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rate appreciation, thus defeating one of the objectives of tariff reform, when the capital 
account is open. When political economy linkages are taken into account, however, the 
indirect effects of financial liberalization may offset the direct effects, encouraging a 
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should still hold unless there are strong negative income effects from trade reform. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This paper is a sequel to Bhattacharya (1999a). As noted in that paper, there has been 
a lot of policy discussion and debate in the academic literature on the “sequencing” issue 
relating to trade liberalization and opening of the capital account-should they go hand in 
hand, or should one precede the other [see Bhattacharya (1997), Edwards (1984, 1989) 
Falvey and Kim (1992), Funke (1993), McKinnon (1982, 1991)]. Bhattacharya (1999b), 
Engel and Kletzer (1991) Rodrik (1989, 199 1) and van Wijnbergen (1985) among others 
have also looked at the issue of credibility of trade reform, and in particular at the impact of 
uncertainty regarding trade policy on domestic investment and capital flight. However, 
almost all these studies assume a well-functioning domestic financial market. By contrast, 
despite the vast literature on financial repression/liberalization and its implications for growth 
[for example Cho and Khatkhate (1989), Collier and Mayer (1989), Eastwood and Durski 
(1992), Fry (1988, 1989) Gelb (1989), Gibson and Tsakalotos (1994), McKinnon (1973, 
198 1 a, 198 1 b, 1988, 1989), Shaw (1973), van Winjbergen (1983)], there has been relatively 
little discussion in the academic literature on the issue of the appropriate sequencing of trade 
liberalization and domestic financial market reform. Indeed, there are very few theoretical 
models analyzing how trade liberalization and domestic financial market reform interact with 
each other in a general equilibrium setting, particularly in the context of uncertainty regarding 
tariff reform. 

The main exceptions to this are Kahkonen (1987) and Bhattacharya (1999a). In 
Bhattacharya (1999a) I look at trade liberalization and domestic financial market reform in a 
general equilibrium setting in the context of an economy with an importable and exportable 
sector and with political uncertainty regarding tariff reform. The results presented in the 
paper indicate that, under certain assumptions, financial liberalization leads to a movement of 
resources in the opposite direction to that implied by trade liberalization, thus defeating one 
of the objectives of tariff reform. To be more explicit, trade liberalization (not surprisingly) 
leads to less investment in the importable sector and to more investment in the exportable 
sector, while the direct effect of financial liberalization is an increase in investment in the 
importable sector, with the impact on investment in the exportable sector being ambiguous. 
When political economy linkages are taken into account, however, the indirect effects of 
financial liberalization may offset the direct effects and encourage a movement of resources 
in the desired direction. 

The model presented in Bhattacharya (1999a) does not allow analysis of the 
implications of trade and domestic financial market liberalization for the real exchange rate 
or for the current account balance. This is because there is no nontraded sector in the model 
and the capital account is assumed to be closed, with the domestic interest rate adjusting to 
equate domestic savings and investment in every period. In this paper we extend the model to 
allow an analysis of these important issues in a general equilibrium context. 

This paper looks at a two-period overlapping generations model in the context of a 
capital-scarce economy with two sectors producing a traded and a nontraded good 
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respectively. The focus of analysis is on how trade liberalization and financial sector reform 
interact with each other in general equilibrium, both when the capital account is open and 
when it is closed. In the former case we assume that there are restrictions on capital outflows 
in that domestic agents are not allowed to invest in foreign assets, but the capital account is 
open to the extent that domestic firms are allowed to borrow from abroad at the world rate of 
interest r*. (Alternatively, foreign investors are free to buy shares in the “representative” 
domestic firm). The model presented here is quite similar to Kahkonen’s. However it 
introduces uncertainty about trade reform and analyzes its effects on domestic investment and 
savings, the current account and the real exchange rate. 

Section II presents the basic model. The economy produces two goods, a capital- 
intensive traded good and a labor-intensive nontraded good. The traded good is used for both 
consumption and investment, while the nontraded good is used only for consumption. 
Households are assumed to live for two periods. The representative firm (which produces 
both goods) borrows from the “young” household in each period and decides on how much to 
invest in each sector for production in the next period. However, the return to the household 
on its savings is less than the return on investment by the firm because of a tax on household 
savings (or, equivalently, a tax on borrowing). When the capital account is closed the 
domestic interest rates adjust to equate the volume of domestic savings and investment; when 
the capital account is open the representative firm is allowed to borrow from abroad at the 
exogenously given “world” rate of interest, and invests in the domestic economy up to the 
point where the expected rate of return on domestic capital equals the world rate of interest. 
The traded good sector is subject to a tax in the first period but there is uncertainty about 
tariff reform in the following period. 

In the second period of this two-period model the government has to pay off the 
interest and principal on its external debt. Part of the revenue for this comes from the 
proceeds of the tax on household savings. If a “workers’ government” comes to power it will 
raise the additional revenue through a tariff on imports of the traded good. By contrast, if a 
“capitalist government” comes to power it will remove the tariff, and any revenue shortfall 
will be met out of a tax on wage income. The tax on wage income is a non-distortionary 
lump-sum tax since labor supply is taken to be exogenous in this model. However, it is 
assumed that there are political constraints on the amount of the revenue that can be raised 
through lump-sum taxes on workers. Hence the government has to seek additional sources of, 
revenue to finance its external debt. This is because the primary focus of this paper is not the 
issue of optimal taxation. Instead, the focus is on how uncertainty about alternative 
distortionary sources of financing of government spending affects the general equilibrium of 
the economy in a second-best setting. 

Section III looks at how domestic savings and investment-and by implication the 
current account balance-are affected by the probability of tariff reform and by the tax on 
household savings when the capital account is open. It also analyzes the implications for the 
real exchange rate, defined as the price of the nontraded good relative to the (world) price of 
the traded good. Section IV compares the results when the capital account is closed. 
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Section V analyzes how the results are affected when the probability of tariff reform is itself a 
function of the tax rate on borrowing. This function could be positive if a high tax rate on 
savings leads to strong lobbying by firms for protection against imports on the grounds that 
they face “unfair” competition from abroad due to the fact that domestic producers have to 
pay a higher cost for capital. Conversely, the function could be negative if a low tax on 
savings means that more revenue must be raised through either a tax or a tariff, and this raises 
the required tax rate on wage income to politically infeasible levels and makes the tariff more 
politically attractive. The final section draws together the main results presented in this paper 
and discusses their policy implications. 

The results presented in this paper suggest that, when the capital account is open, 
trade liberalization leads to less domestic investment in both the traded and nontraded sectors 
of the economy and to a lower capital stock in period (t+l). This leads in general equilibrium 
to a lower real wage in period (t+l)--at least when real wages are measured in terms of the 
world price of the traded good-and a depreciation of the real exchange rate, since the non- 
traded sector is assumed to be the labor-intensive sector. By contrast, the direct effect of 
financial liberalization when the capital account is open is an increase in investment in the 
traded sector, with investment in the nontraded sector being unaffected, and an appreciation 
of the real exchange rate. This suggests that financial liberalization will tend to defeat one of 
the objectives of trade liberalization, at least in part, and that both trade and domestic 
financial market reform should not be undertaken simultaneously. Arguably trade 
liberalization should precede liberalization of the domestic financial market, given the likely 
negative effect of the latter on net exports and on the current account balance. 

