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Abstract
This paper outlines the evolution of the theory of economic policy from the classical contributions of Frisch,
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1. Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to honor Andrew Hughes Hallett. We think that a convenient way
to do this, is to outline the evolution of the theory of economic policy, in which he has taken
such a decisive part, from the classical contributions of Frisch, Hansen, Tinbergen and Theil
to the present day when a sort of “new” theory of economic policy seems to have emerged
from the ashes of the old one.
The new theory of economic policy is first consistent with the criticisms raised against the old
one, in particular the Lucas critique, and in line with the evolution of economic analysis in
terms of rational expectations and micro-foundations. In addition, it plays a decisive role also
in defining the conditions for the existence of equilibria in policy games, i.e. in a context
where many agents interact. Unlike the old theory, the new one is not centred around the
problem of a single policymaker, but is concerned with the more general issue of the
interactions of different (public, private or both public and private) ‘policymakers’. It gives
the necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of an equilibrium for these
interactions (i.e. the conditions according to which the optimal choices of each policymaker
are mutually compatible) as well as the particular conditions necessary for obtaining some
specific properties associated with such interactions, e.g. short-run fiscal or monetary policy
neutrality or non-neutrality.
The paper is organized as follows. The next section describes the evolution of the theory of
economic policy from its initial formulation to its recent rediscovery in a strategic context
after its dark age because of the Lucas critique. Section 3 briefly outlines the main contents of
the new theory of economic policy and clarifies its fields of application and potentialities,
which are rather different from those of the traditional theory. The new theory is in fact
focused not only on problems of policy effectiveness, but also on the existence of the
equilibrium of the economic system, which was considered to be outside the theory of
economic policy in non-strategic contexts. Section 3 also presents intuitions for some
extensions. Section 4 concludes and hints at further generalizations and applications. The
appendix describes the main argument of the new theory in formal terms, in both a static and
dynamic context.

2. The Tinbergen-Theil approach and the Lucas critique
2.1. The classical approach to the theory of economic policy
As Andrew reminded us (Hughes Hallett, 1989), the theory of economic policy has its roots in
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Tinbergen’s econometric models of the Dutch and the US economy (Tinbergen, 1936, 1939)
and was developed by Tinbergen himself when serving as the first director of the Dutch
Central Planning Bureau, 1945 on.
In the early 1950s he addressed in formal terms the issue of the controllability of a fixed set of
independent targets by a policymaker facing a parametric context (i.e. facing an economy
represented by a system of linear equations) and endowed with given instruments, he was able
to state some well-known general conditions for policy existence (see Tinbergen, 1952, 1956),
in terms of number of instruments and targets. A similar approach was developed by Bent
Hansen in the same years (see Hansen, 1958).1
Tinbergen’s theory deserves the merit of having raised the problem of conditions for the
existence of a first-best policy, i.e. a vector of instruments ensuring the solution to the policy
problem when addressed in its simplest way of fixed targets.
Among the many issues left unsolved by Tinbergen’s theory, Theil (1956) cited four main
difficulties: uncertainty as to data; model uncertainty; uncertainty as to the variables
controlled by other decision-makers; choice of target values. As underlined by Hughes Hallett
(1989), in later works Theil (1954, 1956, 1964) gave a solution for most of these difficulties
and for others as well. In particular, by prescribing that the policymaker should maximize a
preference function subject to constraints describing the functioning of the economy, he
accomplished a lot of tasks: he avoided the sub-optimality of an a priori choice of target
values; he also avoided the difficulties facing the policymaker when endowed with a lower
number of instruments than the number of targets; finally, he gave a certain and positive
answer to the issue of the existence of a solution for the policy problem also in non-Tinbergen
systems.2
In doing so Theil arrived at a solution of the policy problem formally very similar to that
predicated by Ragnar Frisch (Frisch, 1949, 1950, 1957, 1961), who had first conceived policy
problems in terms of maximizing a social preference function, derived by interviewing
policymakers.
Theil also overcame the rigid distinction between targets and instruments, allowing the latter
to be relevant per se and directly introducing them into the objective function,3 and developed
the theory of economic policy in a dynamic setting.4 Further improvements and advancements
1

As Petit (1990: 5) reminds us, the Swedish edition of Hansen’s book is dated 1955.
These are systems where the number of independent instruments is lower than that of independent targets.
3
This, however, may be necessary partly because of a misspecification of the objective function (Petit, 1990:
148).
4
Hansen (1958) also developed a dynamic approach to the policy problem.
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of the classical theory as to the existence, uniqueness and design of economic policies are due
to a number of authors and accounted for in Leontief (1964, 1976), Heal (1973), Johansen
(1977, 1978), Preston and Pagan (1982), Hughes Hallett and Rees (1983) and Petit (1990).
Development of the modern methods of control theory5 complemented this strand of literature
to give an apparently very powerful set of instruments for designing and implementing policy
issues.6
Tinbergen, Theil, and the other founding fathers of economic policy were only partly
concerned with analyzing the effectiveness of specific policy instruments, which has been
raised by the subsequent economic literature with reference to specific instruments, monetary
policy, fiscal policy or others.7
Indeed, by starting from the structural form and comparing it with the reduced one, in the
framework of the classical theory of economic policymaking it is not difficult – in some cases
at least – to find the counterpart of the concepts of policy ineffectiveness. We can in fact have
an instrument that is ineffective for some specific values of some parameters or is effective
only apparently, since it has an impact on some variable no different from that of another
instrument. As Andrew puts it, “(i)n Tinbergen’s theory, it is important to distinguish the
simple necessary condition that there must be at least as many instruments as targets … from
the more complicated necessary and sufficient condition that those instruments must also be
linearly independent … The reason is obvious: the instruments may be sufficient in number
but unable to generate separate effects” (Hughes Hallett, 1989: 195). If we concentrate on
reduced forms, instead, and assume independent instruments (i.e. a matrix of full rank in the
reduced form, policy effectiveness becomes merely a model assumption and the only
problems left are of an econometric kind.
2.2. The critique to the classical theory of economic policy
The classical theory of economic policy has been the object of fierce criticism from a number
of points of view. The introduction of rational expectations led to an assertion of the
ineffectiveness of monetary policy, which is more forceful than that famously stated by
Milton Friedman in his 1968 American Economic Association Presidential Address (Sargent
and Wallace, 1975). In a similar way, with rational expectations fiscal policy was considered
5

