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THE CHOICE OF MODEL IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF
INPUT-OUTPUT COEFFICIENTS MATRICES

By PieTeErR Kop JANSEN AND THUS TEN RaA!

The construction of input-output coefficients on the basis of flow data is
complicated by the presence of secondary outputs. Seven methods to deal
with this problem coexist. For example, U.S. input-output requirement tables
are based on the so-called industry technology model, Japan adopts the
so-called Stone method, while West-German tables are based on the so-called
commodity technology model. This paper settles the issue on the ground of
theory.

It postulates invariance and balance axioms and proceeds to charucterize
one of the methods to construct input-output coefficients. The commodity
technology model is singled out.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many applied economic models are built around a so-called input-output matrix,
A = (a;)j j=1,.... n» Of technical coefficients, ay, representing the direct require-
ments of commodity i needed for the production of one physical unit of commodity
J. Here n is the total number of commodities. Now, if sectors consume an arbitrary
number of inputs but produce only a single output, then the construction of their
technical coefficients is standard. One simply takes input i of sector j and divides by
output of sector j to obtain the unit requirement, a;. In practice, however, the
situation is more complicated. Sectors do not only consume many inputs, but also
produce a multitude of outputs. Although output flow tables reported by statistical
offices are heavily diagonal, meaning that sectors’ own or primary output is
dominant, there are also some other or secondary outputs on the off-diagonal parts

of the tables. Thus, we have an input or “‘use’” table U = (uy)ij=1, ..., n Of
commodities i consumed by industries j and also an output or ‘‘make’’ table V =
@)ij=1.... n of industries i producing commodities j (U.N. 1967; or ten Raa,

Chakraborty and Small 1984). Note that, for simplicity, we assume the same
number of industries as of commodities. The problem, then, is to derive an
input-output coefficients or *‘requirements’’ table A = (ay); =1, ..., » Of commodi-
ties i needed for commodities j. (Industry tables and mixed tables are not
considered.) Since values of input-output coefficients clearly depend on the data,
we write A(U, V).

In the just mentioned textbook case, V is diagonal and one simply puts ¢;;(U, V)
= uglvg, i,j = 1, .., n. Otherwise we must somehow deal with the off-diagonal

' Fred Muller, Ed Wolff, Aart de Zeceuw and two referees kindly provided suggestions. The
Netherlands Organization for the Advancement of Pure Research (Z. W. O. grant R 46-177) and the C. V.
Starr Center for Applicd Economics supported the research. The research of the second author has been
made possible by a senior fellowship of the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences.
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214 PIETER KOP JANSEN AND THUS TEN RAA

entries of V. There are many established methods which will be reviewed in the
next section. Each method is known to have advantages and disadvantages. The
choice of construct scems a matter of judgment or taste. Different statistical offices
employ different methods. As far as we know, a systematic theoretical investigation
of the alternatives has not been carried out in the literature. Although ten Raa,
Chakraborty and Small (1984) criticize some methods on theoretical grounds, and
present and implement an alternative, it is not clear if their construct is, in some
sense, the best solution to the problem. Fukui and Seneta (1985) approach
alternative treatments of joint products theoretically, but only to the extent of a
quantitative comparison. More precisely, they demonstrate that total output
requirement vectors based on alternative input-output coefficients matrices can be
ordered, if a certain condition holds. This paper undertakes a qualitative compar-
ison of input-output coefficients constructs. Models will be sorted out axiomati-
cally. The purpose is to single out one method through characterization.

2. THE ESTABLISHED CONSTRUCTS

There are many methods to construct an input-output coefficients matrix, A(U,
V), from input and output data, U and V, respectively. We will index A by method.
For example, A is the construction of a requirements table based on the lump-sum
method (L), to be defined below.

In what follows, ¢ denotes the column vector with all entries equal to one.
T denotes transposition and ~! inversion. Since the latter two operations commute,
their composition may be denoted ~7 without confusion. * denotes diagonalization
either by suppression of the off-diagonal entries of a square matrix or by placement
of the entries of a vector. * denotes off-diagonalization by suppression of the
diagonal elements of a square matrix. (For example, V = V + V.)

It is standard to derive input-output constructs from alternative assumptions.
However, since we will subject them to an axiomatic analysis anyway, we present
the formulas directly, referring the reader to sources for motivation and deriva-
tions. A good general overview is obtained by consulting ten Raa, Chakraborty and
Smuall (1984) and Viet (1986). Altogether there are seven methods.

Three methods are basically statistical tricks designed to remove secondary
products from the make table. Thus, the problem of constructing input-output
cocflicients is reduced to the standard case mentioned in the introduction.

Model (L). The lump-sum method (Office of Statistical Standards 1974, p. 116; or
Fukui and Seneta 1985, p. 177) specifies

2 =l
AU, V)=UVe .