The analysis becomes more interesting when the probability of tariff reform is itself a 
function of the tax rate on borrowing. When the capital account is open the direct effects of 
financial liberalization will be further accentuated if the probability of tariff7FEm is a 
positive function of the tax rate on borrowing. Conversely, if the probability of tariff reform 
is a negative function of the tax rate on borrowing, the indirect effects of financial 
liberalization would tend-to offset the direct effects, encouraging the expansion of the traded 
sector relative to the nontraded sector. The situation is somewhat more complicated when the 
capital account is closed, but these results should still hold unless there is a strong negative 
income effect from trade liberalization which generates a large shift to the right of the 
domestic savings function. 

II. TRADE LIBERALIZATION AND POLITICAL UNCERTAINTY IN A 
FINANCIALLY REPRESSED ECONOMY-THE MODEL 

I consider here the case of a small open capital-scarce economy producing two goods: 
a capital-intensive traded good, Good 1, and a labor-intensive nontraded good, Good 2. The 
representative firm makes all the production/investment decisions and allocates capital 
between the two sectors so as to maximize the present discounted value of its expected profit 
stream. The traded good is used for both consumption and investment, but the nontraded 
good is used only for consumption. The world price of the traded good is taken as numeraire. 
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When we consider the case of an.open capital account, the firm also has to decide on how 
much to borrow from abroad to invest in the domestic economy. 

The household in this economy is assumed to live for two periods and to inelastically 
supply one unit of labor to the representative firm in each period. When young the household 
consumes part of its wage income and lends the rest to the representative firm, earning a rate 
of return (I +f’,+,) in the next period. In other words, f t+, is the deposit rate of interest for 
household savers in period t. When “old” the household consumes the return from its savings 
(and any labor income that it earns when old). However, because there is a tax on savings (or, 
alternatively, a tax on borrowing), the rate of return to the household is (l+f) = (1 -y)*( I +f ), 
where y is the tax rate on household savings (on borrowing). The interest rate rL is the cost of 
borrowing from the viewpoint of the firm and adjusts to equate savings and investment in 
each period. For simplicity it is assumed that there are an equal number of young households 
and domestic firms in the economy, and that each representative domestic firm is risk-neutral. 

The government enters period t with a certain amount of external debt, D’,. There is a 
positive tariff T, on imports of the traded good which, together with the proceeds from the 
tax on savings, raises just enough revenue to pay the interest on the debt, r*Dlt, where r’ is the 
world rate of interest (assumed to be exogenous). 

In period (t+l) the government has to pay back to foreign debtors the principal and 
the interest on its external debt, (l+r*)D*,. There is a certain (known) probability x that a 
workers’ government will come to power in period (t+l) and raise the necessary revenue 
through a tariff on imports of the traded good set at a rate T, and the proceeds from the tax on 
household savings. Otherwise, with probability (1 - n;), a capitalist government will come to 
power and remove the tariff on the traded good (T,=O). In this case any revenue shortfall will 
be met out of a tax on wage income at a rate z. T, and y are determined historically, while T2 
and t are set so as to meet the government’s budget constraint in period (t-t1 ) and are known 
in advance. 

Note that the tax on wage income t is a non-distortionary lump-sum tax since labor 
supply is taken to be exogenous. However it is assumed that, whichever government is in 
power, there are political constraints on the amount of the revenue that it can raise through 
lump-sum taxes on workers. Hence the government has to seek additional sources of revenue 
to finance its external debt. 

A. Households 

The young cohort in period t solves 
Max U(C’J + (l+r*)-’ E[U(C”,+,)] 

subject to 

cy, = (l+WY,, + pNCYzr = 0, - SD, 

(1) 
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and 
cO,T ,+, = (1+T2)Co.T,t+, + P~N,+,C’*~Z,+, = 
UT,+, + (I-y)(l+f,+,)SD, = fJJTt*, + u+f,+,)sD, 
with probability n;; 

C 0,NT 
I+ I = covNT,,+, + pNTN~+,cosNTZ~+, = 

(1 -wNT,+, + (I-y)(l+l-L,+,)SD, = (M)ONT,, + (l+f,+,)SD, 
with probability (1 -x) 

(34 

Ub) 

where E[.] is the expectations operator; U(.) is the representative household’s utility 
function (whose arguments are its consumption of Goods 1 and 2 in periods t and (t-tl)); C’, 
(CO,) is the consumption of the young (old) in period t, and the subscripts 1 and 2 refer to 
consumption of the traded and nontraded good respectively; r’ is the discount rate, assumed 
to be the same for households and firms, and to be equal to the exogenously given world rate 
of interest; pN is the price of the nontraded good (relative to the world price of the traded 
good); o, is the wage rate in period t, and ol+, the (expected) wage rate in period (t+ 1); f [+,, 
$,,,, y and z are as defined above in the text; SD, is the volume of household savings by the 
young cohort in period t that is lent to the representative firm; and the superscripts T and NT 
refer to the fact that consumption, real wages, and the relative price of the nontraded good 
will differ in general equilibrium in period (t+l) depending on whether or not there is a tariff 
on imports of the traded good. 

The old cohort in period t consumes the return from its savings in the previous period 
and any wage income that it earns: 

co, = U+‘W”,, + PNrCoZt = 0, + (l-y)(l+IL,)SD,J = 0, + (1+f,)S”,, (4) 

B. Firms 

On the production side of the economy it is assumed that the traded good is the capital 
good for both sectors. Capital is sector-specific in the short run but labor is fully mobile 
between sectors in both periods. Both sectors are competitive with constant returns to scale 
Cobb-Douglas production functions: 

Qr = F(K,,L,) = aKlaL,,-= = f(k,) 
QN = H(K,,L,) = bK,PL,‘-P = h(k,), 
L, + L, = 1 

(5) 
(6) 
(7) 

where 
QT (QN) is the output of the traded (nontraded) sector; 
K, (L,) is input of capital (labor) in the traded sector; and 
K, (LJ is input of capital (labor) in the nontraded sector. 
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A competitive nontraded sector with a constant returns to scale production function 
implies the following type of cost function: 

C&%P,h’(k,),Q,) = cr.&PNh’(k8*QN (8) 

Equilibrium in the nontraded sector requires 

QN = cy2 + co2 

i.e. output of the nontraded good equals the amount consumed domestically in every period. 
In every period, given the capital stock in each sector, the representative firm allocates the 

amount of labor to the nontraded sector that is required to produce the quantity of the 
nontraded good that is demanded in the domestic market, and the rest of the labor is allocated 
to production of the traded good. In equilibrium 

PN = c&,P,h’(k,)) 

i.e. price = average cost = marginal cost. 