See Bellman (1957, 1961), Kalman (1960), Pontryagin et al. (1962), Athans and Falb (1966), Pyndick (1973),
Aoki (1976).
6
These methods prove to be particularly useful in a dynamic setting for finding a unique control path or when
the system is not point-controllable, as they enable us to get a second best solution. On differences and
equivalences between the Theil-type controllability method and optimal control theory see Hughes Hallett
(1989) and Petit (1990).
7
Hansen (1958) is an exception, as he deals extensively with fiscal policy.
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to be ineffective on income (Barro, 1974). A proposition of policy neutrality or “invariance”
was then stated.
Apart from the critiques advanced with reference to the effectiveness of specific instruments,
the more general and forceful argument was raised by Lucas (1976) according to which a
Tinbergen-type decision model is inconsistent with the assumption of rational expectations.
The importance of this contribution lies in the fact that it denies the validity of the solution
given by Tinbergen, Theil and others to the existence of an (optimal) policy vector (or a
sequence of vectors) which can achieve policy targets (or get close to it), assuming the private
sector behavior to be invariant to the vector itself.
2.3. Policy games and the neutrality proposition
In the 1980s, pioneered by Barro and Gordon (1983), a new approach to the analysis of
economic policy was developed, that of policy games, allowing us to overcome the Lucas
critique. The main argument of policy invariance of the private sector’s behavior, raised by
Lucas, can in fact be tackled when the issue facing the policymaker is built in a context (that
of games) where the private sector’s behavior is explicitly modeled from its preferences, thus
taking account of the different (expected) economic policies.
With Barro and Gordon (1983) the emphasis of the policy debate was still far from the search
for conditions of existence of an instrument vector that could guarantee satisfaction of some
fixed targets (Tinbergen’s fixed-target approach) or an optimal policy that maximizes a given
preference function (Theil’s flexible-target approach). The discussion concentrated instead on
issues of the effectiveness (or neutrality) of specific instruments, continuing in the new setting
the debate started in the previous two decades.
Barro and Gordon (1983) analyzed the effectiveness of monetary policy in terms of a
(Stackelberg) game between the central bank and the private sector, where the latter is the
leader and trades off real wage and employment when setting the nominal wage rate. They
delivered again the well-known assertion of monetary neutrality as a result of the private
sector expectations of the monetary policy. The private sector forms rational expectations and
fully crowds-out monetary effects on real output. In addition, Kydland and Prescott’s (1977)
time inconsistency implies a socially inefficient inflation bias in their model.8
The debate on monetary policy neutrality has been developed in different ways. In an
influential article, Rogoff (1985) shows how uncertainty can break the neutrality mechanism,
in terms of second moments by creating a trade off between the variances of inflation and
8

See also Stokey (1990) and Sargent (2002: Chapter 3).
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output (or employment). Another line of discussion has been about the preferences of the
private sector, and this is strictly related to the issue of micro-foundations. Gylfason and
Lindbeck (1994) suggest that monetary policy non-neutrality arises whenever the private
sector (labor unions) shares the objective of price stability with the central bank.9 However,
this rule seems to lose ground when non-competitive markets are introduced into the picture:
Soskice and Iversen (2000), Coricelli et al. (2006), Cukierman and Lippi (2001), and other
studies10 show in fact that non-neutrality of monetary policy can derive from the interaction
between imperfectly competitive goods and labor markets even when unions do not explicitly
share a common objective with the monetary authorities. Acocella and Di Bartolomeo (2004)
suggest that all these cases can be generalized and non-neutrality only emerges under specific
conditions in terms of number of instruments and targets, when unions share some targets
with the monetary authorities either directly or indirectly.
The traditional Barro-Gordon mechanism and the non-neutrality proposition have been further
extended to a dynamic context based on general equilibrium frameworks. In this vein Ireland
(1999) implemented the Barro-Gordon mechanism of monetary neutrality and inflation bias in
a general equilibrium environment, which considered a cash-in-advance constraint.11 Instead,
the non-neutrality proposition was introduced by considering a micro-founded version of
Rogoff (1985) with price stickiness.12 Moreover, the frontier of the New Keynesian approach
to monetary policy has moved in the direction of the policy game literature, in line with the
pioneering paper by Gylfason and Lindbeck (1986), by explicitly introducing an analysis of
the labor union behavior (see e.g. Erceg et al., 2000; Blanchard and Galì, 2005, 2006;
Gnocchi, 2006). In all these contexts, the aforementioned observations about non-neutrality in
terms of number of instruments and targets still hold.