Modcel (E). The Ewropean System of Integrated Economic Accounts (EURO-
STAT 1979; or Viet 1986, pp. 18-19) reccommends

—>~—1
AU, V)=UVTe .
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Model (T). The transfer method (Stone 1961, pp. 39-41; Fukui and Seneta 1985,
p. 178; or Viet 1986, pp. 16-18) specifies

AU, V)= U+ V)(Ve+ Ve - V)",

The four remaining methods for the construction of input-output coefficients are
based on economic assumptions given in the references. Since we will subject the
constructs to an axiomatic analysis anyway, we are not interested in the plausibility
or even the specification of the assumptions.

Model (C). The commodity technology model (U.N. 1967; van Rijckeghem 1967,
ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small 1984, p. 88; or Viet 1986, p. 20) yiclds

AU, V)= OV,

Model (B). The Stone method or by-product technology model (Stone 1961, pp.
39-41; ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small 1984, p. 88; Fukui and Seneta 1985, p. 178;
or Viet 1986, pp. 15-16) yields

Ag(U, V)=(U-VIHV"

Model (1). The industry technology model (U.N. 1967; or ten Raa, Chakraborty
and Small 1984, pp. 88-89) yields

Y e G W |
AU, V)=UVe VV7e .

Fukui and Seneta's (1985 p. 178) reference to A; by ‘‘redefinition’ method is
confusing since the common denotation of that term is broader and, in particular,
meant to cover empirical methods for the removal of secondary outputs and the
associated inputs (Viet 1986, pp. 19-20).

Model (CB). The mixed technology model was originally presented implicitly by
Gigantes (1970) as a mixture of the industry technology and commodity technology
modecls. Ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small (1984, Sections 11l and 1V) replaced the
industry technology component by the by-product technology model and derived a
closed form expression:

AU, V)=(U-VHv,T

where ‘*make table V is split into a table V, of primary products and ordinary
secondary products and a table V; of by-products’ and the classification is done
empirically. This mixed technology model does generalize others, namely the
commodity and by-product technology models, (C) and (B), respectively, as can be
verified by appropriate choices of V, and V,. If V; = V and V, = 0, then
AU, V) = UV T = Ac(U, V). While if V, = Vand V; = V, the Acy(U, V) =
WU = VHv=' = Ay, V).

Different countries employ different methods of the just completed list. For
example, the Federal Republic of Germany uses the commodity technology model
(C), Japan adopts the Stone method (B), whereas the U.S. uses the industry
technology model (1). See Stahmer (1982), Office of Statistical Standards (1974) and
U.S. Department of Commerce (1980). Viet (1986) surveys more comprehensively.
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In practice, statisticians and economists fish after each other’s recommendations.
This paper aims to provide a way out of the dilemma.

3. DESIRABLE PROPERTIES

So far methods of constructing input-output requirements tables have been
judged on the basis of the plausibility of the assumptions from which they are
derived. This approach is not very fruitful. We hope to turn around conventional
thinking about the subject by starting at the other end. What are desirable
properties of A(U, V)? Which construct do they pin down? We hope that our
deduction will be a fresh substitute for the more inductive inquiries which have
been carried out so far.

Some desirable properties are implicit in the literature. For example, input-
output matrices are typically used in the Leontief equations, ‘‘total output =
input-output coefficients * total output + final demand.” So, fulfillment of this
material balance by the data and the derived input-output coefficients constitutes a
practical axiom. Also, ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small (1984, section 1l) have
rejected the industry technology model on the ground that the choice of base year
prices affects the results in more than a scaling fashion. This suggests an axiom of
base year price invariance.

We will now list reasonable properties of input-output coefficients and deduce
their axiomatic context in terms of construct A which maps data (U, V) to square
matrices of coefficients.

Axiom (M). Leontief’s material balance is familiar in the form

x=ax+ty

where x is commodity output, a matrix of input-output coefficients and y surplus.
Formally, in terms of our data-construct framework, they are defined by

x= Ve,
a=AWU, V),
y=VTe — Ue.

By substitution the material balunce is reduced to
(M) AU, V)VTe = Ue.

In words, the input requirements of total output must match observed total input.
This 1s the axiomatic content of Leontief™s material balance in terms of mapping A.

Axiom (F). Dual to the material balance is the financial balance. It is familiar in
the form

pr=pra +o”

where p is the price vector, containing the revenues for each unit of the various
commodities, ¢ the matrix of input-output coefficicnts and v value added by
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coml‘nodi(y. P T4 is the cost row vector; the i-th component is the material cost of
a unit of commodity i. Thus, the financial balance states that for each commodity
unit, revenue equals material cost plus value added. The reduction of the financial
balance into our data-construct framework is a bit more delicate than of the
material balance, since, unlike surplus, value added is reported by sector rather
than commodity, as we shall see now. The account of sector j is obtained by
considcring an arbitrary output of this sector, vj. Revenues are p;vj. Costs are
(pTa+ u')uv i« - Summing over commodities we obtam (olal revenue of sector j, 2,
pivi = pTV;, and total cost of sector j, LpTa + v = (pTa + vV,
Equation of these two financial items yields the account of sector j,

pTV,-. =pTan. + uTV.j.

