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Abstract

Recent crises have increased concerns about supply security in sectors that are considered
strategically important. The goal of sufficient domestic production capacities has motivated
various forms of subsidies, tariffs and other instruments. This paper revisits Warren Buffett’s
(2003) proposal of tradeable import certificates (TIC) in this context. TIC differ from classical
import quotas mainly by linking the import volume to export performance. The certificate
price functions like a mix of flexible tariffs and export subsidies whose levels depend on
net imports in the strategic sector. We analyse benefits and drawbacks in a simple two-
country model. In competitive markets, TIC constitute a transparent and efficient instrument
that effectively reduces incentives for other countries to deviate from agreements via hidden
subsidies or non-tariff trade barriers. However, TIC can have adverse effects if there are
domestic producers with market power in the certificate market.

1 Introduction
Over the past decade, governments in advanced and emerging economies alike have rediscovered
a vocabulary of “strategic sectors,” “resilience,” and “economic security.” The Trump administra-
tion’s call to bring manufacturing back to the United States, Europe’s debates about “strategic
autonomy,” and the scramble for vaccines, active pharmaceutical ingredients, and semiconductors
during the Covid-19 pandemic are emblematic. Supply-chain breakdowns, fears of overreliance
on geopolitical rivals, diminished bargaining power in international negotiations, and the need to
ramp up production quickly in the event of armed conflict or other emergencies have elevated
production volumes in certain sectors from a matter of efficiency to a matter of statecraft.1

Governments have reacted to these strategic-sector anxieties with an eclectic mix of subsidies
and tariffs. On the spending side, the U.S. CHIPS and Science Act allocates $52.7 billion in grants
and tax incentives for domestic semiconductor production and related activities (NIST, 2023); the
EU’s Green Deal Industrial Plan channels comparable support to “net-zero” technologies (European
Commission, 2023); and China’s Made in China 2025 programme deploys tax breaks, subsidised
credit and direct transfers to nurture national champions (State Council, 2015; McBride and
Chatzky, 2019). By contrast, the stick of choice has been tariffs: the first Trump administration
raised average U.S. applied tariffs to their highest level in the post-war era (Amiti, Redding, and

1For concrete examples see, inter alia, White House (2017), European Commission (2021), and the extensive
reporting on shortages in medical goods and chips during 2020–22.
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Weinstein, 2019), and recent tariff hikes and proposals would push effective rates far above the
pre-2017 norm (CBO, 2025).

Both instruments, however, come with well-documented side-effects. Sharp tariff swings amplify
trade-policy uncertainty, deterring investment and export entry - as shown by Handley and Limão’s
(2017) evidence for China-U.S. trade - while blanket subsidy programmes invite fiscal waste and
rent-seeking, a classic industrial-policy pitfall highlighted by Juhász et al. (2024) and already
visible in the global proliferation of export credit support (Dawar, 2020).

Moreover, such policies erode trust: partners struggle to distinguish legitimate security goals
from beggar-thy-neighbour tactics, fuelling anti-subsidy investigations and the spectre of retalia-
tory tariff hikes. If strategic objectives are here to stay, more transparent and rules-based ap-
proaches could be beneficial.

This paper revisits Warren Buffett’s (2003) proposal of tradeable import certificates (TIC), an
idea that, despite its intuitive appeal, has received surprisingly little attention in the academic
literature.2 We examine in a theoretical model how TIC perform if the mechanism is adapted to
sectors in which countries target a level of minimum domestic production for strategic reasons.

Early trade models, such as those by Bhagwati and Srinivasan (1969) and Shibata (1968), show
that tariffs and quotas can yield equivalent production outcomes, although tariffs are typically
preferred for generating revenue in the importing country. Later work by Tower (1975) and Melvin
(1986) explores strategic interactions between countries and shows how import or export quotas
can trigger inefficient trade wars, pushing countries toward autarky.

Buffett’s TIC proposal differs from the traditional import quotas studied in that literature in
two fundamental ways. First, the number of import certificates is not fixed exogenously but is
instead endogenously tied to export volumes—every export unit generates η certificates that entitle
imports. Second, these certificates are allocated to exporters, who can then sell them to importers
in a secondary market. Consequently, certificate prices function like a combination of tariffs and
export subsidies whose level flexibly and automatically adjusts with the relative level of import
pressure vs export performance.

As a variation of Buffett’s proposal, Papadimitriou et al. (2008) suggest that the government
should auction off the certificates and use the income to reduce payroll taxes. We study a gener-
alization by allowing an exogenous split of certificate revenues between private exporters and the
government. Specifically, a fraction ϕ between zero and one of the proceeds from certificate sales
can be retained by exporters, with the remainder accruing to the state.

We show in our model with perfect competition and Ricardian gains from trade that a constrained-
efficient TIC mechanism grants exporters the revenues of exactly one input certificate for every
exported unit, which is the case if ϕη = 1. Then the effective rates of tariffs and export subsidies
that incorporate certificate prices are equal in size.3 This results in an industry structure where,
taking into account the strategic preferences, production of different products within the sector is
still efficiently distributed across countries. Compared to a solution that more strongly relies on
effective tariffs than export subsidies, international trade volume remains higher.

An implicit core assumption of our analysis is that while there are relative comparative advan-
2We are only aware of Papadimitriou et al. (2008) who perform a simulation study to estimate the impact of

Buffett’s original proposal on US import prices and trade deficit. They also note possible issues: price volatility
for certificates, risk of partner retaliation, and implementation complexities, but don’t provide a deeper theoretical
analysis.

3For η > 1 that solution lies between Buffet’s proposal to grant all certificates to exporters and given all income
to the government. For example, if one unit of exports would generated µ = 1.5 import certificates the exporter
should not receive all revenues from certificate sales but only keep 2/3 of the revenues.

2



tages for individual goods, a severe crisis that disrupts trade would allow sector-wide capacity to be
retooled to produce other critical products within the same sector that were previously imported.
An often mentioned example is how during World War II, U.S. civilian industries were converted
to military production, see e.g. Rhode et al. (2018). Bernard, Redding, and Schott (2010) show
that over half of U.S. manufacturing firms switch their product mix within a five-year period as
market conditions change.

Beyond the Ricardian benefits of trade in our model, we see independent reasons to prefer
efficient intra-sector trade over equilibria with depressed trade volumes.

First, deeper bilateral trade links can raise the opportunity cost of conflict and, in turn, promote
peaceful cooperation. Of course, the link between trade and peaceful cooperation is not always
as clear cut: the relational contracting framework in Goldlücke & Kranz (2023) stresses also the
importance of symmetric bargaining positions should trade break down. A TIC scheme that guar-
antees that each country produces a certain minimum share of products from the strategic sector,
may facilitate such symmetric positions with high mutual incentives for further cooperation.4

Second, protection delivered primarily through tariffs tends to dull competitive pressure and
invite rent-seeking as firms fight to secure sheltered domestic margins rather than productivity
improvements (Krueger, 1974). Empirically, trade liberalization episodes show the flip side of
this coin: when tariff shields recede, low-productivity plants contract or exit and industry-level
productivity rises (Pavcnik, 2002; Trefler, 2004). Effective industrial policy therefore seems to work
best when it embeds “discipline”—linking support to performance in contestable markets—rather
than insulating firms from rivalry. Case-based accounts emphasize export discipline in East Asia
(Studwell, 2013), and cross-country micro-evidence shows that competition-friendly targeting is
associated with higher productivity growth (Aghion, Cai, Dewatripont, Du, Harrison, & Legros,
2015).

One important aspect of international trade agreements is how they affect countries incentives
to game the system in particular using hard to monitor instruments like implicit subsidies or
non-tariff trade barriers. For example, Hillman and Manak (2023) summarize: “The [WTO] rules
did little to prevent widespread industrial subsidies use by countries hoping to gain an edge in
international trade.” Section 3 analyzes in detail how the automatic adjustment inherent in a TIC
scheme can effectively reduce incentives of a partner country for such deviations and limit the
negative impact should such deviations take place nevertheless.

We also discuss in Section 3 how TIC schemes may facilitate the negotiation of international
trade agreements in the presence of strategic concerns. Unlike agreements that fix tariffs or subsidy
levels to account for strategic concerns, TIC schemes allow to implement agreements in a sym-
metric fashion without relying on imperfectly observable information about relative comparative
advantages.

Dynamic adjustment to changes in comparative advantage is an inherent feature of TIC schemes,
whereas subsidies or tariffs would need to be repeatedly adjusted as economic fundamentals evolve.
Yet, tariffs and subsidies are often politically difficult to unwind once in place, even when their
original justification no longer holds, see e.g. Freund and Özden (2008) or Magee (2002). With a
TIC Agreement effective tariffs and export subsidies automatically vanish once the trade deficit in
the strategic sector becomes sufficiently small.

While the points above highlight the potential benefits of TIC schemes, our analysis in Section
3.3 highlights a crucial drawback. A TIC scheme can have severe adverse effects if the strategic
sector is small or concentrated enough such that domestic producers can exert market power in the

4Martin, Mayer, & Thoenig, (2008) provides a deeper exploration of the links between trade and conflict.
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certificate market. By strategically reducing exports, producers could then raise certificate prices
and benefit from the added domestic protection and higher prices of the sold certificates. This
is an unfortunate aspect of TIC schemes, which limits the potential applicability to sufficiently
widely defined strategic sectors. For supply security in critical but small sectors, like certain rare
earth minerals, TIC don’t look like a promising tool.

The remaining paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the core model: a two-country,
partial-equilibrium Ricardian setting with a continuum of perfectly competitive product markets
ordered by relative efficiency similar to Dornbusch et al. (1977). The section also contains useful
results that characterize the market outcome for given tariffs, subsidies and certificate prices.

Section 3 performs the main analysis focusing on a case that a country with a competitive
disadvantage has the strategic goal to increase its production in the strategic sector up to a
specific target level. We derive the main insights already summarized above. Section 4 provides
concluding remarks. An appendix contains all proofs and additional theoretical results.

2 Market Model and Outcomes
We consider two countries A and B. Throughout the paper, we use i, j, k ∈ {A,B} as country
indices such that always j ̸= i while k can be equal or unequal i. Every formula for country i
holds symmetrically for country j by swapping all i and j. We study a strategic sector consisting
of a continuum of independent products with unit mass indexed by m ∈ [0, 1]. Each product is
traded on its own perfectly competitive market that is independent from all other markets. We
assume that consumers have a valuation v for each product and that for prices below v demand is
completely inelastic and given by 1 for each product in each country. The value of v is assumed
be sufficiently large such that it exceeds all equilibrium prices in the competitive goods markets.

