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Abstract

In this paper, we analyse the second best Payment for Environmental Services (PES)
design when it interacts with a Pigouvian tax under imperfect competition. We consider
farmers who face a choice between producing a conventional or an organic agriculture
good. The regulator sets a Pigouvian tax on conventional agriculture as it generates
environmental damages, as well as a PES on uncultivated land as buffer strips favor
biodiversity. The conventional agriculture sector is perfectly competitive whereas the
organic good sector is an oligopoly. We show that the second best level of the Pigouvian
tax is higher than the marginal damage whereas the PES is lower than the marginal
benefit. We then introduce the marginal social cost of public funds (MCF) and show
that the Pigouvian tax increases with the MCF while the PES decreases with the MCF
provided that demand for the conventional agriculture good is inelastic.
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1 Introduction

Environmental services (ES) are the benefits we obtain from nature, and they are generally
categorized into the following four types: “provisioning services such as food, water, timber,
and fiber; requlating services that affect climate, floods, disease, wastes, and water quality;
cultural services that provide recreational, aesthetic, and spiritual benefits; and supporting
services such as soil formation, photosynthesis, and nutrient cycling” (Reid et al., 2005).
Many of these services have been in decline or are currently less than optimally provided.
Although provisioning services are generally included in markets, the other three types of ES
are positive externalities that are not accounted for in markets, which leaves room for policy
intervention to encourage their optimal provision.

Payments for Environmental Services (PES) is one policy tool that has been implemented
to try to increase the provision of environmental services. One of the most widely cited
definitions of PES comes from Wunder (2005), who defines PES as a “voluntary transaction
where a well-defined ES or a land-use that is likely to produce that service is ‘bought’ by a
(minimum one) ES buyer from a (minimum one) ES provider if and only if the ES provider
secures ES provision (conditionality).” Conditionality can be difficult to evaluate in results-
based PES schemes, as some ES are difficult to measure. In practice, it is much more common
to see PES schemes conditional on land use or specific management practices.

The above definition exemplifies the Coase theorem (Coase, 1960), which states that an
externalitiy can be resolved through private negotiation, and the socially optimal allocation of
ES can be achieved, regardless of the initial property allocation and assuming sufficiently low
transaction costs. One example of a Coasean PES is the Vittel PES in north-eastern France,
where Nestle reached an agreement with local farmers to prevent nitrate contamination in
aquifers (Sattler & Matzdorf, 2013).

The definition of PES can be widened to include certain types of government interven-
tion that reflect a Pigouvian subsidy (Sattler & Matzdorf, 2013; Pigou, 1920). This type
of PES is far more common in practice than a Coasean PES. For example, the European
agri-environmental programs are financed through public funds, and the government acts as
an intermediary between ES buyers (the public) and ES sellers (farmers who receive PES
subsidies) (Sattler & Matzdorf, 2013). Both the Coasean and Pigouvian PES schemes follow
the beneficiary pays principle rather than the polluter pays principle.

Muradian et al. (2010) provide yet another alternative definition, describing PES as “a
transfer of resources between social actors, which aims to create incentives to align individual
and/or collective land use decisions with the social interest in the management of natural
resources.” This definition is more flexible than that of Wunder (2005), and better reflects
what occurs in actual PES schemes rather than what should occur in theory. This definition
also reflects that payments may not necessarily be monetary, but they may be in-kind transfers
as well.

There have been a variety of PES schemes, and classifying them is not a straightforward
task. As Sattler et al. (2013) point out, “PES schemes draw on a multitude of approaches that
highly differ in terms of addressed ES, mechanisms for price formation, payment origins and
levels, buyer and seller characteristics, rules governing the contract among involved parties,
level of complexity and so forth.” One example of different approaches is that payments
can be increasing, decreasing, or stable over time, though this is outside of the scope of this
paper. According to Wunder (2005), the main ES involved in PES are carbon sequestration
and storage, biodiversity protection, watershed protection, and landscape beauty.



Biodiversity protection in particular has been getting more attention in recent years as we
learn more about the extent of the decline of global biodiversity and its consequences. It has
been shown that land use change is the leading driver of biodiversity loss in terrestrial ecosys-
tems and voluntary incentives are the most common mechanism to encourage conservation
on privately owned land (Lewis et al., 2011).