Thus, in the presence of uncertainty about domestic demand for the nontraded good, 
the ex post rate of return on capital in the nontraded sector is likely to differ from the 
(ex ante) rate of return expected at the time the investment takes place. Moreover, the ex post 
rates of return on capital may differ across the two sectors. 

The assumption that labor is fully mobile across sectors implies that the wage rate is 
equalized across the two sectors in every period. The wage rate o in turn is determined by the 
equilibrium condition that 

where pr is the domestic price of the traded good (inclusive of any tariffs). Since the world 
price of the traded good is taken as numeraire pT, = (1 +T,) and pT1+, = (1 +T,), where T, and T, 
are the domestic tariff rates on the traded good in periods 1 and 2 respectively. 

Let us first look at the case where the capital account is closed and the firm cannot 
legally borrow from abroad. In this case the firm finances its investment by borrowing from 
the young household at a given rate of interest f, which it repays in the following period. 
Since f adjusts to equate domestic savings and investment in each period, this implies that in 
general equilibrium 4 is the (expected) rate of return on investment. In period t the firm 
(assumed to be risk-neutral) allocates its capital between the two sectors such that the 
expected rate of return on investment in each sector is I’L,,,. 

Define $T, and $N, as the marginal revenue product of capital functions in the traded 
and nontraded sectors respectively in period t, and $r[+, and qN,+, as the (expected) marginal 



-9- 

revenue product of capital functions in the two sectors in period (t+l). The functions are 
given by 

$Nt = pN@K(KZt,l-LlJ = ‘$1 (13) 

4J Tt-I = n(l+TZ)FK(K,,+,,LT,(+,) + (~-~c)FK(K,,+,,L~~,,+,) = f,+, (14) 

9 Nt+l = ~P~N,+IHK(K~~+~,~-L~I~+I) + 
(~-~)P~~N,~~HK(K?~+,,~-L~~,~+,) = fi,+, (151 

where the superscripts T, NT refer to the fact that the wage rate and labor allocation in period 
(t+l) will differ depending on whether or not there is a tariff in that period. T,, T,, x, o,, 
UT,+,, (J-)NTt+,, and ri-,+, are all taken as given by the firm. The marginal revenue product of 
capital schedule in period t for investment in production for period (t+l) is given by 

4J Ia+1 = Kt+,W,t+, + &+,)I +Tt+I + [Kzt+~/(~~r+, + &+I)] +Nt+I (16) 

The other scenario we look at is where there are restrictions on capital outflows in 
that domestic agents are not allowed to invest in foreign assets, but the capital account is 
open to the extent that domestic firms are allowed to borrow from abroad at the world rate of 
interest r*. (Alternatively, foreign investors are free to buy shares in the representative 
domestic firm.) The representative firm in turn takes the domestic savings of the young 
cohort and decides on how much to borrow from abroad, and on how to allocate its 
investment between the traded and nontraded sectors for production in the following period. 
Since by assumption we are considering the case of a capital-scarce economy, the rate of 
return on domestic capital (in the absence of foreign borrowing) cannot be less than the world 
rate of interest r*. Consequently there is positive borrowing from abroad. Arbitrage activities 
on the part of domestic firms ensure that the expected rate of return on domestic investment 
equals r*, i.e. 

I++- = 
1+f = 

l+r* 
(W(l+r’) 

(17) 
(18) 

In other words, the representative domestic firm borrows from abroad to invest in the 
domestic economy until the expected rate of return on domestic investment equals the world 
rate of interest. 

The firm’s maximization problem in period t is thus given by 

Max 

K,t+1&1+, 

*TtK1t + *NtK2t + 

(l+e)-’ * 

[ $Tt+IKI,+I + $Nt+lK2r+l 1 (19) 
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subject to 

(l+T,)(K,t+,+K~t+,) = SD, + bL, (20) 

where bL, is the volume of borrowing from abroad by the representative domestic firm, and is 
constrained to be zero when the capital account is closed. 

Note that, ex ante, the firm allocates capital in period t between the two sectors so as 
to equalize the expected rates of return in each sector at $,+,. However the ex post rates of 
return will differ across sectors, depending on the domestic market demand for the nontraded 
good in period (t+l) and on whether or not there is a tariff on the traded good. 

C. Government and Market Equilibrium 

In period t the government pays the interest on its external debt using the proceeds 
from the tax on savings and a tariff on imports. Thus, the government’s period t budget 
constraint can be written as 

Y(l+I-Lt)sD,l + 
T, [K,,, + Kzt+, + CY,t + Co,, - VLW = r D t (21) 

In period (t+l) the government is obliged to pay off the interest and principal on its 
external debt. If the workers’ government comes to power it will raise the necessary revenue 
from the tax on household savings and a tariff on imports of the capital good. In this case the 
government’s period (t+l) budget constraint is given by 

YU + ~t+,FD, + 
T, [K,,+2 + Kzt+z + CY*Tl,+l + C”*T,,+l - Wl,+,,LTIt+,)l = (1 + r’P*t (224 

If instead the capitalist government comes to power in period (t+l), its revenue 
requirements to pay off its external debt obligations will be met from the tax on household 
savings and a tax on wage income. The period (t+l) government budget constraint in this 
case is given by 

~(1 + 8,+,)SDt + t(~,+,~~) = (1 + r*)D*t WV 

When the capital account is open there is a single balance-of-trade condition which 
states that the present discounted value of net exports when measured at world prices over 
both periods must equal the interest and principal on the foreign debt: 

W,&,J - CY,t - Colt - W,t+, + Kzt+,) + 
U+r*Y’ [ WlnlLt+l) - C’,,, - Colt+, - Kt+z + K,,+,) 1 = (l+r*P*, (23) 
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When the capital account is closed the balance-of-trade conditions are given by 

F(K,,,L,,) - CYlt - Colt - (K,,,, + K2r+,) = r’D*, (24) 

FW,,+,J-,,+J - CY,,+, - Colt+, - KIT2 + k,+,) = U+r*P*, (25) 

The balance-of-trade condition for period t is that the balance of trade surplus-the 
value of production less consumption of the traded good, all measured at world prices-must 
equal the interest payment on the external debt. The balance-of-trade condition for period 
(t+l) is that the balance-of-trade surplus must equal the principal plus interest payment on the 
external debt. 

Substituting into the first order conditions the relevant balance-of-trade condition(s), 
and noting that in general equilibrium r’-,+, is a positive function of K;,,, and K2,+, when the 
capital account is closed, we can use the implicit function theorem to analyze the general 
equilibrium effects of a change in x. I assume throughout that there are no “Laffer curve” 
type effects, so that the revenue obtained from the tax on savings and from a tariff in period 
(t+l) increases as y and T, respectively increases. 

