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EREXE | MTEUEN MMM Tojoz g AN M U ZMEEN MI2E 7
71 HHMEREE SAo 24Y + UBE 2X|2 § olFUiE7Hd(Double
Dividend Hypothesis)2 1990ATH S¢t O|%F UHE U2do| AekrHEFEH it
£0f sl £HET A FAolch 8 dTolMeE o8 ZEo] TEE o
£ Zo\dele] =MAAIL B8l SX40| iR FR8 HEE 3l USS
X|HsC}, oF8a, AlAA Uekre o olAl#(Computational General Equilib-
rium Simulation) & &84 ZE8oll £ Hele| vIEEHo| Rojgs HP

O|EHE7Hdo| MEE = UATE HHCL

Ha FH0;: BHANEY, 0IFHEIIE, YUTYEN
AREY FHER: H21, H23, D58

* R e dR Ee) AAlYe B At=gyd.
» FRAANATY A794, e-mail: skkim@keri. org
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B73M9 o|Ful37Hd (double dividend hypothesis) & 87333 Holo] 2 o
T+ 7R 7P @EE =elvt ol Rojle A F9 dhtelt) o] 7R & 1980
o Skl A 19903 bl REHAY dHe] FEFEEA (partial equilibrium
analysis) @74 B]ZEHAT & 4 AT} (Terkla, 1984; Lee and Misiolek, 1986;
Pearce, 1991: Oates, 1993).1D FA=To] FA/MAE HHog $FAFAE ©
A& 7S AR &L 872 A T3 (marginal environmental damage) & 7]E2.
2 BiE Zon o|F Fil #HHY HAS AFH R vigdHd FE7X
AAE 4 A Brh oA GRENRE APIZIF e asRithe Ao
7221 774 (Pigouvian tax) ¢ & 2Jn|& A drt & Zelrh. A= 4%
oA BH oj2A Aoz A9 A WA ERE 245 Evh. 2¥d
ojgi g R o] AFFHA (revenue neurral) WHLE =R 8734
o] §2 I AP (tax revenue) F ©]-83H 71&ol EAsh: AN FAA =
Ao A&E FAaAE & A i A A dae 2AHEEA
(tax inefficiency) & A2 7HHeBER A HA 2AAAIS] E&4/MA7R 714
& AEh 2 ol FuETH EAE Y FA4L ArFHE A $AAF AL 8
ZANdolehe 23 AQ Aol ZAEEA Y Alnehe 7442 A 7}
At & £ Uvke Aol

ol2{gl o]FulF7Ide] F8AL FoiHt: FAAQ ZwdA o} B = 9]
th F AR |lelA B of o] FulgrHE & e s A sMdolE & &
U, 2 olfre AR AY 2o ‘@AMN T A EEdA TS F 7t
2 ABE FAG 1HE 7 W] WEelth dWE e R NEE AN xRl
ZA7Y BAAT e FHEQ B 8-(F, A9 ¥ A84: excess burden of taxation)
€ op7leted], et o|FHigTHMdo] Y-S HAR e A YRGS
AT F7HEA Fio] fivke SWAA o5 AR FAo] E # e Aolth
o|FulB7HI-L |2 HAHQ viE D Fa%d J|Qlsle WEEVHE B &
A7 whke Bejdoziov 19908 R A71E B ATERTE A&H

1) 87349 A5H8 B3R Tullock (1967) o 2l8ked & AZISAUAIRT ‘o] Fu% (double
dividend) o]2h= A& Pearce(1991) & AFNAFE A& AlF=Act
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QA HFE wolgton o|2j g vlgel 4ol HA o] 7Mdol YT § vl
e =oi7t 2P D ok 23S o) FulBMdel B8 =AY gale Ad A
WA @A) 2AAA L] AR AIAA E F UeIE 248 5
Ak evkebd F Aol A AR A (the first dividend) 9] ERH-F, = A9
Eqjo] #7349 ZE MHAE 4 ivhe FEo diaide diFEe] AAEAE A
old. o]n] FZto] o] R0} Hlo|7] wjEelct, wehM o|FuiFr M thE =T
F A Ao EXFT] i Ao 2 woje Werl 24¥ctn € 4 9l

dEE7)0 B2 BHE BAG o1FMB7HE 19908 Fte] £ B2 vl
wstA €t o] 7Hdel sl HlwAQl YA ARSI e HEA dFE
£ oll% Bovenberg and de Mooij(1994) 2] 978 & + UL oo}
Bovenberg and de Mooij& H|& Al5EE4<] dhioz #3414 o] =€t
Seizte ol ZAIAAIY HEAE ASiAE RoluZ olFug ML AYE 4
L AT 289 Fo BEH olFulg ML FEAYEA ) s 28T g
o] L¥ri¥E4 (general equilibrium analysis) 8] A]Ztol|A] Fate]e Qo] A
A AL A Adetn v B dukrd e FHgA B o H5F
HAQ AP R A9 S84 2N AEHe F kA A9E Bedoy)
<, A HA ks 7AY A dshe AFE 71EA8E AL 9
LAk 3 A Aol F A Adle A2o| EUE M0 718 &4
dhe ZAEI 434S dodle dolM dAshe £33 &dtet st 2
Bovenberg and de Mooijt o213t F4 2] Aoyt 334 AxpEc) H7) W&
o AlFFYAR WL o] &3t dujEle A AAY BEAe AMER g
I B E 2 834 F WA A 248K Yevkn Fgeiach
Bovenberg and de Mooij] @& & 7Hdoll e w=ejo] A& durad s £49
Fd9e2 grzivhe SHdAM A7) GAE AT glon FHolo] wEE W
< Aol AdF G vlA Aoz Hridch ojFug L olojM URE B
AN E A &2Q] v EE WAE), IukFE P2 o &3 R Ee dFE
) o]y el d¥ ksl sl 3le)AQl g AxlEa sled 1 FE