Agricultural lands are often home to a significant share of biodiversity, but over the
past several decades, as a result of farm intensification and increase in farm size, “natural
habitats have been transformed and fragmented, leading to many species’ decline” (Bamiere
et al., 2013). Accordingly, one of the more common forms of PES targeting biodiversity
conservation are Agro-Environmental Schemes (AES), which are incentive-based instruments
that provide payments to farmers for voluntary actions taken to preserve and enhance the
environment (Uthes & Matzdorf, 2013). In fact, “in the EU, the largest source of funding for
practical nature conservation is delivered through agri-environment-climate schemes (AES)
implemented under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)” (Herzon et al., 2018). Common
management practices adopted under AESs include reducing fertilizer and/or pesticide use,
planting buffer crops near rivers, and adaptations to crop rotations. More recently, following
France’s National Biodiversity Plan of 2018, French water agencies are experimenting with
their own PES schemes that are separate from the AES under the CAP. They have been
allocated 150 million euros of the French national budget, which they will mobilize by 2021,
with the objective to maintain or create good ecological practices, such as lowering pesticide
use, planting cover crops, etc. While both maintaining and creating good practices will
be remunerated, creating good practices will receive much higher compensation (up to 676
euros/ha/year compared to up to 66 euros/ha/year for maintenance.

Agricultural lands are also sometimes associated with pollution; for example, the use of
chemical fertilizers and pesticides that pollute watersheds. The standard economic solution to
pollution is a Pigouvian tax, which addresses the negative externality of pollution by charging
polluters the price of the damage caused by the pollution. In a perfectly competitive market
setting, placing a tax on pollution equal to its marginal damage internalizes the damage into
the production decision, and the polluter will reduce pollution to the socially optimal level.
Alternatively, a subsidy can be implemented to incentivize farmers to use less fertilizers and
pesticides, which is essentially a PES.

However, in situations with imperfect competition, “a tax based only on marginal ex-
ternal damages ignores the social cost of further output contraction by a producer whose
output already is below an optimal level” (Barnett, 1980). Indeed, Buchanan (1969) showed
graphically that a Pigouvian tax that works under perfect competition could lead to a welfare
loss under a monopoly. After Buchanan, Barnett (1980) demonstrated mathematically that,
under a monopoly, the optimal second best tax should actually be less than the marginal
damage and that the price elasticity of demand affects the optimal tax rate. Ebert (1991)
follows Barnett (1980) in analyzing Pigouvian taxes under imperfect competition, but focus-
ing on the case of an oligopoly rather than a monopoly. Ebert finds once again that the
optimal Pigouvian tax rate will depend on the marginal damage as well as the market struc-
ture. Since then, the literature on taxation has widely developed for numerous scenarios of
imperfect competition.

Most PES policy evaluations focus on a single policy’s impact, but in reality there may
be multiple policies interacting to provide the outcomes we observe. Lankoski & Ollikainen
(2003) is one paper that looks at both a tax and a subsidy in an agricultural setting. They use
a production function approach and augment Lichtenberg’s model of agricultural production



(Lichtenberg, 1989) to study the optimal land allocation between two crops and fallow buffer
strips when facing negative externalities from nutrient runoff, and positive externalities from
biodiversity and landscape diversity. Their model involves land parcels of varying land quality
(though with uniform quality within a given parcel) adjacent to a water body such as a
stream or river. Their socially optimal policy involves a differentiated tax on fertilizer and a
differentiated buffer strip subsidy.

The aim of our paper differs from Lankoski & Ollikainen (2003), which considers a per-
fectly competitive world. In this article, we assume a farmer chooses to produce a conventional
or an organic good. Whereas the conventional agriculture good market is perfectly competi-
tive, the organic good market is organized under an oligopoly. Farmers can leave uncultivated
land as buffer strips which favor biodiversity whereas conventional agriculture creates envi-
ronmental damages. In order to favor biodiversity and reduce environmental damages, the
regulator sets a PES and a Pigouvian tax. If the farmer chooses to leave buffer strips, the
Pigouvian tax decreases the conventional good production level and the PES reduces both
production levels (organic and conventional). We show that the second best level of the
Pigouvian tax is higher than the marginal damage and the PES is lower than the marginal
benefit. The organic good production level is too low because of the market power, and the
PES further reduces this production level. In order to mitigate the reduction due to market
power, the regulator sets a PES lower than the marginal benefit. The conventional good
level is reduced with both the PES and the Pigouvian tax. As the PES is not high enough,
the regulator sets a Pigouvian tax above the marginal damage in order to reach the correct
level of conventional agriculture. If productions are profitable enough, farmers never choose
buffer strips and the PES is useless. In this case the regulator can only regulate environmen-
tal damages. This time, market power in organic agriculture favors conventional agriculture
production. So a way to reduce environmental damages is to set the Pigouvian tax above the
marginal damage. We then introduce a marginal social cost of public funds (MCF) and find
that the tax will increase with the MCF, whereas the PES will decrease with the MCF.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 sets forth the assumptions used in our
model; Section 3 presents the farmer’s production decision absent of any policy; Section 4
examines second best policies, looking at the farmer’s behavior, the optimal tax and PES,
and the marginal cost of public funds. Finally, Section 5 concludes and presents policy
recommendations.