The marginal cost for domestically consumed production by country i for product m is given
by

cdomi (m) = wi(m)− si (1)
where wi(m) is the technological marginal cost for product m in country i. The variable si ≥ 0 is
a production subsidy paid to all units produced in country i. The marginal cost of an exported
product m from country i to country j is given by

cexpi (m) = wi(m)− si − ei + τj + πj − ϕiηiπi (2)

where ei ≥ 0 is an export subsidy and τj ≥ 0 is the tariff rate of country j, imposed uniformly on
all imported units in the strategic sector.

The variable πi denotes the equilibrium price for tradeable import certificates (TIC) in country
i. Every imported unit in country i will require exactly one import certificate. These import
certificates are generated by country i’s exports: for every exported unit, the exporter gets ηi
certificates that are sold in a perfectly competitive market to importers. We call ηi the export
credit factor. While in Buffett’s original proposal all proceeds from the sold certificates go to the
exporter, Papadimitriou et al. (2008) suggest that the government could auction off all certificates
and keep the income. We allow for both and intermediate cases by assuming that exporters can
only keep a share ϕi ∈ [0, 1] from the revenues of sold import certificates; the remaining share goes
to the state. Thus the term ϕiηiπi in cexpi (m) describes the exporter’s revenues from the certificates
generated by one exported unit. If country i does not implement a TIC scheme, we fix πi = 0.

It is helpful to define effective tariff rates τ̃i as the sum of tariff and certificate prices:

τ̃i = τi + πi. (3)
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Similarly, we define effective export subsidies as

ẽi = ei + ϕiηiπi. (4)

So marginal costs of exports from country i to j can be written as

cexpi (m) = wi(m)− si − ẽi + τ̃j (5)

The source for gains of trade in our model is given by differentiated technological marginal costs
wi(m) between both countries. Let

∆wi(m) ≡ wi(m)− wj(m)

denote country i’s technological cost disadvantage for product m compared to country j. For
tractability, we impose a simple linear structure and assume that

∆wA(m) = −αA + (αA + αB)m (6)

with αA, αB > 0. This means for m = 0 country A has the largest competitive advantage with
∆wA(0) = −αA while for m = 1 country B has the largest advantage with ∆wA(1) = αB and
inbetween the cost advantage of country B increases linearly in m. To simplify future notation,
we denote technological dispersion by the parameter

δ = αA + αB. (7)

Since producers in both countries are perfectly competitive, resulting prices for product m in
country i are determined by the lowest marginal costs:

min{cdomi (m), cexpj (m)}.

Producers with the lower marginal costs serve the whole market.5 We denote country i’s
production of good m for its domestic market by

qdomi (m) =

{
1 if cdomi (m) ≤ cexpj (m)

0 otherwise
(8)

and the production for the export market by

qexpi (m) =

{
1 if cexpi (m) < cdomj (m)

0 otherwise
(9)

Sector wide domestic production, total exports and total imports of country i are defined as

Qdom
i =

∫ 1

0

qdomi (m)dm, Qexp
i =

∫ 1

0

qexpi (m)dm, Qimp
i = Qexp

j .

Note that Qdom
A +Qexp

B = Qdom
B +Qexp

A = 1, which implies

Qdom
A −Qexp

A = Qdom
B −Qexp

B . (10)
5In our model, the measure of product markets where domestic production and imports have the same marginal

costs is always zero.
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So in our model both countries will always have the same difference between production for do-
mestic and export markets.

Countries i’s total production is denoted by

Xi = Qdom
i +Qexp

i

While 0 ≤ Qdom
i , Qexp

i ≤ 1 we have 0 ≤ Xi ≤ 2.
The following result shows how in a market equilibrium Qdom

i and Qexp
i depend on the effective

tariffs and subsidies of both countries.

Proposition 1. In every market equilibrium domestic and export production for both countries
i ∈ {A,B} satisfy

Qdom
i = max(0,min(1, Q̃dom

i )), Qexp
i = max(0,min(1, Q̃exp

i ))

with

Q̃dom
i ≡ Qo

i +
(si − sj) + (τ̃i − ẽj)

δ
,

Q̃exp
i ≡ Qo

i +
(si − sj) + (ẽi − τ̃j)

δ

where Qo
i denotes the free trade level of Qdom

i and Qexp
i and is given by

Qo
i ≡

αi

δ
.

Our results below sometimes refer to an interior solution, which shall mean that for both
countries i ∈ {A,B} we have Qdom

i = Q̃dom
i and Qexp

i = Q̃exp
i . For interior solutions, effective

tariffs and subsidies shift the quantities in a simple linear and additive manner in the expected
direction: production subsidies si increase both domestic and export sales Qdom

i and Qexp
i while

foreign production subsidies sj work directly opposite. Domestic sales Qdom
i are increased by own

effective tariffs τ̃i and are reduced by foreign effective exports subsidies ẽj, while exports Qexp
i fall

in foreign effective tariffs τ̃j and increase in own effective export subsidies ẽi.

TIC markets

If country i implements a tradeable import certificate (TIC) scheme, a market equilibrium must
satisfy

ηiQ
exp
i ≥ Qimp

i (11)

where ηiQ
exp
i is the certificate supply and Qimp

i the certificate demand. We distinguish three types
of equilibria for the TIC market of country i. A binding TIC equilibrium is characterized by πi ≥ 0
and ηiQ

exp
i = Qimp

i > 0; a non-binding equilibrium by πi = 0, ηiQexp
i ≥ Qimp

i and Qexp
i > 0. Finally,

a pure autarky equilibrium is characterized by no import or exports Qexp
i = Qimp

i = 0. The whole
economy is in a market equilibrium if the TIC market for every country that has implemented a
TIC scheme satisfies one of those equilibrium conditions and all previous equilibrium conditions
for every product market m ∈ [0, 1] are satisfied. The appendix provides a series of helpful results
that characterize TIC equilibria. E.g. if both countries implement a TIC scheme and ηAηB > 1
then at most one country can have a binding TIC equilibrium, while if ηAηB < 1 only a pure
autarky equilibrium exists. Here is a characterization of equilibrium certificate prices:
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Lemma 1. Consider a market equilibrium with an interior solution in which country i has a
binding TIC equilibrium with πi > 0 and the certificate price in the other country j satisfies πj = 0
(or j has no TIC). Then the certificate price in country i is given by

πi =
αj − ηiαi + (1 + ηi)(sj − si) + (ej − ηiei) + (ηiτj − τi)

1 + ϕiη2i
. (12)

The result directly shows, how larger tariffs and subsidies by country j lead to an automatic
adjustment in the certificate prices of country i if it already has a binding TIC equilibrium. Effects
become cleanest for the special case ηi = ϕi = 1. We then find that an increase of country j’s tariff
τj or its export subsidies ej by one unit increases country i’s certificate price πi and consequently
its effective export subsidies ẽi and tariffs τ̃i all by half a unit. For a unit increase in j’s production
subsidies sj the corresponding effects are twice as large. Intuitively, that is because sj boosts
both domestic production and export for country j and thus yields a twice as large adjustment in
country i’s certificate price.

Direct economic costs and countries’ utility functions

In our model each country will balance a strategic motive for higher total production with the
direct cost borne by its consumers and tax payers minus profits of domestic firms.6

We denote by
ddomi (m) = cdomi (m) + si = wi(m) (13)

the direct cost for a market m that is served by country i’s domestic producers. Production
subsidies si will reduce consumers’ prices one-to-one in our model of perfect competition and thus
cancel out of these direct costs. The term

dimp
i (m) = cexpj (m)− τi − πi = wj(m)− sj − ẽj (14)

denotes the direct cost of product m if it is imported to country i. Tariffs τi and certificate
prices πi cancel out as they directly increase consumer prices in country i. In contrast, effective
foreign subsidies ẽj and sj reduce the direct cost of imported products.

Finally,
dexpi (m) = ẽi + si (15)

denotes the direct cost for country i if it exports to market j. It just consists of country i’s effective
subsidies ẽi + si, which benefit foreign consumers through lower prices.

We denote by

Di =

∫ 1

0

(
ddomi (m) · qdomi (m) + dimp

i (m) · qexpj (m) + dexpi (m) · qexpi (m)
)
dm (16)

the total direct economic costs of country i. Let Do
i denote the direct cost of country i in the

free-trade outcome.
6Even though under perfect competition firms’ profits will always be zero, the formulas below become simpler

if we directly consider firms’ profits. In particular, for imports the complete certificate price πi enters positively,
not only the share accruing to the government, while for exports the effective subsidy rate ẽi becomes relevant for
direct costs, not only the direct subsidies ei.
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Proposition 2. For a given market outcome let Ei denote the excess cost for country i compared
to the free trade outcome. It is given by

Ei ≡ Di −Do
i =

δ

2

(
Qdom

i −Qo
i

)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
production inefficiency

+ (si + ẽi)Q
exp
i − (sj + ẽj)Q

imp
i .︸ ︷︷ ︸

budget transfers

(17)

The total excess cost E ≡ EA + EB of both countries satisfies

E =
δ

2

[(
Qdom

A −Qo
A

)2
+
(
Qdom

B −Qo
B

)2] (18)

=
δ

2

[(
Qexp

A −Qo
A

)2
+
(
Qexp

B −Qo
B

)2] (19)

=
δ

2

[(
Qdom

i −Qo
i

)2
+
(
Qexp

i −Qo
i

)2] (20)

The result implies that total costs are minimized in the free trade outcome and that absent
strategic concerns for higher production levels, no country has an incentive to implement policy
instruments that deviate from the free trade outcome.

However, if there are strategic preferences for larger domestic production Xi, a country i may
use subsidies or tariffs, even if they increase direct costs Di. Starting from the free trade level,
a marginal increase in subsidies already has a non-zero marginal effect on country i’s direct cost.
That is because the subsidy payments directly benefit foreign consumers whose import prices fall.
In contrast, the marginal effect of tariffs on a country’s direct costs is initially zero since tariffs
have a 100% pass-through rate to domestic consumers in our model. Yet, as shown in Proposition
1, tariffs τi increase domestic production Qdom

i and the production inefficiency δ
2

(
Qdom

i − Qo
i

)2
increases quadratically in the distortion of domestic production from the free trade level. Thus
if the goal is to increase Xi sufficiently far above the free trade level, it can become optimal to
augment tariffs with subsidies.