The optimization problem described above can be illustrated diagrammatically as in 
Figure I when the capital account is open. Given the expected lifetime income of the young 
cohort and its intertemporal consumption curve I’, its allocation of consumption over periods 
t and (t+l) is shown by (CY’t,Co*,+,) in Figure 1. Its savings SD*, are then given by the 
difference between its wage income o, and its consumption C’*, in period t; these savings are 
then lent to the representative domestic firm. Given the marginal revenue product of capital 
schedule Iclli,+, , the representative firm decides on how much to invest in the traded and 
nontraded sectors so that the expected rate of return in each sector is the same as the world 
rate of interest r*. The firm then borrows from abroad the difference between the amount that 
it wishes to invest and the amount that it can borrow from the young cohort, SD*,.This 
situation is illustrated in Figure 2. 
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Figure 1. Inter-temporal Household Consumption fn a Two-Period Setting 
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111. THE RESULTS WITH AN OPEN CAPITAL ACCOUNT 

Trade liberalization 

Impact on investment 

By the Stolper-Samuelson theorem, trade liberalization-removal of the tariff on 
imports of the traded good-will decrease the rewards to the factor used intensively in the 
production of the traded good (the rate of return on capital will fall), while the rewards to the 
factor used intensively in the production of the nontraded good will rise (the real wage rate 

will increase)-+% a given level of the capital stock. The investment function will therefore 
shift inwards, leading to less investment in the domestic economy. Thus a higher probability 
of tariff reform-i.e. a lower x-leads to less investment in both sectors, and 

6K,,+ ,/6n: > 0 (26) 
6KZ,,,/6~ > 0 (27) 

The proof is given in Appendix 1. 

Impact on real wages and on the real exchange rate 

Since trade liberalization leads to less domestic investment in the economy and to a 
lower capital stock in general equilibrium, the implication is a lower real wage in period (t+l ) 
-at least when real wages are measured in terms of the world price of the traded good-as a 
consequence of the lower capital-labor ratio. Since the nontraded good sector is assumed to 
be the labor-intensive sector the result is a decrease in the relative price of the nontraded 
good, i.e. a depreciation of the real exchange rate. Even though the real wage in period (t+l ) 
will be lower when measured in terms of the traded good, the impact of trade liberalization 
on the real wage will be indeterminate when consumption of the nontraded good is taken into 
account and will depend on the share of the nontraded good in the consumption basket of the 
representative household. 

Impact on domestic savings and the current account 

Trade liberalization in this model will give rise to substitution effects which will tend 
to raise current period domestic savings. A higher probability of tariff reform will encourage 
consumers to postpone their consumption of the traded good and increase their savings in the 
current period in anticipation that the domestic market price of the traded good will fall in the 
near future. Since trade liberalization in this model is associated in general equilibrium with a 
depreciation of the real exchange rate, similar expectations regarding the future price of the 
nontraded good are also likely to have a positive effect on current period savings as 
consumers attempt to postpone their consumption of the nontraded good. 
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At the same time trade liberalization will give rise to various income effects. As 
mentioned earlier, trade liberalization (a lower x) results in a lower level of domestic 
investment in period t and is associated with a lower expected (pre-tax) wage rate in period 
(t+l)-at least when real wages are measured in terms of the world price of the traded good. 
However, removal of the tariff and the decrease in the relative price of the nontraded good 
may well result in the (pre-tax) real wage in period (t+l) being higher when measured in 
terms of the domestic market prices of the basket of goods consumed by the representative 
household. In this case consumption-smoothing on the part of the young cohort would imply 
higher consumption (and lower savings) in period t. The situation is further complicated by 
the fact that a lower rc will, for a given pre-tax wage rate in period (t+l j, imply a lower 
expected level of post-tax wage income in period (t+l) since there is now a higher probability 
that wage income will be taxed. This would tend to raise household savings in period t. 

The general equilibrium effect on the overall volume of domestic savings is therefore 
ambiguous. Figure 3 looks at the case where these income and substitution effects lead to 
lower consumption and higher savings in period t, with period t consumption falling from 

c’*, to CY’[, and household savings rising from SD*, to SD’l. The fall in domestic capital 
formation and the rise in domestic savings in this scenario implies a rising current account 
surplus (or a declining current account deficit). If trade liberalization is instead associated 
with a decline in domestic savings, then the impact on the current account is ambiguous. 

The experience of Mexico during 1991-93-the period immediately preceding the 
NAFTA agreement-provides an interesting empirical example of the opposite case to that 
illustrated in Figure 3, where the prospect of trade liberalization went hand-in-hand with 
rising consumption and declining domestic savings [see Sachs et al (1995)]. Consumption as 
a percentage of GDP increased slightly over this period, from 70.5 in 1991 to 71.9 in 1993, 
but even more important was a dramatic decline in the net domestic savings of the economy, 
from 9.7 percent of GDP to 6.1 percent of GDP. This decline in domestic savings mainly 
reflected a fall in private sector savings, while private sector investment rose from 
14.9 percent of GDP to 16.6 percent of GDP. This increase in investment took place mainly 
in the nontraded goods sector, and more specifically in the construction sector, rather than in 
the traded goods sector. The consequence was a rise in the current account deficit from 
4.7 percent of GDP in 1991 to 5.9 percent of GDP in 1993, financed by an inflow of capital 
from abroad. Thus, in the case of Mexico, an increasing probability of tariff reform was 
associated with a sharp decline in domestic savings and a growing current account deficit 
which ultimately led to the Mexican peso crisis of December 1994. It is important to note 
here that there were other major structural reforms taking place at the same time, particularly 
in the financial sector, which are important in explaining the sharp fall in national savings 
over this period and the increase in domestic investment (contrary to the predictions of this 
model); more details of these structural measures are given below. However, the expectation 
that trade reform would lead to stronger growth of the economy over the medium to long 
term probably contributed to the rise in private sector consumption and investment, and to the 
decline in private sector savings. 
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Figure 3. Impact of Trade Liberalization on Domestic Savings and Consumption 
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Financial liberalization 

Impact on investment 

Financial liberalization has no direct impact on the overall level of domestic 
.P 

investment when the capital account 1s open. However, there is an indirect effect: as the tax 
rate on savings falls, and assuming no Laffer curve type effects, for any given x the tariff rate 
Tz must rise in general equilibrium in order to meet the government’s budget constraint in 
period (t+l). Thus, for any given X, the marginal revenue product of capital function for the 
traded sector shifts out, leading to an increase in investment in that sector and 

W,+,W < 0 (28) 
6K,,+,l6y = 0 (29) 

The proof is given in Appendix I. 

Impact on real wages and on the real exchange rate 

Since the indirect effect of financial liberalization is an increase in domestic capital 
fomration, this willy a rise in the real wage rate in general equilibrium. Given our 
assumption that the nontraded sector is labor-intensive, the implication is a rise in the relative 
price of the nontraded good and an appreciation of the real exchange rate-in direct contrast 
to the case of trade liberalization. The real wage will be higher when measured in terms of 
the world price of the traded good, but the overall impact of financial liberalization will be 
indeterminate when consumption of the nontraded good is taken into account. Thus, the 
effect on the real wage depends on the extent of the rise in the price of the nontraded good 
and on the share of the nontraded good in the consumption basket of the representative 
household. 

Impact on domestic savings and the current account 

In theory, the impact of financial liberalization on domestic savings should be 
ambiguous. The higher real (deposit) interest rates that liberalization brings should encourage 
economic agents to save more of their income rather than spend it today (the substitution 
effect). On the other hand, as they receive a higher return on their savings, they may feel 
richer and so decide to save less (the income effect). Whether domestic savings rises or not 
depends on which effect dominates. 