3. Towards a “new” theory
3.1 Two fundamental propositions
Until a couple of years ago the economic policy debate seemed to focus on conditions for the
effectiveness of specific policies in a context of strategic interactions, but the conditions
suggested were apparently very specific, regarding the particular model used. An
9

Acocella and Ciccarone (1997) generalize the above result by taking into consideration also public debt. Jerger
(2002) demonstrates also in a different setting that the traditional paradigm of classical dichotomy does not hold
if wage setters are inflation averse.
10
See Cukierman (2004) for a survey.
11
The Barro-Gordon model has also been extended to the case of multiple equilibria in order to explain different
empirical stylized facts about periods of persistently high or low inflation (Albanesi et al., 2003b).
12
See e.g. Clarida et al. (1999).
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advancement in the theory of economic policy needed further steps to be taken in the
direction of the generalization.
This advancement was achieved on realizing that:
a) those conditions for policy effectiveness that were stated since the 1980s hold only
under specific circumstances, which have to do with the requirements for
controllability of an economic system asserted by the classical theory of economic
policy;
b) the general conditions for policy (in)effectiveness in a strategic multi-player context
can be expressed in terms of the requirements for controllability laid down in the
classical theory of economic policy;
c) in the new setting of policy games, conditions under b) are also relevant for the
existence of an equilibrium of the economic system.
The advancement in the theory so far realized can be summarized in two simple, but
fundamental, propositions, which have been developed with the contribution of Andrew.13
Before stating these propositions, we first recall Tinbergen’s classical golden rule, according
to which a policymaker can reach its (fixed) targets if the number of its independent
instruments equals the number of its independent targets. Second, we redefine policy
ineffectiveness14 by saying that a policy is ineffective if the equilibrium values of the targets
are never affected by changes in the parameters of its preference function.15
The two fundamental propositions that characterize the new theory of economic policy can
now be stated as:
Proposition 1 (ineffectiveness): If one (and only one) player satisfies the golden rule, all the
other players’ policies are ineffective.
Proposition 2 (existence): Existence of the game equilibrium requires that two or more
players do not satisfy the golden rule (unless they share the same target values).
These propositions appear to be particularly relevant from a methodological point of view. In
fact, in order to build a viable model, a check of mutual consistency between the optimal
decisions of the agents must be performed. In other terms, we need the interaction between
the players to guarantee a solution, i.e. equilibrium existence. In any game with all kinds of
13

See Acocella, Di Bartolomeo (2005, 2006a, b), Acocella, Di Bartolomeo and Hughes Hallett (2006a, b).
The classical definition of policy ineffectiveness implies that autonomous changes in the policymaker’s
instruments have no influence on the targets. This definition cannot be maintained in the realm of policy games
as policy instruments are here endogenous variables, whose values really depend on the preferences of the
decision-makers.
15
See Gylfason and Lindbeck (1994).
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players (all public, all private or both public and private) having overlapping targets, the
existence of an equilibrium of the whole system must exclude controllability of the same
targets by more than one player. Proposition 2 must then be satisfied.
In addition, if we want to ensure a particularly important feature of the policy game we are
going to build, in the form of some action taken by a player (in particular that player to which
– in a narrow definition of economic policy – we want to attribute the quality of a
policymaker) to be effective, we need that player to satisfy the golden rule of economy policy,
as stated in Proposition 1.
As an example, consider the case in which we want to model monetary policy. In order to
overtake the Lucas critique, we must take account of the interaction with the private sector,
whose action must be modeled. To ensure consistency of the public and private sector
choices, if they have overlapping targets, we need to check that they are not able to control the
system at the same time (proposition 2). In addition, if we want to comply with empirical
evidence, which – not without some disagreement – predicts that monetary policy is neutral in
the long-run, while being non-neutral in the short run, we must ensure that the private sector
is able to control output (the set of real variables) in the long, but not in the short, run
(proposition 1).
3.2 Extensions
The two fundamental propositions of policy ineffectiveness and existence of equilibrium are
so far mainly limited to the common case of quadratic preferences and linear constraints and
refer to Nash policy games as well as any hierarchical equilibrium.
They can easily be extended to other richer information structures or model frameworks
without affecting the basic underlying intuition. For instance, if we consider linear-quadratic
preferences16 under linear constraints, the results are only slightly different. By redefining the
golden rule in terms of quadratic target variables (i.e. a policymaker satisfies the golden rule
if the number of its independent instruments equals the number of its independent quadratic
targets), both propositions still hold for simultaneous (Nash) games. Proposition 1 also applies
to the hierarchical case under linear quadratic preferences, but proposition 2 does not hold.
Conditions for a Nash Feedback Equilibrium in LQ-difference games have also been found.17

16

By linear quadratic preferences we mean that some (target) variables are second order entries in the player’s
preference function and others enter it only linearly, i.e. are first order entries.
17
See Acocella, Di Bartolomeo and Hughes Hallett (2006b). The extension to the dynamic case is also proved in
the Appendix to the present paper.
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What is more, the above propositions have been further extended to the case of sparseness,18
which is very important for most economic models. Sparseness means that in a structural
form each endogenous variable is related to just one or two other endogenous variables and
then to one or two lagged endogenous variables or control (predetermined) variables. In the
case of sparse economies, the two propositions can be rewritten as follows. In the case of
sparse matrices, if the targets of one (and only one) player which are directly subject to
dynamic adjustments also satisfy the golden rule among themselves, then the policies of all
the other players will be ineffective with respect to their dynamic targets. Conversely, no
Nash feedback equilibrium exists in the case of sparse matrices, if two or more players satisfy
the golden rule for their dynamic targets – unless they happen to share the target values for
those variables. But the Nash equilibrium may still exist if the golden rule is satisfied and the
target values for the non-dynamic targets differ across players; and the policies of the other
players will still be effective for those targets even if one (or some) player satisfies the golden
rule.