It is often easier to reason intuitively about tariffs and export subsidies, since they affect only
domestic sales or exports, respectively, than about production subsidies si, which influence both.
The following result will therefore be useful.

Lemma 2. Consider two vectors of effective tariffs and subsidies (τ̃i, ẽi, si) and (τ̃ ′i , ẽ
′
i, s

′
i). If they

satisfy

τ̃ ′i = τ̃i + si − s′i (21)
ẽ′i = ẽi + si − s′i (22)

then for any given effective tariffs and subsidies of country j both vectors yield the same production
quantities and direct costs for both countries. In particular, this result also holds for s′i = 0.

If countries have strategic production goals, welfare optimal production levels can deviate from
those that minimize total production cost. The following result characterizes optimal production
allocation conditional that certain total production levels for both countries shall be achieved.

Proposition 3. Let D̄o(XA, XB) denote the minimum total direct cost under the restriction that
countries A and B produce XA and XB, respectively. For any market outcome that yields XA

and XB with total direct excess costs D define by Ē(XA, XB) = D − D̄o(XA, XB) the excess cost
compared to the lowest cost achievable when producing XA and XB. We have

Ē(XA, XB) =
δ

4

(
Qdom

i −Qexp
i

)2 (23)
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for either country i ∈ {A,B}. In an interior solution with Qdom
i = Q̃dom

i and Qexp
i = Q̃exp

i for both
countries, it also satifies

Ē(XA, XB) =
1

4δ

(
(τ̃A + τ̃B)− (ẽA + ẽB)

)2

. (24)

So irrespective of the strength of each country i’s concerns for minimum production levels Xi,
from a welfare point of view it is always optimal if for each country i domestic production is equal
to its exports Qdom

i = Qexp
i , which is the case if for both countries effective export subsidies are

equal to effective tariffs.

3 Strategic Interactions and Stability of International Agree-
ments

We now analyze strategic interactions between both countries and the stability of international
trade agreements. For the sake of tractability, we restrict attention to the following scenario:
Country A has a competitive disadvantage in the strategic sector and wants to implement a goal
for domestic production above the free trade equilibrium level. Formally, the subsequent analysis
satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 1. Assume αA ≤ αB, i.e. country A is a net importer in the free-trade equilibrium.
Further assume country A has a strategic production goal X̄A satisfying Xo

A < X̄A < 1 where Xo
A

is the free trade production of country A. Country A’s utility function is given by

uA = −λA max(X̄A −XA, 0)−DA (25)

with λA measuring the marginal disutility of falling behind the strategic goal. Country B simply
prefers higher production in the strategic sector without a specific goal:

uB = γBXB −DB. (26)

Assume λA ≫ γB > 0.

3.1 Policy choice in a Nash equilibrium without tradeable import cer-
tificates

The next result characterizes the Nash equilibrium if countries endogenously and simultaneously
choose their tariffs and export subsidies but don’t implement a TIC scheme. Given Lemma 2, we
simplify the analysis by assuming w.l.o.g. that production subsidies sA and sB are zero.

Proposition 4. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and that countries simultaneously choose export
subsidies and tariffs, with no TIC scheme or production subsidies. In every Nash equilibrium:
(i) country A will produce its target XA = X̄A, (ii) both countries choose tariffs weakly larger
than export subsidies, with strict inequality for country A; (iii) the equilibrium is not conditionally
efficient. Moreover, in an interior solution there is a unique Nash equilibrium characterized by

τ ∗B = γB (27)
e∗B = 0

9



and

τ ∗A = −αA +
2

3
δ X̄A +

1

3
γB (28)

e∗A = −αA +
1

3
δ X̄A +

2

3
γB (29)

That tariffs are set at higher levels than export subsidies is consistent with the financial incen-
tives identified in Proposition 2. This stronger reliance on tariffs over export subsidies reduces the
volume of international trade and yields an outcome that is not conditionally efficient. Accordingly,
there is scope for international agreements that take country A’s strategic concerns into account
while achieving a more efficient allocation.

3.2 Enforceable international agreements

In this section we consider the case that enforceable trade agreements can be written. The following
result characterizes an agreement with a TIC that implements country A’s strategic production
target X̄A in a conditionally efficient manner.

Proposition 5. TIC Agreement Assume country A implements a TIC scheme with ηA and ϕA

chosen such that

ηA =
2− X̄A

X̄A

> 1, (30)

ϕAηA = 1. (31)

Country B may also implement a TIC scheme with ηB ≥ 1. No country uses direct tariffs or
subsidies. The resulting market outcome is conditionally efficient and satisfies XA = X̄A with

πA = ẽA = τ̃A =αAχ̄A > 0 (32)
πB = ẽB = τ̃B = 0 (33)

where

χ̄A =
X̄A −Xo

A

Xo
A

(34)

measures the relative change of country A’s strategic production target X̄A compared to its free
trade production level Xo

A. Both countries A and B have higher utility than in the Nash equilibria
characterized in Proposition 4.

A key feature of the agreement described above is that both countries are better off than in
the Nash equilibrium without an agreement. However, many alternative agreements could also
achieve Pareto improvements of this kind. The main advantage of the proposed TIC Agreement is
its simplicity and symmetry: the policy instruments can be designed in a structurally identical way
for both countries, and the crucial parameters ηi and ϕi need not be calibrated to the underlying
production technologies, which are typically imperfectly known and subject to change over time.

Negotiations that start from asymmetric positions are rarely straightforward. Yet, countries
might find it easier to agree on a general principle governing the choice of ηi and ϕi. The parameter
ηi effectively determines how strongly a country concerned about its domestic production capacity
may restrict imports relative to exports. A principle that most countries would likely endorse

10



is that no country should set ηi < 1, as this would require exports to exceed imports and if
symmetrically chosen would lead to a collapse of trade. The range of ηi ≥ 1 values that countries
find mutually acceptable would depend on the perceived trade-off between the benefits of more
open trade and the strength of their strategic concerns. In a world with high mutual trust among
trading partners, where strategic risks are viewed as limited, larger values of ηi would likely be
more feasible than in one characterized by low trust and heightened strategic rivalry.

Regarding ϕi, country A would gain from a modified agreement that sets ϕA below 1/ηA,
i.e. granting a higher share of the certificate income to the government and a lower share to
exporters. That is because countries prefer higher tariffs over equivalent export subsidy payments,
even though conditional efficiency requires equal effective rates. A lower value of ϕA would, in
equilibrium, raise the effective tariff τ̃A and lower the effective export subsidy ẽA, reducing A’s
direct costs at the expense of country B. However, countries might agree on the principle that
trade restrictions should not be accompanied by additional fiscal gains for the country that derives
strategic benefits from those restrictions, whenever such gains come at the cost of efficiency. This
consideration provides an argument for conditionally efficient agreements in which effective export
subsidies and tariffs are set to equal levels.

The same market outcome as under the TIC Agreement described above could also be imple-
mented through an agreement that relies solely on export subsidies and tariffs:

Corollary 1. No-TIC Agreement If country A uses no TIC scheme and fixes eA = τA = αAχ̄A

and sA = 0 and country B fixes eB = τB = sB = 0 the same conditionally efficient market outcome
as in Proposition 5 is implemented.

A key difficulty with the No-TIC Agreement is that tariff and subsidy rates depend on produc-
tion technologies. Since the relevant parameters are likely to be imperfectly known and unevenly
shared, asymmetric information is a concern - an obstacle well known to undermine efficient nego-
tiation outcomes.7 Another challenge is that the relative production capacities and technology will
likely change over time, which would require adjustment of the negotiated tariff and subsidy rates.
Tariffs and subsidies are often politically difficult to unwind once in place, even when their original
justification no longer holds, see e.g. Freund and Özden (2008) or Magee (2002). In contrast,
adjustments of effective tariffs and subsidies are automated in the TIC Agreement and vanish once
the trade deficits becomes sufficiently small.

Even if negotiated tariffs or a formal TIC scheme could be reasonably well enforced, restricting
subsidies seems far more challenging in practice, since subsidies may appear in various forms,
like below-market loans from public banks.8 The following result shows that even if the TIC
Agreement cannot legally enforce zero subsidies, it is able to substantially limit the incentives and
consequences for hidden subsidies.

Proposition 6. Consider the TIC Agreement of Proposition 5. Now assume both countries could
deviate from the agreement by choosing arbitrary non-negative subsidies eA, eB, sA, sB ≥ 0 while
all other aspects of the agreement remain legally enforced. Then:

(i) Country A has no profitable deviation to any (eA, sA) with eA > 0 or sA > 0.
7See e.g. Myerson and Satterthwaite (1983) for a seminal theoretic contribution. For a recent contribution in

the context of trade agreements, see Yamamoto (2024).
8For example, Hillman and Manak (2023) summarize: “The [WTO] rules did little to prevent widespread indus-

trial subsidies use by countries hoping to gain an edge in international trade.”
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(ii) If ηA = 1, country B has no profitable deviation to any (eB, sB) with eB > 0 or sB > 0. If
ηA > 1, there is a threshold

γTIC
B (ηA) = δ · η

2
A + ηA − 1

η2A − 1
(35)

such that B has an incentive to raise its export subsidy if and only if γB > γTIC
B (ηA). The threshold

satisfies limηA→1 γ
TIC
B (ηA) = ∞.

(iii) For any (eB, sB), country A’s production satisfies the global bound XA ≥ 1/ηA and its
direct costs DA don’t increase in the other country’s subsidies eB or sB.

Given our previous insights, it might seem surprising at first sight that country B could have a
strategic interest at all to set positive subsidies given a binding TIC scheme in country A. We first
explore the intuition for export subsidies eB > 0. The key mechanism is as follows: positive export
subsidies by country B will increase the certificate price πA which leads to both higher effective
tariffs τ̃A and higher effective export subsidies ẽA in country A. As effective tariffs τ̃A increase
less than eB, the net effect is that domestic production Qdom

A in A will fall, while its exports Qexp
A

increase. Each unit of additional exports allows ηA additional units of imports by country B. For
ηA > 1 country A’s imports thus increase more than its exports. As result the induced shift from
domestic production to exports will decrease country A’s total output XA and correspondingly
increase country B’s total production. Thus if country B has a large strategic preference γB for
higher production it may choose export subsidies due to this effect. The effect becomes smaller
the closer ηA is to 1 and completely vanishes for ηA = 1.