Despite this theoretical ambiguity, many development economists have long believed 
that financial sector reform would raise overall domestic savings. In the early 1970s 
McKinnon (1973) and Shaw (1973) argued that not only were savings likely to rise in 
response to an increase in interest rates, but that agents would save more through the formal 
financial system rather than in other ways (such as hoarding cash), thereby allowing domestic 
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savings to be put to their most productive use. As a consequence the quality of investment 
would increase. 

However, in the late 1970s a group of neo-structuralists led by Lance Taylor launched 
a strong attack on the McKinnon-Shaw hypothesis. The crux of their argument lies in the 
existence of informal curb markets in many financially repressed economies in which money- 
lenders intermediate between savers and investors. The neo-structuralists view these markets 
as competitive and efficient. By contrast, it is argued that reserve requirements constitute a 
leakage in the process of financial intermediation through commercial banks. For this reason 
neo-structuralists claim that banks cannot intermediate as efficiently as curb markets between 
domestic savers and investors [see Taylor (1983)]. 

As Fry (1989) points out, the main conclusion to be drawn from a survey of financial 
development models for developing countries is that, at the macroeconomic level, the effects 
of financial liberalization depend entirely on the initial assumptions that are made. If one 
assumes that the official banking system is more efficient at allocating investible funds than 
the curb market, and that households substitute mainly out of unproductive tangible assets 
(inflation hedges) when the real deposit rate of interest increases, financial liberalization 
raises the total real supply of credit, the quantity and quality of investment, and the rate of 
economic growth. On the other hand, if one assumes that the official banking system cannot 
intermediate between savers and investors as efficiently as the curb market because of reserve 
requirements, and that households substitute mainly out of curb market loans when the 
deposit rate of interest is raised, then financial liberalization reduces the total real supply of 
credit, the quantity of investment and the growth rate. In practice curb markets take different 
forms in different countries, and even in different regions within a country, and are not 
necessarily as competitive and efficient as the neo-structuralists assume. Detailed empirical 
evidence in this area is rather scarce. 

Whatever empirical evidence exists on the relationship between interest rates and 
savings/investment is, at best, mixed. Positive real interest rates are now the norm in most 
emerging economies, but there has been no clear trend towards increased savings. Although 
some researchers have found a significant relationship between higher real interest rates and 
higher savings in Asian countries, there is no convincing evidence that this holds across all 
developing countries. Indeed, a review of the Asian experience by Cho and Khatkhate (1989) 
suggests that the level of savings appears to be determined more by institutional factors, and 
in particular accessibility to banks or other financial institutions in which to deposit savings, 
than by the level of real interest rates. 

Here again the experience of Mexico is interesting. The late 1980s and early 1990s 
saw a big increase in capital inflows f&m abroad, a significant proportion of which was short 
term, as private sector savings fell from 15.6 percent of GDP in 1989 to 10.7 percent of GDP 
in 1994 [see Sachs et al (1995)J. There were major structural changes going on in the 
economy over this period, particularly relating to financial liberalization and tariff reform 
associated with the signing of NAFTA in November 1993. The financial markets were 
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deregulated in the 1980s and a number of banks were privatized between 1991 and 1993. 
However there was insufficient prudential supervision and regulation of commercial banks, 
with the result that these relatively inexperienced banks over-lent in a period of stiff 
competition in the banking sector. Moreover, with respect to the capital account, the Mexican 
government changed the law in 1990 to allow foreigners to hold government bonds and to 
buy (non-voting) shares in almost all sectors of the economy. All these structural changes no 
doubt contributed to the decline in the private sector savings rate, as they made it easier for 
households to borrow from banks. In addition, the expectation that these reforms would 
generate higher economic growth over the medium to long term may have led households to 
anticipate strong growth of their real (post-tax) disposable incomes, and this in turn may have 
had a negative income effect on current household savings. 

The general equilibrium impact of financial liberalization on the current account is 
indeterminate in this model, since the overall effect on domestic savings is ambiguous. 
Figure 4 illustrates the case where, as in Mexico, financial liberalization is associated with a 
decline in domestic savings, an increase in domestic capital formation and a growing current 
account deficit. Financial liberalization is depicted by a reduction in the tax rate on borrowing 
from y0 to y,. The indirect effects of financial liberalization shift the marginal revenue 

product of capital function to the right, from tJrK,+, to tj~‘~~+~, while the domestic savings 

function shifts to the left from SD,(f) to SD’, (f). The real lending rate of interest remains 
unchanged at the world interest rate, but the real deposit rate of interest rises from f,,, to 

I” ‘[+,. The net result is an increase in domestic capital formation, a reduction in domestic 

savings from SD, to SD’t, and an increase in the current account deficit from bL, to bL’,. 
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Figure 4. Impact of Financial Liberalization on Domestic Savings and Investment 
With an Open Capital Account 
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IV. THE RESULTS WITH A CLOSED’ CAPITAL ACCOUNT 

With an open capital account, the link between domestic savings and investment is 
broken since foreign borrowing is allowed to finance any excess of domestic investment over 
domestic savings at the given world rate of interest. The results in the previous section 
showed that trade liberalization unambiguously leads to less investment in both sectors of the 
economy, while financial liberalization results in more investment in the traded sector but has 
no effect on investment in the nontraded sector. With a closed capital account, however. the 
equilibrium interest rate has to adjust to equate domestic savings and domestic investment in 
every period. This gives rise to various effects (discussed below) which make the general 
equilibrium effects of trade and financial liberalization more complex and ambiguous than is 
the case with an open capital account. 

Trade liberalization 

When the capital account is open a higher probability of tariff reform (a lower x) 
leads to less investment in both sectors. This is no longer necessarily the case when the 
capital account is closed; it is shown in Appendix I that 

6K,,,,/6n: is ambiguous (30) 
QK,,+,/6x is ambiguous (31) 

in the case where the capital account is closed. This also means that the general equilibrium 
impact on real wages and on the real exchange rate is indeterminate. 

This ambiguity arises because, with a closed capital account, the interest rate adjusts 
to equate the level of investment with the volume of domestic savings in general equilibrium, 
and the general equilibrium impact of trade liberalization on the latter is ambiguous-as 
explained in the previous section. It is thus theoretically possible that a higher probability of 
tariff reform generates a strong negative income effect which leads to a large outward shift of 
the domestic savings function. The resulting fall in the lending rate of interest could be 
sufficient to generate a higher level of domestic capital formation in general equilibrium. 
Figure 5 illustrates this case diagrammatically. Here a higher probability of tariff reform leads 

to a shift in the marginal revenue product of capital function from tJrk,+, to r#‘Kr+,, while the 

savings function shifts outward from S”,(f) to SD’,(f)). The net result is a fall in the lending 

rate of interest from f,+, to ri-‘,+,, with a consequent increase in domestic investment from 

K*,+, to K’,,,. 
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Figure 5. Impact of Trade Liberalization on Domestic Savings and Investment 
With a Closed Capital Account 
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Financial liberalization 

When the capital account is closed a lower tax rate on borrowing results in higher 
investment in the traded sector-as is the case when the capital account is open. However, 
the impact on investment in the nontraded sector is now ambiguous and depends on the 
general equilibrium effect of financial liberalization on the real lending rate of interest. That 
is, 

=,,+,/GY < 0 (32) 
6Kz,+,/6y is ambiguous (33) 

The proof is given in Appendix I. As is the case with trade liberalization, the general 
equilibrium impact on real wages and on the real exchange rate is therefore also 
indeterminate. 