2 Assumptions

We consider n > 2 farmers who each have three choices for how to manage his land: conven-
tional agriculture (x1;), organic agriculture (z2;), and/or leaving the land uncultivated to act
as a reserve for biodiversity (y;). The farmers compete in a Cournot model of oligopoly for
organic agriculture, with the assumption that all farmers are identical. Each farmer ¢ pro-
duces x1;, z2; and y;, with total output for each good equal to X7 = > | 15, Xo =D ;| T,
and Y = )" | y;, respectively. Each farmer decides how much of his land to allocate to each
management option such that x1; +x9; +vy; = T; where T; is his total area of land. We assume
that producing x1; (x2;) units requires x1; (r2;) units of land Vi =1,...,n .

The cost of implementing organic agriculture is higher than that of conventional agri-
culture, cj(x1;) < co(x9;). Both ¢1(x1;) and co(z9;) are increasing and convex, Vi = 1,...,n.
Additionally, we assume that ¢}’(z1;) = 0 and ' (z2;) = 0,Vi = 1,...,n. The quantity of



land left uncultivated only incurs an opportunity cost of not producing. Finally, the inverse
demand function for each agricultural product is given by p;(X1) and p2(X2) for conventional
and organic agriculture, respectively. Demand is linear for both agricultural goods.

Each of the land management choices also has a different impact on the environment.
Conventional agriculture causes pollution, represented by the damage function D(X;) which
is increasing and convex, D'(X7) > 0, D”(X1) > 0. We assume that organic agriculture does
not lead to pollution, but also does not increase biodiversity, thus it has a neutral impact
on the environment. Finally, the uncultivated land leads to biodiversity benefits, and has a
positive impact on the environment, represented by the increasing function B(Y'), which is
given by B(T — X7 — X3).

We consider that the conventional agriculture good experiences perfect competition whereas
the organic agriculture good experiences imperfect competition in the form of oligopoly.

3 No regulation

In this section we look at the farmer’s decision in the absence of any policy. Farmer 4
maximizes his profit by choosing 1; and z;, assuming x1; and xg; are given.
The profit for farmer i;Vi = 1,2,...,n;i # j is

(215, T2i) = pray + p2(Xo)wa — 1) — ca(@ai) + AT — @15 — w25)

Maximizing profit yields the following conditions:

p1—ci(zu) —A=0 (1)
ph(X2) o + p2(Xa) — dy(we) — A =0 (2)
)\(Tz — 15 — J,’Qi) =0 (3)

Whereas a farmer will consider the marginal cost when making his conventional agri-
culture production decision, he will consider the marginal revenue rather than the marginal
cost when making his organic agriculture production decision. Additionally, farmer ¢ must
consider all other farmers’ decisions in order to maximize his profit. The production decision
also depends on whether the land constrains the farmer’s decision, that is A > 0, or whether
the farmer will have some uncultivated land, that is A = 0.

To see how x9; responds to the choices of farmer j, we apply the implicit function theorem.
We start with the case where A\ = 0, and use F(z2;, x2;) = ph (Xg);rgi + po (Xg) — cy(wa;).

oF
0xo; _ Oxaj _ pIQI(XQ)in +p/2(X2) <0 (4)
0z2; % Py (Xa)xo; + 2ph(X2) — ch(22i)

An increase in farmer j’s production of the organic agriculture good will make farmer 4
reduce his production of the organic agriculture good. Thus, the production of the organic
agriculture good is a strategic substitute.

For the case where A > 0, we apply the implict function theorem, using x1; = T; — x9;
and G = p1 — A\ (T; — x2;) — ph(X2) w2 — pa(Xa) + ch(wa;)



Oxg; _ Oz —pg(Xg)(n — 1)z —pIQ(X2)(n —1) <0 (5)
Oxg;  FE (T — wai) — Py(Xo)wai — 2p5(Xa) + ¢ (22:)

This shows that an increase in farmer j’s production of the organic agriculture good will
lead to a decrease in farmer i’s production of the organic agriculture good, as it is once again
in this case, a strategic substitute.

4 Second best policies

Although we cannot directly correct for the oligopoly, we can examine a second best policy to
correct for the negative and positive externalities of pollution and biodiversity, respectively,
and improve welfare. Here, we examine a tax, ¢, on pollution related to the conventional
agriculture good and a PES for biodiversity, s, which subsidizes uncultivated land in order
to favor biodiversity.!