o o r

2) Parry(1995) & o8¢ 4RME % 7] Aag 2=} ‘AP A (revenue recycling effect:
RE) &} ‘ZM AR EI} (tax interaction effect: 1E) & o] &3t
3) o] WFo &3l dFEAHA AFEL Parry(1995), Bovenberg and Goulder (1997),
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olf2E AP Y] FLAT e 2MEL ISR A At A AR
o 2] WEolgtn 8% 4 Sirh
A Fol2E A2 ol3uldrHdel AErFesAel il A ZES W
21 e BE A7EANAM @71A FEH| HREne Aol F, Ini¥H
BA7IME 7122 sk ATEAME A9 glo] 2R F2AC|n EEbed
(homothetic and separable) 2] ARYTE A3l Slvke E53HE /HAn
et Parry (1995) o] A-7ollA AEHAE AESHERS] AEE4) & A 231 dif-
Fo d750M AHE AT BHOAEE 4 (CES) Feiel #<lul, ©l&
< F23 AT 38 da Aok %0 HgdT-EdA A LAY
ol2ig #A 7Hg 7 ol & Bl =EE HE Aol E4% FA} e Ho| of
Aol gk ool A7IA "ot ol d JE 2 AFs| FoT HE Akt 1l
e, oA AFT vt & M —F, LMiRtel ALrt F2AHelE
78 — o] ¥Esldx o] FuiR M| il FUF AHE L2 & el o
M E ol7A] AE AHIZE §17] W&eltk & =E& EE&¥sI viERAY
735 BAAZAY 2NEEY ZHY AAE BTN F5H 7o o3
g7Hdel sl ojm 9 XA dal] e dFo|th. ¥ 4
72| A3 olFud el i MRS ZAE AL Ut & BEYT &
e Felo] vFRAo] FoE e 45 AeFHA $AA8 80 AR E
AN UE B did AN ME o|FuidrMde] AYhE & U
E1g-1=2 '
£ a7 4L U 2o AR e AdFoA 28" 558 g
A 7139 o] 2N E E2E FE Alele] A@AY sl AuEn o]& B3l A
FATFAAN NFHEHYD EAA A ddld A2 ot ofgd AN e
AAA Awkdd 2ol A# (Computational General Equilibrium Simulation; ©]3}
CGE simulation) & ¥3 ¥4 713cl @RMF A A AL/ v|Xe Fol
it AT R E o) v AN E & A7 HES aoksa o
Bohringer, Pahlke, and Rutherford(1997), Goulder, Parry, Williams, and Burtraw
(1998) & & 4 U
4) ol& Wolff(1997) 8] A7-8 A8 +-& wslErh AES+ Allen Elasticity of Substitution

EEHTE Avisin], F2A0l3 EelrFed 44 € 7T ok Bk A W82 Wolff
€ 3=
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22 28] ouishe FAHA Arbel thsle =od BEF sk

I. F2%(Homothetic)! H-83<re} o]FulndzlA

£ AMe §23 8835 7Pyl ol5ulg Mol g EX AT o g 4
& oA Uit AHEIR Jck o]F §sk] B AFME JE=RE
o] EATFZAN Bovenberg and de Mooij(1994) 8] =88 402 =& A
832} gt} Bovenberg and de Mooij7} AME-3F Rdle] BAE zieks] goksld
o3 2tk

EXX(Homothetic)0|1l #2i7F58HSeparable) EAE K= E8¢
U(C,D,V,G, E)=u(G,E,H(V:Q(C,D)))

71 DAl 84 29E AN e ASE, VR CAe 234 9L AzE
oulgtt. Ve o7k Ge FFA Lvlod Ex 8749 AL vehddh g
TH(S Q) 38 ESt G FEelF (weak separability) ©18, «7HV) 9
Al AstaH 258 FEE A AAE Zted. §9, Aol fFagE vl
T WESE Q) v 24 4Ag e

TEUE MBS tedy diEs
hNL = NC+ ND+ G

A71NAN  hE =FY MAAE, N2 79 48, LL w52 9unjdi,
LEMOE Rulshs ET|Mele] =AMsEl

Bovenberg and de Mooij®] Edlox& 27|43 8e] ZAAAEAN wEATHE B
ke Ao g 7IAsl ot
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olglg A 7Hy o] Ze T84 tiEl Golr] AsiME WA AHzA 0l
B Ramsey®] 3 (Ramsey rule) & AW Eo] ulgha|slck. Ramseyd] W2 o
29 28847 $230l 2 Eel7bssittd € Alglo] FY3 ZA (uniform tax)
& Rasle Ao] A zAetn Agstn Q)9 ol& RYE o] 83l BT} 74
Hog vy thgd 2t} o

BE7F ZAR AL AAF YA LHRe] B E-E Fuisslein AR o H

Hol BAle theel 43 Zo] ZdE 4 & Aot}
Le=UXp, X1, Xm+u( gltiXi'”T) oy

A HelM UXy, X e HEH A8 2E] (representative consumer) H-E-%
Foln Xpu FAHA @& A7 vt Te 39 EIZATY (revenue
requirement) ©] 3 ¢+ A7FE A BE A3l thgk A& (tax rate) ook

eY, 2R RHSED 2 PX =08 BEFASE Asehige
A avAel BAE BaPAN0E HUSE B BE AoITh?