In words, revenues equals material costs plus value added by sector. Formally, in
terms of our data-construct framework, the constituent parts of the account of
sector j are defined by

p=e,
a=AU, V),
UTVj. =eTVj. —CTU.j.

The second relationship is as before, the other two are classified now. Without loss
of generality, in a sense that will be made precise below, data are assumed to be
reported in current prices, so that the physical unit of any commodity is the amount
that costs one dollar and, therefore, the price vector is e, which explains the first
relationship. Consequently, the value of net output of sector j is eT(V,- = Uj)s
which explains the third relationship. By substitution into the account of sector j
and subtraction of eTV, from the left- and right-hand sides, we obtain

CTA(U‘ V)Vj = ETU.].

In words, the input cost of output must match the observed value of input. Since
this must hold for all sectors j, we can line up the accounts in the row vector
equation,

(F) eTA(U, V)VT=eTU.

This completes the reduction of the financial balance to the axiomatic content in
terms of mapping A. Note that the financial balance (F) is dual to the material
balance (M), in accord with Leontief’s (1966, chapter 7) price and quantity
equations.

Axiom (P). The above assumption that data are reported in current prices was
claimed not to inflict generality. This is made precise as follows. In the general casc,
data are reported in some arbitrary base year money terms. If the base ycar is
pegged at the current year, we are in the situation considered so far, with prices
cqual to ¢. Otherwise p remains the vector of price levels relative to the base ycar.
For example, if p; = 2, then good i has become twice as expensive and, therefore,
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TaBLE |
INPUT-OUTPUT COEFFICIENTS CONSTRUCTS AND THE PROPERTIES THEY FULFILL

Material Financial Scaule Price

Model Axiom: Balance Balance Invariance Invariance
Lump-sum J
European System o v
Transfer
Commodity Technology J / v ¢
By-product Technology v ¢
Industry Technology v
CB-mixed Technology v of

the current money based physical unit is one half of the base year physical unit.
Revalued at the new prices, flows of good i are doubled. For example, input i of
sector j revalued at the new prices is p;u;;. All inputs revalued at the new prices are
given by pU. Similarly, primary output of sector j becomes v;;p; and all output data
revalued at the new prices are given by Vp. Thus, in the textbook case mentioned
in the introduction, where V is diagonal and a(U, V) = ujlv;, we want that the
new input-output coelfficient is a (pU, Vp) = (piuy) (vzp;) = piayi(U, V)ip;.
Letting i and j run through all sectors, Stone (1961, formula VI111.37) obtains

(P) A(pU, Vp)=pA(U, V)p~' forall p>0.

Here positivity is defined in the strict way, that is for each and every component.
The price invariance is equally desirable for the general case where V is not
necessarily diagonal. So we postulate (P) for all U and V.

Axiom (§). Dual to the price invariance axiom is a scale axiom in the sense of
activity analysis. The price invariance axiom considers multiplication of commod-
itics by factors. Now we consider multiplication of sectors by factors. So we
multiply all inputs and outputs of sector 1 by a common factor, say s, and similarly
for the other sectors. In other words, we imagine a constant returns to scale
economy. Then we expect input-output coefficients to remain the same. Formally,

(S) A(Us, 3V)=A(U, V) for all s>0.

This axiom is not a constant returns to scale assumption. It merely postulates that
if input-oulpul proportions are constant for each sector, then input-output coefli-
cients must be fixed. The logicul negation of this implication is that input-output
cocllicients changes must be ascribable to technical change in some sectors.
Mathematically, the four axioms are independent in a sense that will be made
precise in Section 5. Economically however, we wish 1o postulate the financial
bulunce axiom in conjunction with price invariance, as has been motivated above.

4. PLRFORMANCE

Now that we have histed all the established input-output constructs in Section 2
and the desirable propertics in Section 3, it is interesting to test how well the
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various methods perform. Table 1 summarizes the results. Proofs are relegated to
the Appendix, except for the commodity technology model.

Let us discuss the results. The statistical methods, (L), (E) and (T), are crude
from the theorist's point of view. Each of them violates both a balance and an
invariance axiom, although the European System model does not perform too
badly.

Of the economic methods, the commodity technology model fulfills all proper-
ties.

THEOREM 1.  The commodity technology model fulfills all axioms: material
balance, financial balance, scale invariance and price invariance.