4.1 The farmer’s behavior

When the tax and subsidy are implemented, the profit for farmer i;Vi = 1,2, ...,n;4 # j is

T = p1ai + p2(Xo)we — 1) — co(@we) — twrs + s(T; — w15 — 25) + AT} — 15 — @24)

Maximizing profit yields the following conditions:

p1—ci(z1) —t—s5—2A=0 (6)

/ X2 /
p2(X2)7 + p2(X2) — ch(z2) —s—A=0 (7)
)\(Tz — 15 — J,’Qi) =0 (8)

Starting with the unbounded case (A = 0), we can see how z1; and x9; change with
changes in the values of s and ¢ by applying the implicit function theorem on (6) and (7),
using F(z14, 8,t) = p1 — &) (w1;) — t — s and F(x2;, 5) = ph(X2) w2 + p2(X2) — ch(w2) — s

Oxy; _ %% _ 1 <0
Os 2L py = d(an)
oF

Ozy; __ ot _ 1 <0

ot 2 P — ()

oF
dzo; _ 05 _ 1 “0
ds 2L 2ph(Xs) + py(Xa)wei — (i)

We also analysed a scenario with two PES: one for biodiversity and one for organic agriculture, which
replaces the tax. We find in this case that the PES for organic agriculture takes the market power into account
and the result is a subsidy equal to the marginal benefit of organic agriculture.



An increase in subsidy level will lead to a decrease in both agriculture goods, and thus
an increase in uncultivated land and biodiversity benefits. Additionally, an increase in the
tax t will also lead to a decrease in the conventional agriculture good.

For the bounded case(A > 0), we set x9; = T; — x1; and we apply the implicit function
theorem using G(z14,t) = p1 — ¢ (x1:) —t — ph(T — X1)(T; — x15) — p2(T — X1) + (T} — x14).

oG

ﬁazli _ 9t _ 1 >0
ot 24 (wn) + (T — ) — 205(T = Xu) = py(T' = X0)(T; — 215) — ph
Since zo; = T; — x14(1),
Oxy;  —dxo;
= <0
ot dt

This implies that an increase in tax ¢ will lead to an increase in production of the organic
agriculture good, and a decrease in production of the conventional agriculture good. Here,
when A > 0, the subsidy does not impact the farmer’s production choices because the cost
structure and market is such that it is not profitable to leave any land uncultivated.

4.2 Optimal tax and PES levels

We maximize the social welfare function to find the second-best levels of ¢ and s for both the
bounded and the unbounded scenarios. Starting with the unbounded scenario (A = 0), the
social welfare function is

Xi(s;t) Xo(s) .
W(Xl(s’s?’ Xa(s)) = /0 p1(uw)du +/0 p2(v)dv — ney (W)

9)
— ney <X2n(8)) + B(T — Xi(s,t) — Xa(s)) — D(X1(s,t))

Maximizing this welfare function with respect to s and t leads to the following first order

conditions:
2 (X () — ¢} <X1(8)> — By = D'(Xa(s))]
(10)
+ %[pZ(XQ(S)) - C/2<X2(8)> — By =0
) - & (T4 <5, - )] =0 ()

with 83)? <0, % < 0, and % <0, and By = B'(y).

We can rearrange the profit maximization conditions, equations (6) and (7) to obtain the
following:




Next, we can plug equations (12) and (13) into equations (10) and (11) to obtain the
following equations:

aa)il[t +s— By, — D'(X1(s))] + %[—pé(Xg(s))% +5— By =0 (14)

We can now solve (15) for ¢, and plug that into (14) to solve for s and t. We find:

Xa
n
Xo

n

5= By +ph(Xa) (16)

t = D'(X1) — pp(X2) (17)

We find that the second best subsidy is equal to the marginal benefit plus the marginal
revenue, and since the marginal revenue is negative, the second best subsidy will have a value
lower than the marginal benefit. Similarly, the second best tax will be equal to the marginal
damage minus the marginal revenue, and thus will be higher than just the marginal damage
alone. Production of the organic agriculture good is lower than optimal because of the market
power involved. So, the tax becomes higher than the marginal damage and the subsidy lower
than the marginal benefit in order to not further distort the level of organic agriculture that
is produced.

As n increases and approaches infinity we approach the situation of perfect competition,
since % tends to zero as n tends to infinity. This then nullifies the additional component
in the tax and the subsidy such that they are once again equal to the marginal damage and
marginal benefit, respectively.

Next, we look at the bounded case (A > 0), using X; =7 — X3 to account for the value
of A. The social welfare equation here is

T—X2(t) Xa(t) _
W(X1(tt),X2(t)) = /0 p1(u)du —i—/o p2(v)dv — necy (TnX?(t))

(18)

e <X2(t)> +B(T — (T~ Xa(t)) ~ Xalr))

— D(T — X5(t))

Maximizing this welfare equation yields the following first order condition:

%[‘M(T — X)) +p2(Xa) + ¢ (T _7”LX2> o <)fl2> PO - X2l =0 1

Using the profit first order conditions (6) and (7), we find that

T— X2 X2 X2
g+ ¢, Xo) — b 22) = <t — ph(X) 22 20
(T ) - (32) = o)) (20)
Plugging (20) into (19) yields
X
t=D'(T—X5)— 19/2()(2)?2 (21)



Similar to the unbounded case, the welfare-maximizing tax is equal to the marginal dam-
age minus the marginal revenue. Since the marginal revenue is negative, the resulting tax is
greater than the marginal damage. Depending on the value of A, either a tax alone (when
A > 0), or a tax and a subsidy (when A = 0) results in implementing the second best.

