the equations that define the solution of the model are
given in Appendix D. To summarize, the model presents a climate-economy structure, where, unlike
other leading climate-economy models,'® we differentiate between three capital stocks:'® general
capital, “clean” and “dirty”, with irreversibility in investments characterizing the latter two capital

5See, e.g., Golosov et al. (2014), Barrage (2014), Acemoglu et al. (2016), Nordhaus (2008), Rezai and van der
Ploeg (2014).

Tn a similar way, but within a different context, Greenwood et al. (1997) developed the importance of investment
into differentiated capital stocks for growth and technological change.
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stocks, as in Section 2 above. We allow underutilization of dirty capital stocks, once they become
uncompetitive. In addition we assume that the “clean” sector is characterized by “learning-by-doing”
costs of new technologies decline as a function of cumulative installed capacity in the sector, as in
Section 3. The climate module uses the representation of the carbon cycle, temperature system,
and climate-economy feedbacks based on the DICE framework (Nordhaus, 2014), but calibrated to
an annual time step (Cai et al., 2015, 2016).

There are five production sectors: final goods producing firms, aggregate electricity producing
firms, the dirty electricity producing firms, the fossil-fuel extracting firm and the firms producing
electricity from renewable sources. All firms operate under perfect competition. Notably, fossil
fuel extracting firm maximizes the present value of its profits, subject to the depletion equation,
internalizing the effect of depletion on future extraction costs and on present and future revenue.
Producers of renewable energy maximize the present value of their profits, taking the market price
of renewable energy and the stock of accumulated knowledge about using renewable energy as given.

Turning to the demand side of the economy, we are interested in the behavior of a representative
household who does not internalize the learning-by-doing externality and treats all prices as given.
Finally, there are three sources of carbon dioxide emissions: general output production, electricity
production from dirty energy inputs, and land use. Climate change affects productivity in the final
goods producing sector.

4.1 The households’ problem

We are interested in the behavior of a representative household. There are Ly households (defined
as the population size of the economy at the initial period, which in our calibrated model is 2012),

and the size of the family at time ¢ is f—é, where L; is the population size at period ¢.17
g
We consider all variables on a per-household basis, so we will write kf = IL(—:), etc., where capital

letters denote aggregate variables (over all households), for instance K is aggregate general capital
stock and H; is aggregate renewable energy knowledge and capital stock. The household seeks to
maximize the sum of the welfare of family members as individuals, that is:

= tLt Ct . - tLt LO
> o) =S e () 0
t=0 t=0

where C} is aggregate consumption and we write ¢; := % as the per-household consumption. The

household owns a representative share of all three capital assets and the five sorts of companies.
We denote 7P, vl and r{ as the rate of return on capital assets in fossil (dirty) capital, renewable
(clean) capital, and general capital (used in production of final-goods producing firms), respectively.
Further, we write w; for the wage, I for the total profit from the sale of the final goods, TP for
the total profit from the sale of dirty fuel based electricity, Hf for the total profit from the sale of
“clean” electricity, IIPF for the total profit from the sale of fossil fuel, and II¥ for the total profit
from the sale of aggregate electricity, so that the aggregate profit is IT, = IT{ + 117 + I/ +TT1PF +-11F,
and the per-household profit is 7y 1= E—é
In each period, the household faces the following budget constraint:

. . L
i 4P il e = L—;wt+7rt+rfkf+r?pf)k?—I—TflptHht

1
+ 1 (1P(Df + DY) — 7' p Hy) (7)

"Table A.2 in the Appendix B provides a summary of variables’ notation and definition.
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where 4} is investment in general capital, z'tD is investment into dirty capital used in production of
dirty electricity, th is investment in capital used in the clean sector, k7, ktD , hy are capital stocks in
the general, dirty and clean sectors respectively, TtD is the carbon tax, TtH is the subsidy, and DZE
and D are carbon emissions in the dirty and general sectors. Since we measure fossil and renewable
energy capital in gigawatt (GW), pP and pf’ are the prices of the fossil fuel and renewable capital
in $/GW. The price p{! of renewable energy capital falls with our embodied technological progress
in renewable energy knowledge and capital stock, and evolves as (Arrow, 1962):

it =Gt =l (31 B )

However, as we treat a household as very small, we assume that their investment in renewable
energy does not influence its price, so that the learning-by-doing externality arises. That is, the
household takes pfl as given. The price of fossil fuel capital will be fixed, so that p? =pP.

Finally, we assume that the household receives rebates on the taxes and pays for the subsidies
(the last two terms in the right hand side of the budget constraint), but as we assume they are
small they cannot affect these levels.

The capital stocks in the general, dirty and renewable sectors are accumulated according to the
following equations respectively:

i = ki — (1= 9)k{ (9)
it =pi (ki — (1= 0")kp) (10)
it =y’ (kity — (1= 6")k{") (11)

where 69, 6P, 6 are depreciation parameters, and
iP >0 (12)
it >0 (13)

are the irreversibility assumptions - a non-negativity constraint on the rate of accumulation of dirty
and clean capital.

4.2 The final-goods firms’ problem

The final goods are produced by identical firms, but output is damaged by climate change. Because
this sector exhibits constant returns to scale, we can work with aggregate variables, and so write
output:

Y, = Q) f(YY, Ey)

where T} is the temperature change from pre-industrial levels and 2(7}) is the damage factor (1 —
Q(T3) is the ratio of damage to output); and E; is electricity and Y,? is “general” output (i.e.
non-electricity).

The final-goods firms maximize

oo oo
> adlf =) q (Q(Tt)f(ytg, Ey) —r{K{ —w Ly — p{Ey — Wy — P{uelDtg) (14)
t=0 t=0

where ¢; := 3¢ Z,, ((zég is a compound discount rate for the relative price of consumption in period ¢,

expressed in period 0 units.!® To produce final goods, these firms rent (aggregate) capital K7, hire

18See Appendix D.1 for more detailed discussion on derivation of compound interest for the firms’ problems.
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labor L, purchase aggregate electricity F; at price p§, buy fossil fuel D{ from fossil fuel extracting
firms at price p{ el The firms spend on abatement W, which is assumed to abate the 7, fraction

of emissions via the following relation:

_ O g
v = WY} (15)

so that they face the emissions constraint given by:
D = ov(1—ny)Y/ (16)

where ¢o and ¢3 are parameters, oy represents the ratio of carbon-equivalent emissions to output,
which along with the parameter ¢, evolve exogenously, as in Cai et al. (2016). Firms do not
take into account their emissions’ impact on the pollution stock and thus on productivity. In other
words, firms take Q(7};) as a given. This, in a conjunction with the knowledge externality in the
renewable sector, represents a “twin-market failure” (Jaffe et al. (2005)).

For the solution of the model, we assume that the function for production before damages takes
constant elasticity of substitution (CES) form (Hassler et al., 2012):

JOE B = (1= 0) () =" 4 0 ()| i

and
Y = fI(K], L) = A (K{)* (L)' .

Here, 0, K, o are parameters, A7 is a technology process in the general sector, K7 is general capital
and L; is labor. Both A7 and L; evolve exogenously in the same way as in Cai et al. (2016).

4.3 Aggregate electricity producing firms’ problem

These firms again work at constant returns to scale, so we can work with aggregate variables. They
produce aggregate electricity E; = fF(H;, I'PP) which is a combination of fossil fuel production
capacity FFD , and clean production capacity H;, with these inputs being priced at pFH and pFD
respectively. They sell their output at price p¢, so that the firms maximize the present value of their
profits :

o0 o0
> @ty =Y a (pf fF(Hu TEP) = pf ™ Hy — pPPTEP) (17)
=0 t=0

In modeling the electricity sector, we follow Papageorgiou et al. (2016)!° and assume a CES pro-

duction function of renewable production capacity H; and dirty production capacity I'}*?:

1/¢

Eq = fF(H, TFP) = AP (wHf + (1 —w)(TFP)) (18)

where AF is a technology process in the electricity sector and w and ¢ are CES parameters.

19We do not use their model for overall energy as a combination of electricity and “other dirty energy”, as in their
model the latter requires no capital input and so is disproportionately favored under optimization.
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4.4 The dirty electricity producing firms’ problem

The dirty electricity producing firms are fossil-fuel based power stations, which combines existing
infrastructure (e.g., coal-based power plants) with fossil fuels via a Leontief production function.
Again, due to constant returns, we work at the aggregate scale:

IFP = minlG.KP, DF /v (19)

where K[ is total capital in dirty electricity production, ¢; € [0, 1] is the utilization rate, and v is
the conversion rate from fossil fuel to electricity. The Leontief function implies a fixed ratio between
utilized fossil energy capital and dirty fuel use:

DE = v KP. (20)

The firms buy fossil fuel D{E at price p{ uel, rent the dirty capital infrastructure at rate r? , and sell
their output TP to the aggregate electricity producing firms at price p?. So, the firms in the

sector maximize the present value of their profits:
oo oo
l
ZQthD = ZQt (PFD(QKP) —rPpPKP —p* DF) (21)
t=0 t=0
subject to emissions constraint (20), and a constraint on utilization rate: ¢; < 1.

4.5 The fossil-fuel extracting firm’s problem

We treat fossil fuel extraction as being handled by a single large firm (to give rise to the Hotelling
equation and the Green Paradox). This firm maximizes the present value of its profits, by taking
the market price of fossil fuel, p{ uel as given and internalizing the effect of depletion on future
extraction costs and resource availability:

ST GIP? =3 qlp[ " — 7P — GP(S))(DF + DY) (22)
t=0 t=0

where 7/ is tax on production of fossil fuels. Fossil fuels are extracted from finite reserves; the stock

remaining at time t is denoted S;. The evolution of this stock follows from the standard depletion
equation (e.g., Rezai and van der Ploeg (2014)):

Siv1 =Sy — (DF + DY). (23)
The fossil fuel extraction cost per unit is given by:

So

GP(S) =m <St>72 , (24)

so less stock will incur higher extraction cost, where v, and -y are parameters.