Figure 6 illustrates the case where a fall in the tax rate on borrowing, from yO to yI, 
leads to higher investment in both sectors. This is because we assume that financial 

liberalization leads to an outward shift of the domestic savings function, from SD, (rn) to SD’, 
(rn), although as explained in the previous section this may not necessarily be the case. The 

marginal revenue product of capital function shifts from tIrK,+, to t/~‘~~+, as a consequence of 
the indirect effect of financial liberalization through the government budget constraint; the 
higher equilibrium level of T, consistent with a lower level of y results in the marginal 
revenue product of capital function in the traded good sector moving to the right, from +,-,-, 

to $‘rr+,. However, the impact on the rate of interest is more than outweighed by the outward 
shift in the domestic savings function, so that the equilibrium real lending rate of interest falls 

from +-,+i to I-L’,,,. Thus investment in the traded sector rises from K*,,+, to K’,,,,, and in the 

nontraded sector from K*2,+, to K’,,,,. 
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Figure 6. Impact of Financial Liberaliztition on Domestic Savings and Investment 
With a Closed Capital Account 
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V. ENDOGENIZING THE PROBABILITY OF TARIFF REFORM 

The story becomes more interesting when the probability of tariff reform becomes a 
function of the tax rate on savings, either positive or negative. 

x could be a negative function of y if, for example, a low tax on household savings 
means that more revenue must be raised through either a tax or a tariff, and this raises the 
required tax rate on wage income to politically infeasible levels and makes the tariff more 
politically attractive. This is likely to be the case in countries where labor (trade unions) are 
politically powerful. 

On the other hand x could be a positive function of y if a high tax rate on savings 
leads to strong lobbying by firms for protection against imports on the grounds that they face 
“unfair”competition from abroad due to the fact that domestic producers have to pay a higher 
cost for capital. How are the results in the previous sections affected when R becomes a 
function of y? 

To answer this note that 

6&,+,/6Y = 6K,t+,/6yn,,, + (6~,,/67c)*(hc/8y) i = 1,2 (34) 

The first part of these expressions represent the direct effects of financial 
liberalization on domestic capital formation, while the second part of the expressions 
represent the indirect effects which arise from 71: being a function of y. 

In Section III it was shown that, when the capital account is open, both 6K,,+,/6n: and 
6K2,+,/6x are positive as long as the traded sector is the capital-intensive sector. From this it 
follows that, if x is a positive function of y, the indirect effects of financial liberalization 
would be to raise domestic investment in both sectors.onversely if x is a negative function 
of y. In other words, if the probability of tariff reform is a positive function of the tax rate on 
borrowing the indirect effects of financial liberalization, when the capital account is open, are 
higher domestic investment in the economy, higher real wages (at least when measured in 
terms of the traded good), and further appreciation of the real exchange rate. If the probability 
of tariff reform is instead a negative function of the tax rate on borrowing the indirect effects 
of financial liberalization are the opposite: less domestic capital formation, lower real wages, 
and a depreciation of the real exchange rate in general equilibrium. 

The situation is more complex when the capital account is closed. Absent a strong 
negative income effect leading to a significant rise in household savings, a higher probability 
of tariff reform (a lower x) will be associated with a decrease in domestic capital formation 
and ~K,,+,/&x will be positive. The indirect effects of financial liberalization will then be the 
same as in the case where the capital account is open. Only if there is a strong negative 
income effect from trade liberalization (which generates a large shift to the right of the 
domestic savings function and a significant reduction in the equilibrium lending rate of 
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interest) will 6&,+,/6x be negative (such that an increased probability of removal of the tariff 
on the trade good will coincide with more investment in the domestic economy). Under this 
scenario the indirect effects of financial liberalization will be directly opposite to the case 
when the capital account is open. 

The next (and final) section draws together the main results presented in this paper 
and discusses their policy implications. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The results presented in this paper suggest that, when the capital account is open, 
trade liberalization leads to less domestic investment in both the traded and nontraded sectors 
of the economy and to a lower capital stock in period (t+l). This leads in general equilibrium 
to a lower real wage in period (t+l )-at least when real wages are measured in terms of the 
world price of the traded good-as a consequence of the lower capital-labor ratio. The result 
is a decrease in the relative price of the nontraded good, i.e. a depreciation of the real 
exchange rate, since the nontraded sector is assumed to be the labor-intensive sector. Even 
though the real wage in period (t+l) will be lower when measured in terms of the world price 
of the traded good, the impact of trade liberalization on the real wage will be indeterminate 
when consumption of the nontraded good is taken into account and will depend on the share 
of the nontraded good in the consumption basket of the representative household. 

By contrast the direct effect of financial liberalization (i.e. a lowering or removal of 
the tax on household saK@) when the capital account is open is an increase in investment in 
the traded sector, with investment in the nontraded sector being unaffected. In general 
equilibrium there will be an appreciation of the real exchange rate, and the real wage will be 
higher when measured in terms of the world price of the traded good. However, the overall 
impact of domestic financial market liberalization on the real wage depends on the extent of 
the rise in the price of the nontraded good, and on the share of the nontraded good in the 
consumption basket of the representative household. 

What are the policy implications? One of the objectives of trade liberalization is 
usually to encourage expansion of the traded sector relative to the nontraded sector and to 
promote expansion of the exports through depreciation of the real exchange rate. Even 
though financial liberalization in this model results in more investment in the traded sector, it 
is also associated with appreciation of the real exchange rate which is likely to have a 
negative impact on net exports and on the current account balance. This suggests that 
financial liberalization will tend to defeat one of the objectives of trade liberalization, at least 
in part, and that both trade and domestic financial market reform should not be undertaken 
simultaneously. Arguably, trade liberalization should precede liberalization of the domestic 
financial market, given the likely negative effect of the latter on net exports and on the 
current account balance. Indeed, there is a case for arguing that the results presented in this 
paper suggest that domestic financial market reform should be delayed until the traded sector 
is strong enough (competitive enough) to withstand appreciation of the real exchange rate. 
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The situation is somewhat more complicated when the capital account is closed, but 
the results discussed above should still hold unless there is a strong negative income effect 
from trade liberalization which generates a large shift to the right of the domestic savings 
function and a significant reduction in the equilibrium real lending rate of interest. In the 
absence of this type of strong negative income effect a closed capital account should lead to 
less domestic investment in both sectors of the economy and to a decrease in the relative 
price of the nontraded good (a depreciation of the real exchange rate), thus reinforcing the 
effects of trade liberalization. This in turn suggests that tariff reform is likely to be more 
effective if carried out in the context of a closed capital account. 