Proor. Under the commodity technology model, the left-hand side of the
material balance, (M), becomes

AU, V)VTe=Ac(U, V)VTe=UV Ve = Ue

which is the right-hand side. The left-hand side of the financial balance, (F),
becomes

eTAWU, V)VT = eTAc(U, V)VT=eTUV TV =¢TU

which is the right-hand side. The left-hand side of the scale invariance axiom, (S),
becomes

A(US, 5V) = Ac(Us, 3V) = (Us)BV) T=(Us)(VTs) '=Uss'v T=Uv?
=Ac(U, V)=A(U, V)

which is the right-hand side. The left-hand side of the price invariance axiom, (P),
becomes

A(PU, Vp) = Ac(pU, Vp) = (pUNVH) T = (pUNpHpV) ' =pUV T !
=pAc(U, V)p~' =pAWU, V)p~'

which is the right-hand side. Q.E.D.

The industry technology model is not price invariant (ten Raa, Chakraborty and
Small 1984, section I1). Table 1 reveals that it is neither scale invariant. This defect
is due to the fixed market share property of the industry technology model. When
some sector is blown up more than others, its market shares increase and,
therefore, the structure of such a sector gets more impact on the input-output
cocfficients. Thus industry technology coefficients may vary without change in
technigue. Ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small’s (1984) alternative constitutes an
improvement in both respects. However, slightly to the dismay of at least one of the
present authors, it violates the balance axioms. This observation, due to Fred
Muller, motivated our theoretical inquiry. The source of the complication is the
by-product or Stone component of the ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small construct.
Implications will be discussed later on.
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S. CHARACTERIZATION

True, the results of the preceding section favor the commodity technology model
over all other established constructs. However, this is not enough. The construc-
tion of input-output matrices has become a sort of an industry and, at least a priori,
some establishment may turn out yet another construct that performs as good as the
commodity technology model in the above aspects, but better in unforeseen ones.
Our objective is to settle the issue more definitely. This will be done by starting with
some desirable properties and deriving the commodity technology model. To
understand the definitive nature of this approach, it is illuminating to address two
questions. First, what about other performance criteria? Second, do not similar
characterization results hold for the other models? As regards other performance
criteria, we ourselves have considered a bunch of them. For example, it is natural
to require that the standard model with no secondary products is generalized.
Another criterion is that nonnegative data yield nonnegative coefficients, and so on.
We have applied Oscam’s razor however, to obtain a minimal set of properties that
characterizes the method that fulfills most properties. The minimal set contains
weak properties which are generally accepted. Since they characterize, other
performance criteria are either implied by the properties we have identified, or
inconsistent with them. Now we see the full sway of an axiomatic approach. The
next theorems and remarks demonstrate that other performance criteria, which
constitute axioms independent of the ones we have considered so far, do not exist.
For example, the requirement that the standard model is generalized can be seen to
be implied by our desirable properties and the nonnegativity property is inconsis-
tent with our properties. This brings us to the second question, the possibility of
similar characterization results for the other models. In principle, this is possible.
However, our results continue to have an enormous impact. For example, the
industry technology model fulfills the nonnegativity property and it is conceivable
that yet another property yields a characterization result. By our settlement,
however, it cannot be a balance and invariance property.

As far as we know, this is the first paper that provides a characterization result
pertaining to the construction of input-output coefficients. This amounts to a more
definite debate settlement than the previous literature which is confined to partial
comparison of alternative methods.

This section presents the main results. They imply that the commodity technol-
ogy model is the only construct that fulfills the desirable properties listed in Scction
3. In fact, two axioms are redundant. If we accept one balance and one invariance
axiom, cither both in the real sphere or both in the nominal one, then we rmust
impose the commodity technology model.

The first theorem concerns the real sphere.

THLOREM 2. (Real sphere.) The material balance and scale invariance axioms
characterize the commodity technology model.

Proor.  The commodity technology model implies that the material balance und
scale invanance are met by Theorem 1.
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Conversely, let the material balance (M) and scale invariance (S) axioms hold. By
(M),

AU, V)VTe = Ue
for all (U, V). Substitute (U3, V). Then
A(Us, 5V)(3V)Te = Use.
By (S) and the fact se = s,
A(U, V)VTs = Us.

Since this is true for all s > 0 and hence for a basis, the matrices acting on them
must be equal:

AU, V)VT=U.
Hence
AU, V)=UuVvT
or
A=Ac. Q.E.D.

The next theorem concerns the nominal sphere. It neatly combines the two axioms
that have been introduced in conjunction with each other in Section 3.

THEOREM 3. (Nominal sphere.) The financial balance and price invariance
axioms characterize the commodity technology model.

ProOF. Necessity has been proved in Theorem 1. Sufficiency is proved as
follows. By the financial balance (F),

eTAU, V)VT=eTU
for all (U, V). Substitute (pU, Vp). Then
eTA(pU, Vp)(Vp)T = eTpU.
By price invariance (P) and the fact eTp = pr,
p'AWU, V)VT=pTU.