4.6 The renewable firms’ problem

The renewable sector is composed of small firms, which do not internalize the learning-by-doing

externality (8). That is, they take the stock of accumulated knowledge about using the renewable

energy H; as given, with a rent rate /. And they receive a subsidy of 7/ on their dollar-valued
14



holdings of renewable energy capital H;. They sell their output to the aggregate electricity producing
firm at price pFH . The firms take all prices as given, so on aggregate they maximize:

e} [e.e]
d_ally’ =) alp" —p (rff = /1) He. (25)
t=0 t=0

Note that in the “simple model” of Section 2 we did not model renewable firms explicitly, for
simplicity there, and so in that model we wrote the subsidy as accruing to the householder, who
also owns the capital.

4.7 Climate system, emissions and damages

The carbon dioxide emissions D; have three sources: “general” output production DY; electricity
production from using fossil fuel D¥; and land use D}**9.

D; = DF + DJ + D™ (26)

Land-use emissions Dj*"d are set exogenously as by Cai et al. (2016). We use the climate system
of Cai et al. (2016), which adapts the climate system of DICE2013 (Nordhaus, 2014) to an annual
time step. As this component of our model has been described extensively elsewhere, we omit it
here, instead we simply denote the mapping from emissions to temperature by:

Ty = Wy(Dy, ..., Di 1) (27)

where T is global atmospheric temperature change over pre-industrial levels, Dy is fossil pollution
at time s < t and these are related via the warming function W;.
Finally, the damage factor for “DICE damages” is given by
1

(1) = Tl (28)
where ¢; and ¢ are two parameters. The damage function in climate change economics is very
controversial (see, e.g. Weitzman 2009, 2010; Cai et al. 2015). In fact there do not exist well-founded
estimates of damages for even moderate temperature changes, and so their ability to dictate optimal
climate policy is limited. However, a great deal of discussion in real-world policy-making focuses on
limiting global temperature changes to 2°C. We simulate this constraint by letting

1
(1+aT) (143 (T1/2)%)

Qt(Tt) = (29)
with a small positive parameter ¢3 = 0.001 and a large exponent parameter ¢4 = 50. Thus, when
atmospheric temperature increase T} is smaller than 2°C, the new damage factor (29) is almost the
same as (28), but when T; is larger than 2°C, the new damage factor will imply large damage. This
new damage factor (29) will be referred as the stringent damage factor.

4.8 Decentralized equilibrium vs social planner’s problem

To find an optimal solution of the decentralized model, we formulate it as that of a principal who
must choose an allocation from among those that can be implemented as a decentralized equilib-
rium, bearing in mind how the other economic participants (the “agents”) will respond. In the
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optimal taxation literature such conditions imposed on the (Ramsey) principal are known as imple-
mentability conditions. We solve it using mathematical programming with equilibrium constraints.
The details are in Appendix D.

The previous sections laid out the decentralized equilibrium model. To retrieve the values
of optimal carbon tax and optimal subsidies that could replicate the first-best allocation in the
decentralized equilibrium model, we also outline a social planner model where the social planner
maximizes the social welfare given constraints describing the carbon cycle, temperature, damages
and fossil fuel depletion, and the capital accumulation equations. See Appendix C for details.

4.9 Subsidy and carbon tax

In the decentralized equilibrium, there are two instruments: a subsidy on renewable capital, 7/,
and a carbon tax, 7. There are various scenarios related to the choice of policy instruments. We
differentiate between four cases: (1) a no policy scenario in which we set 7 = 0 and 71 = 0; (2)
the optimal policy version, in which both instruments are freely chosen to maximize the principal’s
objective; (3) TtD = 0 and subsidy is chosen freely to maximize the principal’s objective; (4) TtH =0
and carbon tax is chosen freely to maximize the principal’s objective. Clearly, the second policy
yields the same outcome as the social planner’s problem, and it is the first-best, which we prove in
the appendices. Cases (3) and (4) are situations with second-best policies.
Next, we define:

Definition 4.1. The social cost of carbon, x; is the shadow price on carbon emissions, relative to
the shadow value of output. That is, if ,u? is the shadow price of Equation (26) constraining total
emissions, then:
D
Xt ‘= N .
u' (Cy/Ly)

Next, we prove (see Appendix D.8):

Proposition 4.2. The decentralized equilibrium allocation coincides with the solution to the social
planner’s problem if carbon tazes are set as the social cost of carbon x: and if subsidies are set equal
to the “learning effect” /
A OVARA (30)
by

This verifies that the theoretical insights on learning-by-doing from the “simple model” in Section
3 all carry across to the full model. That is, Corollary 3.4 holds and we have an “acceleration effect”.
In particular, an increase in the carbon tax which reduces investment in and utilization of dirty
energy capital and so increases deployment of the substitute renewable energy capital, also implies
an increase in the optimal renewable energy subsidy.

Naturally, Proposition 4.2 also shows that we can examine optimal policy by using a social
planner’s model, which is easier computationally. However, we do not restrict attention to this
simpler case; we are also very interested in worlds without optimal (first-best) policy. If only the
tax, or only the subsidy, are in use, then Proposition 4.2 does not apply. We explore such scenarios
with our numerical results.
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5 Quantitative results from the calibrated model

This section presents the quantitative results in three parts.?’ The first investigates the links

between irreversible investment decisions and climate policies. We compare optimal policies with
and without a stringent climate target (i.e., use the DICE damage factor (28) or the stringent
damage factor (29)). In addition, we illustrate the importance of the irreversibility in investment
decisions relative to the case when investments are reversible (the irreversibility effect). In the
second part we study the acceleration effect pertaining to an early start of investment into the
renewable sector. And finally, we study the implications of the second-best policies for the welfare
and dynamics of the model.

The initial period in our model is 2012. The model could be run under various scenarios that
can be differentiated along three different dimensions: (1) damage function: DICE damage factor
(28) vs stringent damage factor (29); (2) irreversible vs reversible investments; and (3) the choice of
policy instruments: optimal tax and subsidy vs second-best policies. The runs of the decentralized
equilibrium under combined optimal tax and subsidy are equivalent to the runs of the social planner
model (the first-best policy).

5.1 Irreversible investment and climate policies

First, we want to understand how the optimal paths of variables depend on the irreversibility
assumption coupled with different climate policy targets. We notice that the effect of irreversibility
(compared with when the investment is reversible) becomes quantitatively important only if the
climate policy objective is ambitious enough. Figure 1 shows that the paths of the investment on
dirty energy are almost the same with reversible and irreversible investments under a mild climate
policy objective (i.e., the DICE damage factor) in this century, but they are distinctly different
under more ambitious climate policy target (i.e., the stringent damage factor).

These results emphasize the importance of setting ambitious climate policies in inducing perma-
nent fuel energy switching. The strong path dependence embodied in carbon-intensive infrastructure
suggests that mild climate change policies (i.e., those induced by DICE damage factor) would not
induce shifts away from dirty energy towards green energy, as would be required to meet the Paris
Agreement objectives,?! as we see in Figure 6 in Section 5.3.

Further, Figure 1 shows that with the irreversible investments and stringent policy, there is no
investment in dirty energy after 2020. In contrast, when investment is reversible, the decumulation
rate of dirty capital stock is unlimited, and we keep investing into this capital stock for another seven
years until 2027, when we start shifting dirty capital stock into general capital stock, a process that
continues until about 2075. However, we never entirely stop using the dirty capital stock because
of the imperfect substitutability between dirty and clean energy in electricity production. So, since
we decumulated the dirty capital stock sufficiently in the preceding decades, investment into dirty
capital stock resumes after 2075 under reversible investment.

These dynamic patterns of investment into dirty energy with the (ir)reversible investments and
the stringent damage factor correspond to the dynamics of return on those investments shown in
Figure 2. The theoretical counterpart of this figure is Proposition 2.2 in Section 2. First, the figure
shows that we end investment into the dirty capital stock when the investment is still attractive
with the rate of return, r” — §”, exceeding the rate of return on the general economy 7J — 9. This is

20The calibration of the model is described in Appendix B.

21This finding echoes the one in Meng (2016), who estimates the strength of path dependence in the electricity
sector for the U.S. Midwest and shows that a permanent decline in U.S. electricity sector emissions would require
shocks of larger magnitude and longer duration that that of recent natural gas prices.
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Figure 1: Investment on Dirty Energy

because we invest into infrastructure that will become obsolete in the future only if the short-term
benefits from such investment compensate for future losses. Thus even without uncertainty, returns
to irreversible investment require a premium.?? Even we end investment around 2020, we continue
to fully utilize the dirty capital stock for about another 25 years, till 2045, when the return on dirty
capital (i.e., ) reaches zero and we start underutilizing the dirty capital stock.

Next, as we end investment “earlier” than in the counter-factual (i.e., when disinvestment is a
viable option), the economy continues to hold less dirty capital stock under irreversibility than in
the reversible case in the medium-term, till about 2037 (solid lines in Figure 3). After that year,
however, the economy holds larger stocks of dirty capital in the long-run if investment is irreversible.
This is due to the path dependence: capital cannot be converted into other forms of capital stock.
But, if we take into consideration the underutilization of the dirty capital stock in the irreversible
investment case (circles in Figure 3), then, in the long-run, the same total amount of the dirty
capital stock will be utilized under both irreversible and reversible investment decisions (Figure 3).