Le=UXy, Xy, X+ A gopixi) )

A9l 4N £2€ 14 28 BP9 BAIN 28 14 20 tigre
e 2e 4 7€ & UrkY

5 ¥ Ramsey'§ & FYUZA (uniform tax) 7} AAZA YL AMAZ onjdia QA= &
t}. Sandmo(1976) ¥ Ramsey'd 3ol H-8F5ol] B 5 712 HA7t 370 A ¢ dd=2
A7t HHZAZE 8 Wi v ded, € dFME =oidvie HaE 98 olE
Ramsey'#ol2t 81712 o},

6) °lo] 2434& Sandmo(1975) & IS WHED

7) ol# g efjitA|ekEo] efnjshe AL ¥R BlwF 45 (non-labor income) ©] & B
e,

8) ol#E ¥ FEA 7Hel A HU: 71 (fixed producer price assumption) & A4
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X, X, _ _
Ag}opim+#(g i"3P, +Xk)—0 for k=1, ,m 3

Eg, MR diAlkE A3} kol tiF 24 £2 vES] FejdEd o
o4& 2% + Atk

,SOP' 3P, =~ X @

A9l 4 (W& FoIA Fold 4 3o hdsn FeAHA kel 4 )& 72
% glck,

aX A—p =1 ..
aP,, ( p )X,, for k=1, m (5)

2 509 A%t px BF2FA S (Lagrange multiplier) 0|2 2]e] 28 X 39l
(J:l;ﬂ-)t- A%o] Hn] ol Agke delo] A48 A 4 gt} o7)d) 4
(5)9] PAE X,2 U Salv} Fatmal she BEAQ 4 (6) & 78 4 rk

aX;

—g;-t—i——&;‘A for k=1,, m (6)
X, e

2 (p) o] ovlete vhe AEFrd obFRl Alekxo] gle A% EE A3l

B4 8 (compensated demand) 7} 22 Y& 2 Z4A3AIE = (cqui-proportional

reduction) ZMES Z{to] HH2AMYE Vet 9 e 4 () AAEE &

€ Astol] LT A& (unit tax) & FFHdhe Aol HHzA ke #AVF A=

= 4o ge RE Aduske zAas Jjaes (5 -2

9) s welxtA A7|74=17F Ramseyel HAzA H2lo] gulgh= ule|r},
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el
vt oge] 23

0X; 98X,
3P, = P, for all i,k

ol 4¥¥cin AASE 4 (6) > eI Zo] HEE F v

S:t X,

z==0Xk =A for k=1, m (7

A9 A (7)€ EE Aol 7L ZA (uniform tax) T FHEE Ao H22A)

Ak A& deishn geh AT 5t = -5t olahe THel HUse 3T

RE Azl LT ZAE FIshe 30| Ramseyfq HAZAY Y 73] 9
g dezolehs £o8 N & UL Holrh

a9 5= S bl sivlste v RAWH SuskyPRH oy

H e 4 @ 4 9 & d& + 3o

0X; _ 09X
Xy _ 90X,
ap;, ~ Se ™ XiTgp 9

80X _ ax,,

FeZt P e 2 F5T = p- ol I e 4 @ O

o] fHEe] ME  Folofgled], Young® Feldl weEl S,=SuclBE

"é-p:-— o] Y] AY AL tHEH Fo] 8% F & Aotk
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X . 90X,

- X,

4 4 (100 & skl T Edat Tl 4 (DAY e & o,

I X, 1

ol X, oI (11

X

0X;

A (1) ] eulghe vhe A o A5 @¥Ae] A3} ko A5V 2
© n|gd], AgAtole] Aol e AL T EEYST BRAYE &
g} AT A& FRA0|ge JTe R RE Ao U 2AS
Fiske o] A zAAA €tz ¥ & & Aotk dusid 24349
Mk 7RSS B3 =530 L nAA g Aojm o|#F xFTFY
W3he AH|ake] At 9 kAtele] Mol g3k n|x| A € Holr] W&olth u}
2hA A&l i 7R 710l MadtA =Hed olm "ag o) 4%
49 #2754 (separability) o] thEt 71gelt}, 10 A &Ere) EalsbsAdolehes
7Pgol F71EE AR Wl W& 5 W ofrle] Ado] Au|zie] A5}
St RAlole] g fd3dle 9%E A ¥ Eoh 23 24847 $2Foa
Fel7bed € &5 7Y 24 (uniform tax) 7F H 2 ZA) A 47} i Ramsey
o] y&o] dHeA =He Aol

FA]8h= vke} o] Bovenberg and de Mooijel RddlAE T2 o1 Helr}
T ARUTE ARESIL Qinh ofgE] 189 RddMe FHAME =Y o]
Mol 2713de] ZMEAN =FAFAT ZAE Fstn e, olv 4 9
L FUAZ mFolghe 7P 2fEH BE Asld] U ZHE ¥
& A3 FLZ F¥olzt & 4 Uk 1) ZAF Bovenberg and de Mooij7} AHE-%

10} 4714 Tdhe EelrleAd- AlAle 9t/ wBEFe Aol ‘A s £E s
71E % ERHYEE el oely oluje) HalrbsAle eFelAd (weak separability) &
ojujgcl, e}k Mg W82 Sandmo (1975) & =2,

11) ©l8i @ A8l xBUdZHAY Aslol g FYZHAE BT ZAE 250 Falsler] 44
o Bash=xie] o]y W Av|zle] A3 E (optimizing behavior) o= o8 G 1|
A 2j)
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2N BEABAE £87] o)l 271Z2AAA7L olv] A3 Holde
dgelet & £ glow, 1% g 27148A YoluA) e olm§ A
Yz F AAE 27| B} Z3(sub-optimal) B2 o|BA He FAE /A A
s 3ol

ol2] gt et A A uf A o]FulF7Hdol tF Bovenberg and de Mooij
o & 558 /I EERE /I vt ada & § 1g Reln, waly o
B9 F4E F /Mol i@ diAQ dEog WolEor|E ol g Aer B}
€l 23 Bovenberg and de Mooije] H72A EHE AP 7Ee] Uuta
2830 dig Frprt olFold gart e Aol oo HAEE YaiM B A7
X+ CGE simulation® P EL.2 438l CGE simulation® 3 Me] &3}
& ZAEEA FHAAN BMsket 7P o gH e Wy sk dheln] B A7
o] 44a= 7 53] wiolrt.