4. Conclusions
The importance of the new theory of economic policy lies first in the fact that it settles an old
issue (policy controllability) in the only setting (policy games) in which it can be consistently
placed to overcome the Lucas critique. In addition, it does so by going back somehow to the
propositions of the classical theory, which is of interest from the point of view of the history
of economic thought. Third and more importantly, its two fundamental propositions appear to
be essential for model building, as they state the conditions for the consistency of the optimal
strategies of all the players (and thus the existence of the equilibrium of the game) as well as
the effectiveness of policy instruments.
The importance of this theory is further enlightened if we think of the possibility for it to
‘naturally’ accommodate issues of micro-foundations of macroeconomic relations, since the
strategies of the different players are the outcomes of a maximizing process. In this sense it is
particularly suitable for the recent development of macroeconomic literature, where the
linear-quadratic approach is predominant, even if not exclusive, because of the loglinearization procedure. This is the case of the cited standard New Keynesian literature and
cash-in-advance versions of Barro and Gordon (1983) as well as of the recent developments
that, in the spirit of Gylfason and Lindbeck (1986), consider the interaction between monetary
18

See Acocella, Di Bartolomeo and Hughes Hallett (2006b).
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and fiscal authorities and labor unions, as in, e.g., Blanchard and Galì (2005, 2006). Further
grounds of applicability lie in the evolution of the literature about dynamic interactions
among many monetary and fiscal authorities both in the new open macro-economy and in
monetary union contexts;19 and the promising field of application of robust control to
macroeconomics, which can be modeled as a policy game between a policymaker and a
fictitious evil agent.20
The propositions outlined in this paper, or similar ones to be developed, can be applied to all
these models, in principle. In some cases, they raise both further difficulties but at the same
time, promise further fields of developments in analytical frameworks. For instance, the nonlinearity existing in many of the aforementioned models would apparently make it difficult to
apply our propositions, which have been introduced only for the linear-quadratic case, and
can thus be generalized one-for-one only to log-linear-quadratic versions of non linear
models. Robust control policy games strongly call for the introduction of uncertainty in a
more complex manner than additive disturbs, which can be easily managed in a linearquadratic context.
Andrew is certainly in a vantage position to challenge these problems and thus to play an
important role for future developments. He is, in fact, an exceptional and active witness of the
evolution in the theory of economic policy from its first steps, having contributed both to
bringing the classical theory to its full power and to its recent rediscovery and reformulation
in a strategic context.
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See Pappa (2004) or Aarle et al. (2006) for a survey.
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Appendix21
A.1 The static case
From now onwards, we use the following notation. All vectors are real column vector defined
by their dimension; all matrices are real matrices defined by their two dimensions.
Considering two vectors, a and b, (a, b) is a column vector; considering matrices A and B
with the same number of rows, [A:B] is a matrix formed by merging the two matrices.
We refer to an economy where n policymakers strategically interact by minimizing a
quadratic loss function. Losses can be formally written as:22
(1)

J i ( u1 , u2 ,..., un ) =

1
2

( xi − xi )′ Qi ( xi − xi )

∀i ∈ N

where N is the set of the n policymakers; xi ∈ \ M (i ) is a vector of target variables; ui ∈ \ m (i )
is the (control variable) vector that player i can manipulate; xi ∈ \ M ( i ) is a vector of target
values; Qi is an appropriate diagonal matrix. Note that Qi is a full rank square matrix by
assumption. We refer to xi and Qi as the parameters of player i’s criterion. All the control
vectors are sub-vectors of u and all the target variable vectors are sub-vectors of x. Each
player i controls a sub-vector of u, i.e. ui ∈ \ m (i ) . Of course,

∑ m(i) = m , since a control
i∈N

cannot be set by more than one player by definition. For the sake of simplicity, we also
assume that each player cannot control more instruments than its targets, i.e. m(i ) ≤ M (i ) . By
contrast, players can share some target variables, i.e.

∑ M (i) ≥ M .
i∈N

The reduced form of the underlying economy is described by a linear system of M equations:
(2)

x = Bu + F

where entry (i, j) of matrix B ∈ \ M ×m measures the instrument j elasticity of target variable i;
vector F ∈ \ M is a vector of given constants that are outside the players’ control.23 To keep
things simple, we assume that the basis of B is the identity matrix, which means that system
(2) cannot be reduced to many independent sub-systems.24

21

This appendix surveys research in Acocella and Di Bartolomeo (2005, 2006a, b) and Acocella, Di Bartolomeo
and Hughes Hallett (2006a,b).
22
We keep targets and instruments formally separate. However, in order to take account of the costs of some
instruments, we could simply introduce additional targets into equation (1) as well as equality constraints
between them and the instruments into equation (2) below.
23
It can also contain white noise shocks. In this case our results hold in expected terms.
24
This assumption can be easily relaxed and results generalized, see Acocella and Di Bartolomeo (2005).
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From equation (2), we can extract xi and xi , obtaining the relevant sub-system for player i:
(3)

xi = Bii ui +

∑ Bu

j∈N / i

ij

j

+ Fi

where Bij ∈ \ M ( i )×m ( i ) , and Fi ∈ \ M (i ) are appropriate matrices and vectors. In the single-player
case (n = 1), the decision-maker is always able to obtain its first best (i.e. the targets), if and
only if the golden rule is satisfied. It is worth noticing that satisfaction of the golden rule
implies that Qii is a square matrix.
The Nash equilibrium can be decoupled in a set of n traditional Tinbergen-Theil problems
(i.e. minimizing equation (1) subject to (3) for each of the n players), which is the set of the
reaction correspondences. With reference to this decoupled representation of the policy game,
we can then prove the propositions stated in section 3.