5.2 Acceleration Effect

For convenience here we reproduce the theoretical result related to the optimal subsidy, when the
optimal carbon tax also applies (Corollary 3.4):

= <HI}“ —(1— 5H)> (31)

t

22Previous studies such as Bernstein and Mamuneas (2007) develop a simple model of production and investment
with costly disinvestment to estimate the magnitude of the premium associated with irreversible investment in
telecommunications industry, assuming future telecommunications capital acquisition prices are random variables.
Their findings indicate that the premium increases the user cost of capital by 70%, with implies an average hurdle
rate of 14% over the period 1986-2002. Using different methods and framework, Pindyck (2005) provides similar
estimates of the telecommunications hurdle rate.
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Figure 2: Return on general and dirty capital

This formula implies that (i) the subsidy continues as long as there is investment in the sector;
(ii) the subsidy increases with learning coefficient \; and (iii) the optimal subsidy is higher when
renewable capital grows faster. There are three different mechanisms that can lead to higher capital
accumulation in the renewable sector and consequently to a higher level of subsidies: (1) more
stringent climate policies; (2) the dirty sector could be shrinking faster than otherwise due to the
irreversibility effect; and (3) under second-best policies in the absence of a carbon tax, it could be
optimal to grow the renewable sector faster to crowd out the dirty energy sector. We here investigate
the first two of these channels. We consider second-best policies, which encompass many important
effects, in Section 5.3.

Recall that (31) presents the subsidy to the rate of return on investment in H. It is useful also
to consider the subsidy level, multiplying by the cost of investment.

5.2.1 Channel 1: stringent climate policy

Figure 4 plots the optimal subsidy to the rate of return under mild and stringent climate policy
targets. Figure 5 plots the total level of this subsidy.

We observe in Figure 4 that the subsidy to the interest rate is always higher under the stringent
climate policy. Because we use less fossil fuel in this scenario, we must generate more of our
electricity from renewables, and so the latter sector is always growing faster than it is in the mild
policy scenario. Thus, by the acceleration effect, the subsidy to the rate of return is always higher.
Moreover, interestingly, the subsidy to the rate of return increases over time in all cases. The growth
in Hy is increasing over time, because there are two reasons to switch to this clean sector: the fact
that its own price is decreasing, and the withdrawal from the fossil sector.

Note that it does not follow that the total subsidy is always higher, however. Figure 5 makes
this clear, giving the product pff7/1 in each case. The decline in the price of H means that the
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Figure 3: Utilization of dirty capital

total subsidy declines, rapidly in the early periods. Prices are eventually so much lower under the
stringent policy that the total subsidy is lower — even though (recall from Figure 4) the subsidy to
the interest rate is higher.

5.2.2 Channel 2: interaction with the irreversibility effect

Figures 4 and 5 plot the optimal subsidies under the stringent climate policy with both irreversible
and reversible investment decisions. Due to the irreversibility effect discussed above, the dirty
sector shrinks faster in the irreversible case. Once we start building fewer coal-based power plants,
we need to develop other sources of energy generation. This increases deployment of the substitute
renewable energy capital, which in turn also implies an increase in the optimal renewable energy
subsidy relative to when the irreversibility effect is absent that is in the case of reversible capital.
But once the renewable energy capital is built, due to this short-term aggressive policy, the opposite
happens and the subsidy becomes lower than in the counter-factual.?

5.3 Second-best policies

The decentralized equilibrium with the optimal carbon tax on the externality created by fossil fuel
use, and with the optimal subsidy on the leaning-by-doing externality in the renewable sector,
implements the optimal allocation obtained in the social planner’s problem (the first-best). In
practice, however, one of those two policy instruments may be unavailable, and policy makers might
have to rely on second-best policies. In this section we compare the relative performance of these
two policy instruments under alternative climate policy objectives and (ir)reversible investment

23Related literature has investigated the optimal time path for innovation policy, see, e.g., Gerlagh et al. (2009)
and Gerlagh et al. (2014). For instance, the latter show that if the patent lifetime is finite, the optimal subsidy starts
at a high level, providing an incentive to accelerate R&D investments, and then falls over time.
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Figure 4: Optimal subsidy to the rate of return

decisions. This is an important exercise given debates on instruments to tackle climate change.
There are two extreme views: on one hand, many argue that innovation policies with subsidies
are sufficient for effective climate policy; on the other hand, some criticize adoption of subsidies as
expensive and inefficient policies instead advocating carbon pricing (e.g., Helm 2012). In between,
many advocate necessity of mixed policies, but stressing the critical importance of carbon pricing.2

We contribute to this debate, arguing that in a second-best world, which policy instrument
should be used depends on how stringent climate policy objectives are. More specifically, under
mild climate policy targets, as in case with ‘DICE’ damage factor (28), the economy is better off
with optimal subsidy as an instrument for climate policy. In contrast, under more stringent climate
policy targets, as in case with the stringent damage factor (29), the economy is better off if optimal
carbon pricing policy is adopted (see Table 1).25 As the results reported in the Table 1 further
indicate, irreversibility in investment decisions does not affect the relative ranking of these policy
instruments.

In what follows, we attempt to unpack the reasons why the economy is doing better with
innovation policy (i.e., optimal subsidy and zero tax) in the low-damage case. And why it is less
desirable to use the same policy under the stringent climate policy.

Figure 6 shows the temperature, emission, and tax levels under mild climate policy targets
(the left panels) or stringent climate policy targets (the right panels), both assuming reversible
investments. The top-left and middle-left panels show that with only carbon pricing, temperature

24Bowen (2011) argues that “other policies are needed, too, particularly to promote innovation and appropriate
infrastructure investment, but cannot be relied upon by themselves to bring about the necessary reductions to
emissions. Carbon pricing is crucial”.

2These findings are in line with ones in Gerlagh and van der Zwaan (2006) who use a long-term top-down model
with a decarbonization option through CCS to show that carbon taxes do better for stringent targets, and subsidies
do better for modest targets. Instead, this paper analyzes the implications of the second-best instruments for climate
policy in a transparent setting.
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Optimal tax | Optimal subsidy
zero subsidy | zero tax

Reversible investment 1.90% 1.59%
mild climate policy target

Reversible investment 2.52% 5.59%
stringent climate policy target

Irreversible investment 2.49% 3.56%

stringent climate policy target

Table 1: Second-best policies: welfare loss, % of initial period consumption

and emissions paths closely follow those under the first-best policy. This is accomplished with a
(slightly) higher level of carbon tax than under the first-best scenario. If we consider the more
stringent climate policy case (but still with reversible investments), we observe a similar pattern of
paths for temperature and emissions: with carbon pricing only, they closely follow the paths of the
first-best (the top-right and middle-right panels of Figure 6). The second-best tax level is again
higher than the first-best counterpart. The intuition behind these results is as follows.

With only carbon pricing, there is a risk of lock-in into the ways of producing electricity which
are currently cheap: coal-based power plants.?6 Meanwhile, the alternative of producing electricity
from renewables, is currently more expensive and might not become competitive. As a result,
the principal imposes a higher level of carbon taxes on the fossil fuel extracting firms compared
with the first-best. But since the size of the dirty sector in the energy sector of the economy is
large, this policy of making the sector “less competitive” through carbon taxes is relatively more
costly, in terms of welfare, than the policy of making competitive the renewable sector through

26see, e.g., Unruh (2002) and Jaffe et al. (2005).
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Figure 6: Temperature, Emission, and Tax level under the mild or stringent climate policy targets

direct subsidies. Contrary to carbon pricing, subsidies directly stimulate investment into renewable
energy and, once clean technologies develop and become competitive, the renewable sector crowds
out the dirty energy sector. Under less ambitious climate policy, this appears sufficient, as well as
less costly than carbon pricing (given also the relatively smaller size of the clean sector).

On the other hand, achievement of the more stringent climate policy through innovation policy
is extremely difficult as it requires decarbonization of the large dirty energy sector. Adoption of the
instrument - carbon pricing - which directly targets that sector is an policy that is associated with
relatively higher welfare.

Finally, the emissions and temperature paths with carbon pricing only, irrespective of the as-
sumptions about stringency of climate policy, closely follow the ones of the first-best because carbon
pricing internalizes the global warming externality, and thus is better suited to target climate policy
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objectives.

6 Discussion

In this paper we have studied implications of two capital stock effects - path dependence in infras-
tructure and learning-by-doing effect in the renewable sector - for the design of optimal climate
policies, using both simple analytical models and simulations of the full dynamic general equilib-
rium climate-economy model. We define path dependence as irreversibility of investment in both
the clean and dirty energy sectors (as opposed to allowing aggregate divestment). We compare
the simulation results from our model with irreversibility, with those coming from a model without
inertia in the energy sectors.

The simulation results speak to the debate on the characteristics of optimal policy to combat
climate change, which involve issues about the timing as well as choice of the instruments to address
the problem. On the timing of the climate policy, the debate has centered on whether we should
adopt a “gradual slope” approach to the policy, according which we should delay investment into
low-carbon emitting technologies and focus on a carbon price that rises gradually. In an alterna-
tive approach, it has been urged to accelerate learning-by-doing and to reduce abatement costs of
mitigation policies.

We demonstrate that it is optimal to stop investment into the dirty sector earlier - the irre-
versibility effect - and consequently start earlier investment into the renewable sector. Previous
literature has justified the early investment in the renewable sector on the basis of the learning-
by-doing effect (see, e.g., van der Zwaan et al. (2002)). We bring a new argument based on the
existence of inertia in the dirty sector - the acceleration effect.