4.3 Marginal cost of public funds

The marginal cost of public funds (MCF) is a measure of the welfare loss to society as a
result of raising additional revenues to finance government spending (Browning, 1976; Dahlby,
2008). Increasing taxes or implementing a new subsidy can change the allocation of resources
in an economy through impacts on consumption, labor, and investment decisions (Dahlby,
2008). Browning (1976) estimates the MCF of labor income taxes in the United States,
finding a MCF of $1.09-$1.16 per dollar tax revenue raised.

Laffont & Tirole (1986) and Caillaud et al. (1988) incorporate the social cost of public
funds into their models investigating regulation in asymmetric information scenarios. More
recently, Mougeot & Schwartz (2008) incorporate the MCF in their study of the optimal
allocation of pollution quotas in an asymmetric information scenario. In their model, the
regulator determines the pollution permit allocation, while taking into account a revenue
target since each euro collected by the sale of permits results in 1 4+ A\ euros in social benefit,
where A represents the MCF.

Brendemoen & Vennemo (1996) look at how the MCF changes in the presence of environ-
mental externalities, and find that accounting for environmental externalities can alter the
MCF of different taxes, and thus alter the ranking of efficiency of these taxes. If the MCF
for an environmental taxes are in fact lower than the MCF of another tax, lowering the other
tax will improve welfare (Brendemoen & Vennemo, 1996).

This improvement in welfare relates to the concept of the “double dividend” which sup-
poses that levying a revenue-neutral Pigouvian tax can reduce market distortions in two
ways: internalizing a negative externality, and reducing distortionary taxes while maintain-
ing the same governmental revenue level. Essentially, this idea supposes that the MCFs
for environmental taxes are lower than the MCFs for other sources of tax revenue (Dahlby,
2008). Several papers investigate the theoretical and empirical merit of the idea of the dou-
ble dividend under different conditions, such as different labor supply curves (Goulder, 1995;
Bovenberg, 1999; Carraro et al., 1996; Ploeg & Bovenberg, 1994; Ligthart & Van Der Ploeg,
1999). Finally, Chiroleu-Assouline (2001) provides a literature review of the different studies
of the double dividend.

Below, we incorporate the MCF in both the tax on conventional agriculture and the PES
for biodiversity. Using € to represent the MCF, each euro in tax revenue will have 1 + €
euros in social benefit, as the tax increases revenue and can replace other distortionary taxes.
Conversely, the PES is funded by the government, and implementing a new subsidy means
a requirement for additional government revenue through increased taxes, which will come
at a cost to society. So, each euro allocated to the PES comes at a cost of (1 + €) euros to
society since it induces new distortionary taxes.

The welfare equation when A = 0 and y > 0 now includes the terms etX; and es(T —
X1 — X2) to reflect the MCF:



X1(s,t) Xo(s) .
W(Xi(s,t), Xa(s)) = /0 p1(uw)du +/0 pa(v)dv — ney <X1(7t)>

s,t n

- ncZ(Xjfs)) BT~ Xu(s,t) — Xa(s)) — D(X(5,1))
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(22)

Maximizing this welfare function with respect to s and t leads to the following first order

conditions:
%[pl(Xl(s)) —d <X1n(8)> — By — D'(X1(s)) + et + es]
+ %[Pz(Xz(S)) - d (Xi(8)> = By +es] — (T — Xi(s) = Xa2(s)) = 0
%Wm» —4 <X2(t)> = By = D'(Xy(1)) + et + es] + X (t) = 0

with 25 <0, 28 <0, and %2 < 0.

We can use (12) and (13) to obtain

0X,
Js

dXs
ds

[t(1+e€) +s(l+e€) —By—D'(X1)]+
—E(T—Xl—XQ):O

(X222 +5(1 +6) - By]

X
T;[t(l +e)+s(14+€) —B,—D'(X1)]+eX1 =0

Solving (26) for t we find

B, + D'(Xy) e X
1+e€ 1+e%

t=-—s+

Plugging (27) into (25)

0s % ds

Solving this equation for s we find:

0X1 [eX dX X
1[6 1} 2[p,2(X2)712+5(1+6)By]E(TX1X2):O

By + ph(X2) 22 e [T—X—Xo € ox,
5T 1+4+¢ 1+e dXy 14e€ 1 dx, X1
ds ds Ot

Using this value of s we can solve (27) for t

. D'(X1) — ph(Xz)22 B [ 24 X, N T-X1-X» X ]
= Xy X Ix ax
1€ L4 e 552 5 ds. o

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(30)

To see how the level of subsidy and tax change with changes in MCF, we solve (9) for
first order conditions, using X (s(e),t(e)) and Xa(s(e)). We find the following (see Appendix

B for full calculations):
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So % < 0if ex,/; > —1. In other words, an increase in MCF will lead to a decrease
in the second best PES if demand for X; is inelastic with respect to the tax. As the MCF
increases, the PES becomes more expensive, which requires higher taxes to increase revenue
to pay for it. With inelastic demand for the conventional agriculture good, the increased
tax will not change conventional agriculture production by a large amount, which allows for
the required increase in revenue. However, the amount of land available to set aside for
biodiversity benefits is lower since the amount of land producing the conventional agriculture
good will not change much with an increase in the tax due to its inelasticity of demand.