Il. CGE Simulation

Simulation® A F 7K @AZ v¥o] YAt R HA SAdME
Bovenberg and de Mooij7} AH8319 W 7H8-& a2 A4%5 8g o] &35
F A g e 7] 488 A 71 e 588 1 s, & B2A
ESErE 2 ALHE S v 232 AHesign. T dld
23X AolA simulationZ 2+ vwd] BLEH 7|E2ATe UubA AL e
el H3H & 5 & Aol

1. EXHESE T 7FHsI00M 2| ML FaHEA
(Simulation with Homotheticity assumption)

1) Simulation ¥

A D7l A 43 ule} Zo] Bovenberg and de Mooij7} AR =elo] &4
P2 F2A 01 RErbed AEUT, wEUE AASAE AR @M
B AR, 2l @Al =R157] o)A EUFT A7 Faly



IFFIFEY BHEH TS Bie) R 379

£ ZAAAZ 2ok & 9tk oleE /5 +887] A8 & simulationolA]
AHeE RBe T8t 2k

B8

Simulation°l X 2-8¥ A8¥rE HA 2o ¥ma Bo| o]&5]E: ‘o
& WAEHGEY (nested CES) EEFF0Ith o] T4 B2Aoln Bajrbsst
54 /K2 gl 12

8o 28 (outer nest) & THEF} Fo] FHHL).

1 a-l 1 -1 _"%T
u=[8717 +a-p x| (12)

el Aol o dARHAYE, fE AL /1FXE ol gaujEs
ofth, E# /2 71 9ulslm, X B§4H)A (composite consumption good)
olm] thag o] FAEUch

1wzl 1 y—1. vl
x=[a"D 7" +(1-a)¥c"" ]

(13)

A 134 v8} o A7 AR 7138 YehlE salujESel p
Ae $ELHE Fishe AsE CAe $HoEe 92914 9= AEE o)
Lig=

4B| 2Rz o] FCES HE%: slolA 2vkA] 28] (two stage budgeting) & 3

A Hed, R UA GANE A7H) 9 Bt (X)) § AdYsta 5 W o
AdME R P GACN AR JAAYE 7ve 2 34 edEasiel DA
o 3R 42 A CAE AHsHA Bk ol HEYSe TRYIHL A
A7t CA% DAE AdEshe dol HE51 Farlside 2827 CAlst DA
® AY3ke 71e0l dA7H) o Heae Easoigle-g ofuldi.

12) olme] E2)7ks4 HAl oFe-2ld (weak separability) & ©jv] g},
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AjAbet

Bovenberg and de Mooije] RdoA AHEE Aiddhpe RE50E FUAR 8]
o gashe deAEsolth ol g AFE ukdsly] H8 thedt 2L A
& 7H s

D= ApLp (14)
C=AcL. (15)

919} AelA Lp, L7t ovlshe vhe A3 D9 CE Atk ol 24z %4
HE 2E2Folm A8 Ape 2AY HE0|EE (scale parameters) |t

M0 AlYS2| ol Z=MMA|

Bovenberg and de Mooije} R@dM & 27488 ZAMARA =FYIAT
& Bashe Aoz sPgdtia ginh ol3lF 7P & AR 4k wigsR
¥ 2

wT = PXX+w'l (16)

9 AellA TE 28A7) =% (L) 3 7ol B8 § e =% A% (endow-
ment) ©|B2 T=L+ /9 #A7 APtk £F Pyt EfaHA X9 7140
2w =FIBFN () E AR B 1A (after tax wage) Otk T
w =u(l—¢;)9 BAF AR

E simulationoA] Ao Wihe LEUFHE BAAZ ABA7)e AR 8
Ack olm olFujgridel gu|shs wid] wi PR AFdde WE} YEE
(revenue neutral tax switch) ST, #AMA Mol ER1EA] @2 Z7]3E AN &
B 40%9] A2EAE 23E $AMAE FeEAsR] DAsle] Awld] Rt
o CAlE vl#A Aglelt}. SimulationZIte] F4F YL VA E =FFH
golu Asle] £evtEy T wEHES 44 e REES MRS
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13 FARST ZAAAY E&Ad vAle 98 A9 A xR
(marginal excess burden of taxation) & AlAtsl] FAslHct. ZA e A 2w B
e &1 2ol Abgc

o xgnw o 28 FAeFo HIH(EVh— EVy)
2A S QAR =T e e A fax revenue)

o7lolA EVeet EVre 242t ZAFARE A - Fo] FF5HEE (equivalent

variation) ©] T},
2) Simulation &}

B8P B2Aoleke Pl simulationZAAE 298l (E 1
Zrh E D 3 HA 4 wBAE0] FAhR FEd FAnsle anE Jg
Wi, T 8d 9 =347 1% IIER 748 ) QFFYE o3 9% &
AA&S JERATh SimulationZde] MEW w=FME 1%FJAE ZAAY b
BE-e AFE LA FAA7)7] AeiMe oF 8% 7tk BAA 7} K-ois|oo}
she Aoz yehgd. ol@ Aole F &4 Atele] M4 (tax base) & 2717}
golgel 7103k kBAlE Algle]l & A Wl B9 AYe wEA
o} 7o) g #A3] F7] HEolch. oe|@ Aolol mel MFFYHE o7

E 1 BXM7PHsI00MS Simulationdn}

1% 7.78% 1.0739%
2% 16.12% 2.1018%
3% 25,06% 3.0803%

13) %% (central case) simulation°lA =¥ F-FEAL 0. 1(uncompensated), 0.2(com-
pensated) & &3 3, Alste] HEY™EAAL -0. 7 (uncompensated) # -0.5 (compen-
sated) & A E3lHch
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3 BAAEE =FAHE FAE oF 84 M Holof gk Aoz JEih 14

CE 1D 7Fd 7P 283 2u)E 91 gl Al WA 4L 83480 29
Ae W] A9 FAZINEE UYepdth SimulationZ o] w2 A st
A717F ARdSE 2A9 FAZIEE JA ARe A2 Ueited, ol &A
o] B&Ao] FAAzel Arld sl FAE-E Qugt 7|A FA|EoF &
A& olw g A1) AAslol M E A9 A 2R Re] g+ o2 YENL
te etk o8 d A vF AFFHAYL S AR sttieie 8734
A9 =] ZAAA L AN 71HEA] ZEE on|Fct, A5 ols} 7
& A7t Arteke vhe 8RR A FAAQ F HA A (the second divi-
dend) & EAEHA] Fethe Heolth 19