On the debate on instruments choice for effective climate policy, our results on the relative
performance of carbon pricing versus subsidies in a second-best setting reflect the broad trends in
the global climate political landscape. Nowadays we observe rapid expansion of the use of renewable
energy technologies.?” Renewable energy technologies are viewed today as tools to mitigate climate
change, to improve local air quality, to advance economic development and to create jobs. Declining
costs have played a pivotal role in the expansion of renewable energy technologies in the recent years.
The stage for such expansion was set more than decades ago when a handful of countries, such as
Germany, Denmark, Spain and the United States, created a critical market for renewables, which
drove early economies of scale and led to the changes we witness today (REN21, 2014). During
that period and effectively till 2016, when the Paris Agreement came into force, progress in the
area of international climate policy had been modest at best. Although the European Union had
started campaigning for the 2°C in the mid-1990s, this target was not formally adopted until 2010
at the UN Climate Change Conference in Cancun (Geden, 2013). As such, we could characterize
the international climate policy up to 2015 as having unambitious climate policy objectives.

The Paris Agreement, however, rebooted climate political landscape, at least in theory. After
Paris, there is a larger recognition of urgency of the measures to set up more ambitious emissions
reductions. The agreement has also revived the discussion about importance of adopting carbon
pricing to implement the emissions mitigation pledges submitted by 186 countries for the December
2015 Paris Agreement,?® which is in line with the message from simulations of our model under the
second-best setting that more ambitious climate policy should adopt carbon pricing.

2"Renewables accounted for nearly half of all new power generation capacity in 2014, led by growth in China, the
United States, Japan and Germany, with costs continuing to fall (EIA, 2015).

28Baranzini et al. (2017) provide a summary of the main arguments in favor of carbon pricing in a post-Paris world.
See also Farid et al. (2016) who urge for carbon taxes (or equivalently carbon trading systems) for implementation
of the Paris pledges.
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Finally, our model has important implications for understanding the problem of stranded assets
in the climate policy literature. The narrative on stranded assets that emerges through the results
of our model has two principal components. First, to make low carbon alternatives widely available,
there is a need to start investment in those technologies earlier enough, to take advantage of scale
effects, as well as acceleration effect. Second, a stringent target is necessary as it helps to anchor
expectations of both investors and politicians giving them sufficient flexibility and time to make
rational decisions regarding investment into fossil fuel energy and related physical capital.

7 Conclusion

This paper has shown that capital stock effects of infrastructure such as coal based power plants
are important for design of optimal climate policies. Specifically, we characterize and then quantify
the optimal time of ending investments into fossil fuel power plants in a dynamic general equilib-
rium climate-economy model with irreversible “dirty” and “clean” investments. We find that for
temperature changes to not exceed 2°C, investments in dirty infrastructure should end very soon.

We show that the “Green Paradox” — that future stringent climate policy raises short-term
emissions — has a converse if we focus on demand side capital stock effects. If the dirty capital stock
cannot be converted to other capital, then it is optimal to stop investing into the dirty capital stock
earlier than when the capital investments are reversible.

Learning-by-doing significantly advances the timing of investment in renewables, not only to
prevent later stranding fossil fuel assets but also to accelerate decline in the costs of clean energy.

The timing of these effects depends, of course, on the stringency of climate policy. Climate policy
induces earlier shift to clean energy and away from dirty energy only if it is stringent. Otherwise,
path dependence in energy systems and low substitutability between the dirty and clean sources
imply a prolonged period of using the dirty capital stock.
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Online Appendix for “To Build or Not to Build?

Capital Stocks and Climate Policy” (For

Online-Only Publication)

A Proofs of Theoretical Results: Simplified Model

To start with, we define:

o0

P = Z(l —8)* T A (riys — 0 — erts) -

s=1

(A1)

This is the net present value of investment in the irreversible asset, infrastructure, relative to the
opportunity cost. The following technical lemma is very illuminating:

Lemma A.1. Given the framework above,

1. P, <0 forallt.

2. 4> 0 only if P, =0.

3. 4y >0 only if bothry — 6§ < e, and rep1 — 5 > e441.

4. 1 > 0 with repp — 0 > e only if 1449 = 0.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Write o; for all other sources of income, net of any other investments
(which may also be irreversible). We maximize

subject to constraints
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Leading to FOCs and complementary slack conditions

ct u'(er) = pyf (A.8)

i e = i+ (A.9)
kiv1 pt = BT + i (1= 96)) (A.10)
pi >0 (A.11)

iz = 0 (A.12)

pk >0 (A.13)

Hf(it = (ht41 = (L= 0)ke)) =0 (A.14)

Substitute (A.8) and (A.9) into (A.10) and divide by Su/(ci41):
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Next we will show that the final term in (A.16) tends to zero as T" — oo Since we assumed that

there exist € > 0 and R > 0 with —d+¢€ < e; < R for all ¢, it follows that 1+e < 1—@ <1-— R+1

for all ¢ and so that (1 — §)TA; 7 — 0 as T'— oco. Finally, 0 < pf. < pb¢ for all T, by consideration

of (A.9) and (A.13). It follows that 0 < 5,3; < 1, and hence the final term in (A.16) tends to 0 as
T

T — oo, and we conclude:
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with per-period equation: A‘l :bc (et41 —Ti41+9)+ (1 — (5) (A.18)

Nt-s—l
Part 1 of Lemma A.1 follows from (A.17). Next, if ¢, > 0, complementary slackness (A.12) tells us
pi =0 and so Part 2 follows from (A.17).

If i; > 0 then by (A.12) pf = 0, and since pf,; > 0 and p_; > 0, (A.18) implies ry41 — & > €441
and r; — § < e;. In addition, Part 4 follows, in the same way as the previous result: if i; > 0 with
441 — 0 > €41, then (A.18) implies yf,; > 0 and then ity = 0 from (A.12). O

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Immediate from Lemma A.1 Part 3. O
A2



Proof of Proposition 2.2. If ry, — 6 < es, then i5,_1 = 0 (by Lemma A.1 Part 3). However, by
assumption, ¢9 > 0. Let ¢y be maximal such that ¢y < s; and i¢, > 0. Now, by Lemma A.1 Part 2,
Pt() = 0. So:
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It is easy to show that, for any ¢i,t2, we have Ao Ay 1y = Dotitt,- Thus AggAig,si—to+s =
Ag s, +s- 1t also follows that Ag s Ag, s = Agsi4s, and that Ag s Ayy si—to = Ao,s,- Putting these
facts together we see that Ay s, —tg+s = Diy.s1—toAs; s S0, continuing from (A.19), we see
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But P, <0 by Lemma A.1 Part 1. And i, > 0 so 7, — 6 < e, by Lemma A.1 Part 3. Thus:
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> (1=06) O Ay ety (re — 6 — es) > 0.
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Since 15, — 0 — es, < 0 it follows that there exists s € {to + 1,...,s1 — 1} such that rs — 3§ > es.
Letting sg be the minimal such s, it is clear that this meets our requirements.

Next, by exactly the same arguments as those used to prove (A.20), and by Ps, < 0, it follows
that
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By splitting the sum into terms with s € {1,...,s; — 1} and s € {s1,...,s2}, and rearranging, we
obtain the expression given. O

Proof of Corollary 2.3. First, see that without the constraint I; > 0 we have 7, — § = ¢; for all .

Next, since Iy > 0 we know Py = 0 by Lemma A.1 Part 2. If r4 —§ = e; = 7 — § for all ¢ then
K, = f(t for all ¢, but this is not possible since ]~t1 < 0and I;; > 0. If we assume r; — 9 > e; for
all ¢ we must conclude also 4 — § > e; for some ¢, whence Py > 0, which is a contradiction. So
there exist some minimal s; such that 7y, — 9 < e, and some maximal s € R U {oo} such that
sg > sy and ry — 9 < e fort € {s1,...,s2}. Applying Proposition 2.2 we conclude that there exists
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so < s1 — 1 such that rs, — 6 > eg, and such that I; = 0 for ¢ € {sg,...,s2 —1}. Pick sp minimal
with these properties.

We show that sg is minimal such that r; — § # e;. First, by definition of s1, there is no t < sg
with 7y — & < e;. Next, if 1y — & > e; for t < s then there exists t' € {t,...,s9— 1} such that I >0
(for otherwise sg is not minimal as defined). But Py = 0 and Py = 0 imply that there must also
exist ¢/ € {1,...,t'} such that ry» — § < ey, and we already know this is not so.

Since 74 — 6 = e; = 7 — 0 for t € {0,...,s0 — 1}, it follows that K; = K; for t € {0,...,s0 — 1}
and so that I,_1 =I;_; >0 fort e {0,...,50 — 1}. So we know t; > sg.

Next, rg, — 0 > €5, = Ts, — 0 s0 Ky, < f(so; but Ks,—1 = f(SO_h so Iso—1 < fso_l. So set
to := so — 1.