Proof of proposition 1. The optimization problem of each player implies the following n focs:
(4)

∂J i
= Bii′ Qi Bii ui + Bii′ Qi ∑ Bij u j − Bii′ ( Qi yi − Qi Fi ) = 0
∂ui
j∈N / i

∀i ∈ N .

Now, let us consider the case of player 1 without loss of generality and assume that
m(1) = M (1) and that a solution ( u1* , u *j ) exists, where u *j represents the controls of all the
players other than player one. If ( u1* , u *j ) is the solution, given u *j , u1* must satisfy the first
order condition (4) for player 1, but no finite value of u1 could, since det ( B11′ Q1 B11 ) = 0 (thus,
cannot be inverted) if m(1) = M (1) . 
Proof of proposition 2. Let us focus on the first two players without any loss of generality.
Assume that they share all their target variables and satisfy the golden rule for their subsystems and assume that a solution ( u1* , u2* , u*j ) exists. Then, given u *j , ( u1* , u2* ) must satisfy
the system of first-order conditions of the first two players, i.e.:

(5)

⎡ B11′ Q1 B11′
⎢ B′ Q B′
⎣ 22 2 21

⎡ B11′ Q1 ∑ B1 j u *j − B11′ ( Q1 y1 − Q1 F1 ) ⎤
B11′ Q1 B12′ ⎤ ⎡ u1 ⎤ ⎢
⎥
j∈N /{1,2}
=⎢
⎥
⎢
⎥
*
′ Q2 B22
′ ⎦ ⎣u2 ⎦
B22
′ Q2 ∑ B2 j u j − B22
′ ( Q2 y2 − Q2 F2 ) ⎥⎥
⎢ B22
j∈N /{1,2}
⎣
⎦

However, the first matrix of (5) cannot be inverted since, according to our assumptions,
B11 = B21 and B22 = B12 . Hence, no ( u1* , u2* ) can satisfy (5) and ( u1* , u2* , u *j ) cannot be the

solution. Finally, consider the case where the first two players do not share all their targets. It
can be simply solved by considering the problem of each player as two independent problems:
a) minimize quadratic deviations from shared targets plus all first-order targets with respect to
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an arbitrary set of instruments equal in number to the quadratic variables; b) minimize
quadratic deviations from non-shared targets plus all first-order targets with respect to the
other instruments (which equal the targets because of the golden rule).25 As above, now the
impossibility of a solution now emerges for the first-order condition of the problems a).
Summarizing, as claimed, if at least two players satisfy the golden rule and share at least one
target variable, the Nash equilibrium does not exist. 
In an unusual way, we have derived the necessary and sufficient condition (proposition 2 and
proposition 1, respectively) for the existence of a Nash equilibrium in terms of a counting rule
for the number of instruments and targets. It is then useful to compare our results with a wellknown theorem of the existence of the Nash equilibrium. In an LQ-context, a sufficient
condition for the Nash equilibrium existence26 is that the strategy space of each player is
convex and compact. If players’ controls are unbounded, the Nash equilibrium may not exist.
The introduction of quadratic instrument costs would make them bounded, thus assuring the
existence of equilibrium. In our terms, this would imply that the dimensions of matrices Qi
become M (i ) + m(i ) . Thus, the number of instruments would always be less than the number
of targets, the golden rule will be satisfied by no player and equilibrium would exist.
Propositions 1 and 2 are a generalization of the aforementioned theorem of existence, since
that of instrument costs can be derived as a particular case.
A.2 The dynamic case
We extend our argument to the dynamic case by considering a dynamic economy and the
Nash feedback equilibrium (NFE). We consider the problem where n players try to minimize
their individual quadratic, now inter-temporal, criterion.
+∞

(6)

J i ( u1 , u2 ,..., un ) = ∑ ( xi (t ) − xi )′ Qi ( xi (t ) − xi )

∀i ∈ N

t =0

where x ∈ \ M , is the vector of the states of the system; ui ∈ \ m (i ) is the (control variable)
vector that player i can manipulate; and xi ∈ \ M ( i ) is a vector of target values.
We extend the previous section economy (2) to a dynamic context, now each player controls a
different set of instruments, which affects the economy dynamics, described by the following
difference equation system:
(7)

x(t + 1) = Ax(t ) + ∑ Bi ui (t )
i∈N

25
26

Notice that the result is independent of the assignment of instruments because of the golden rule satisfaction.
See e.g. Dasgupta and Maskin (1986).
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where A ∈ \ M ×M and Bi ∈ \ M ×m ( i ) are full-rank matrices describing the system parameters
which (for simplicity) are constant.
For player i , the relevant sub-system of (7) is:
(8)

xi (t + 1) = Ai xi (t ) + ∑ Bij u j (t )
j∈N

where Ai ∈ \ M ( i )×M ( i ) and Bij ∈ \ M ( i )×m ( i ) are appropriate sub-matrices of A and Bi . We
assume that all matrices are of full rank, and that M ( i ) ≥ m(i ) . The economic interpretation of
these assumptions is straightforward.
We consider the NFE defined as follows. A vector u * ( t ) = ( u1* ( t ) , u2* ( t ) ,..., ui* ( t ) ..., un* ( t ) ) is a
NFE if J i ( u * ( t ) ) ≥ J i ( u1* ( t ) , u2* ( t ) ,..., ui ( t ) ..., un* ( t ) ) , for any ui ( t ) and for any player i,
where ui ( t ) is a feedback strategy, which means that a contingent rule (dependent on the
system’s state vector) is provided for each player, and that the rules themselves can be
obtained from the backward recursions of dynamic programming (Holly and Hughes Hallett,
1989: 176-179).
As in the section above, by decoupling the problem of finding the Nash equilibrium in a set of

n traditional Tinbergen-Theil problems, we can then prove the propositions stated in section
3.