For the tax, we find that % >0ifex, > —1and 3X1 /aX2 > z/q where

X2(8(6)))

n

= = ph(Xals(e)) — 4

0= th(xa(1(e),s(e) — e (U)o o)

So, an increase in MCF leads to an increase in the second best tax when demand for X3
is inelastic and when 2 S / oX; > z/q. In other words, the ratio of the change in conven-
tional agriculture productlon Wlth respect to the tax and the change in organic agriculture
production in response to the PES must be above a certain threshold, represented by z/q.

The condition of having an inelastic demand in response to the tax means that instead
of discouraging the polluting behavior, the tax functions to raise revenue, as an increase in
the tax does not have a large impact on the amount of land a farmer puts into production
of the polluting conventional agricultural good. Typically, we would prefer an environmental
tax to discourage the damaging action and thus bring in less revenue but succeed in reducing
pollution.

For the case where A > 0, we have the following welfare function:

T—Xo2(t) Xa(t) B
W(T = Xo(). Xa(t)) = /0 pr(w)du + /0 pa(0)do — ney (Tf(t))

(31)

Xo(t
ey (P20 4 B(T - (7 - Xa(0) - Xal0)
n
— D(T — X5(t)) + et X1(t) — es(T — (T — Xa2(t)) — Xa(t))
Maximizing welfare yields the following first order condition:

dXo T—Xg) C(Xg
2

dt
Using equations (6) and (7) from the profit maximization, we have

—=[=p1(T — X2) +p2(X2) + ¢ ( )+ D'(T — Xy) —et] + (T — Xa) = 0 (32)

X
—p1+ (X0) + pa(Xa) = h(Xa) = — = ph(X2) (33)
We can then write equation (32) as
dX
d: (XQ)f +D'(T — X)) —et| + (T — Xo) = (34)
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Then, we solve equation (34) and find

DT X0) (X e <T—X2) (35)

N l+e T+e\ dX

Without the MCF, the tax is the same in both scenarios, but once the MCF is introduced,
the tax in the A = 0 scenario is different from the tax in the A > 0 scenario.

As in the preceding case, here the tax is affected by the MCF. To see how ¢ changes with
a change in €, we apply the implicit function theorem on (32), which we will call J:

ﬁ _ %:i . %t—i—Xl
de = o8 T T IRR () + (T — K1) — 45 — T(T) — DKy + 25

We know that the denominator of the above expression is negative. If % > 0, then

dX,
—t+X71>0
gt + X1

dx, t
=l 41
T R

dx, t
——>-1
dt X,

Here, the relationship between the tax and MCF is positive when the demand for the
conventional agriculture good is inelastic, just as in the case where A = 0.

5 Conclusion and recommendations

Pollution and biodiversity benefits are two externalities associated with agricultural land that
lead to market failure. Multiple market failures require multiple policies to address them.
Here, we looked at the scenario where a tax and a PES scheme are used to address pollution
and biodiversity conservation, respectively. We added an additional market distortion in the
form of an oligopoly in organic agriculture production. We found that the second best tax on
conventional agriculture production is higher than the marginal damage from pollution, and
the second best PES for biodiversity is lower than the marginal benefit. We then introduce
the marginal cost of public funds in order to investigate how the PES and the Pigouvian tax
are modified. The PES decreases with the MCF whereas the Pigouvian tax increases with
the MCF, provided that demand for the conventional agriculture good is inelastic.

This article does not take into account the additionality issue under asymmetric infor-
mation. Indeed, the farmer can leave some land uncultivated before any policy is introduced
because it is not profitable for him to use all of his land in agricultural production. In this
case, when a PES scheme is implemented, there is a windfall effect because the farmer will
be subsidized for all uncultivated land, even the land he would have left uncultivated in the
absence of any policy. The size of the windfall effect can be unknown to the regulator. One
proposed solution to the asymmetric information problem that has been widely explored in
the literature is to use reverse auctions to allocate PES contracts.
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Appendices

A Welfare function concavity

We construct the Hessian matrix, I(W)

1wy = | BRI+ G

+ SRRIG) + (G PIG) Gt F) + S S [
2
Goor [F] + GG [F] O [F) + (%52 [F]
where
X1 ,
F=p(X1) - 01(7) — By — D'(X1)
/ / 171 Xl "
F' = pi(X1) — *01(7) + Byy — D"(X1)
X
G = pQ(XQ) — C/ 2

(B[] + (

dXo

0X1 0X1

Following our assumptions about demand and cost structures, we can simplify (36)
I(W) = [ Bs 9

ox, 09X, 1 e
le Bitl [Fq
calculate the determinant of 7

B

)2[F]
Based on our assumptions, we know F’ < 0 and G’ < 0. Using this information, we
X
Det(I) = “(a !