Finally, by definition 75, —6 < e, = 75, —d, which implies K, > K,,. But Ky, 41 < Ky, 41 and so,
since [y = 0 for t € {tp+1,...,s9—1} we conclude that K; < K, fort < {to+1,...,min(sg—1,%1)}.
Since s; < s — 1 and since Kg, > f(sl we conclude that min(sg — 1,¢1) = t1, i.e. that K; < K, for
te{to+1,...,t1} as required. O

The Social Planner’s problem for Section 3.1 The planner optimizes

iﬁ%u <gj> (A.21)

t=0
subject to the constraints:
A} I + Cy = fi(Hy, Oy) (A.22)
s >0 (A.23)
pi! Iy = pi' (Hee1 — (1 - 0)Hy) (A.24)
Y pi’ = G(Hy) (A.25)

where Oy = L;o; represents all other factors of production in the economy. In our model the planner
treats this as exogenous.
At time t, the Lagrangian is

Ly 225t <Ltu <Ct> — A} (It + Cy — fi(Hy, Ot)) + i1

t=0 Ly
+ " (I — pf (Hea — (1= 8)Hy)) + 1} (pf" — G(Ht))>

the first order conditions are:

0Cy : A = (Ct) (A.26)
Ly
. Of
O ol =5 (Magptt (- 9) - B G ) (A2
oI - A =pf +pf (A.28)
8]?{{ : pi = :utH(Ht+1 — (1 —0)Hy) (A.29)
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together with the constraints above and the inequality g/ > 0, which is complementary slack with
(A.23).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Divide (A.27) through by pf 8Af ,, substitute in (A.29) and
re-arrange to obtain:

Ry = M = PA =0y 1 Ofens | PP — P | 5
BALL pfl OHy Af+1 pfl
H
Hiio—(1—-06)H,
_ //(1;4»1 t+2 ( - ) t+1 G,(HtJrl) (A30)
t+1 by

if I;+1 > 0 then, by complementary slackness, ,utI 41 = 0 and so MEH = A{,;. Thus, multiplying

H

both sides by pI}} , and substituting in the definition for direct returns we obtain the expression
t+1

given. ([l

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Considering first the firm, there is no inter-temporal element to
their objective function or constraints and so we can consider their optimization period-by-period;
obviously the relevant first-order condition is that

0
a}fItt = Ttptfl, (A31>
Meanwhile, the household maximizes:
(e}
L L
S P (A.32)
Ly \ L
t=0
subject to the constraints:
Ay it +c = (T‘t + Tt)pflht + o (A33)
1l it >0 (A.34)
i iv = pf (a1 — (1= 8)hy) (A.35)

Additionally, the price is constrained by pfl = G(H.), but the household does not take this into
account. At time ¢, the Lagrangian is

- Ly (Lo . i
Ly = ; B <L0u <Lt0t> — A (u + ¢ — (re 4+ 7)phy — 0t> + pyiy
+ pf (3¢ — pf (hegr — (1 — 5)’%)))

the first order conditions are:

L C
ey - A= <cht> = <LZ> (A.36)
Ohiq1 Pl = BAr1 (g + Ter)piy + Butpihi (1 —0) (A.37)
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together with the constraints above and the inequality ¢ > 0, which is complementary slack with
(A.34).
Substitute (A.31) into (A.37) and rearrange: now this first order condition reads:

0
8I§+1 + i (1 5)) + BAr 1T 1pE (A.39)
41

pi =8 <At+1

We seek the equation for 7441 that will lead to the same solution as in the social planner’s problem;
as derived above, this is defined by constraints (A.22)—(A.25), first order conditions (A.26)—(A.29)
and the inequality x4/ > 0, which is complementary slack with (A.23). Those equations are all
counterparts to the equations of this model, with the exception of A.39: we wish this to imply
(A.27). But this will be the case if we set (substituting in also (A.29))

AeraTeapfhy = —py (Hiso — (1= 6)Hy)G' (Hyp)
1 Hipo — (1= 0)Hyp

iZ]
Aiia Pt

& Tl = G/(Ht—H) (A.40)

So if 44 > 0, which implies ,LL?H = Ayy1, then the two models are defined by the same first-order
conditions in variables Cy, H; and I;. In each case pfl is defined by H;, so if Oy = Lgo; for all ¢ then
the solutions are equal — that is, this level of subsidy achieves the social optimum (subject to Oy).
We have treated o; and Oy as exogenous for both the household and the social planner. More
generally, a model will allow optimization in all factors of production and sources of income. How-
ever, if all externalities except for the learning-by-doing in p’ have been internalized, then by the
Coase Theorem and the First Welfare Theorem, it follows that the optimal Of for the planner
satisfies Of = Lgoj, where o} is optimal for the household, so the solutions to the models coincide.
O

A
Proof of Corollary 3.4. If p/! = G(H;) = pf! (%) , then

H /o —A—1 pH H, —A )\pH
"(H.) — prL Ht — P [t _ "\t
G (H) Hy \ Hy H, \ H,

Hence, in this case,

B Calibration

This section describes calibration of the model. We build on the seminal “DICE 2013” climate-
economy model of Nordhaus (2014), which serves as benchmark in the literature and policy applica-
tions. Some of the parameter values are drawn from the existing studies, in particular, from Hassler
et al. (2012), Papageorgiou et al. (2016) and Rezai and van der Ploeg (2014). All the parameter
values are summarized in Table A.1. Details of the calibration are as follows:

B.1 Production

Labor Lg is given for 2012 using United Nations data. We assume it continues to evolve as in DICE
2013. We set the value of elasticity of substitution between general output, Y9, and electricity, F,
A6



in the final-goods production function, x = 0.46, following Rezai and van der Ploeg (2014), as a
compromise between short-term insubstitutability (Hassler et al. (2012)) and longer-term substi-
tutability. We take the value of 6 from Papageorgiou et al. (2016) to be 0.003. The technology
weightings A} and AF will be set to match other data. Subsequently, A7 evolves as in DICE, and
A{E evolves in step with it. We set @ = 0.4 as an approximation of the values Papageorgiou et al.
(2016) get in their various specifications, but this is also commonly-used value in the literature. We
set the deprecation rate of the general capital stock at 69 = 0.05 following Rezai and van der Ploeg
(2014).

In modeling the electricity sector we follow Papageorgiou et al. (2016): we set the value of w
at 0.32 (across various specifications, they find w = 0.19 to 0.70, with a mean of 0.32). We set
the value of the substitution parameter £ = 0.46, in line with their estimates. We find the initial
generating capital stocks for the dirty and renewable generating capacity from EIA data.?? We set
A(I)‘J so that electricity output in the first period matches the EIA data on electricity output in 2012.

In calibrating the prices of fossil and renewable energy capital ptD , p{{ , we set ptD to be constant
and to match the current price of new coal-fired power stations in China, as these may be the
marginal new plants in consideration.® For p{f , see the section below. Exponential depreciation
for fossil and renewable energy capital is calculated so that the net lifetime availability of capital is
equal to the general expected lifetime of plants in this sector: 40 and 25 years respectively.

We know the initial value of K from EIA data for 2012, and D; from Europe Union data. We
assume that initially ¢ = 1.

The function form of fossil fuel extraction cost is taken from Rezai and van der Ploeg (2014),
but we calibrate it differently because we are more concerned with the price of coal than oil. So we
set 1 to represent the cost of coal in 2012 (IEA2014 data), which we have converted to give this
cost as a price per GtC COy pollution (so that fuel and pollution will be in a straightforward 1:1
ratio), to give a cost of 0.09 trillion 2010$ / GtC. We take Sy = 2000.3! Using the IEA estimate
of the cost of coal in 2040 along a given trajectory, and the additional fractional fossil stock use
that this would represent, the second parameter of the resource cost equation is calculated to be
Y2 = 1.64.

We set the value of ¢o in the mitigation expenditure function ¥; from DICE2013.

29A11 fossil generating capacity has been included on the ‘dirty’ side. For renewables, we exclude hydropower,
because it is a relatively mature source of electricity (cost are not falling very fast) and its use is constrained
by physical geography, with a large fraction of suitable sites already in use (its use cannot expand fast), so this
technology does not well represent the features of interest in the model. Since extensive hydropower capacity already
exists, the inclusion of existing capacity would severely bias the trajectory of the equation relating renewable capital
to cost of renewable capital.

30Numbers taken from Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (2012).

31The proven resource of all fossil fuel resource may be estimated to be 1003 GtC using EIA data. However
continued exploration will enlarge these stocks. We use stock figure of 2000 GtC.
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Parameter Value Units Definition

Lo 7.10 billion people Population

Al 2.53 productivity

K§ 150.00  trillion 2010% initial ‘general’ capital stock

0 0.003 energy share parameter, global output

« 0.4 share of capital, global output

K 0.46 elas of substitution bwt energy and capital /labor
& 0.46 elas of subs between clean and dirty electricity capital
w 0.32 weight on renewable capital in electricity output
Dy 9.4 GtC CO+ emissions in year 2012

Dipnd 0.90 GtC Land-use CO4 emissions in year 2012

D(')E 3.30 GtC Electricity COq emissions in year 2012

D} 5.22 GtC General economy COq emissions in 2012

v 0.91 GtC/(tW capacity) Fuel use & emissions from dirty electricity production
So 2000 GtC Existing stock of fossil fuel (as of 2012)

Yo 60.11 trillion 2010% initial gross world output

K(l)) 3.61 tW initial capital stock of fossil technology

Hy 0.46 tW Initial renewable-knowledge capital stock

pP 0.57 trillion 2010$/tW Price of dirty electricity capital

péf 2.11 trillion 2010$/tW Initial price of clean electricity capital

09 0.05 year—! capital stock depreciation rate

6P 0.025 year—! Fossil energy capital depreciation

ot 0.04 year ™! Renewable energy capital depreciation

" 0.09 trillion 2010$/GtC ~ Parameter of fuel extraction costs

Y2 1.64 Parameter of fuel extraction costs

AOE 6.93 productivity of energy production

A 0.295 rate of learning.

1 0.00267 damage function parameter.

) 2 damage function parameter.

3 0.001 damage function parameter.