Proof of proposition 1. We start by assuming that the policymakers’ value functions are
quadratic,27 Vi ( x ) = ( xi (t ) − xi )′ Pi ( xi (t ) − xi ) , where Pi are negative definite symmetric
matrices so that there are no redundant targets (and for the sake of simplicity, time indexes are
omitted). By using the transition law to eliminate the next period state, the n Bellman
equations become:
(9)

⎧
⎫
⎛
⎞′ ⎛
⎞⎪
⎪
′
′
( xi − xi ) Pi ( xi − xi ) = max
⎨( xi − xi ) Qi ( xi − xi ) + ⎜ Ai x + ∑ Bij u j ⎟ Pi ⎜ Ai x + ∑ Bij u j ⎟ ⎬
ui
j∈N
j∈N
⎝
⎠ ⎝
⎠⎪
⎪⎩
⎭

A NFE must satisfy the first-order conditions:
(10)

⎛

⎞
Bij u j ⎟
j∈N / i
⎠

′
( Bii′ PB
i ii ) ui = − Bii Pi ⎜ Ai ( xi − xi ) + ∑
⎝

which yields the following policy rule:
27

Indeed, we know that the value function must be convex for a solution to exist (see e.g. Başar and Olsder,
1995; Sargent, 1987: 42-48; Dockner et al., 2000). See also Engwerda (2000a, b) for a more advanced
exposition.
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(11)

′
′ i ii ) Bi′Pi
ui = − ( Bii′ PB
i ii ) Bi Pi Ai xi − ( Bii PB
−1

−1

∑ Bu

j∈N / i

ij

j

Now, to demonstrate Proposition 1, we focus (without loss of generality) on player 1. If
player 1 satisfies the golden rule, then m(1) = M (1) and B11 ∈ \ M (1)×M (1) is square and
nonsingular. Equation (11) then becomes:
n

(12)

u1 = − B11−1 A1 ( x1 − x1 ) − B11−1 ∑ B1 j u j
j =2

since P1 is also nonsingular. This implies:
(13)

x1 (t + 1) = x1 for all t ∈ [ 0, +∞ ]

Thus, if a NFE exists, the value of the target vector x1 is time invariant and only depends on
the preferences of player 1, since in that case condition (12) will hold for all periods
t ∈ [ 0, +∞ ] . This completes the proof of Proposition 1. 

Proof of proposition 2. To prove the proposition we only need to show that if another player
(e.g. player 2) also satisfies the golden rule, the equilibrium does not exist. Assume a solution
exists and that this solution implies the following optimal policy vector u * = ( u1* , u2* ,..., un* ) at
time t. Then, given u3* ( t ) ,..., un* ( t ) , u1* ( t ) and u2* ( t ) must satisfy the following system (that
is obtained from (10)):

(14)

⎡ B11′ P1 B11
⎢
⎣ B11′ P1 B21

′ P2 B12 ⎤ ⎡ u1 ⎤
B22
⎡ B11′ P1
=
−
⎢
′ P2 B22 ⎦⎥ ⎣⎢u2 ⎦⎥
B22
⎣ ∅

⎡ A1 ( x1 − x1 ) + ∑ B1 j u*j ⎤
∅ ⎤⎢
⎥
j∈N /1
⎥
⎢
*⎥
′ P2 ⎦ A2 ( x2 − x2 ) + ∑ B2 j u j
B22
⎢
⎥
j∈N / 2
⎣
⎦

Notice that the first-partitioned matrix of (14) is always square; and that if both players satisfy
their golden rule, then all the matrices therein are also square. Now assume that both players
share the same target variables, i.e. x1 = x2 . In this case, we have A1 = A2 and Bij = Bij for
i ∈ {1, 2} and j ∈ N . The first-partitioned matrix of (14) therefore has a zero determinant

( B11 = B21 and B12 = B22 ) and cannot be inverted. Hence, a couple ( u1* , u2* ) satisfying (14)
does not exist and, therefore, u * cannot be the solution, as claimed by the proposition.
Conversely, consider now target space instead of instrument space. If the first two players
both satisfy the golden rule, it is easy to show that by substituting the first order condition for
u2 from (5) into (7) for u1 , the first order conditions for both players cannot both be satisfied

unless they both share the same target values, i.e. unless the following holds:
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(15)

A ( x1 − x2 ) = 0 or x1 = x 2 . 28

Next, consider the case where the first two players do not share all their targets. When the
system can be controlled, this case can be solved by decomposing the problem of each player
into two mutually interdependent problems: (A) minimize the quadratic deviations of the
shared targets from their shared target values using an equal number of (arbitrary selected)
instruments from ui, assuming that non-shared target values can be reached; (B) minimize the
quadratic deviations of the non-shared targets from their target values with respect to the
remaining instruments, assuming that the shared targets are satisfied (and equal to their target
values because of the golden rule). Given (10), the impossibility of a solution now emerges
from the first-order conditions for the first of the two problems (A).29 Hence, as claimed, if at
least two players control their sub-systems and share at least one target variable, the NFE
cannot exist. 