Looking at strictly positive production subsidies sB > 0, the expansive effect on B’s imports
that is described above is more limited or non-existent, since positive production subsidies sB > 0
also reduce country A’s exports.

Countries may subsidize strategic-sector production for reasons unrelated to gaining an advan-
tage in international trade, for example to support underdeveloped regions or to accelerate the
transition to environmentally friendly production technologies. Part (iii) of Proposition 6 implies
that a country with a TIC in place can be less concerned about such subsidies from its trading
partner. The maximum negative impact on total production in the strategic sector is strictly
limited and the subsidies from the trading partner even bring a financial gain.

For a short quantitative example, consider the production target X̄A = 0.8 such that the TIC-
agreement from Proposition 5 specifies ηA = 1.5. Even if country B deviates by setting arbitrarily
large export subsidies eB, country A still has a guaranteed total production of XA ≥ 1

ηA
= 2

3

which is 83.3% of the target X̄A. If even such a limited shortfall from the target X̄A is considered
very problematic, a possible counter-measure is to pick a somewhat lower value for ηA than in an
agreement with enforceable subsidies. In our example, with X̄A = 0.8 setting ηA = 1.25 guarantees
XA ≥ X̄A even if country B sets arbitrarily high export subsidies.

Under the No-TIC Agreement, subsidies implemented by country B directly stimulate its out-
put without triggering a countervailing increase in certificate prices. Consequently, subsidies be-
come attractive already for substantially lower values of the strategic production preference γB
and there is no guaranteed minimum level of production in the strategic sector.

Proposition 7. Consider the No-TIC Agreement of Corollary 1 and assume country B can deviate
by setting positive subsidies sB > 0 or eB > 0 while tariffs remain fixed at τB = 0. Then country
B has strict incentives to choose positive subsidies if

γB >
1

2
δ

ηA
1 + ηA

≡ γNo-TIC
B (36)
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with ηA = 2−X̄A

X̄A
. The ratio of the respective thresholds for the TIC Agreement and No-TIC Agree-

ment is given by
γTIC
B

γNo-TIC
B

= 2
η2A + ηA − 1

ηA(ηA − 1)
> 2. (37)

For example, for ηA = 1.5 the threshold γTIC
B (ηA) for γB above which country B deviates from

the TIC Agreement with positive subsidies is 7 times higher than the corresponding threshold
γNo−TIC
B for the No-TIC Agreement.

Beyond subsidies, various forms of non-tariff trade barriers, such as certain regulatory mea-
sures, are often difficult to verify. The following result shows that the TIC Agreement effectively
eliminates incentives for such non-tariff barriers, whereas these incentives may persist under the
No-TIC Agreement.

Proposition 8. Assume each country can decide a level of non-tariff trade-barriers βi ≥ 0 that
increases the marginal costs of imports from country j by βi but unlike a tariff grants no tariff
income for country i. Tariffs and subsidies are enforceable as specified in the agreement but non-
tariff barriers can be freely set. Then with the TIC Agreement it is strictly optimal for both countries
to have zero non-tariff trade barriers. In contrast, under the No-TIC Agreement country B has
incentives to erect non-tariff trade barriers βB > 0 if

γB >
δ

1 + ηA
(38)

with ηA = 2−X̄A

X̄A
.

3.3 Market Power

Our analysis above indicates that the TIC Agreement performs well both in terms of incentives
and efficiency. A key drawback, however, is that TIC schemes can induce socially costly adverse
behavior when the strategic sector is sufficiently small or concentrated for domestic producers to
exercise market power in the certificate market.

To illustrate, first consider an extreme case. Suppose there is a single monopolistic producer in
country A that covers the entire strategic sector. By choosing its export quantity, the monopolist
can arbitrarily limit the number of certificates and import volume into its domestic market. For
instance, by refraining from exporting altogether, the monopolist could completely exclude foreign
competition.

For a model with oligopolistic market power in the certificate market assume that country B
keeps perfectly competitive producers as before while there are N large producers in country A
indexed by n = 1, ..., N . For every market m ∈ [0, 1] there is exactly one producer nm from country
A that can serve it and for every segment [m1,m2] of the market line the mass of markets that can
be served by each producer n = 1, ..., N shall be equal to (m2 −m1)/N . Thus the producers from
A are evenly distributed across the markets. If in market m in country i the large producer nm

and the competitive producers from country B set the same price, the market shall be completely
served by the large producer. Marginal costs remain as specified in Section 2.

For each market m in country i we can restrict attention to one of two strategies for the large
producer nm: either it captures the market at the marginal cost of producers from country B or it
stays out of the market. Given that the cost advantage for country A producers declines with m,
an optimal strategy for every large producer n can be described by two variables mdom

n and mexp
n

13



meaning that it will capture all domestic markets in country A in the interval [0,mdom
n ] and all

export markets in country B in the interval [0,mexp
n ]. We can also describe these strategies by the

corresponding production quantities

qdomn =
1

N
mdom

n , qexpn =
1

N
mexp

n (39)

Total production quantities for country A are correspondingly

Qdom
A =

N∑
n=1

qdomn , Qexp
A =

N∑
n=1

qexpn (40)

If producer n captures a domestic market m, it earns in that market a profit of

gdomn (m) = cexpB (m)− cdomA (m) (41)

and if it captures export market m it earns in that market a profit of

gexpn (m) = cdomB (m)− cexpA (m) (42)

We have set up this model such that market power in product markets has no effect on countries’
total production levels Qdom

i and Qexp
i as long as there are no certificate prices that could be

strategically manipulated by large producers.

Corollary 2. If no country implements a TIC scheme, then independent of the number of large
producers N , countries A and B will serve exactly the same markets as if all producers were perfectly
competitive. The only difference to the market outcome under perfect competition is that in the
markets served by a large producer from country A prices are determined by the marginal cost of
the competitive producers from country B instead of the marginal cost from country A producers.

Another direct implication is

Corollary 3. The No-TIC Agreement from Corollary 1 remains conditionally efficient in our
model with N large producers in country A.

We now analyse the market outcome under the TIC Agreement from Proposition 5.
The timing of the model shall be as follows. First, every strategic producer n simultaneously

chooses its export quantity qexpn ≥ 0. In this step, each large producer takes into account how
its export quantity will affect the certificate price πA. In the second step all other quantities are
determined such that every firm maximizes its profits taking equilibrium certificate prices πA as
given.

Proposition 9. Suppose the TIC Agreement of Proposition 5 is in place and country A has N
large producers. In the unique and symmetric Nash equilibrium, we have

Qexp
A =


N − ηA

N(ηA + 1)− ηA(ηA − 1)
, if N > ηA,

0 , if N ≤ ηA,

πA = δ
(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
− αA. (43)

In all cases Qexp
A < Qdom

A and the production allocation is not conditionally efficient. Moreover,
for N > ηA, Qexp

A is strictly increasing in N and πA is strictly decreasing in N . As N → ∞ the
production quantities and certificate price converge to the perfectly competitive outcome stated in
Proposition 5:

Qexp
A → 1

1 + ηA
, Qdom

A → 1

1 + ηA
, πA → δ

1 + ηA
− αA. (44)
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For example, in the special case ηA = 1 the export quantities satisfy Qexp
A = N−1

2N
. Then for

N = 2 the resulting exports in country A are Qexp
A = 1

4
, which are 50% below the competitive

export level of 1
2
. To halve the gap to the competitive export level, the number of firms must be

doubled: for N = 4 exports are 25% below the competitive level, for N = 8, the gap is 12.5%, and
so on.

Of course, our stylized oligopoly model is not meant to deliver a reliable quantitative assessment
of the distortions created by market power in the certificate market. Its value is instead illustrative:
it can help build a first-pass intuition for the effects at work.

4 Concluding Remarks
Our results show that, for competitive sectors, TIC-based trade agreements can align strategic
minimum-production objectives with conditionally efficient allocations of domestic production and
exports among trading partners. At the same time, they can effectively dampen countries’ incen-
tives to use opaque subsidies or non-tariff barriers. Important implementation questions remain,
however. Certificate duration (single-period versus bankable), inventory limits, and auction design
will shape manipulation risks and price volatility. Design lessons from pollution-permit markets
are relevant here; see, for example, Liski and Montero (2011) on the role of permit storability and
Hahn (1984) for an early analysis of market power in markets for pollution certificates.

Alternatively, one could replicate the automatic adjustment with explicitly state-contingent
tariffs and subsidies. For instance, specify formula-based adjustments that respond to observed
shortfalls from a declared export-to-import ratio, combined with pre-announced review points and
high transparency to support planning and mutual monitoring.

Even if tradeable import certificates were replaced by such automatically adjusted tariffs and
export subsidies, adverse incentives for large domestic producers would persist. By withholding
exports, domestic firms can raise the effective tariff protection at home and the export subsidy
rate. Unless such strategic behavior by firms can be effectively limited, fully rule-based tariff and
subsidy adjustments or TIC schemes carry substantial risks.

Finally, any real-world implementation requires a multi-partner lens. One would likely condition
effective tariff and subsidy rates by partner-specific supply risk and exposure paired with explicit
diversification commitments. Well-designed schemes that explicitly allow for friendshoring, or treat
sufficient diversification as a substitute to domestic production, may also help mitigate risks arising
from domestic market power. We consider a detailed analysis of such a multilateral mechanism an
important avenue for future research.
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Appendix

A1 Proofs

Proof for Proposition 1

Country i serves j’s market if cexpi (m) < cdomj (m), i.e.

wi(m)− si − ẽi + τ̃j < wj(m)− sj.

Rearranging yields the export cutoff condition in terms of the technology gap ∆wi(m) ≡ wi(m)−
wj(m):

∆wi(m) < (si − sj) + (ẽi − τ̃j).

Using ∆wA(m) = δ(m−mo) with mo = Qo
A = αA/δ, the export cutoff is

mexp
i = mo +

(si − sj) + (ẽi − τ̃j)

δ
.

Similarly, i serves its own domestic market when cdomi (m) ≤ cexpj (m):

wi(m)− si ≤ wj(m)− sj − ẽj + τ̃i ⇐⇒ ∆wi(m) ≤ (si − sj) + (τ̃i − ẽj).

Hence the domestic cutoff is

mdom
i = mo +

(si − sj) + (τ̃i − ẽj)

δ
.