Sa 50 damage function parameter.

P2 2.8 mitigation expenditure parameter.

d3 0.01 mitigation expenditure parameter.

o/ 0.0904  GtC/trillion 20108  the carbon-equivalent emissions to output ratio.
?1,0 0.041 backstop costs.

Table A.1: Parameter values
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Variable Definition

Ct per-household consumption

L population at period ¢

K7 aggregate capital stock in general economy

KpP aggregate dirty capital stock

H, aggregate clean (renewable) capital stock

If aggregate investment in general economy

IP aggregate investment in dirty capital stock

" aggregate investment in clean (renewable) capital stock
v, abatement

St fossil fuel stock at period ¢

GP(S;) the fossil fuel extraction costs

rP rate of return on fossil (dirty) capital

rH rate of return on renewable (clean) capital

rd rate of return on general capital

Iy the total profits from sale of the final goods

P the total profits from sale of the dirty fuel based electricity
A the total profits from sale of the clean electricity

npPe the total profits from sale of the fossil fuel

7 the total profits from sale of the aggregate electricity
11, the sum of all profits

e the total profits per-household

pP the cost of fossil fuel capital

pi the cost of renewable energy capital

pPH the price of electricity generated by clean power stations
pFP the price of electricity generated by fossil fuel based power plants
o the price of aggregate electricity

pf uel the price of dirty fossil fuel

FFD electricity generated by fossil-fuel based power plants
Y = f(Y?, Ey) total output before damages

Yy output of the general economy

Ey = fE(H,,TFP) aggregate electricity

Uy utilization rate of dirty capital stock

DF fossil fuel (e.g., coal) used in production of electricity
D} fossil fuel used in the general economy

Table A.2: Variables notation and definition

C The Setup of Social Planner’s Problem

We will consider two alternative perspectives for returns on investment, which will be relevant in
different contexts. First, as in the section 3.1, we define:

Definition C.1. The shadow returns on investment in the general, dirty and renewable capital
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stocks are defined to be respectively RY, RP and R so that:

K K
P T =Bl =N

RQ A4l
i pu! (Ceg1/Litr) (A-41)
RD .— p? = B — 5D)N£-[1) (A.42)
o Bu! (Ce1/Lis1)
r Bu’ (Cry1/Liy1)
where ,uf( 9 ufP and pf! are the shadow prices on the capital accumulation constraints as below.

On the other hand, one might consider the more immediate definitions for direct economic
returns to investment:

Definition C.2. The direct economic returns on investment in the general, dirty and renewable
capital stocks are defined respectively to be r{, rtD and r,fq so that:

d
9 == (Vi — 0 A.44
Tyl 8Kf+1 ( t+1 t—i—l) ( )
oo L 0 (Y i) (A.45)
1= ap e+l — Vit .
" P 0K,
" 1 9

T = (Y1 — U A.46
T T Bl (Yiq1 — Wipn) (A.46)

Here we measure the direct effects of investment on output net of mitigation costs, and the
output is

Yi = QT (Y7, By (A.AT)

with Y = fJ (K7, Ly).
The social planner’s problem is outlined below. Specifically, it maximizes the social welfare:

i B Liu (2) (A.48)

t=0
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subject to constraints:

Yi=I) +IP + I + C, + GP(S))(DF + Df) +

Si41 =5, — Df — Df
Dy = Df + Dy + Df
Ty = Wi(Do, .., Di—1)

R

By = fE(HLGKP) = AF (w(H)E + (1 - w)(GEP))

= VCthD

D} = oy (1 —m)Y/

<1
pi’ = G(Hy)

=K, —(1-0)Kf

1P = pP (KR, — (1 8")KP)
I = pf! (Hepr — (1= 6™)Hy)
P >0
>0

(L —m)®s

pre (A.49)
i (A.50)
ny (A.51)
ut” (A.52)
e (A.53)
s (A.54)
e (A.55)
e (A.56)
et (A.57)
T (A.58)
pr (A.59)
pr (A.60)
i (A.61)
it (A.62)

(We do not need to specify ¢; > 0 as this will never be violated in the optimum.) So we calculate
the Lagrangian £ as

[o.¢]
C
> 8 [Lt“ (LZ> — 15 (St —5t+Df+Df)+MtD(Dt—Df—D}sand—Df)}

+ iﬁ%w( ’
+26t
_ ; B [nf (B, — fF(Hy, GEP))]
+Zﬁt {
+Zﬁt [
+Zﬁt (1P (1
+Zﬂt

— Wt(Do, ey thl))

oy By -

Dt _VCth )

DKDl +pP(1 -

A pPH o +pf (1

Y R r o

(DY — oy (1 —m) YY) + b

K+ (1 - 59)th)}

— 6" Hy) + pf I

A1l

GP(S)(Dy + DY) —

(pf"

o1, m@Yg}
(1 — nt)¢3

— G(H) + 1§ (1= ¢)]



We obtain first order conditions (write as shorthand f; for (Y)Y, Ey), f{ for f/ (K7, L), etc.)

aC, : u' (Ct) = uP¢ (A.63)
Ly
D
dS;41 : o cdG o VDE, + DY A.64
t+1 ¢ 5Mt+1 Mt + B,Ut-s-l dS (Se+1)( t+1 T t+1) (A.64)
oDy : pdt =+l + pPCGP () (A.65)
oDy - HD —Nt + o + OGP (S) (A.66)
oW,
. D __ w t+m
oD, : up = ;Oﬁmmm 3D, (A.67)
T, - p = —p (1) f (A.68)
aft
E E— uBeo(T, A.
a t /’Lt ( )aEt ( 69)
of, b1 172 off
0K t+1 : 5ﬂt+1( 69) + Bﬂt+1 (Q(Ttﬂ)ay}: - = 77t+t1;1 aK?;ll (A.70)
oI} pi? = ¢ (A.71)
fE
0K, pPuf? = BpP i (1 — 67) + B (Mﬂ1(g+f+l) i’ (A.72)
t+l
orP pr P = pfC = pf® (A.73)
ofk
OH+1 pfﬂf{H = 5291{11#{?{( - 5H) + »BHEA 81;:: 5 t+1 (Ht+1) (A~74)
oI pi = — (A.75)
opt’ W = pfH (Hyy — (1 - 6™ H,) (A.76)
E
o i = KP <uf O _ u?Eu) (A.77)
(CtK )
o L
one orug? = pP W[@( — 1) + M3 (A.78)

together with constraints (A.49)-(A.62) and inequalities ,ut >0, pl? >0, plf > 0 which are
complementary slack with corresponding equations (A.56) and (A.61) (A.62).
Before we proceed, we substitute (A.63) and (A.71) into (A.70) and use Definitions C.1 and C.2

to prove that Rf 1= rf +1- 1t has been presented in a more compact form from the observations that
b2

Yig1 = QT41) fr41 and ¥ypq = %Kil The form that is most useful for further derivations

is (from (A.71)):

utB

To prove the proposition 4.2 of the main text, we will use the following results.
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Proposition C.3. [The social cost of carbon| In an optimal solution:

— a2/ g TS m, / Ct+m 8Y;,‘—Hn
Xt = —U (Lt mz_:lﬂ u oD, " (A.80)

Lt—i—m

That is, the social cost of carbon is the marginal effect on future welfare of present emissions.

Proof of Proposition C.3 (Social Cost of Carbon). Substitute (A.68) into (A.67), and divide
through by ¢, to obtain:

Z g (Mt+m Q/(Tt-i-m)ft—i-m) a?};)tm (A.Sl)
00 9 .
—_ Z gm <Mt+m Q/(Tt+m)ft+m> ](;VE (A.82)

where the sum is from m = 1 because g)gf = 0. Next, note that

6Y;€+m
0Dy,

aWter

- Q/(Tt+m)aT

ft4m (A.83)

Substituting (A.83), as well as (A.63), into (A.82), we obtain and write this as

D D —1 oo
Hy Hy ! Ct > 2 : m, ! <Ct+m > C{n/t-i-m
Xt U/(Ct/Lt) MtBC ( Lt m—1 /8 Lt+m 8Dt ( )

Since Q' (Ti4m) < 0, we have 0Yy4, /0Dy < 0, then xy > 0. We call this term the social cost of
carbon. It represents the marginal future welfare effect of emissions in terms of current welfare. [

Proposition C.4. [Hotelling with fossil stocks] Write p; for the shadow price on Equation
(A.50) constraining the stock of fossil fuel. Then:

Mg )9 s 0B, D) ()
W (Ct+1/Lt+1) v (Ct/Lt) dS
and so Z Ars(GPY (Seys)(DE., + D) (A.86)

Ct/Lt

where Ay s = 154 #% s the compound discount factor.

That is, the return on extracting a unit of fossil tomorrow should be equal to the return on
extracting an extra unit today, selling it and getting return on it at the rate of interest, less the
increase in future extraction cost.

Proof of Proposition C.4 (Hotelling with fossil stocks). Divide (A.64) through by u29:

S S , BC D
Ay Ki By dG DE DI
— + /B (St+1) ( t+1 + 1)
,uffﬁ B¢ utBﬁ dsS t+
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Substitute in (A.79) and divide by 3, to obtain the Hotelling rule:

S S D
M jz dG

grcl = ch(l =0+ i)+ S (Si+1) (Dfyy + DY) (A.87)
M Ky

That is, we proved Equation (A.85) as uP¢ = u/(C;/L;) from (A.63). To get the infinite sum,
repeatedly substitute:

M e (;‘Z} —(@)(Si)(DE, +Df+1>> (A88)
T i- 5g1+ rii (1 B 5gl+ i <Z§§ ~ (@Y G2 (Dia + Dfﬁ)) A
— (GPY(Si41) (D + Dtg+1)) (A.90)
= - i Ars(GPY (Sits) (DEFS + D) (A.91)
s=1

where .
Aps = SHI 1_591% (A.92)
That is, we proved Equation (A.86). O

Proposition C.5. [Returns on dirty fuel/

oY, py

_ p"RY
oDF  w (Cy/Ly) ’

Gev
That is, in an optimal solution, the marginal productivity of fossil fuel in final output is equal

to the shadow value of fossil stocks plus the social cost of carbon, the extraction cost and fraction
of the rate of return on investment in K (gross of depreciation) which represents fuel use.