1)
o dXa, ] X 0X1 9X
P (e O [ 19X )

Oty | - | 2O . SO

)

We can simplify (38)

Det(I) = dX2
while [@] [G'] +

(38)

e

(2RIG5> 0
+ (B PIF) < 0.

d*X
a2

(39)

Next, we look at the case where A > 0, referring to (19)

dX
+ (=

Thus, we have a concave welfare function for oligopoly, because the determinant is positive
>w

iz P1(X1) = (T = Xa) = &4

X T-X
)t ea(——) = D'(Xy)]
1 X T nX (40)
1 1
W) 1 (X1) + po(T — X1) — 50/1,( - ) — 50/2/( ) — D"(X1)]
We assume dflfgl =0 and ¢ = 0, such that we now have
dXy
(X024 00) + (T~ X1) -

X 1, T-X; .
- D"(X 0
" 1( n ) — 02( ) ( 1)} <
Therefore, the welfare function is still concave when A > 0

(41)
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A.1 Marginal cost of public funds

Starting with the case where A = 0, we use (23) and (24) to create the Hessian:

H= [‘CL Z} (42)
Where
a—a;)gl[A-l- (t+s)]+(8;§1)2[A’]+2 88X1+d2§2[3+ ]+[dd%] [B]—FQE%
b= %QZ[AJF (t+s)]+%%m]+ [%Jr%]
c= ?;t(? [A+6(t+s)]+%%[fl]+e[%+%]
d= a;f(l[A—&— (t+s)]+(%)2[A’]+2 %

and

X
B’ = ph(X3) — ECIQI( 2) + Byy

Thanks to our assumptions, we can simplify the Hessian to

- [(6521) [A] + [dXQ] [B] +2¢(% + 42) (%) [A’]+26(8X1)]

( ) [A/]—I—Qe(aXl) (g ) [A/]_|_268X1 (43)

0X1 9 dXo 0X1 dXs 0X1 0X1
Det = A+ [==PB]+2 2[A +2
et = { oo+ 152 Pm) + 2Ot + G2« (Ot + 250

ot
2
_ {(8;?)2[/1’] + 266X1}

ot
simplifying:
_dXy 5, 0X1 5 0X1dXo, dXo 00X,
Det = (2 LRI BY + 26 S (2 + L)
dX, 0X
2 2 1
e ds ot >0

With A’ < 0 and B’ < 0, we find a positive determinant. And, because (%) [A] +
[%]Q[B | + 2 (8X1 + dXQ) < 0, we have a concave function.

For the case where A > 0, we refer to (32):
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2w d2X, dXy dXy
= E =) [E] 42—
i +€t]+<dt>[ I+ 2y
where
X3 T-X
E :pl(Xl) pQ(T X]_) _Cl< ) +C2< n 1) — D/(Xl)
and

n n

X 1, /T-X
E' = pl(X1) + ph(T — Xl)—c’1’< 1>—c'2/< 1>—D”(X1)<0

With our assumptions we can simplify this to:

982 14
12 dt < (44)

EW _(dX, Q[E,] dX,
dt

Thus, our welfare function is still concave when A > 0.

B How the tax and PES change with the MCF
We know from section 4.3 that the levels of tax and PES depend on the marginal cost of

public funds, €, so the tax and PES must satisfy conditions (23) and (24).
We set:

0= P (X1 0(6), () — =t (PP i), s(e) <0

2= sha(s(9) - eg(FED) <

n

Additionally, we know: 85? = 8—)? < 0.

Next, we differentiate (23) and (24) by e and rearrange the equations into matrix form:

CE-[EeRETE ) e

where

0X1
Os

0X3
yyﬁ

0Xo
Os

0X 0X
[(Z + Byy)T; + Bny;

0X
i = [(q+ Byy) 881 12+ B ] + + 2¢]

8X1

8X1 aXQ
05 ——(q+ Byy)—~ ot +2e+ B

yy 88 ]

0X1 0X4 0X9
B B

ot —— (g + Byy) O + Dyy Ds

X, 0X,

k=

+ 2¢]
+ 2¢]

Next, we multiply each side of the equation by the inverse of [; ﬂ to find % and %
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where