Since this is true for all p > 0, we may proceed as in the proof of Theorem 2 to
obtain

A= A(‘. QED
Resarks. 1. Singularity of the make table, V, renders the commodity tech-

nology model nonexistent and voids the statements and proofs of the thecorems. In
practice V is heavily diagonal so that this problem does not occur.
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2. Theorems 2 and 3 are as sharp as possible. Table 1 demonstrates this for
Theorem 2. Scale invariance cannot be dispensed with, since it may lead us to the
European System or industry technology models, and neither can the material
balance, since it may lead us to the lump-sum, by-product technology or mixed
technology model. It also shows that in Theorem 3 the financial balance cannot be
dispensed with. (Check the European System, by-product technology or mixed
technology model in Table L)/’th price invariance is necessary is shown by the
counterexample A(U, V) = eTUV™T. This construct is easily seen to fulfill the
ﬁnancial/lillancc. but it is not price invariant. For example, if V = I, then A(pU,
Vp) = pTUp~" and pAU, V)p~' = peTUp~". If p tends to the first unit vector,
then we get uy; and wy; + *** + u,,, respectively, which are clearly different. This
remark demonstrates that the axioms are independent, both in Theorem 2 and in
Theorem 3.

3. Theorem 2 uses the real balance and invariance axioms and Theorem 3 the
nominal balance and invariance axioms. It is natural to ponder other combinations.
In other words, can we combine the material balance with price invariance, or the
financial balance with scale invariance, to characterize the commodity technology
model? The answer is no. The material balance and price invariance axioms are
fulfilled not only by the commodity technology model, but also by the European
System model Ag, as Table 1 reveals. As regards the other combination, the
financial balance and scale invariance axioms are fulfilled not only by the commod-
ity technology model, but also by the counterexample presented in the previous
remark. (Fulfillment of the financial balance was noted there, while scale invariance
is trivial too.) In short, it is not possible to cross the balance and invariance axioms
of Theorems 2 and 3.

As a corollary, note that it is no coincidence that none of the established
constructs is second best in that three axioms of Table 1 are fulfilled. In such a
second best case, either Theorem 2 or Theorem 3 must apply and, therefore, the
construct must be the commodity technology model and hence fulfill the remaining
axiom as well.

6. CONCLUSION

Either of the characterizations (Theorem 2 or Theorem 3) constitutes a pure
theoretical solution to the model selection problem in input-output analysis, leading
to the commodity technology model. Yet we do not expect applied economists to
be convinced fully, as we will discuss now.

In environmental repercussion analysis, pollution should be treated as a by-
product, no matter fine points of pure theory. Inclusion of by-products in the
commodity technology model, yields the mixed technology model of ten Raa,
Chakraborty and Small (1984) instead of the commodity technology model itself.
So? Well, the theorems remain valid. By Theorem 2, the material balance or scale
invariance must be violated and, by Table 1, we know it is the former. Conse-
quently, the Leontief equation may not be used to calculate, for example, total
output requirements of a given bill of final goods. It must be modified. In fact, it can
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be shown that the Leontief equation remains valid not in the sense of outputs, but
of Koopman'’s (1951) activity levels. The calculated *‘total output’* levels are valid
sectoral activity levels where the activity level is measured by primary output or
independent secondary output in the sense of ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small
(1984). This is implicit in Fukui and Seneta (1985).

Another example is productivity decomposition analysis. Wolll' (1985) employs
standard U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis input-output matrices to study the
slowdown. But, by Theorem 3, the financial balance or price invariance must be
violated and, by Table 1, we know both are. The violation of price invariance does
not cause much trouble, since macro productivity measures have this defect
anyway. However, the financial balance is a standard tool in relating the national
product to national income and the factor composition of the latter. The Leontief
equation of this balance must be modified. In fact, productivity decompositions as
of Wolff are biased and the bias can be determined along the lines of this paper.

A final problem of the commodity technology model is that in practice some
technical coefficients turn out as negatives. In another paper we have tested the
hypothesis that this problem is due to errors in measurement, see ten Raa and van
der Ploeg (1989).

The intricacies of the modifications of applied input-output analysis fall, how-
ever, outside the scope of the present paper. If one does not want to deal with
delicate modifications of the basic input-output model, but prefers to stick to the
textbook Leontief equations, then theory forces the commodity technology model.
For example, use of the mixed technology model requires a tedious modification of
Lcontief’s material balance equation and use of the industry technology model
requires a similar adjustment of the value equations. If one does not want to bother
the trouble, then one must use the commodity technology model. Convenience
limits the choice of model in input-output analysis.