+xt + GP(Sy) +

(A.93)

Proof of Proposition C.5 (Returns on dirty fuel). Now take (A.65), divide by pP¢ and
substitute in (A.84):

M?E Mig D
5c = —po Txt t G (S)
My My

For RP.,, divide (A.72) by BpP B9 and substitute (A.69), and then (A.73) and (A.63) to obtain

et — it (1—0P)+ St QTi41) Ofin1__ Ofii - #BFEIV
BupS  meS o OF11 0(Gen Kiy)  1iS
Gi+1 ) R U B W e | (1-6P)=RP, (A.94)
— = R! :
PP \ oKLy  wBS ) suPS  uPS !
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which could be written as:

Ct+1
RP . =3 T
t+1 pD ( t+1) (9Et+1 8(Ct+1Ktl—)i-1)

s
Afn  OfE, L [ Hen
t+1

Now, differentiating (A.47) by D¥ and multiplying by v:

, 1 (Ths1) Oft1 3ftli1
= +
ODE, 01 0(G1KE)
So:
Vi1 [ OYip1 i D
RE, = - — Xt+1 — G7(St+1)
t+ pD (6D£&-1 MES
oy,  w D p”RP
=55 txt + G (S) +
8D{5 NtBC Xt ( t) CtV

Lemma C.6. In the optimal social planner’s solution, If I/l > 0 and IEH > 0 then:

H H H
Hypo — (1—65)H,
p;;;rfil=1+rf+1—59—];j#<1—6f’>+( = (pH i)
t ¢ t

Bo T Xt + GD(StJrl))) :

(A.95)

(A.96)

(A.97)

(A.98)

(A.99)

Proof of Lemma C.6. Consider the equation for renewable capital (A.74). Dividing by Spf! uﬁrcl,

and substituting in equations (A.69) and (A.76) as well as (A.75), we see

piH pily (uPq — i) QTy41) Ofi1 OFE

= (1—6")+
suts o [l pil OF;11 0H
(uPG — i) (Hyo — (1= 6")Hyy)
- BC Vi] G'(Hit1).
My Py
_ 1+pgr1—ptH 1_Ntlfl (1_5H)+i5’yt+1
pf! nbq pH OH; 11
IH H
% Hiio—(1— 0" H, 1
e tB+cl S ( H e )G/(Ht+1)-
Hia Py
From (A.75) and (A.79), we have
/'L{(H o MtBC - :u’gH - (1 +T,g o 5g) < _ M{H>
= = 1 7ol
BufS BufS " ube

A.15
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Combining the above two equations and Definition C.2, we have

IH H _  H IH H
(Ut =) (1= 2 ) = (1 LR ) (1 B0 ) oty ot P
My by Hi1 o
TH H
o Hio— (1 —6")H,
Y A (Hit2 — ( - ) t+1)G’(Ht+1).
M1 by

This gives the more general form; when I/7 > 0 and Ifu > 0, implying p/H = uffl = 0, then
the version given in the lemma follows. [l

D Decentralized Equilibrium

A representative household maximizes:

iﬁtl[:;u (Z)Ct> (A.101)
t=0
subject to the constraints:
Ay i il il e = fj(t)wt+7rt+Tfkf+r?pf)kf)+rt[{pfht
- Llo (P (DF + DY) — v/ pf ;) (A.102)
i iP >0 (A.103)
it il >0 (A.104)
i if = Ky — (1= 0%k (A.105)
Tt it =p (k. — (1= 6)kP) (A.106)
i ift = pff (ki — (1= 6"k (A.107)

At time ¢, the Lagrangian is

o0
L L L
Ly = E 5t< : (Li)ct> —At(itg—Fi?‘i‘ifI—FCt) + Ay <L;wt+7t+7“§k{?+7“tDPtDktD+Tﬁpz{{ht>
=0

L—Ou
+ fé (TtD(DF + D{?) - TthfIHt) + NtDZtD + NtH%]fq + ,“tg (Z? - (kgﬂ - (1- 5g)kf))
LGP~ P8 — (1= 6P 4 6l (s — (1 - aHmm) (108
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the first order conditions are:

dcy : A= <§jct> = <€j> = (g/:)_w (A.109)
Okf,y - pp? = B(Mparf oy + prdy (1 —6%)) (A.110)
Ok - pfuf” = (Ampﬁlr,ﬂl + Pl (1 - 5D)) (A.111)
Oht1 : pi it =5 (At+1pfi17ﬁ1 + il (1 6H)) (A.112)
9id - Ay = ko (A.113)
ol Ay = P+ P (A.114)
oill . Ay = piH 4 it (A.115)

together with the constraints above and the inequalities pi” > 0, pif > 0, which are complementary
slack with (A.103) and (A.104).
As usual we combine (A.110) with (A.113) to write:

Ay
=1—-069+7r) A1l
BArir + T ( 6)
Substitute (A.115) into (A.112), divide by As+1, and then substitute in (A.116) and divide by
B:

A iH luiH
pf( L ) =B phrf + (1 5 | pii (1= 6") (A.117)

A1 A A1

H pi H H P\ H

e p(L=07+ry) <1 T, > =Pl T (1= At P11 —07) (A.118)

i il
@ plari =p (1=07+1]y) (1 - /;) —pia(1=6") (1~ ﬁ

(A.119)

Recall that also pif7iff = 0. So we will be able to combine this result with others below to obtain
equations determining /7, and thus we will be able to scale up the household’s problem.

Similarly, considering dirty capital, we can substitute (A.114) into (A.111), then substitute in
(A.116) to obtain:

D D D pi” D D N%El
Py =P =5t at) (1= ) - o) (1- A (A120
t t+1

And, again, piPiP = 0.

Of course, if investment is ongoing (u%H = ,uf;fl = ,u%D = ,uf;le = 0) then these two equations are
identities between variables we are claiming are “exogenous”. In that case, these provide necessary
conditions on investment being non-zero (and non-infinite).

Moreover, because the economy is made up of identical agents behaving in this same way, we
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may sum complementary slack equations over all these agents to obtain

pHrH =0 (A.121)

PP =o (A.122)

Moreover, now we have equations for the solution to the maximization problem, we can scale up
from the household level. We have determined that, given prices and rates of return (equations for

which follow) aggregate consumption C; and investments I}, I, I} are determined by (also using
that pP = pP):

I+ 1P+ 1 + C = Lywy + 7y + 1! K? + rPpP KP + v pF H,

+ (2 (Df + DY) — 7'p}" Hy) (A.123)
P >0 (A.124)
>0 (A.125)
I =K{, —(1-69)K? (A.126)
17 =pP (K, — (1= 6")KP) (A.127)
' =pf (KL — (1= "K' (A.128)
u' (Cy/Ly)
=1-0"+r{ A129
B’ (Cry1/Lis1) i ( )
ATy SR RO (RN
u' (Cy/Ly) W (Cry1/Lit1)
(A.130)
P >0 (A.131)
P =0 (A.132)
H iH iH
H Dt Hi H Hitq
iy = —— (1 =089 +71) (1— >—1—(5 1- —————
B s\ ey ) U OO T v
(A.133)
pif >0 (A.134)
=0 (A.135)

D.1 Compound interest for the firms’ problems

Recall our term IT; = IT{ + 1P + I1J7 + TIP® +T1F. We treated that as a lump-sum above. However,
in fact the firms are owned by the households, so they choose their activity to maximize the utility
pay-off to the households. Thus, for example, the final-goods firms seek to maximize

o0

> BIATT (A.136)

t=0

subject to its production constraints, where A; is exactly the shadow price on the household’s
budget constraint above. It is equivalent to divide by Ay and so to use a compound discount rate of

Q= Btﬁ—é =g Z,l((z;)) for the relative price of consumption in period ¢, expressed in period 0 units.
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Moreover, recall from (A.116) that A/t\L =f(1—6947r{). Thus

t

Ay BN BA BN 1
¢ M\ t t
— ) . = Al
/8 A() At—l At_Q AQ ]]‘:[ 1— 09 + 7’ ( 37)
qi+1 1
_ A.138
q 1—469 + rtgH ( )
D.2 The final-goods firms’ problem
The final-good firms maximize
Z thg Z qt ( Yt By — T Kg —wiLy — pf By — ng fueljjf) (A.139)

(remember that V! = fJ(K7, L;)) where D{ are fossil fuels used by these firms, p¢ is the price of

¢1t77t
d )

constraint given in every period by:

electricity an 5 Y/ is spending on abatement by these firms, so that firms face emissions

Dtg =oy(1 - 77t)Ytg (A.140)
The first order conditions are then:
OKY Q(Tt);yf;gé =1 MSIJZ +pl "oy (1 - m)?}@ (A.141)
ALy : Q(Tt)gggﬁ = wy + %gi +pl "oy (1 — m)gﬁ (A.142)
oF, am)glt — (A.143)
o - pl“oy = m[éﬁz(l = 1t) + @3] (A.144)

Equation (A.141) is an optimal condition for demand of aggregate capital and states that the return
on capital is the marginal product of capital minus additional spending on abatement to clean a
given fraction of extra emissions and costs of fuel. Equation (A.141) is the counterpart of equation
(A.142) for labor demand. Equation (A.143) is an optimal condition for demand of electricity.
Finally, equation (A.144) says that the firm reacts to the price of fuel (implicitly to carbon tax)
by choosing the level of abatement (equivalently the level of emissions) such that the price of fuel
would be equal to the marginal cost of emissions reduction.