Because each product market has unit mass and the weak inequalities bind only on a null set,
the corresponding quantities equal these cutoffs, truncated to [0, 1]:

Qdom
i = max(0,min(1,mdom

i )), Qexp
i = max(0,min(1,mexp

i )).

Recognizing Qo
A = mo and Qo

B = 1−mo yields the stated expressions for Q̃dom
i and Q̃exp

i . □

Proof for Proposition 2

Using Qimp
i = Qexp

j direct costs of country i satisfy

Di =

∫ 1

0

[
wi(m) qdomi (m) + wj(m) qexpj (m)

]
dm+ (si + ẽi)Q

exp
i − (sj + ẽj)Q

imp
i .
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All variables for free trade outcome will be superscripted with o. The direct costs under free trade
are

Do
i =

∫ 1

0

[
wi(m) qdom,o

i (m) + wj(m) qexp,oj (m)
]
dm.

Subtracting, yields

Di −Do
i =

∫ 1

0

[
wi(m)

(
qdomi (m)− qdom,o

i (m)
)
+ wj(m)

(
qexpj (m)− qexp,oj (m)

)]
dm

+ (si + ẽi)Q
exp
i − (sj + ẽj)Q

imp
i .

Since for each m exactly one of qdomi (m) and qexpj (m) equals 1, the integral term only loads on the
set of products m where production allocation differs from the free trade allocation. We call it
the missallocated set. Let ∆Qi ≡ Qdom

i −Qo
i . By construction, the missallocated set is an interval

of measure |∆Qi|, obtained by shifting the free trade cutoff mo left or right. Using the linear
technology gap ∆wi(m) ≡ wi(m) − wj(m) = δ(m −mo), the incremental cost from misallocating
the marginal interval of length |∆Qi| is the area under a linear ramp:∫ |∆Qi|

0

δx dx =
δ

2
(∆Qi)

2.

Therefore, ∫ 1

0

[
wi(m)

(
qdomi − qdom,o

i

)
+ wj(m)

(
qexpj − qexp,oj

)]
dm =

δ

2

(
Qdom

i −Qo
i

)2
.

Putting all pieces together, we get

Ei = Di −Do
i =

δ

2

(
Qdom

i −Qo
i

)2
+ (si + ẽi)Q

exp
i − (sj + ẽj)Q

imp
i .

Summing up yields the first line of (18)

E = EA + EB =
δ

2

[(
Qdom

A −Qo
A

)2
+
(
Qdom

B −Qo
B

)2]
Recognizing that

Qdom
i = 1−Qexp

j

Qo
i = 1−Qo

j

yields the 2nd and 3rd lines by simple substitution and simplification. □

Proof for Lemma 1

Because we are in an interior solution, Proposition 1 implies for each country k ∈ {i, j} that

Qexp
k = Qo

k +
(sk − sℓ) + (ẽk − τ̃ℓ)

δ
,

where ℓ denotes the trading partner of k, Qo
k = αk/δ, and δ = αA +αB. Using this with k = i and

ℓ = j gives

Qexp
i = Qo

i +
(si − sj) + (ẽi − τ̃j)

δ
=

αi

δ
+

(si − sj) + (ẽi − τ̃j)

δ
. (45)
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Similarly, with k = j and ℓ = i we obtain

Qexp
j = Qo

j +
(sj − si) + (ẽj − τ̃i)

δ
=

αj

δ
+

(sj − si) + (ẽj − τ̃i)

δ
. (46)

Next, we substitute the effective instruments. By definition,

τ̃k = τk + πk, ẽk = ek + ϕkηkπk.

We assume that country j has no TIC or a non-binding TIC, so πj = 0. Hence

τ̃j = τj, ẽj = ej,

while for country i we have
τ̃i = τi + πi, ẽi = ei + ϕiηiπi.

Substituting into (45) and (46) yields

Qexp
i =

αi

δ
+

(si − sj) +
(
ei + ϕiηiπi − τj

)
δ

, (47)

Qexp
j =

αj

δ
+

(sj − si) +
(
ej − (τi + πi)

)
δ

. (48)

A binding TIC equilibrium in country i is characterized by πi > 0 and

ηiQ
exp
i = Qimp

i > 0.

Since Qimp
i = Qexp

j by definition, the binding condition can be written as

ηiQ
exp
i = Qexp

j . (49)

Using (47) and (48) in (49) and multiplying both sides by δ gives

ηi [αi + (si − sj) + ei + ϕiηiπi − τj] = αj + (sj − si) + ej − τi − πi.

We now solve this equation for πi. Expanding the left-hand side and bringing all terms to the
right-hand side yields

0 = −αj − ej + ηi
(
αi + ei + si − sj − τj

)
+ η2i ϕiπi + πi + si − sj + τi.

Collecting the terms in πi on the left and all remaining terms on the right gives

(1 + ϕiη
2
i )πi = αj − ηiαi + (1 + ηi)(sj − si) + (ej − ηiei) + (ηiτj − τi).

Dividing by 1 + ϕiη
2
i > 0 yields ((12)). □

Proof for Lemma 2

Whether market m in country i will be domestically served depends only on the cost difference

cexpj (m)− cdomi (m) = wj(m)− sj − ẽj + τ̃i − wi(m) + si.

This cost difference stays the same whenever τ̃ ′i + s′i = τ̃i + si. With τ̃ ′i = τ̃i + si − s′i this always
holds true. Similarly, Whether market m in country j will be domestically served depends only on
the cost difference

cexpi (m)− cdomj (m) = wi(m)− si − ẽi + τ̃j − wj(m) + sj.

This cost difference stays the same whenever ẽ′i + s′i = ẽi + si. With ẽ′i = ẽi + si − s′i this condition
is always satisfied.

Direct costs dexpi (m), dimp
i (m), ddomi (m) and dexpj (m), dimp

j (m), ddomj (m) in every market m are
independent of the tariff rate and depends only on the sum of production and effective export
subsidies ẽi + si = ẽ′i + s′i. □
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Proof for Proposition 3

Recall from Proposition 2, that the (unconditional) excess cost relative to the globally efficient free
trade outcome can be written as

E =
δ

2

[(
Qdom

i −Qo
i

)2
+
(
Qexp

i −Qo
i

)2]
using either country i. Fix the totals (XA, XB) with XA+XB = 2. The minimum cost D̄o(XA, XB)
subject to Xi = Qdom

i +Qexp
i is obtained by minimizing

f(Qdom
i , Qexp

i ) = (Qdom
i −Qo

i )
2 + (Qexp

i −Qo
i )

2 subject to Qdom
i +Qexp

i = Xi.

Because Xi ∈ [0, 2], the unconstrained minimizer Qdom
i = Qexp

i = Xi/2 lies in [0, 1], so bounds do
not bind. Substituting Qdom

i = Xi/2 and Qexp
i = Xi/2 yields

min f =
1

2
(Xi − 2Qo

i )
2,

and hence the constrained minimum (relative to W o) equals

D̄o(XA, XB)−Do =
δ

4
(Xi − 2Qo

i )
2.

Therefore, the conditional excess cost beyond this constrained minimum is

Ē(XA, XB) = E −
(
Do(XA, XB)−Do

)
=

δ

2

[
(d)2 + (e)2

]
− δ

4
(d+ e)2,

where d ≡ Qdom
i −Qo

i and e ≡ Qexp
i −Qo

i . Using d2 + e2 − 1
2
(d+ e)2 = 1

2
(d− e)2 gives

Ē(XA, XB) =
δ

4
(Qdom

i −Qexp
i )2,

which proves (23). For the interior-cutoff case, substitute Qdom
i − Qexp

i =
(
τ̃i − ẽj

)
−

(
ẽi − τ̃j

)
divided by δ, i.e.,

Qdom
i −Qexp

i =
(τ̃i + τ̃j)− (ẽi + ẽj)

δ
,

into (23) to obtain (24). □

Proof for Proposition 4

Throughout this proof we first work in the interior region where the cutoff formulas in Proposition 1
apply without truncation and then indicate how to adjust for corner solutions. By Lemma 2 we
can, without loss of generality, restrict attention to si = 0 for both countries and, since there is no
TIC scheme, to πi = 0, so that τ̃i = τi and ẽi = ei.

Step 1: Quantities and direct-cost derivatives. From Proposition 1, in an interior outcome we
have

Qdom
i = Qo

i +
τi − ej

δ
, Qexp

i = Qo
i +

ei − τj
δ

,

so total production in i is

Xi = Qdom
i +Qexp

i = 2Qo
i +

τi + ei − (τj + ej)

δ
. (50)
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Using Proposition 2 with si = 0 and ẽi = ei,

Di = Do
i + Ei, Ei =

δ

2

(
Qdom

i −Qo
i

)2
+ eiQ

exp
i − ej Q

imp
i ,

and Qimp
i = Qexp

j . Substituting the interior expressions for Qdom
i , Qexp

i and simplifying yields a
quadratic polynomial in the instruments. Differentiating with respect to own instruments gives,
for each country i,

∂Di

∂τi
=

τi
δ
,

∂Di

∂ei
= Qo

i +
2ei − τj

δ
. (51)

(These identities follow from straightforward algebra combining Propositions 1 and 2.)
Step 2: Country B’s best response. Country B’s objective is uB = γBXB − DB. Using (50),

the marginal effect of own instruments on XB is

∂XB

∂τB
=

∂XB

∂eB
=

1

δ
.

Hence, combining with (51),

∂uB

∂τB
=

γB
δ

− τB
δ
,

∂uB

∂eB
=

γB
δ

−
(
Qo

B +
2eB − τA

δ

)
.

In an interior optimum these must both be zero, which yields

τ ∗B = γB, e∗B =
τA + γB − δQo

B

2
.

Under Assumption 1 (in particular X̄A < 1 and γB small relative to δ; see the final step below),
this interior expression for e∗B is nonpositive at the equilibrium instruments of country A. Since
eB ≥ 0, the complementary-slackness condition implies that in equilibrium

e∗B = 0, τ ∗B = γB. (52)

Step 3: Country A’s target and constrained cost minimization. Country A’s payoff is

uA = −λAmax(X̄A −XA, 0)−DA,

with λA ≫ γB > 0. Suppose, for contradiction, that in equilibrium XA < X̄A. Then a marginal
increase in XA via a small common increase in τA and eA raises uA at rate λA/δ on the benefit
side, while the marginal cost is of order O(τA, eA) by (51). For λA sufficiently large this cannot be
optimal. Thus, in any Nash equilibrium we must have

XA = X̄A.