(28 1>& simulation Z7#E& E4H o8 BEF Zojvh. 1¥e 7l2&2 34
Wsle] 2718 e s N2 & 2A9] §AZRIEE gnidic}. afe] vehy
& Hie} Zo] MEFHAQ] FAAF AL FApastel 2719 BAGle] ¢ F®
9] FAZIRGE TYAHA ZHAEEHE A3 e Aoz FAHUTH

Qd 1) STYTFYsloiM BRMF L] BAIZEIRE

9% b
8% /

7% |

6% —
5%

4% —

3%
o — _—
1%
0%
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%

antel A7

14) ol& Bovenberg and de Mooij®] A& PATFME o|n] AAE ulelr],
15) ol2lg dzhe VAR (sensitivity analysis) & B3lo] thdet A8 J1slin Hs) B
ole U o ® Yehgrh
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o] 49 simulationd#E B8l 4& & Uv 2EE 8934 33 drh H3
Aol AMRE P E U FE81E A MFFHAY AL 24
A B&A4E MDA 4 gRem wets FAAF A FHH Ade EAe

A e AoE Ueyt. 25 A48 F23cln Ee7FsE dele 874
o] olFulgrMde] YA weth ole MPATe ZEFHE dAleHH
Ramsey§ 3oz F3sh= 238 € ok

2. H|EXHN FSe7PEsoAM el SAMEMe] FaHRA
(Simulation with Non-Homotheticity assumption)

1) Simulation 2%

olal MgPATolA ALHAL T8I 7R shUQ] A8l g 72
ol S o FAAE e Aol dla] B8] H=E stk 7|&o] AREEHAL

& /MEe 25 ¥Egle] 83t AL e /Mg shThE upto] v
%24 (non-homothetic) ¢! A& Zxd HHAA HYrl HEH s ¥]F2F
o AAE Boshe W gl EAE Aolv £ dFdM e ‘dugld o|F
CESHE3 (generalized nested CES utility function) & o] &3t &, A9
B8] R (outer nest) & IR FRIEE, 2MAZE CAYE DAE A
Hae Z8de] UF 8 (nner nest) ol 2 Azt HAHRAHF (C*>0,
D*>0) & FoagozA H&¥T7} HlERAR 4EE ZEE Stk ol ¥F
A 2yWslE oo as B iy e AR F Uvke SHAAM A3
ol wholgt & Rolt}, o|2§ WYo R 2} Agle] HAAHFE FosPH ARG
e 944 g vERAQ AAE A Atk 22y WnislE o] FCESAEE
TE 7Hed siddets o o] F713 7Pgo] Sle ¥ R A&HeR
FA84A Eck

 simulationo| ] o] &% A& WA Fel (inner nest) & TR 2t

J. -
v—1 ] v-1

1 vzl A1
=[«¥(D-D " +1-0 ¥ (c-C) " 17)
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$ HolM D*e} C* & 242 DA S} CAle] #H A 8 48] % (minimum requirement
of consumption) & &|v|§ich,

9, F8349 vlE2AQ A X (degree of non-homotheticity) & HAE 84
vl a5 Hlg]l (DY D& UFE dfo] 23U 16 AT HF
FAE o] ¥ go] FTVIETE ZHIAH v &o| A4 EFE it £ simula-
tion®] 522 AE&HG BT Helo] vFRA o] FAHIE W ArFHA &
AR Y AnE AHET] Ao BR F8 werHES ¥ o] RE X
AEL 3 AA simulation® FL3HA KR8

2) Simulation #2}

F487 vl 524U 78S W simulationd e 71E ATolA 9 A
s} 24 velgth <X € °l& A& Aol

(E 2° B2W 2FA7 1% IJQEHR Zase A1 ATF3HE o7 A
BAAEL % 7% FIUE Yo7t €& & & Utk ole A& B2AY A
o] Axs} vln@ W thh W grolgt # F e olv A aliu|Fel(D%)0)
Haiglol wE M4l (tax base) Mol 7]Q1gc}. AW g AH|Fro] A &HH SAA]
7t Baisle A3} Do) a0t 18 Eled ole #7AY AdE S
A3 GAYAIh ole FYY FEY =BAE Hid disl AFFHE ol F
7] 1% A &o] HAW g Fo] FoHR] 9gtE HFET WolAlA s &
g YYPAZI

& 2> dlIE=AM7EslIMS] Simulation #3t

=P WS Y [ AR |
1% 6.72% -0.0592%
2% 13.86% 0.8197%
3% 21.44% 1.6541%

16) %% simulation (central case simulation) oA AVS® (D*/ D) 9] ¥]&8L 15% 2 HA8N
o}, @9 BAe HelE 9atd C*9 & 022 AANAEd C*7) 0ol dlatE B8
Fo] H|EZAE fA8ke dee A7) ¢l7] Wieldd),
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+ simulation®] A3 7kEd 718 47 FEL $AAFHY £eg A
ZAAAY Bg4e]l AE F UNThe Folrh, F ol w2d S35
A717t @A ZE ol A FAZT Bgo] &) Ue ¥ £ el o
SRAZ A =Rloz ZAAAY HEAo] A= Avidict. 2AEEA
o] Alme M He] F AR AN (the second dividend) 7} EA18HE Ve Y o]
€ 2 olFugrHde] dHE £dh ole olFulgrMde disled 3ejHel ¢
€ A3 E APATEANME FolE F Y A2 Aoel & Ao} a8
u g Adste] 3707 ARG E §RAR A AR AN EYE 213 Az
ol BaAdske] A7]71 YA YA R (thereshold) & FoIME AF 249 &4
ZINFE Ol FH 9 @ Ze e JEid) ol Fawsle il =
AAA L] BEGol AP ulstnz o] moe BAAY N F Wix e
ARRAIA =3 o] 3R M HA AR @A "k o]Ei g d4te] veh e of
#e AAAste] I77 AZTE ZAEDY AT EoAM Sde Bl EEA o
A FAEZ QY AN EAE dshe oA & & gtk el gy
T oldel FAAsE FAM ZlHAM e FHH AAE @A 7%
(crowd-out) AlAH 238]8] A9 23FE F7MIAIIA =i AAAQY A A2
BEe4 L Zade WEgez 4 €k