Tilburg University, The Netherlands

APPENDIX

The Appendix proves that the established input-output constructs fulfill the
properties as indicated in Table 1 of Section 4. It also provides counterexamples to
the fulfillment of properties that are not checked in‘Table 1. The commodity
technology model is not treated here, but in Section 4. To generate counterexam-

ples, define
172 0 2
Uo={ 1) Ye=\o 1] and Po=3%0={;)

A straightforward computation now shows:

_ (12 T, =
Uye = 3n) € U, =372 12),
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, Loy . {1 oy . (21 , 2 2
poUo =\ 1) Usdo={3 1) Yebo=|g 1) and HVe=|g ;)

Model (L).

-1 (12 0\[12 0\ (14 0
Ao =AW, Vo) =UsVoe =\ 1 1o)l0o 1)=\12 12

and, therefore,

174 0\/1 O 174 0
y T = =
AgVy =AUy, Vo)V = (|/2 |/2)(| l) = ( 1 I/Z)‘

Now

. 12
Ao Voe # 3/2

and
eTA VI # (32 112),

so axioms (M) and (F) do not hold. Axiom (S) is easily verified:
=1 2 El =1
A (U3, 3V) = (Us)(5Ve )=UsVe 5 '=Usi"'Ve =AL(U,V).

Axiom (P) is violated as

AL(poUo, Vopo) = (: 1(/)2)(](/)3 (1)) - (:g |(/)2)' .
x - 2 0\/1v4 0)\/112 0 174 0
PoAopy = (o 1)(1/2 1/2)( 0 l) = (1/4 1/2)-
Model (E). Axiom (M) is easily verified:
AU, V)VTe = UVTe Ve = Ue.
Axiom (F) is not fulfilled, since

-1 12, &\fF ©
Ao = Ap(Ua, Vo) = UoVie =( I 1/2)(0 |/z)

and, therefore,
r_(V2 0\(1 0\_ (12 0
AVo={1 14\t 1)=\s/4 1a

Axiom (P) is easily verified:

172 0
1 1/4

e | 1

= T ~<=l
Ap(pU, Vp) = pU(Vp)Te =pUBVTe =pUVTe p~'=pAU, V)p~'.



THE CHOICE OF INPUT-OUTPUT MODEL 225

Axiom (S) is violated by

o 1 o0\/12 0 n o
Ae(WUoso. 5oVo) =13 12l 0 13)=\ 1 1e) ™ Ae

Model (T). Neither axiom (M) nor axiom (F) is fulfilled, since

A7 T
Ao = AT(Uo, VU) == (Uu + Vu)(Voe + Voe = Vu)
(12 1\(12 0\ (14 12
AL\ o 12) T \12 14)

;{14 12\(1 0\ _ (34 112
AVo=\1n 1)1 1) \34 1a)
which yields the same inequalities as in model (L).
Axiom (S) is violated because

o 1 2\(14 0\ (14 23
At 3V =1y 1pll o 13) =iz we) * Ao

Axiom (P) is violated, as

) ) 1 1\/13 0 13 12
ArpoUo. Vopo) =\ 1)l 0 12) =\i3 1a)r Whereas
(2 o\(ua 12\(112 0\ (14 1
PoAwlo =\o 112 4\ o 1) \1a wa)
Model (8). Axioms (M) and (F) are violated, since

T 12 0 00 12 0
Ao = Ay(Uy, Vo) = (Uy = VIV, ' = (( 1 IIZ) . (l 0)) - ( 0 I/Z)

and, therelore,

and, therefore,

: 10
AgVy =112 (I 1)-

which yields the same inequalities as in model (L).
Sce the more general model (CB) for proof of fulfillment of axioms (S) and (P).

Model (I).  Axiom (M) is casily verified:
i S | ~-1
AU, VIVie=UVe VVTe Vie=UVe Ve=Ue.

Axiom (F) is violated, since
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-1t (12 0\(12 0\(1 1\(1 0

Ao =A1Uo, Vo) = UoVoe Voo =\ nflo 1)lo 1)lo 12
(V4 0N(1 2\ (14 18
iz 2l n2) =iz 2

and, therefore,
7 1 0 3/8 18
AcVo =40\ )=\ 1 )

so that
eTAVI=(1118 518) # (312 112).

Axiom (S) is violated because

o I 0\(14 0\(2 2\(12 0\ _ (14 0\(1 23
Aillloso, 50Vo) =12 12l o 1)lo 1)\o 13)=\iz 12)lo 13

(14 U6
*Liz )" A
Axiom (P) is disproved by ten Raa, Chakraborty and Small (1984, section II).

Model (CB). First we demonstrate that each of axioms (M) and (F) holds if and
only if model (CB) reduces to model (C).
As for axiom (M):

(U-VHviTVie=(U-VHV;T(VI+ V]De
=(WU-Vhe—(U-VHV;TVIe=Ue

if and only it (UVTVT — v = vV Tv])e = 0 for all U.