It is interesting, however, to look at the case where the probability of tariff reform is 
itself a function of the tax rate on borrowing. When the capital account is open the direct 
effects of financial liberalization will be further accentuated if the probability of tariiorm 
is a positive function of the tax rate on borrowing. Conversely, if a lower tax rate on 
borrowing implies a smaller probability that the tariff on the traded good will be removed in 
the next period: in this case the indirect effects of financial liberalization will tend to offset 
the direct effects and lead to lesE@iEl investment in the economy, lower real wages (when 
wages are measured in terms of the traded good), and a depreciation of the real exchange rate 
in general equilibrium. Thus the indirect effects of financial liberalization would tend to 
reinforce the effects of trade liberalization when the probability of tariff reform is a negative 
function of the tax rate on borrowing. To the best of the author’s knowledge these aspects of 
the political economy linkages between trade liberalization and domestic financial sector 
reform have not been discussed in the existing academic literature. 

How do these results compare with those in Kahkonen (1987)? The main policy 
conclusions that arise from Kahkonen’s model are that domestic financial liberalization 
(raising the deposit rate of interest and removing the “tax” on household savings) may reduce 
welfare if tariffs are present, whereas tariffs can raise welfare when financial repression 
discourages savings. Thus, in Kahkonen’s model, tariff reductions increase welfare 
unambiguously only if the domestic financial market is unregulated, while financial 
liberalization will unambiguously cause welfare gains only under free trade. Kahkonen 
concludes that, although “recommendations about the optimal order of liberalization based on 
the relatively simple model presented here should be interpreted cautiously, it appears that a 
simultaneous liberalization of trade and domestic financial markets would be beneficial in a 
financially repressed economy, whether capital movements are regulated or not.” [Kahkonen 
(1987), pp. 5431. These policy implications differ from those implied by the results presented 
in this paper in large part because Kahkonen’s model does not incorporate a nontraded sector, 
and consequently cannot analyze the implications of trade and financial liberalization for the 
real exchange rate and for the current account balance. 
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Solving the model presented in Section II 

It can be shown that labor allocation in period t is unaffected either by the uncertainty 
parameter n or by the tax and tariff rates expected in period (t+l). L,, is therefore taken to be 
a constant for the purpose of solving the model. Thus, the first order conditions for the firm’s 
optimization problem presented in Section 2 are: 

AK,+,&,+,) = 

(1+,*)-l * [ n: aa(l+T2)(KI,+,/LT,1+1)a-’ + 
(1 -IT) aa(K,,+,/LNT 
[ (1 +r l )-‘(1+1-L ) ‘;-I;“-;,‘;T )= 0 * t+l - I 

WL+&+J = 

(l+r’)-’ * [ n pbPTN,+,(Kz,+,/(l-LT,l+I))P-’ + 
(1 -X) pbPNTNt+,(KZr+,/(l-LNT 
[ (1 +r l )-‘(l+rJ- )- 1 ] ,,+t’;‘l”o: I - * 1+1 I 

By the implicit function theorem 

A’W,,+J A’&,,+,) 

WL+,) W&t+,) 

(35) 

(36) 

A’(x) 
=- 

B’(x) 

Solving the model we have 

6K,,+,/6n: = - [ &A’(X) + C,,B’@) ] / A 
6K2,+,/6n = - [ C,,A’(n;) + C,,B’(@ ] / A 

where 
C, is the determinant of the cofactor matrix associated with the element in the ith row and jth 
column of the Hessian 
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and A is the determinant of the Hessian matrix and is positive definite by the second order 
sufficient conditions for the firm’s optimization problem. 

Applying the Implicit Function Theorem, and substituting the balance-of-trade conditions and 
the government budget constraints into the firm’s first order conditions, we get the following 
results: 

W,+,/6x = - (l/A) [ A’(n)B’(K2,J - B’(n)A’(K,,+,) 1 (37) 

> 0 if the capital account is open; 
ambiguous if the capital account is closed 

K,+,lQ7C = - WA) [ WOA’W,~+,) - A’iW’W,,+,) 1 

> 0 if the capital account is open; 
ambiguous if the capital account is closed 

where 
A’(X) = 

>o 
since LTlt+, > LNTlt+, 
-> aK,r+,a(LT,r+,)‘~a > aK,t+,aiLNTlt+,)‘-a 

B’(Kzt+,) < 0 and A’(K,,+,) < 0 by the second-order necessary conditions for the firm’s 
optimization problem. 

(l+r’)-’ * 
[W+-L> * { i%+,YLT,t+,)‘-= - U+r*)iK,,+, + Kztc,)) K,t+,-’ 

+ il+r*)il+K,,+,K,,+,-I)}- 
a * i Wlt+,YLNT ,t+,)‘-= - U+r*)iL, + Kztc,)) Kit+,-’ 

+ i1+r*)(l+K,,+,K,,+,~‘)} 1 

B’(x) = (l+r*)-’ * 

[ pbPTNt+l iKzt+,J-LT,,+JP- 
- @‘PNT,,+, Wzt+,,l-LNT,t+JP-’ 1 ’ 0 

WK,,+,) = a&,+,-’ [W+T,) + (l-x)] 
- il++U+T,) 6(1+f,+,)/GKzl+, 

> 0 if the capital account is closed; 
ambiguous if the capital account is open. 

B’(K,,+,) = - (l+r*)-‘(l+T,) 6(1+r’-,,,)/6K,,+, 

(38) 

= 0 if the capital account is open; 
< 0 if the capital account is closed. 
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Before looking at the impact on domestic investment of changes in the tax rate on borrowing, 
note that in general equilibrium a lower y will mean a higher Tz for the government’s period 
(t+l ) budget constraint to be met. This can be shown as follows. 

Substituting (20) into the worker government’s period (t+l) budget constraint (22a) we get 

YU + +,+,I [ (l+T,W,,+,+Kzt+,) - bL, ] = 
(1 + r*P*, - Tz K,+z + J&z + CY.T,,+, + CoeTlr+, - F(K,,+,,LT,,+,)] (39) 

Differentiating (39), and noting that in general equilibrium (1 + IL,,,) is a positive function of 
y, we get 

Kl+-LW,,+,+K,,+,) - bL, Iti1 + f,,,) + y 6(1 + 4,+,)/6y) 6y 
- [K,t+z + &t-z + CYvT,t+, + C”.T,t+, - F(K,,+,,LTlt+,)] 6Tz 

= 
(40) 

This in turn gives us that 
6Tz I 6y 
- Kl+TJ(K,,+,k+,) - bL, IN1 + I-L,+,) + y W + f,+,YW 

[K,,+~+~z,tz Cy.II1+1+ C”,‘,,+, - W,,+,LT~,+,)l 
(41) 

< 0 given our assumptions about no Laffer curve effects. 