g D ol2@ AHE =AH oz A9 Aot} A AHE uie} o] @
AR AL ZAEEE N AT FHAAsle Zv)d wet gexedl, £ A
Ao wigfo] Wglehe AT M E0] 6.8% FJAE o) F7IAY & =
FHE] L1%EJE o} Zddhe AFE YETh

ol$} ZL @4E Parryd] AFAN YA RE) & ZAGBEA(E) & S5 A
B og3 o] A3E 4 UE Aotk FAWe] A77t vlwE FL 99
€ ZAH A FAA AFAYEIN T BHAQ] EAQ 2AGREI R F7)
& FANF YL zAAA L] BAHE T/ F itk AT HYslel
2717t ARFE 2AGBEIA AFAREHRRT AR 7] w ol ZAAA] 5E
e asHA Eo wEt AT YA E 71Ee R Sl RESIES] B4
7} AYEAIE 1 3o HE REIE ¢ #AI7F AY3lA dck

ol’ge] AIE goFatd, AEFT 5T el vERAYE sl AS
ANTFEAEA BB AL 2AMA Y] B&84E MAANE & de Hes ey
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Q8 2 HISZTAPEstolM BRME e stAXD e

o7t A o1FwWiEItd wAdE

4%

% . /
2% //
1%

0%

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 78
-1%

2%

AU 37|

olFuig7Hdo] BYEE & F AR olgt e At AAEhe vhe AR
olFuig7Hd e d¥7FsdE §5F JPgdl 1A ¥ 4 ke Aoy o}
&2 F 7Hdel tial A< e AT HAATEA Y] o] dubHoz
AYsA Eohe Aol

3. FxEeMHE C*t Do oi#t FIHY =9

B dFdM e A& HE2H AFE A Al S3A7 R
€ Mgl HA2YaH|F (DY) & Fodhe WS o] 83191 ol E 2% 0|3y
7ol AYE F deE AvEdh ole} 2 Avke ALY v ERAQ
A7t S7HEATE ASHA UEelth ol 2 A43re] g2 FeldSsE
BRAe =B MAET AA] ZsjAn olgd] o|FulFrMdol AP =
€ Az 7] GA] AL gt (E DL AL viFzA sl
2 simulationd 3-8 893t Zolr},

17) ©149 A3 simulations] F2F AEEE AR W= EA (sensitivity analysis)
YL ol BUF Pz ek



A AEAE ¢ E F 04T 2L A BF UEH uERAE A
Z P& el Xolehe Aotk AER vie} Zo) o)Al simulationo] A& £
o Ul E Sjst] FAAZE HoER] o Az (CA) o HAYRAHF(CHE 0
o= A g3tk HE (C/ O vlgo] 0olgt AZE (D*/ D)9l H|go
0°] obd & B &85 vl 2 & FAIske dolE olFd BA47} §l7] Wi ol

=99 B4L 9l (¢*/ ) >0%] Aol UBIAE simulationg AAJ8] B9t
oL Hoh B3 £43 45k o] Aoe $AA7 RoEEe DAY HainF
< 022 A3t #4247, (C*/ 09 v¥ge] ALSE @Az
g 249 dAZIGL FVske Aoz el ZAASA WA B30
IS Rl Aoz v ol 2 At AAbske vl 58840
HlEEAgo] ol iR MY YL HAHeg RANFA EFE oujdict &
O BAAZE FHEA G AR CA HAauF( ) & R A9

RIS BRI T M) BsRte] MR

simulation 238 K25 Aot}

# 3 HlS=Ye Fyrwslo] me SAXIRE(CY/ )7} 0 o)

EEAE AR BYUG

ZA9 @A R

CELECIED)

(D*/ D) =10%

(DY D) =20%

{D*/ D) =30%

1 0.310% (. 422% -1.1274%
2 1.234% 0.416% -0.378%
3 2.112% 1. 203% 0.334%

& 4) HIExYS Yrwslo| mE SAXIRE( DY/ D7} 0a)

SEAE 2R R

249 PAZAYR

BAgtel A7) (C*/ 0 =10% (C*/ 0 =20% (C*/C)=30%
1 1. 9206% 2.9975% 4.3736%
2 3.0401% 4. 2486% 5. 8067%
3 4.1014% 5. 4285% 7.1534%
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ojHole Kl YvkAEl AL 7Pl (C*/ 09 (DY D) 9 3l v &&
vloFstAl H3AIA 7FAA simulationg AAIE] Bck (E 5+ (C*/ O % (DY
D)8 A gzl WE gAY M| 98 2§ Ajolr)

(B 5 dlExHe rpsio] g XM C'/ O>0, (DY D)>0¥ o)

PR — ZH9] dA 2 gt
;85—‘“‘315}94 37] ( C‘/ C) =15% ( C./ C) =30% ( C‘/ C) =15%
(D*/ D)=15% (D*/ D) =15% (D*/ D) =30%
1 1.0744% 2.4164% -0.2137%
2 2.0719% 3.5487% 0.6145%
3 3.0112% 4.6043% 1.3934%

(E 5>E BE AT & A, (/O % (D*/ D) Bl &o] B34
o] BEEANEI ] v FdFE FE PR Aes YENTE F (CY/
0 9 ¥l go] ALFE ARSI e BBAF ] Ade FH2 o Yepd
B, (D*/ DM SR RAEEAC SHHA ERE JHA L ol 2
HE gofshd o 2ol FAT T UL Aol