Calculating the determinant of {Z J ] we find:

kol
19X, X1 X1 X, 0Xo
Det —{W[(quByy)W+26]}{§[(Q+Byy)§+2€+Byy§]
Xo dXo 90X, X1 X1 9X2.12
=22 B B 2V — | = =2 [(g+ Byy) =t + 2 + By, —2
+ el Bu) 52 + By gk 2} - | = et Bu) 5t + 20+ By |
(47)
C0X170X5? | 0X1%0X,? 0X120X,? 0X120X> 90X, 0X5?
Det =57 55 T a0 55 PwT g g5 Bw TG0 5 T 5y
0X12 0, 0X10X5? 0X10X5 ,
T 25 gs Bwe T2 gy Pwe A o >0
(48)
because ¢ < 0 and z < 0, 85? = 85{81 < 0 and 8522 < 0.
We can now calculate % using (46):
83 . 1 6X1 8X1 8X1 8X2
3~ ar 0+ B + 2 { = G+ o = ke + (T - X0 - X)) (49)
1 8X1 8X1 8X2 8X1
— ! - g+ B,) =t + 2+ B, —2) W - 2L ~-X
Toil s Ma Bu) Ty 2 By 5 2 = ) - Xa )
ds 1 0X120X, | 0Xy? 0X120X> 0X,?
B qil o st g AT Xa) kTt G By £ T By (T - Xa)
>0 (50)
X1 0X, 8X1 X, X,
L2 X By, — 2 2 T-X
Gy Xaly — 2 S e £ 2 (T - Xa)
%<Olf
0X120X, X1 0Xo 0X10xy . 0X,
hfntel it il il '€ et ietl i X o1
di s Bt p gy X1Bw <0 Hr g Byt X <0 (51
Xy t
ie. if%t+X1>0@%X%+1>o@a—tlz>—1
N——

€xq/t

So % <0ifex,/;>—-1
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Next, looking at the tax we find:

ot 1 (06X, X, 09X, 0X, 09X,

L Bttt B B2 1 9¢|[— 221 — T-—X, - X
De det{ op L0+ By) 7=+ By - +2€] [ - S =(t+5) — =5+ 1= Xo)]
0X, 0X, 0Xo. 90X, 09X, 09X,
bttt B,,) =t + 2+ B, 2] 4 222 By)—2 4+ B, =L 19
+[8s [(q + Byy) s + 26+ Ly 8s]+ 05 [(z + Byy) D5 + Lyy I + 6H

0X
[—T;(t-l-s)—)ﬁ]}
(52)
Btzl{f))(l28)(2 8_8X18X22z8_8X18X22Zt_8X12 T_axfm +8X12 .
de _det Lot 0s T ot os ot Os ot T Tps LT Ty 92
8X120X, 90X, 0X52 0X,2 8X1 0X5 8X1 0X5
ot 0s PwT g as Pw g TBw g s TBw 5 g5 X1 Bw
8X5?2 0X,2 9X1 0Xo 80X, 0X, 90X,
2 x\B,, + - xX,B,, + —L2x.B,, —2 _9Z Ly
s 1Pw g Aabyy gy A By — 27 oy e — 20 e
09X, 0X,
- 2@){16 + QW}(QE}
(53)
ot 1 (0X120X 0X 12 80X, 2 X
&:Q{ 8t1 aqu_ 8751 o(T = Xo) = 8t1 Byy(T = X5) =2 atle(T_XQ)
L 0X PO, o 0X10Xp o 0X10Xp7 0 0X10Xp7
ot 9s ™ ot 9s ™ Ot Os ot 0s (54)
0X, 0X5 8X52 90X, 0X52 90X, 0X,
LT (T — Xo) — =2 X B, — 272 X e — =2 X, —21
5t s Dl 2) =y XiByy =257 Xe = 552Xy = 275 =y St
0X10X52
Ot Os tByy}

We know that

0X120X5 _0X1 90Xy _0X1 0Xs 0X1y X1 t o _
o — G GEtByy — Gt G2 X1Byy > 0 & -G GEB, [Git - Xa] > 0 Gl > -1

0X1 0Xo 0Xo 0Xo 10X1 0Xq1 t
—2% Gite — 252 X1e > 0 & 2% 2e[Gt + Xa] > 0 5t > -1

0X1 8X22 8X22 . 8X22 0X1 8X1L
o — GG At — GE Xy > 0if —F2 %+ Xa] > 06 TGl > -1

98X, 2 8X1 90X, 2 ). oY 90X X1 t
o G XaByy — G G 1By > 0if =2 Byy [Tt + Xa] > 0 Gt s > -1

0X1 8X22 8X128X2 0X1 0Xo 10X1 0Xo

0X1 0Xo
o — GG a5+ Gt Glas > 0 Gt GRs[TGta — Gz > 06 [FGita - FE] >0
0X1 >3X2Z
at 4~ 35

ot : 0X 0X:
9 > 0ifex, y > —1 and “5tq > %22
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