This implies V7 TV{e =0, so V7e = 0, so (because V = 0)V, = 0, which reduces
the model to model (C).

Similarly for axiom (F):

e¢TAVT = ¢TU if and only if e(UV,; V] = V] = VIV;TV]) =0 for all U.

This holds if and only if V, = 0, that is model (CB) reduces to model (C) again.
Axiom (S) is easily verified:

Acp(Us, 5V) = (Us — GV)NGEV) T=W - VDss TV, T=W - vHv,T
=AU, V).
Axiom (P) is demonstrated analogously:

Acg(pU, Vp) = (pU = (Vap)WV\p) T =p(U — VOV Tp T = pAcy(U, V)p .



THE CHOICE OF INPUT-OUTPUT MODEL 227

REFERENCES

EUROSTAT, European System of Integrated Economic Accounts (ESA), 2nd ed. (Brussels and
Luxemburg: Office of the Official Publications of the European Communities, 1979).

Fukui, Y. AND E. SENETA, " A Theoretical Approach to the Conventional Treatment of Joint Product in
Input-Output Tables,"" Economics Letters 18 (1985), 175-179.

Giganits, T., ""The Representation of Technology in Input-Output Systems,” in A. P. Carter and A.
Brody (eds.), Coniributions to Input-Output Analysis (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing
Company, 1970).

Koormans, T. C., ed., Activity Analysis of Production and Allocation, Cowles Commission Monograph
No. 13 (New York: Wiley, 1951).

LeonTier, W., Input-Output Economics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1966).

OFFICE OF STATISTICAL STANDARDS, Input-Ouiput Tables for 1970 (Tokyo: Institute for Dissemination of
Government Data, 1974).

STONE, R., Input-Output und National Accounts (Paris: O.E.C.D., 1961).

Stanmer, C., "*Connccting National Accounts and Input-Output Tables in the Federal Republic of
Germany' in J. Skolka, ed., Compilation of Input-Output Tables (Heidelberg: Springer Verlag,
1982).

TEN RAA, TH., D. CHAKRABORTY AND J. A. SMALL, **An Alternative Treatment of Secondary Products in
Input-Output Analysis,"" Review of Economics and Statistics 66 (1984), 88-97.

AND R. VAN DER PLOEG, **A Statistical Approach to the Problem of Negatives in Input-Output
Analysis,” Economic Modelling 6 (1989), 2-19.

VAN RUCKEGHEM, W., “"An Exact Method for Determining the Technology Matrix in a Situation with
Sccondary Products,” Review of Economics and Siatistics 49 (1967), 607-608.

U.N. StatisnicaL COMMISSION, Proposals for the Revision of SNA, 1952, Document E/CN.3/356, 1967.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, PHILIP M. RiTZ, Definitions and Conventions of the 1972 Input-Output
Study, BEA Staff Paper 34, 1980.

VieT, V. Q., “Study of Input-Output Tables: 1970-1980,"" U.N. Statistical Office, 1986.

Wourf, E. N., “Industrial Composition, Interindustry Effects, and the U.S. Productivity Slowdown,™
Review of Economics und Statistics 67 (1985), 268-277.




Reprint Series, CentER, Tilburg University, The Netherlands:

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

10

11

12

G. Marini and F. van der Ploeg, Monetary and fiscal policy in an
optimising model with capital accumulation and finite lives,
The Economic Journal, Vol. 98, No. 392, 1988, pp. 772 - 786.

F. van der Ploeg, International policy coordination in interdependent
monetary economies, Journal of International Economics, Vol 25, 1988,
pp. 1 = 23.

A.P. Barten, The history of Dutch macroeconomic modelling
(1936-1986), in W. Driehuis, M.M.G. Fase and H. den Hartog (eds.),
Challenges for Macroeconomic Modelling, Contributions to Economic
Analysis 178, Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1988, pp. 39 - 88.

F. van der Ploeg, Disposable income, unemployment, inflation and
state spending in a dynamic political-economic model, Public Choice,
Vol. 60, 1989, pp. 211 - 239.

Th. ten Raa and F. van der Ploeg, A statistical approach to the
problem of negatives in input-output analysis, Economic Modelling,
Vol. 6, No. 1, 1989, pp. 2 - 19.

E. van Damme, Renegotiation-proof equilibria in repeated prisoners’'
dilemma, Journal of Economic Theory, Vol. 47, No. 1, 1989,
pp. 206 - 217.

C. Mulder and F. van der Ploeg, Trade unions, investment and
employment in a small open economy: a Dutch perspective, in J.
Muysken and C. de Neubourg (eds.), Unemployment in Europe, London:
The MacMillan Press Ltd, 1989, pp. 200 - 229.