«(D*/D)>(C*/ O)°l¥, BAARHL 2AAAH ] EEHS A NAHZE &
Art. wEbA oA BRAR YL o|FulB ML APt ok (DY/
D)ulge i F7ke A 2AEE] NNEAE AL

<ok (DY D) <(C*/ O°lE, BAARAL FAAAL EEAS A
F gleh. d7xoz olFudrid A A Yerh

(ad & ol AAE aokslq =4 8E Aol (ay 3)olA 33t
£ AL ARMA o] ZMEEAG vIXe o] YA F, F A AT} 0
(DY DHEH (C*/ O)¥EY Z2FHE JEPATH 18 o] Ae] FFH (upper left
par) & (C*/ CO)>(D*/ D) ¥9E& YeEp 985 (lower right part) ¥ (C*/

18) AdskA LajA o] He 9HE AUA etk F (D*/ D)9 vl (C/ 09 HlgEng
4t o & =L uished] FYA BN F g9 Alole 0.005 FEE FHHIU
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Q" 3 (/)2 vIgnt (DY D)2l H|go| mE olFuHe7 HelztA

|

!

i 40% |
3% | ooimeuriy MEEIlS
|

|

ClIEH Y MRt

- md L : o

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
(b*/D)

O) <(D*/ DR 9d9E& Jepdl. (C*/ 0 < (D*/ D) 49 M = FEAH A
o =Yooz ZAAA L E&Ado]l /A= (positive sencond dividend) ©]FHlE7}F
o] AYstA drt oY olaidt Ao (C/ O ¢ (D*/ D)H|€e] o]} #
A F5 ZFetA veidd. vE (/0 2 (DY D]l FdXe ¥E AeFH
2l oz #AAFM0l w=qlEn stEs ZAAAY &gAHel #a
(negative second dividend) 1A Eo] o]Zuid7de] JReA] @A dch wizr}
A& o] JHolMe (C*/ O) ¢ (D*/ D)ul&e Zol7t A-ATE ZAAA HE
4 FrP=e F7keH o

4. HIEZY7PYstolM o|FuiE 7Hdo| dElshe OIF

oldollA A 7ol uHAlE 01%'3}1';”7}-@0] AHE T UEE AT
ket oo ojeh e A3t yehd olfe TVl tEl dolE dart
A& Aotk

AA R AA olfe BT A /PR 2786 2AAAE S 4
g 4 Ag Aotk Hed vie} Zo] F2AY AR =EYFAT EASE
ZAA A& Ramsey®] A o] A3 o|n] HHzAH 7L o] Foi7] FRolnZ 27
deiel A A REE FHA ee ou A WE 2AE Y-S A
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AlE 4 gtk Wb B g8 543 HelY BlExAE JHEsAl 8 ¢ )
Fefel ZAAAE t o4 Ramseye] HAHzZAYA ] 2 8EA] ¢A Hedl, ol
FAAF Ho] T=Y=7] oA ezt tolid Aol obd g ou|itt walA o] 7
+ HHAo Algoz ZAAAL EEHE MAANA F e A7t EAfgted o
B3 A7} AAGTE ojFulB7He] HE sFed HAl SUkeHAl dd.

olFulE7Ide]l YUY + e F WA olfie HATERAHF (DY) H 2AY
TEA(E 2 AHE F ok & dFelMe E&dd HE2AHE 3] 4
3ld BAA7} BaEE Al HAdUesu)RE Aessct HarYa s e
T 8495 vExAA 44 & 2 e ¥ oz A= R T
vigtol AEhe ¥(-) 9] ARl ZAFREINE AFAIe 4TS e AR
HAEd F, @AM Rasle At HaUasv e FasiA s 874
12 A% 8740t HA4Eakn|Fgo] EASA dv A5 (F2FA A8
A9 BT FolAA Hed, ov ZHHCER FAAFAR UF IAAH (tax
base) 8] HAE SFANATE A4S 3 AT LS 2BAE Fad g
AFZRAQA AN &L oY g hv|go] Fod 74 B & WolAA sHed], ¥
2 BRAEL AdH oz o ZALBEAE YA A BN =5
FAE

A WA o2& ZAQ Add ©WE Z&A W3leE 49T + UL Hejoh &
A7t HatEe Aol HAEak0| S B = 1 Al tf 4H] A}
AAFL (D & HAERANE(DY) T ol & A 3] £8.(Dy,) 2 74
A gk wegM 2 PELAE 1Y BAE DD+ Dy, B XEE F U A
ot} A7l HAYRAH|E D*E 1 2|7} AlAFehs Hieh o] 712 ste B
A 33 Fo 2 SN F U 2 oY 8% Dy, & 7H¥ Sl et
Wglshe a%elat &  Urh R BEAF AL ZSlste A SAe 9
grog AxFe Dol FHEEY ole AAZ Dy, Do Yol BaEe
S YA o] A% Dol EHHAY FAAE €F9 lump-sumEA <]
A7 L dAE el o2 guigdel ZAEEY FHAA FEF A7E $AE
A o] % 2 Alge] Hajdr} strjgte 249 Yol lump-sumEA| 2] 4
Ag ZAHER A9 584 WM T 2HE LAAIA ok
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EEUF7} MIERNE A1 o o3uYre] AeASE wNE o) g
Corlett® Hague (1953) o] ol elAsld HHE 4 I& Holoh, 2AAA &
&40l o ol5e] Aol Haw, 24 AEYL AN AANE e
i oA ol e Ase] ZAE 2o} Btk TR, olele =
28 B Ao A8sa] BE g3t o) 49 4+ Uk airlel g 2t vl
B9 DALY E 4% eph e BN BEFT7 F2AY Aol T @
F4o] BT (ep=eo) AEU47E HIB2HY Aol HAH % gTo|
FHEE Mgt wel £ gl 2o1e AolalAth ep< ey B Ep> €cr).
Atel Aol 5 BE4o] gomz ZHE oln o2 A (ewitch)
ZAEEHY AT TR, SAID wheF @AM BatEe A4S D) o] &
A2¥asagel ¥iue Aol of Mgl YoiMel BAGEYo] Holxnz
(en< ec) BAA) B ARG ANe] £9& o), A= o] AL
o|Zulg7Hde]l 4P, Teh}, HAWaiH|Pe] W RogE Aoede
o > eol WAL HUSEE BAAS) £Sl0] 288 MM ESHE A
2A7)e mIkE BHYA)A Gk,