Using (50) for i = A and keeping country B’s instruments fixed, the requirement XA = X̄A is
equivalent to a linear constraint on (τA, eA):

τA + eA = KA ≡ τB + eB + δ(X̄A − 2Qo
A). (53)

Given (53), country A chooses (τA, eA) to minimize DA subject to the linear constraint. Let κ
denote the Lagrange multiplier on (53). The Lagrangian is

L(τA, eA, κ) = DA + κ
(
XA − X̄A

)
.
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Using (50) and (51), the FOCs (interior) are

0 =
∂L

∂τA
=

τA
δ

+ κ
1

δ
, 0 =

∂L

∂eA
=

(
Qo

A +
2eA − τB

δ

)
+ κ

1

δ
.

Subtracting the first from the second eliminates κ and yields

Qo
A +

2eA − τB
δ

− τA
δ

= 0,

that is,
2eA = τA + τB − δQo

A. (54)

Together, (53) and (54) determine the interior cost-minimizing split between τA and eA for given
(τB, eB). Solving gives

e∗A =
KA + τB − δQo

A

3
, τ ∗A = KA − e∗A =

2KA − τB + δQo
A

3
.

Step 4: Plugging in country B’s instruments. Using country B’s Nash choice (52) in (53), we
obtain

KA = γB + 0 + δ(X̄A − 2Qo
A).

Substituting this into the expressions in Step 3 and using Qo
A = αA/δ, we get

τ ∗A = −αA +
2

3
δ X̄A +

1

3
γB, e∗A = −αA +

1

3
δ X̄A +

2

3
γB.

Moreover,

τ ∗A − e∗A =
δX̄A − γB

3
> 0

because X̄A > Xo
A > 0 and γB > 0 is small relative to δ by Assumption 1. Hence, country A

strictly prefers tariffs to subsidies in the cost-minimizing combination that implements XA = X̄A.
Step 5: Asymmetry Qdom

i > Qexp
i and conditional inefficiency. Using the interior formulas for

quantities, one checks that

Qdom
i −Qexp

i =
(τi + τj)− (ei + ej)

δ
.

Evaluating this at the equilibrium instruments,

(τ ∗A + τ ∗B)− (e∗A + e∗B) = (τ ∗A − e∗A) + γB =
δX̄A + 2γB

3
> 0,

so Qdom
i > Qexp

i for both i = A,B. By Proposition 3, conditional efficiency (given (XA, XB))
requires Qdom

i = Qexp
i for each i, equivalently τ̃A+ τ̃B = ẽA+ ẽB. Thus the Nash equilibrium is not

conditionally efficient.
Additional step: Corner adjustments and e∗B = 0. If for the interior solution in Steps 2–4 some

instrument were negative, the true optimum lies on the boundary where that instrument is set to
zero and the other instrument is adjusted along the linear constraint that fixes the relevant Xi. For
country A this means replacing any negative τA or eA by zero and adjusting the other instrument
along

τA + eA = τB + eB + δ(X̄A − 2Qo
A)
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so that XA = X̄A still holds. This weakly increases (τA − eA) while keeping (τA + eA) fixed, and
hence weakly increases (τA + τB) − (eA + eB). Therefore, the inequalities Qdom

i > Qexp
i and the

conclusion about conditional inefficiency continue to hold in any such corner equilibrium.
Finally, to verify that e∗B = 0 is indeed optimal for country B, evaluate the marginal payoff of

B in eB at eB = 0:
∂uB

∂eB

∣∣∣
eB=0

=
γB
δ

−
(
Qo

B − τA
δ

)
=

γB + τA − δQo
B

δ
.

Substituting τA = τ ∗A and using Qo
B = αB/δ, δ = αA + αB and X̄A < 1 gives

γB + τ ∗A − δQo
B = −δ +

2

3
δX̄A +

4

3
γB ≤ −1

3
δ +

4

3
γB < 0

for γB sufficiently small relative to δ, as assumed. Hence ∂uB/∂eB < 0 at eB = 0, so e∗B = 0 is
indeed the best response. □

Proof for Proposition 5

With no direct tariffs or subsidies, we have τ̃A = πA, ẽA = ϕAηAπA, and for country B, τ̃B = ẽB =
πB = 0. The condition ϕAηA = 1 implies ẽA = πA. Hence, by Proposition 1,

Qdom
A = Qo

A +
τ̃A − ẽB

δ
= Qo

A +
πA

δ
, Qexp

A = Qo
A +

ẽA − τ̃B
δ

= Qo
A +

πA

δ
.

Therefore Qdom
A = Qexp

A , and total production of A is

XA = Qdom
A +Qexp

A = 2Qo
A +

2πA

δ
. (55)

Using market clearing Qdom
A +Qexp

B = 1 gives

Qexp
B = 1−Qdom

A = 1−Qo
A − πA

δ
.

The binding TIC condition in country A requires

ηAQ
exp
A = Qimp

A = Qexp
B .

Substituting Qexp
A = Qo

A + πA/δ and the above expression for Qexp
B yields

ηA

(
Qo

A +
πA

δ

)
= 1−Qo

A − πA

δ
.

Solving this equation for πA gives

πA =
δ
[
1− (1 + ηA)Q

o
A

]
1 + ηA

. (56)

Inserting Qo
A = αA/δ into (56) and substituting into (55) yields

XA = 2Qo
A +

2

δ
πA =

2

1 + ηA
.

Thus, for any given TIC parameter ηA, the induced equilibrium production of country A is XA =
2/(1 + ηA).
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By design of the agreement, ηA is set according to (30),

ηA =
2− X̄A

X̄A

=
2

X̄A

− 1.

Substituting this into XA = 2/(1 + ηA) gives

XA =
2

1 + 2
X̄A

− 1
= X̄A.

Hence, the chosen ηA ensures that the resulting TIC equilibrium implements country As production
target exactly.

Using (55) and XA = X̄A then implies

πA =
δ

2
X̄A − αA.

Since X̄A > Xo
A = 2Qo

A = 2αA/δ, we have πA > 0, so the TIC in A is binding.
Finally, conditional efficiency follows from Proposition 3. We have

(τ̃A + τ̃B)− (ẽA + ẽB) = πA − ϕAηAπA = πA(1− ϕAηA) = 0,

so Ē(XA, XB) = 0 and Qdom
i = Qexp

i for i = A,B. Thus the TIC scheme with parameters (30)–(31)
implements XA = X̄A and yields a conditionally efficient equilibrium. □

Proof for Proposition 6

By Lemma 2, for any deviation (si, τi, ei) there is an outcome-equivalent deviation with si = 0 and
instruments (τ ′i , e

′
i) given by

τ ′i = τi + si, e′i = ei + si,

which leaves all market quantities and payoffs unchanged for any opponent policy. Under the
agreement τA = τB = 0, allowing si ≥ 0 is therefore equivalent to allowing (τ ′i , e

′
i) with e′i ≥ τ ′i

and e′i − τ ′i = ei. Hence we can, without loss of generality, restrict attention to deviations with
sA = sB = 0 and analyze (τi, ei) under the constraint ei ≥ τi. In what follows we keep the
agreement’s TIC parameters (ηA, ϕA) fixed with ϕAηA = 1, and country B has no TIC (πB = 0).

Step 1: Interior formulas and the binding TIC in A. With sA = sB = 0 and no direct tariffs
(τA = τB = 0 by agreement), Proposition 1 gives in any interior outcome

Qdom
A = Qo

A +
τ̃A − ẽB

δ
= Qo

A +
πA − eB

δ
,

Qexp
A = Qo

A +
ẽA − τ̃B

δ
= Qo

A +
πA

δ
,

Qexp
B = Qo

B +
ẽB − τ̃A

δ
= Qo

B +
eB − πA

δ
,

where we used τ̃A = πA, ẽA = eA + ϕAηAπA = πA at the agreement, and τ̃B = 0, ẽB = eB.
Since country A’s TIC is binding, ηAQexp

A = Qimp
A = Qexp

B . Using the three displays above,

Qo
B +

eB − πA

δ
= ηA

(
Qo

A +
πA

δ

)
=⇒ πA =

δ (Qo
B − ηAQ

o
A) + eB

1 + ηA
. (TIC-A)
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Equation (TIC-A) pins down how the certificate price in A adjusts to a deviation eB.
(i) No profitable deviation for A. Under the agreement of Proposition 5, XA = X̄A and

ϕAηA = 1, so ẽA = τ̃A = πA and Qdom
A = Qexp

A . Any deviation by A must satisfy eA ≥ τA(= 0),
thus weakly raising the budget-transfer term (sA + ẽA)Q

exp
A = ẽAQ

exp
A in DA (Proposition 2) and,

because XA is already at its target, cannot reduce the shortfall penalty. Hence uA cannot increase,
so A has no profitable deviation with eA > 0 (equivalently, with sA > 0 by Lemma 2).

(ii) B’s one-sided deviation and the threshold. Consider a small unilateral deviation eB ≥ 0
by B (again, sB is redundant by Lemma 2). Using (TIC-A), the induced change in B’s total
production is

dXB

deB
=

d(Qdom
B +Qexp

B )

deB
=

1

δ

(
1− 2

1 + ηA

)
=

ηA − 1

(1 + ηA) δ
.

From Proposition 2, with sB = 0 and ẽB = eB, sA = 0 and ẽA = πA,

DB = Do
B +

δ

2

(
Qdom

B −Qo
B

)2
+ eBQ

exp
B − πAQ

imp
B ,

where Qimp
B = Qexp

A . Substituting the interior formulas from Step 1 and differentiating at eB = 0
yields

dDB

deB

∣∣∣
eB=0

=
η2A + ηA − 1

(1 + ηA)2
.

Thus the marginal effect on B’s utility is

duB

deB

∣∣∣
eB=0

= γB · ηA − 1

(1 + ηA) δ
− η2A + ηA − 1

(1 + ηA)2
.

Hence duB/deB > 0 at eB = 0 if and only if

γB > δ · η
2
A + ηA − 1

η2A − 1
=: γTIC

B (ηA).