Th. van de Klundert and F. van der Ploeg, Wage rigidity and capital
mobility in an optimizing model of a small open economy, De Economist
137, nr. 1, 1989, pp. 47 - 75

G. Dhaene and A.P. Barten, When it all began: the 1936 Tinbergen
model revisited, Economic Modelling, Vol. 6, No. 2, 1989,
pp. 203 - 219.

F. van der Ploeg and A.J. de Zeeuw, Conflict over arms accumulation
in market and command economies, in F. van der Ploeg and A.J. de
Zeeuw (eds.), Dynamic Policy Games in Economics, Contributions to
Economic Analysis 181, Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Publishers B.V.
(North-Holland), 1989, pp. 91 - 119.

J. Driffill, Macroeconomic policy games with incomplete information:
some extensions, in F. van der Ploeg and A.J. de Zeeuw (eds.),
Dynamic Policy Games in Economics, Contributions to Economic Analysis
181, Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Publishers B.V. (North-Holland),
1989, pp. 289 - 322.

F. van der Ploeg, Towards monetary integration in Europe, in P.

De Grauwe e.a., De Europese Monetaire Integratie: vier visies,
Wetenschappeli jke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid V 66, 's-Gravenhage:
SDU uitgeverij, 1989, pp. 81 - 106.




No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

R.J.M. Alessie and A. Kapteyn, Consumption, savings and demography,
in A. Wenig, K.F. Zimmermann (eds.), Demographic Change and Economic

Development, Berlin/Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag, 1989, pp. 272 - 305.

A. Hoque, J.R. Magnus and B. Pesaran, The exact multi-period mean-
square forecast error for the first-order autoregressive model,
Journal of Econometrics, Vol. 39, No. 3, 1988, pp. 327 - 346.

R. Alessie, A. Kapteyn and B. Melenberg, The effects of liquidity
constraints on consumption: estimation from household panel data,
European Economic Review 33, No. 2/3, 1989, pp. 547 - 555.

A. Holly and J.R. Magnus, A note on instrumental variables and
maximum likelihood estimation procedures, Annales d'Economie et de
Statistique, No. 10, April-June, 1988, pp. 121 - 138.

P. ten Hacken, A. Kapteyn and I. Woittiez, Unemployment benefits and
the labor market, a micro/macro approach, in B.A. Gustafsson and N.
Anders Klevmarken (eds.), The Political Economy of Social Security,
Contributions to Economic Analysis 179, Amsterdam: Elsevier Science
Publishers B.V. (North-Holland), 1989, pp. 143 - 164.

T. Wansbeek and A. Kapteyn, Estimation of the error-components model
with incomplete panels, Journal of Econometrics, Vol. 41, No. 3,
1989, pp. 341 - 361.

A. Kapteyn, P. Kooreman and R. Willemse, Some methodological issues
in the implementation of subjective poverty definitions, The Journal
of Human Resources, Vol. 23, No., 2, 1988, pp. 222 - 242.

Th. van de Klundert and F. van der Ploeg, Fiscal policy and finite
lives in interdependent economies with real and nominal wage
rigidity, Oxford Economic Papers, Vol. 41, No. 3, 1989, pp. 459 -
489.

J.R. Magnus and B. Pesaran, The exact multi-period mean-square
forecast error for the first-order autoregressive model with an
intercept, Journal of Econometrics, Vol. 42, No. 2, 1989,

pp. 157 - 179.

F. van der Ploeg, Two essays on political economy: (i) The political
economy of overvaluation, The Econowic Journal, Vol. 99, No. 397,
1989, pp. 850 - 855; (ii) Election outcomes and the stockmarket,
European Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 5, No. 1, 1989, pp. 21 -
30.

J.R. Magnus and A.D. Woodland, On the maximum likelihood estimation
of multivariate regression models containing serially correlated
error components, International Economic Review, Vol. 29, No. 4,
1988, pp. 707 - 725.




No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

24

25

26

27

28

A.J.J. Talman and Y. Yamamoto, A simplicial algorithm for stationary
point problems on polytopes, Mathematics of Operations Research, Vol.
14, No. 3, 1989, pp. 383 - 399.

E. van Damme, Stable equilibria and forward induction, Journal of
Economic Theory, Vol. 48, No. 2, 1989, pp. 476 - 496.

A.P. Barten and L.J. Bettendorf, Price formation of fish: An
application of an inverse demand system, European Economic Review,

Vol. 33, No. 8, 1989, pp. 1509 - 1525.

G. Ncldeke and E. van Damme, Signalling in a dynamic labour market,
Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 57 (1), no. 189, 1990, pp. 1 - 23

P. Kop Jansen and Th. ten Raa, The choice of model in the
construction of input-output coefficients matrices, International
Economic Review, vol. 31, no. 1, 1990, pp. 213 - 227.



PO RNY an1iR2 ENNN | E T RIIRA TUE NETUEDL ANDS
Bibliotheek K. U. Brabant

17 O00 01169692 O



	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22