%+,I~Y = - (l/A) 1 WY)WL+,) - Wy)WK,,+,) 1 (42) 
<o 

%,+@Y = - (l/A) [ WY)A’(K,,+,) - A’(Y)B’K,+,) 1 
= 0 if the capital account is open; 
ambiguous if the capital account is closed. 

(43) 

A’(y) .= 

<o 

- (l+r*)~‘(l+T,)6(1 + 4,+,)/6y 
+ (l+r*)-’ xa [ ia.&,+,aiLT,,+I)‘ma - (l+r*)(K,,+, + &,+,I) IL+,. 

+ (l+r*)(l+Kzt+,K,,+;‘>l Q/Qy 

WY) = - (l+r*)-‘(l+T,)6(1 + r]-,+,)/6y 

(44) 

(45) 

= 0 if the capital account is open; 
< 0 if the capital account is closed. 



-3l- 

REFERENCES 

Bhagwati, Jagdish and T.N. Srinivasan, 1984, Lectures on International Trade 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press). 

Bhattacharya, Rina, 1997, “Pace, Sequencing, and Credibility of Structural Reforms,” World 
Development, Vol. 25 No. 7 (July), pp. 10451061. 

Bhattacharya, Rina, 1999, “Political Economy Aspects of Trade and Financial Liberalization: 
Implications for Sequencing,” IMF Working Paper 99/l 59 (Washington: International 
Monetary Fund). 

Bhattacharya, Rina, 1999, “Capital Flight Under Uncertainty About Domestic Taxation and 
Trade Liberalization,” Journal of Development Economics, Vol. 59 (August), 
pp. 365-387. 

Cho, Y-J and DKhatkhate, 1989, “Lessons of Financial Liberalization in Asia: A 
Comprehensive Study,” World Bank Discussion Paper No. 50 (Washington: 
World Bank). 

Collier, Paul and Colin Mayer, 1989, “The Assessment: Financial Liberalization, Financial 
Systems, and Economic Growth,” Oxford Review of Economic Policy, Vol. 5 No. 4 
(Winter), pp. 1-12. 

Eastwood, Robert and Adam Durski, 1992, “Financial Reform in Poland: Some Parallels 
with Chilean Experience,” paper presented at a conference on “Macroeconomic 
Stabilization and the Intemationalization of the Polish Economy,” Warsaw 
University, June. 

Edwards, Sebastian, 1984, “The Order of Liberalization of the External Sector in Developing 
Countries,” Essays in International Finance, No. 156, (Princeton, New Jersey: 
Princeton University International Finance Section, Department of Economics). 

Edwards, Sebastian, 1989, “On the Sequencing of Structural Reforms,” National Bureau of 
Economic Research Working Paper No. 3 138 (October), (CambridgeMassachusetts). 

Engel, Charles and Kenneth Kletzer, 1991, “Trade Policy Under Endogenous Credibility,” 
Journal of Development Economics, Vol. 36 No. 2 (October), pp. 213-228. 

Falvey, Rod and Cha Dong Kim, 1992, “Timing and Sequencing Issues in Trade 
Liberalization,” Economic Journal, Vol. 102 (July), pp. 908-924. 

Fry, Maxwell J., 1988, Money, Interest and Banking in Economic Development, 
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press). 



- 32 - 

Fry, Maxwell J., 1989, “Financial Development: Theories and Recent Experience,” 
O.xford Review of Economic Poliq*, Vol. 5 No. 4 (Winter), pp. 13-28. 

Funke. Norbert, 1993, “Timing and Sequencing of Reforms: Competing Views and the 
Role of Credibility,” Kyklos, Vol. 46, pp. 337-362. 

Gelb, Alan, 1989, “A Cross-Section Analysis of Financial Policies, Efficiency and Growth,” 
World Bank Working Paper (Washington: World Bank). 

Gibson, Heather D. and Euclid Tsakalatos, 1994, “The Scope and Limits of Financial 
Liberalization in Developing Countries: A Critical Survey,” Journal of Devefopmelif 
Studies, Vol. 30 No. 3 (April), pp. 578-628. 

Johnson, Harry G., 1967, “The Possibility of Income Losses From Increased Efficiency 
or Factor Accumulation in the Presence of Tariffs,” Economic Journal, Vol. 17 
(March), pp. 151-154. 

Kahkonen, Juha, 1987, “Liberalization Policies and Welfare in a Financially Repressed 
Economy,” IMF Staff Papers, Vol. 34 No. 3 (September), pp. 53 l-547 (Washington: 
International Monetary Fund). 

McKinnon, Ronald I., 1973, Money and Capital in Economic Development, The Brookings 
Institute (Washington D.C.). 

McKinnon, Ronald I., 198 1, “Financial Repression and the Liberalisation Problem Within 
Less Developed Countries,” in The Past and Prospects for the World Economic 
Order, ed. by S. Grassman and E. Lundberg, pp. 365-386 (London: Macmillan). 

McKinnon, Ronald I. and D.J. Mathieson, 198 1, “How to Manage a Repressed Economy,” 
Essays in International Finance No. 145 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University). 

McKinnon, Ronald I., 1982, “The Order of Economic Liberalization: Lessons from Chile 
and Argentina” in Economic Policy in a World of Change, ed. by K. Brunner 
and A.H. Meltzer, pp. 159-I 86 (Amsterdam: North Holland). 

McKinnon, Ronald I., 1988, “Financial Liberalization in Retrospect: Interest Rate Policies in 
LDCs” in The State of Development Economics, ed. by G. Ranis and T.R. Schultz, 
pp. 386-415 (New York: Basil~Blackwell). 

McKinnon, Ronald I., 1989, “Financial Liberalization and Economic Development: A 
Reassessment of Interest-rate Policies in Asia and Latin America,” Oxford Review of 
Economic Policy, Vol. 5 No. 4 (Winter), pp. 29-54. 



- 33 - 

McKinnon, Ronald I., 199 1, The Order of Economic Liberalization: Financial Control in the 
Transition to a Market Economy (John Hopkins University Press). 

Rodrik, Dani, 1989, “Credibility of Trade Reform-A Policy Maker’s Guide,” The World 
Economy, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 1-16. 

Rodrik, Dani, 1991, “Policy Uncertainty and Private Investment in Developing Countries,” 
Journal of Development Economics, Vol. 36, pp. 229-242. 

Sachs, Jeffrey D., Aaron Tome11 and Andres Velasco, 1995, “The Collapse of the Mexican 
Peso: What Have We Learnt?” National Bureau of Economic Research Working 
Paper No. 5 142 (Cambridge, Massachusetts). 

Shaw, Edward S., 1973, Financial Deepening in Economic Development (New York: 
Oxford University Press). 

Taylor, Lance, 1983, Structuralist Macroeconomics: Applicable Models for the Third 
World,” (New York: Basic Books). 

van Wijnbergen, Sweder, 1983, “Interest Rate Management in LDCs,” Journal of Monetql 
Economics, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp. 433-452. 

van Wijnbergen, Sweder, 1985, “Trade Reform, Aggregate Investment and Capital 
Flight: On Credibility and the Value of Information,” Economic Letters, 
Vol. 19, pp. 369-372. 