28

Here x1 ≠ x2 is not possible because A is of full rank. We consider the case where the rank of A is strictly

smaller than M in the next section.
Notice that, because the targets are controllable, this result is independent of the assignment of the
instruments.

29

16

References

Aarle, B. van, G. Di Bartolomeo, J. Engwerda, T. Michalak, J. Plasmans (2006), Dynamic
modeling of monetary and fiscal cooperation among nations, Berlin: Springer.
Acocella, N. and G. Ciccarone (1997), “Trade unions, non-neutrality and stagflation,” Public
Choice, 91: 161-178.
Acocella, N. and G. Di Bartolomeo (2004), “Non-neutrality of monetary policy in policy
games,” European Journal of Political Economy, 20: 695-707.
Acocella, N. and G. Di Bartolomeo (2005), “Controllability and non-neutrality of economic
policy: The Tinbergen’s approach revised,” Working Paper No 81, Public Economics
Department, University of Rome La Sapienza (http://w3.uniroma1.it/gdibartolomeo/).
Acocella, N. and G. Di Bartolomeo (2006a), “Tinbergen and Theil meet Nash: Controllability
in policy games,” Economics Letters, 90: 213-218.
Acocella, N. and G. Di Bartolomeo (2006b), Equilibrium existence and policy neutrality in
static LQ games, mimeo.
Acocella, N., G. Di Bartolomeo and A. Hughes Hallett (2006a), “Controllability in policy
games: policy neutrality and the theory of economic policy revisited,” Computational
Economics, 28: 91-112.
Acocella, N., G. Di Bartolomeo and A. Hughes Hallett (2006b), “Dynamic controllability
with overlapping targets: Or why target independence may not be good for you,”
Macroeconomic Dynamics, forthcoming.
Albanesi, S., V.V. Chari, and L. Christiano (2003a), “How severe is the time inconsistency
problem in monetary policy,” in Advances in economic theory and econometrics, edited by
M. Dewatripont, L.P. Hansen and S. Turnovsky, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Albanesi, S., V.V. Chari, and L. Christiano (2003b), “Expectation traps and monetary policy,”
The Review of Economic Studies: 70: 715-741.
Aoki, M. (1976), Optimal control and system theory in dynamic economic analysis,
Amsterdam: North Holland.
Athans, M. and P.L. Falb (1966), Optimal control, New York: McGraw Hill.
Barro, R.J. (1974), “Are government bonds net wealth?,” Journal of Political Economy, 82:
1095-1117.
Barro, R.J. and D. Gordon (1983), “Rules, discretion and reputation in a model of monetary
policy,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 12: 101-120.
Başar, T. and G.J. Olsder (1995), Dynamic noncooperative game theory, second edition,
London: Academic Press Limited.
Bellman, R. (1957), Dynamic programming, Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Bellman, R. (1961), Adaptive control processes: a guided tour, Princeton: Princeton
University Press.
Blanchard, O.J. and J. Galì (2005), “Real wage rigidities and the New Keynesian model,”
MIT Department of Economics Working Paper No. 05-28, FRB Boston Working Paper
No. 05-14, forthcoming in conference volume, Quantitative evidence on price
determination, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking.

17

Blanchard, O.J. and J. Galì (2006), “A New Keynesian model with unemployment,” MIT
Department of Economics Working Paper No. 05-28, FRB Boston Working Paper No. 0622.
Clarida, R., J. Galì, and M. Gertler (1999), “The science of monetary policy,” Journal of
Economic Literature, 37: 1661-1707.
Coricelli, F., A. Cukierman, and A. Dalmazzo (2006), “Monetary institutions, monopolistic
competition, unionized labor markets and economic performance,” Scandinavian Journal
of Economics, 108: 39-63.
Cukierman, A. (2004), “Monetary institutions, monetary union and unionized labor markets –
Some recent developments,” in Monetary policy, fiscal policies and labour markets: Key
aspects of macroeconomic policymaking in EMU, edited by Beetsma, R., C. Favero, A.
Missale, V.A. Muscatelli, P. Natale, and P. Tirelli, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Cukierman, A. and F. Lippi (2001), “Labour markets and monetary union: a strategic
analysis,” The Economic Journal, 111: 541-561.
Dasgupta, P. and E. Maskin, (1986), “The existence of the equilibrium in discontinuous
economic games, I: Theory,” Review of Economic Studies, 53: 1-26.
Dockner, E., S. Jorgensen, N. Van Long, and G. Sorger (2000), Differential games in
economics and management sciences, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Engwerda, J.C. (2000a), “Feedback Nash equilibria in the scalar infinite horizon LQ-game,”
Automatica, 36: 135-139.
Engwerda, J.C. (2000b), “The solution set of the n-player scalar feedback Nash algebraic
Riccati equations,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 45: 2363-2369.
Erceg, C.J., W.H. Dale, and A. Levin (2000), “Optimal monetary policy with staggered wage
and price contracts,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 46: 281-313.
Friedman, M. (1968), “The role of monetary policy,” American Economic Review, 58: 1-17.
Frisch, R. (1949), “A memorandum on price-wage-tax subsidy policies as instruments in
maintaining optimal employment,” UN Document E (CN1/Dub 2), New York, reprinted as
Memorandum from Universitets Socialokonomiske Institutt, Oslo, 1953.
Frisch, R. (1950), “L’emploi des modèles pour l'élaboration d'une politique économique
rationnelle,” Revue d'Économie Politique, 60: 474-498; 601-634.
Frisch, R. (1957), “Numerical determination of a quadratic preference function for use in
macroeconomic programming,” Memorandum from the Institute of Economics at the
University of Oslo, n. 14, reprinted in Studies in honour of Gustavo del Vecchio, Giornale
degli Economisti e Annali di Economia, 1961, 1: 43-83.
Frisch, R. (1961), “A survey of types of economic forecasting and programming and a brief
discussion of the Oslo channel model,” Memorandum from the Institute of Economics at
the University of Oslo, 13 May.
Gylfason, G. and A. Lindbeck (1986), “Endogenous unions and governments,” European
Economic Review, 30: 5-26.
Gylfason, G. and A. Lindbeck (1994), “The interaction of monetary policy and wages,”
Public Choice, 79: 33-46.