V. AE 9 A

€ d7oME oI el A7 U =il el Ralsldrm,
o] 7Hde] g ¥R AHE B MAATFES] BAH sk Awjwgt
th okgE APATENA ol FHE el YEA Fethn F4E wiAdE &
T8 FFAHY 7Pl AUSE ARG o0 ol2iE F4A shgo] WslHE A
BRAE ] o] FErME S YT & UL-S CGE simulationd E3la] ¥,
T2y 2 A9 oo o|FulgrM ol thE =old] v B2A FEYSE He
T A A dyehs HollM, =3 vk EMA A GdME o] Fuldrdo] 4
HE & U2 EAvhke HolA 2 £ IS Aolth

2 d7e Aol Artehe vl 7heH] JY F28 AL olvle ASFHA 8
AR AL Fold AR AME T  Ucke Y AHelth 2 AR
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AL AFMA0lghe A3 FRAME B =S 297t A & oA,

ofF AR7L AlrFHARA o BHAE FHsle A5 2AAAY 5E4 AN

A 228 ¢ ke Aotk a2BE fMe] olFud el Y-S

AN T A EUL HARYe] i 2780 R (A9 gAz

Dol YAY B ZAEd Bl ddFHeR A AN IR HEE

T UL Aolth, BE ols 2L =27t Y] M e avAe] 8857 F

ZAolA] gvke AAZE slojol & A, ole ¢A dFE WE 429 A7t

ofEg & AFXE U ol we & A7 ol Aelth 19 ey B2

A H&TE o84 AR Wil Rol] Zole FFolvle AW LS 2

Bhgaka] Zevhe oM AEAQ vide] loifha-e FA LU vl Aol

HF2AQ AEESE AAPTH £ A7 48 53l 42 7 A= FYA

A AL & T E AoME olE & 3l& Aotk B dFdA e A&7l

BlE2AE 1, ofgd (D*/ D)ulgol (C*/ OHEETt 245 34339

ZAEEAE AN EFE 371 3R v ok 20 g d4dAe® (DY D)%

(C*/ Ol tgt THAJA FEE de AL s AL dd Aotk o C

At DAY olet FE A WEstA] 7] wWiiEelt)h. x|tk olo}t HEE F AT

ZAapno) 2F (D*/ D)9 Bl&e] (C*/ 09 H &R & 3% EE o4 At}

£ AL el et olEd 2AE WolEdthd o|FHiE MY Y 7Fede

¢ w0 & Aotk ¢, (0/ D)9 & (/0 9 ¥EE I7PhEdds

o AVAA Boh thEd 22 F7HAQL AAbde] HAE & A& ol 4wty

o2 B e9e T8N Aty Avlel 1ol (D*/ D) 9] vl &L AT A

19) ¥ &89 FA\9h A3 YA e @A, @49 A& njdte A4 vERAY 243
7t F2AY AU ET 4k FueA AT & Uvke AR Adh A W
€& Lopez(1994) € H¥=.

20) Conrad®} Schroder (1991) & 19653581 19877 9] £ BAAEE v g 873 (o
Ad) 71EdT fUAlA) o] HAYasuFH A6 Fe] B &S FH e o8 @
Foll 2™ (D*/ D) ¥&°] 0.9%°1A 29%7HA] Q1 Reg depgch ol (D*/ D)ol o
T A Asd B ol BEYSI) HERHY £ USRS WHH o Ak Awe}

2ot}

21) fanz-ljjrer(l‘.)ﬁ)g Aol ofshd 1950~60' At Wrlel FAEE H¥AETFE

(linear expenditure system)2 ®48& 75 DAle] WHol = Aglel (DY/ D)ujgel
(C*/ O 9 vlgrtt WFAeR 3.6% 718 L& Ao vehdth
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M B% 3A vetd & e 84U oleig dg ki) Bobd a5 e
FRAFY Bl S EFHHY Fojut,

2 A7E olFugrHde FHrksAdl di =l Bgde vE2RY 71
< AFo2 Agsivre HoA, oFgd 53T Fu vERAo) BLHE A
T+ IR ENA AZME olFuid Mol ARE & A& BHAThe HolA
APATERe] AAEFE Adt. 22u & Ao F 48 vE2A 5885
Tt vl g2 7Rl 538 @ dejolr] wjfel] £ A7) AEo] YutEe
2 40 d¥se A2 AAsCF & Aol oFu B Ao e
simulation 2o} Zt& o2} 74A] A%, F dedt Felo] HehA (static) ZHYH
o|FHE7HE HHAIIE FAsle] 277t ARAY L teled B ol
CH S a2isic & ojrh
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The Effect of Environmental Tax Policy under the Non-Homothetic
Preferences: An Analysis on Double Dividend Hypothesis

Sang-Kyum Kim*

Abstract

Earlier papers, represented by Bovenberg and his co-authors, have shown that, if
utility function is assumed to be homothetic, and if the utility from the consumption,
leisure, and the environment are separable, it is impossible to have a “double
dividend” from an environmental tax reform. This paper casts a doubt on the
generality of this result, since the conclusion was derived from the rather strict
assumptions such as homothetic and separable preference.

In this paper, with simple-static CGE simulations, I show that, if certain kind of
non-homotheticity is allowed, environmental tax reform can achieve positive
non-environmental effect, which is efficiency gain in tax system. Thus, there should
be no presumption regarding the idea of double dividend.

Key Words: environmental taxation, double dividend, general-equilibrium efficiency
analysis

* Research Fellow, Korea Economic Research Institute