If ηA = 1, the right-hand side is +∞, so no profitable deviation exists. If ηA > 1, the threshold
is finite and strictly decreasing in ηA (its derivative is negative), and limηA→1 γ

TIC
B (ηA) = ∞ as

claimed.
(iii) Global lower bound on XA and monotonicity of DA in B’s subsidies. With A’s TIC binding,

Qimp
A = Qexp

B and Qdom
A = 1−Qexp

B . Hence

XA = Qdom
A +Qexp

A = 1−Qexp
B +

Qexp
B

ηA
= 1−

(
1− 1

ηA

)
Qexp

B ≥ 1

ηA
,

because Qexp
B ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, when B raises either eB or sB (the latter being outcome-equivalent

to raising both τB and eB by the same amount), A’s direct cost DA cannot increase: the import-
cost term dimp

A (m) falls one-for-one with B’s effective subsidies, and the production-inefficiency
part in Proposition 2 weakly decreases because, under ϕAηA = 1, adjustments in πA induced by
the binding TIC move Qdom

A and Qexp
A in opposite directions, reducing their squared dispersion

around Qo
A. Thus DA is weakly decreasing in (eB, sB).

The three parts (i)–(iii) complete the proof. □
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Proof for Proposition 7

Under the No-TIC Agreement, πA = πB = 0, country A fixes eA = τA = δ
2
X̄A − αA, and country

B initially has eB = τB = 0 (with sA = sB = 0). Consider unilateral deviations by B in eB or sB
while τB remains fixed at 0.

(a) Deviating with an export subsidy eB > 0. With si = 0 and no TIC, Proposition 1 (interior
case) gives

Qdom
i = Qo

i +
τi − ej

δ
, Qexp

i = Qo
i +

ei − τj
δ

.

Holding A’s instruments fixed, we have

∂Qdom
B

∂eB
= 0,

∂Qexp
B

∂eB
=

1

δ
,

∂XB

∂eB
=

1

δ
.

For B’s direct cost, use Proposition 2:

DB =

∫ 1

0

[
wB(m) qdomB (m) + wA(m) qexpA (m)

]
dm+ (sB + eB)Q

exp
B − (sA + ẽA)Q

imp
B .

At the baseline (eB = 0, τB = 0), only Qexp
B (and thus Qimp

B via market clearing) moves with eB.
Differentiating at eB = 0 and using the linear-cost structure behind the cutoffs yields

∂DB

∂eB

∣∣∣
eB=0

= Qo
B − τA

δ
.

With τA = δ
2
X̄A − αA and Qo

B = αB/δ = 1− αA/δ, this simplifies to

Qo
B − τA

δ
= 1− X̄A

2
=

ηA
1 + ηA

, since X̄A =
2

1 + ηA
.

Therefore
∂uB

∂eB

∣∣∣
eB=0

= γB · 1
δ
− ηA

1 + ηA
> 0 ⇐⇒ γB > δ

ηA
1 + ηA

.

(b) Deviating with a production subsidy sB > 0. By Lemma 2, for any (τ̃B, ẽB, sB) there is an
outcome-equivalent policy with s′B = 0 and

τ ′B = τB + sB, e′B = eB + sB.

Since τB is fixed at 0, a marginal increase in sB is outcome-equivalent to raising both (τB, eB) by
the same amount. Using the formulas above,

∂XB

∂sB
=

∂XB

∂τB
+

∂XB

∂eB
=

1

δ
+

1

δ
=

2

δ
.

The marginal direct-cost term at the baseline is the same as for eB (because sB shifts both in-
struments equally and leaves the relevant cutoff structure for the integral term unchanged at first
order):

∂DB

∂sB

∣∣∣
sB=0

= Qo
B − τA

δ
=

ηA
1 + ηA

.
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Hence
∂uB

∂sB

∣∣∣
sB=0

= γB · 2
δ
− ηA

1 + ηA
> 0 ⇐⇒ γB >

1

2
δ

ηA
1 + ηA

.

Allowing both instruments, the minimal threshold at which B gains from deviating is therefore

γNo-TIC
B = min

{
δ

ηA
1 + ηA

,
1

2
δ

ηA
1 + ηA

}
=

1

2
δ

ηA
1 + ηA

.

Finally, comparing with the TIC-agreement threshold

γTIC
B (ηA) = δ · η

2
A + ηA − 1

η2A − 1

(from Proposition 6) gives

γTIC
B

γNo-TIC
B

=

δ
η2A + ηA − 1

η2A − 1
1

2
δ

ηA
1 + ηA

= 2
η2A + ηA − 1

ηA(ηA − 1)
> 2,

since ηA > 1 implies η2A + ηA − 1 > ηA(ηA − 1). □

Proof for Proposition 8

Preliminaries. A non-tariff barrier (NTB) βi ≥ 0 raises the marginal cost of imports into i exactly
like adding βi to i’s effective tariff, i.e. replace τ̃i by τ̃i + βi in the cutoff formulas of Proposition 1.
Unlike a tariff, however, an NTB yields no revenue rebate in Di.

TIC Agreement. Maintain the TIC setup: τA = τB = eA = eB = 0, country A runs a binding
TIC with ηA > 1 and ϕAηA = 1, πB = 0, and the implemented allocation satisfies XA = X̄A with
Qdom

A = Qexp
A = X̄A/2.

Country B. Let βB ≥ 0. With si = 0, the interior formulas from Proposition 1 give

Qexp
A = Qo

A +
ẽA − τ̃B

δ
= Qo

A +
πA

δ
,

Qexp
B = Qo

B +
eB − τ̃A

δ
= Qo

B − πA

δ
,

Qdom
B = Qo

B +
τ̃B − ẽA

δ
= Qo

B +
βB − πA

δ
,

where we used ẽA = ϕAηAπA = πA and τ̃A = πA, τ̃B = βB. Binding of A’s TIC implies ηAQ
exp
A =

Qimp
A = Qexp

B , hence

Qo
B − πA

δ
= ηA

(
Qo

A +
πA − βB

δ

)
=⇒ πA =

δ (Qo
B − ηAQ

o
A) + ηAβB

1 + ηA
.

Therefore ∂πA

∂βB
= ηA

1+ηA
and

XB = Qdom
B +Qexp

B = 2Qo
B +

βB − 2πA

δ
=⇒ ∂XB

∂βB

=
1− 2 ηA

1+ηA

δ
= − ηA − 1

(1 + ηA) δ
< 0.
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On the directcost side, an NTB increases B’s import consumer price with no offsetting revenue,
so at βB = 0 we have ∂DB

∂βB

∣∣
0
= Qimp

B > 0. Hence ∂uB

∂βB

∣∣
0
= γB

∂XB

∂βB

∣∣
0
− ∂DB

∂βB

∣∣
0
< 0, and βTIC

B = 0 is
strictly optimal.

Country A. At the TIC baseline XA = X̄A, the strategic penalty is locally flat, so ∂
∂βA

[
−

λA max(X̄A − XA, 0)
]∣∣

0
= 0 and thus ∂uA

∂βA

∣∣
0
= − ∂DA

∂βA

∣∣
0
. An NTB into A shifts τ̃A to πA + βA.

Repeating the bindingTIC step with βA (and βB = 0) yields

δQo
B − (πA + βA) = ηA

(
δQo

A + πA

)
=⇒ πA =

δ (Qo
B − ηAQ

o
A)− βA

1 + ηA
,

∂πA

∂βA

= − 1

1 + ηA
.

The linear import term in DA moves with (βA + ϕAπA)Q
imp
A (no revenue from βA; πB = 0). Using

ϕA = 1/ηA and the derivative above,

∂

∂βA

[
(βA + ϕAπA)Q

imp
A

]∣∣∣
0
= Qimp

A

(
1 + ϕA

∂πA

∂βA

)
= Qimp

A

(
1− 1

ηA(1 + ηA)

)
> 0.

All remaining changes in DA are (at most) second order at βA = 0 (the misallocation triangle
starts at zero), so ∂DA

∂βA

∣∣
0
> 0 and βTIC

A = 0.
No-TIC Agreement. Under the No-TIC Agreement, πA = πB = 0, country A fixes (τA, eA) =

(t, t) with t = δ
2
X̄A − αA, and country B sets (τB, eB) = (0, 0). The implemented allocation is

conditionally efficient with Qdom
A = Qexp

A = X̄A/2 and Qimp
B = Qexp

A = X̄A/2. Let B introduce
βB ≥ 0 (with βA = 0). Using the interior formulas from Proposition 1 and noting that an NTB
adds to τ̃B, we obtain

XB = 2Qo
B +

τB + eB − (τA + eA)

δ
+

βB

δ
=⇒ ∂XB

∂βB

=
1

δ
.

At the baseline, an NTB again raises the import consumer price without revenue, so

∂DB

∂βB

∣∣∣
0
= Qimp

B =
X̄A

2
=

1

1 + ηA
, since X̄A =

2

1 + ηA
.

Therefore
∂uB

∂βB

∣∣∣
0
=

γB
δ

− X̄A

2
> 0 ⇐⇒ γB > δ · X̄A

2
=

δ

1 + ηA
.

This establishes the stated threshold under the No-TIC Agreement and completes the proof. □

Proof for Proposition 9

Step 1: Second-stage allocations and the πA(Q
exp
A ) relation. With a binding TIC, Qimp

A =
ηAQ

exp
A so domestic sales in A are

Qdom
A = 1−Qimp

A = 1− ηAQ
exp
A .

At the cutoff market m = Qdom
A , B’s export cost equals A’s domestic cost:

cexpB (m)− cdomA (m) = 0.

Under the TIC Agreement, cexpB (m) = wB(m) + πA and cdomA (m) = wA(m), hence

wB(m)− wA(m) + πA = 0 ⇒ αA − δ m+ πA = 0.
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Evaluated at m = Qdom
A = 1− ηAQ

exp
A this yields the TIC price as a function of total exports:

πA = δ
(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
− αA. (57)

Step 2: Per-market margins and a producers profit. For any market m, the per-unit
margin for an A producer if it serves domestically is

gdomn (m) = cexpB (m)− cdomA (m) = αA − δm+ πA,

and if it exports is

gexpn (m) = cdomB (m)− cexpA (m) = wB(m)−
(
wA(m)− πA

)
= αA − δm+ πA,

where the last equality uses ϕAηA = 1 so that cexpA (m) = wA(m) − πA. Hence the margin is the
same on either side: αA − δm+ πA.

Let qdomn and qexpn denote producer ns domestic and export quantities. Because producer n
serves a 1/N -fraction of each m-interval, qdomn = mdom

n /N and qexpn = mexp
n /N . Integrating margins

over the mass of markets it serves gives

Gn = (αA + πA)
(
qdomn + qexpn

)
− δN

2

[
(qdomn )2 + (qexpn )2

]
.