18

Gnocchi, S. (2006), “Optimal simple monetary policy rules and non-atomistic wage setters in
a New-Keynesian framework,” ECB Working Paper No 690.
Hansen, B. (1958), The economic theory of fiscal policy, London: Allen & Unwin.
Heal, G. (1973), The theory of economic planning, Amsterdam: North Holland.
Holly, S. and A.J. Hughes Hallett (1989), Optimal control, expectations and uncertainty,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hughes Hallett, A.J (1989), “Econometrics and the theory of economic policy: the TinbergenTheil contributions 40 years on,” Oxford Economic Papers, 41: 189-214.
Hughes Hallett, A.J. and H. Rees (1983), Quantitative economic policies and interactive
planning, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Ireland, P. (1999), “Does the time-consistency problem explain the behavior of inflation in the
United States?,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 44: 279-291.
Jerger, J. (2002), “Socially optimal monetary policy institutions,” European Journal of
Political Economy, 18: 761-781.
Johansen, L. (1977), Lectures on macro-economic planning, part I, Amsterdam: North
Holland.
Johansen, L. (1978), Lectures on macro-economic planning, part II, Amsterdam: North
Holland.
Kalman, R.E. (1960), “Contributions to the theory of optimal control,” Boletin de la Sociedad
Matematica Mexicana, 5: 102-19.
Kydland, F.E. and E.C. Prescott (1977), “Rules rather than discretion: the inconsistency of
optimal plans,” Journal of Political Economy, 85: 473-492.
Leitemo, K. and U. Söderström (2004), “Robust monetary policy in the New-Keynesian
framework,” CEPR Discussion Paper No. 4805, forthcoming, Macroeconomic Dynamics.
Leontief, W. (1964), “Modern techniques for economic planning and projections,” in Essays
in Economics, Theories and Theorizing, edited by Leontief W., Oxford: Blackwell, Vol. 1.
Leontief, W. (1976), “National economic planning; methods and problems,” in The Economic
System in an Age of Discontinuity, edited by Leontief W., New York: New York
University Press.
Lucas, R.E. (1976), “Econometric policy evaluation. A critique,” Journal of Monetary
Economics, Supplement, Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy, 1: 1946.
Pappa, E. (2004), “Do the ECB and the Fed really need to cooperate? Optimal monetary
policy in a two-country world,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 51: 753-779.
Petit, M.L. (1990), Control theory and dynamic games in economic policy analysis,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Pindyck, R.S. (1973), “Optimal policies for economic stabilization,” Econometrica, 41: 52960.
Pontryagin, L.S., V. Boltyanskii, R., Gamkrelidze and E. Mishchenko (1962), The
mathematical theory of optimal processes, New York: Interscience.
Preston, A.J. and A.R. Pagan (1982), The theory of economic policy. Statics and dynamics,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
19

Rogoff, K. (1985), “The optimal commitment to an intermediate monetary target,” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 100: 1169-1189.
Sargent, T.J. (1987), Dynamic macroeconomic theory, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Sargent, T.J. (2002), The conquest of the American inflation, Princeton: Princeton University
Press.
Sargent, T.J. and N. Wallace (1975), “Rational expectations, the optimal monetary
instrument, and the optimal money supply rule,” Journal of Political Economy, 83: 241254.
Söderström, U. (2002), “Monetary policy with uncertain parameters,” Scandinavian Journal
of Economics, 104: 125-145.
Soskice, D. and T. Iversen (2000), “The non-neutrality of monetary policy with large price or
wage setters,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 115: 265-284.
Stokey, N.L. (1990), “Reputation and time consistency,” American Economic Review, 79:
134-139.
Theil, H. (1954), “Econometric models and welfare maximization,” Weltwirtschaftliches
Archiv, 72: 60-83.
Theil, H. (1956), “On the theory of economic policy,” American Economic Review, 46: 360366.
Theil, H. (1964), Optimal decision rules for government and industry, Amsterdam: North
Holland.
Tinbergen, J. (1936), Prae-adviezen voor de Vereeniging voor de Staathuishoudkunde en de
Statistiek, The Hague: Nijhoff, 62-108.
Tinbergen, J. (1939), “Statistical evidence on the acceleration principle,” Economica, 5: 164176.
Tinbergen, J. (1952), On the theory of economic policy, Amsterdam: North Holland.
Tinbergen, J. (1956), Economic policies. principles and design, Amsterdam: North Holland.

20