D.3 Aggregate electricity producing firms’ problem

The firms produce aggregate electricity by combining both electricity generated by fossil-fuel based
power plants and electricity generated by renewable energy based power stations. Note that we are
taking the output from these two plants, in GW, as inputs priced by pFH and pr respectively and
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so we do not need to convert by pff and p” here.

Z g1} = Z a (p§ fF (He, GKP) — pP " Hy — pPP (GKP)) (A.145)
t=0
FOCQCs are:
COfF
P ;I =pf" (A.146)
aff ED
P p =P (A.147)
Lo(qip) T

D.4 The dirty electricity producing firms’ problem

The dirty electricity producing firms are fossil-fuel based power stations, which combine existing
infrastructure (e.g., coal-based power plants) with fossil fuel, and so maximizes:

ZQth = Z‘Zt (pt (GKP) —rPpPKP —pf“elDf) (A.148)

where firms face emissions constraint: Df = v¢;KP, and constraint ¢; < 1. So the Lagrangian is
(making the obvious substitution)

Z q ( (GKP) —rPpPKP — p{uelVCthD +uS(1— Ct)) (A.149)

And the first order conditions and constraints are

OKP rPpP = (pFD pl )Ct (A.150)
0y - pe = K (pr—pf“elV) (A.151)
uE(l—¢) =0 (A.152)

© >0 (A.153)

where ,ug is Lagrangian multiplier attached to the above constraint. Thus, if ¢ < 1 then pfP =

p{ “ely and r,{j pP =0or rtD = 0. Intuitively, when there is underutilization, the market pushes the

return on dirty energy capital to zero.

D.5 The fossil-fuel extracting firm’s problem

The firm maximizes

thnt = Z il = 7P = GP(S)I(DF + D) (A.154)

t=0

where 77 is tax on production of fossil fuels. The firm faces the constraint:

Siv1 = S; — (DF + DY) (A.155)
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to which we assign the shadow price [i;. So the Lagrangian is

o0
Lo=) a ([pi” vl 7P — GP(S))(DF + DY) (A.156)
=0
— it (Se41 — Si + (DF + DY) ) (A.157)
FOGQCs are:
a(DF + DY) : fi =pl" — 1P — GP(Sy) (A.158)
0Spy1 Qtfit = qe41 <ﬂt+1 — (Dfi + DY) (GPY (5t+1)> (A.159)

Combining the firm’s first order conditions yields the standard Hotelling condition, into which we
then substitute from (A.138)

ue. q ue
P =l = GP(5) = T (pl 72— GP(Si) = (DE1 + DLy) (GP) (Sien)) - (A160)

_ 1 fuel D D E g D\/
Tl i, (pLi5' = 1 = GP(Sei) = (DEs + DEy) (GP)' (Si))
(A.161)

which states that the return on extracting an extra unit of fossil fuels, selling and getting a return
on it must be equal to the expected capital gain from keeping an extra unit of fossil fuels in the
earth, but extracting it tomorrow minus the increase in future extraction costs. As before, we may
repeatedly substitute forward to obtain

p{Ud - TtD - GD(St) == Z At,s(DtE—"—s + D?Jrs) (GD)/ (St+s) (A.162)
s=1
> 1
where Ats = SIH1 W (A163>

D.6 The renewable firms’ problem

In contrast to other sectors, we assume that the firms in the renewable sector are small in the sense
that they take the the stock of accumulated knowledge about using the renewable energy H; as
given. The renewable firms receive subsidy of 77 on its dollar-valued holdings of renewable energy
capital H;. The firms take all prices as given, so they maximize:

S atf =Y alpf” - pf (rf - ) H,. (A.164)
t=0 t=0

The first order condition is just:
pr" = pl (" =) (A.165)
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D.7 The Principal’s Problem

In this section we collect all equations we need to solve the decentralized equilibrium model and
formulate it as the principal-agent problem:

max B Liu <Ct> (A.166)

T Ly
subject to:

{4+ 1P + I+ Oy = Lywy + Ty + (K7 + rPpP KP + vl pl 1,

+ (iP(DF + DY) — 7p{' Hy) (A.167)
P >0 (A.168)
>0 (A.169)
9= K9, — (1-69)K7 (A.170)
1P =pP (KB, — (1 - 6")KP) (A.171)
i =pff (K, — (1-0")K[) (A.172)
pi’ = G(Hy) (A.173)
Df =vGKP (A.174)
DY = (1 — V7 (A.175)
:
ﬁuuw(il//LLll) =1 (A.176)
rg, = (1—6"+71],) (1—,“%]3) —(1-6") (1_ %)
w (Cy/Ly) W (Cey1/Lit1)
(A.177)
P >0 (A.178)
P =0 (A.179)
H iH iH

rlla = Je( =9y (1= i) - - (1 R - <c:f1+/1Lt+1>>
(A.180)
i >0 (A.181)
™ =0 (A.182)

of  eumf? el off
Ttg = (Q(Tt)ai/;g - (1 _ n:)¢3 _p{ Ut(l - 7715) 87}—(3;9

YL P2
= (Q(Tt)(l —0) {(1 _ 9)(3@9)171//«” + G(Et)lfl/'ﬁ] T=1/r (Ytg),é _ %

(1 m))A?a(Kf)“‘l(Lt)l‘“ (A.183)
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@2
wy = (Q(Tt) 8f . (z)l,tnt _pfuelo_t(l _nt)> Lftg

vy  (1—myrs OLy
= () — o) [0 - 00+ oy ] T () G
- t (1 —ny)%s
=1 = ) ) A¢(1L - @) (KD (L0) (A184)
-0 Afi 9\1-1/k 1-1/k 1117n —1/k
(T2) 5 = UTP [(1 — (V)M () | T Y (A 185)
¢2 1
B B 1-¢
i =pfaifg — AP 1(wa (- w)(EP)) | (A.187)
aff ¢ - =
VPP =g gepy = AP (L= w) @GR (wH + (1= w)(TFP)) €
(A.188)
pPrP = <ptED pl )Ct (A.189)
pg = KP (pr —pf“e’V) (A.190)
pE(l—¢) =0 (A-191)
ue >0 (A.192)
=l (r d i) (A.193)
pl“ =P —GP(8) = ZAtS DF + DY) (GP) (Sivs) (A.194)
s=1
Aps = f[ - (A.195)
’ 5/211—59+rf+s,
D; = DE + Dl 4 Dy (A.196)
T. = Wi(Dy, ..., Di_1) (A.197)
Siv1 = S; — (DF + DY) (A.198)
D.8 Social planner problem versus decentralized equilibrium
Proof of proposition 4.2 First, from (A.185) and (A.188), we note that:
ofr  ofFf oY,
ED ¢
= Q(T; = A.199
pt ( t)aEta(CthD) VaDtE‘ ( )
From (A.189) it follows that:
pDTtD _ ptED . fuel (A 200)
Gy v Pi '
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And substituting here from the above implies:

Yy 7pDTtD _|_pfuel

= A.201
8DtE c—ty t ( )
And substituting the expression for p{ el from (A.194), we obtain:
oY; pPrpP '
3DF = &r + P +GP(S,) — ZAts (DE, + D{.,) (GP) (Siss) (A.202)
s=1

Recall that in the social planner case solution, the returns on dirty fuel are equal to (see Proposition
C.5):

Y p D p"RY
= G~ (S A.203
oDF ~ w(CyLy T ey (A.203)
where (see Proposition C.4)
Z As(GP) (Siss)(DFL + DY) (A.204)

Ct/Lt

Expression (A.202) is identical to (A.203) when taxes are equal to the social cost of carbon, and
when 7P = RP.

Next, we find the value of subsidies under which the solutions of the social planner’s problem
and decentralized equilibrium coincide. First, if the investment into the renewable sector continues
then pi" = pif, =0, from (A.180) it follows that:

H
el =P (- 59400 ) — (1— M) (A.205)
Dit1
> pt 1 Pfll
p+ riy =1 =069 +r],) — (1 -6") (A.206)
t

Using (A.185), (A.187) and (A.193), we can also write that:

H 1 Y
t+1 — aHt+]_

+7f, (A.207)
Pt+1

Next, we denote the return on clean investment in the social planner’s case as FEH. Recall that in
the social planner solution (Lemma C.6):

Hyio — (1 —6%)Hyy

P P
il =0+, -9 -2 -6T) + = G'(Hyy1) (A.208)
y Y by
and 1 oy
~H t+1
T — A.209
t+1 p{—il aHt+1 ( )
Comparison of (A.207) with (A.209) yields the value of subsides:
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But comparison of (A.206) with (A.208), further yields that:

H H
p - Hiio— (1 —-6")H 11
tJI;l (rg-l - Tgl) e ( i JHer G'(Hi41) (A.211)
and the level of subsidies: ()
! = —(Hppa — (1 - 6")Hy) th (A.212)
t

Finally note that it is straightforward to show that the budget constraint (A.167) is identical to the
economy’s aggregate constraint as in the social planner’s problem after substituting expressions for
profits and returns on capital and labor. ]
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