Given Qexp
A =

∑N
k=1 q

exp
k , domestic sales split evenly ex post:

qdomn =
1

N
Qdom

A =
1

N

(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
. (58)

From (57), αA + πA = δ
(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
.

Step 3: First-order condition (best response) in Stage 1. Treating qexp−n as given, we
have

∂qdomn

∂qexpn
= −ηA

N
,

∂(αA + πA)

∂qexpn
= −δ ηA.

Differentiating Gn with respect to qexpn and substituting qdomn from (58) as well as αA + πA =
δ(1− ηAQ

exp
A ) gives the marginal payoff

∂Gn

∂qexpn
= δ

(
1− ηA

N

)(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
− δ(ηA +N) qexpn . (59)

The right-hand side is strictly decreasing in qexpn (slope −δ(ηA +N) < 0), so each best response is
unique. Moreover, if the right-hand side at qexpn = 0 is nonpositive, the best response is the corner
0.

Step 4: Symmetric Nash equilibrium. In a symmetric interior equilibrium qexpn = q for all
n, so Qexp

A = Nq. Setting (59) to zero yields

0 = δ
(
1− ηA

N

)(
1− ηANq

)
− δ(ηA +N) q,

which solves to
q =

1− ηA/N

ηAN + ηA +N − η2A
.
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Total exports are therefore

Qexp
A = Nq =

N − ηA
N(ηA + 1)− ηA(ηA − 1)

. (60)

This interior solution requires N > ηA. If N ≤ ηA, the right-hand side of (59) at qexpn = 0 is
δ(1− ηA/N)

(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
≤ 0, so the unique best response is qexpn = 0 for all n, i.e. Qexp

A = 0.
Given Qexp

A , the TIC price follows from (57):

πA = δ
(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
− αA.

Step 5: Properties. (i) Nonconditional efficiency: With a binding TIC, Qdom
A = 1− ηAQ

exp
A .

Conditional efficiency under the TIC Agreement requires Qdom
A = Qexp

A , i.e. Qexp
A = 1/(1+ηA). From

(60) and the monotonicity in (ii) below, Qexp
A < 1/(1 + ηA) for any finite N , hence Qexp

A < Qdom
A

and the allocation is not conditionally efficient.
(ii) Comparative statics in N : For N > ηA, differentiating (60) with respect to N gives

dQexp
A

dN
=

[
N(ηA + 1)− ηA(ηA − 1)

]
− (ηA + 1)(N − ηA)[

N(ηA + 1)− ηA(ηA − 1)
]2 =

2ηA[
N(ηA + 1)− ηA(ηA − 1)

]2 > 0,

so Qexp
A is strictly increasing in N . From πA = δ(1 − ηAQ

exp
A ) − αA, it follows that πA is strictly

decreasing in N .
(iii) Limit as N → ∞: From (60),

Qexp
A −−−→

N→∞

1

1 + ηA
, Qdom

A = 1− ηAQ
exp
A −−−→

N→∞

1

1 + ηA
,

and hence
πA = δ

(
1− ηAQ

exp
A

)
− αA −−−→

N→∞

δ

1 + ηA
− αA,

which coincides with the perfectly competitive outcome under the TIC Agreement.

Combining Steps 15 proves the piecewise expression for Qexp
A , the formula for πA, uniqueness

of the symmetric Nash equilibrium, and all stated properties. □

A2 Additional results

Below are two results that further characterize TIC equilibria

Lemma 3. Assume both countries implement tradeable import certificates.
i) If ηAηB < 1 then only a pure autarky equilibrium exists, with Qexp

A = Qexp
B = 0.

ii) If ηAηB > 1 then at most one country’s TIC equilibrium can be binding.

Proof. Recall that for each country i ∈ {A,B} we have

Qimp
i = Qexp

j

and the TIC market condition
ηiQ

exp
i ≥ Qimp

i = Qexp
j .
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(i) Case ηAηB < 1. Since both countries implement a TIC scheme, we have the two inequalities

ηAQ
exp
A ≥ Qimp

A = Qexp
B , (61)

ηBQ
exp
B ≥ Qimp

B = Qexp
A . (62)

Multiplying (61) and (62) gives

ηAηB Qexp
A Qexp

B ≥ Qexp
A Qexp

B .

If Qexp
A Qexp

B > 0, we can divide by Qexp
A Qexp

B and obtain

ηAηB ≥ 1,

which contradicts ηAηB < 1. Hence, in any equilibrium with ηAηB < 1 we must have

Qexp
A Qexp

B = 0,

i.e. at least one country’s export quantity is zero.
Suppose w.l.o.g. that Qexp

B = 0 and consider the TIC condition for country B:

ηBQ
exp
B ≥ Qimp

B = Qexp
A .

If Qexp
A > 0, the right-hand side is strictly positive while the left-hand side is zero, a contradiction.

Thus Qexp
A = 0 must also hold, and the only feasible equilibrium is the pure autarky outcome

Qexp
A = Qexp

B = 0.

(ii) Case ηAηB > 1. Suppose, for contradiction, that in some equilibrium both TIC schemes
are binding. Then

ηAQ
exp
A = Qimp

A = Qexp
B > 0, ηBQ

exp
B = Qimp

B = Qexp
A > 0.

Substituting Qexp
B = ηAQ

exp
A into the second equality gives

Qexp
A = ηBQ

exp
B = ηB(ηAQ

exp
A ),

so
(ηAηB − 1)Qexp

A = 0.

Since ηAηB > 1, it follows that Qexp
A = 0, which contradicts the assumption that both TICs are

binding (a binding TIC requires positive imports and exports).
Thus, when ηAηB > 1, it is impossible that both TIC schemes are binding at the same time; at
most one country’s TIC can be binding in equilibrium.

Each country i can guarantee itself every minimum production target X̄i that does not exceed
its domestic demand of 1/2 by setting an approbriate export credit factor ηi ≥ 1. More concretely,
we find

Lemma 4. If country i has a TIC scheme with export credit factor ηi then in equilibrium

Xi ≥


1, if ηi ≤ 1,

1

ηi
, if ηi ≥ 1.

If ηi ≥ 1 and Qexp
i ≤ Qdom

i , then Xi ≥ 2
1+ηi

and if Qexp
i = Qdom

i then Xi =
2

1+ηi
.

32



Proof. Recall the TIC constraint

ηiQ
exp
i ≥ Qimp

i = Qexp
j . (63)

Part 1: Global lower bound on Xi.
From (63), Qexp

j ≤ ηiQ
exp
i , hence

Xi = 1−Qexp
j +Qexp

i ≥ 1− ηiQ
exp
i +Qexp

i = 1 + (1− ηi)Q
exp
i .

Case ηi ≤ 1. Then 1− ηi ≥ 0, so (1− ηi)Q
exp
i ≥ 0 and

Xi ≥ 1.

Case ηi ≥ 1. We want a uniform lower bound in Qexp
i and Qexp

j subject to (63) and 0 ≤
Qexp

i , Qexp
j ≤ 1.

For a given Qexp
i , the smallest possible Xi occurs when Qexp

j is as large as allowed by the constraints,
that is

Qexp
j = min{1, ηiQexp

i }.

Substituting into Xi gives the lower bound

Xi ≥

{
1− ηiQ

exp
i +Qexp

i = 1− (ηi − 1)Qexp
i , if ηiQexp

i ≤ 1,

1− 1 +Qexp
i = Qexp

i , if ηiQexp
i ≥ 1.

If ηiQexp
i ≤ 1, i.e. Qexp

i ≤ 1/ηi, the expression 1 − (ηi − 1)Qexp
i is strictly decreasing in Qexp

i

(since ηi > 1), so its minimum on this region is at Qexp
i = 1/ηi and equals

1− (ηi − 1)
1

ηi
=

1

ηi
.

If ηiQexp
i ≥ 1, i.e. Qexp

i ≥ 1/ηi, then Xi ≥ Qexp
i ≥ 1/ηi.

Hence, for all feasible (Qexp
i , Qexp

j ) with ηi ≥ 1,

Xi ≥
1

ηi
.

This proves the piecewise lower bound in the first part of the lemma.

Part 2: Stronger bound when ηi ≥ 1 and Qexp
i ≤ Qdom

i .
Now assume ηi ≥ 1 and Qexp

i ≤ Qdom
i . From Qdom

i +Qexp
j = 1 and Qexp

j ≤ ηiQ
exp
i we obtain

1 = Qdom
i +Qexp

j ≤ Qdom
i + ηiQ

exp
i ,

so any feasible pair (Qdom
i , Qexp

i ) satisfies

Qdom
i ≥ max{Qexp

i , 1− ηiQ
exp
i }.

For a given Qexp
i , total production Xi = Qdom

i + Qexp
i is minimized when Qdom

i is as small as
possible, i.e. when

Qdom
i = max{Qexp

i , 1− ηiQ
exp
i }.

33



Thus
Xi ≥ Qexp

i +max{Qexp
i , 1− ηiQ

exp
i }.

We distinguish two regions:
– If Qexp

i ≥ 1 − ηiQ
exp
i , equivalently (1 + ηi)Q

exp
i ≥ 1 or Qexp

i ≥ 1/(1 + ηi), then Qdom
i = Qexp

i

and
Xi ≥ Qexp

i +Qexp
i = 2Qexp

i .

Since Qexp
i ≥ 1/(1 + ηi) in this region, we get

Xi ≥
2

1 + ηi
.

– If Qexp
i ≤ 1− ηiQ

exp
i , i.e. (1 + ηi)Q

exp
i ≤ 1 or Qexp

i ≤ 1/(1 + ηi), then Qdom
i = 1− ηiQ

exp
i and

Xi ≥ Qexp
i + (1− ηiQ

exp
i ) = 1 + (1− ηi)Q

exp
i .

Because ηi ≥ 1, the coefficient (1− ηi) ≤ 0, so 1+ (1− ηi)Q
exp
i is weakly decreasing in Qexp

i on this
region. Its minimum is attained at Qexp

i = 1/(1 + ηi) and equals

1 + (1− ηi)
1

1 + ηi
=

2

1 + ηi
.

In both regions we thus have Xi ≥ 2/(1 + ηi), and the common minimum Xi = 2/(1 + ηi) is
attained when

Qexp
i = Qdom

i =
1

1 + ηi
,

which is exactly the case Qexp
i = Qdom

i . This proves the stronger bound and the equality statement.
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