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Abstract
In this paper we explore the sectoral and aggregate implications of some endogeneization
rules (i.e. on value-added and final demand) which have been common in the Leontief
model and have been recently proposed in the Ghosh model. We detect that these rules
may give rise in both models to some allegedly pathological behavior in the sense that
sectoral or aggregate output, very often, may not follow the logical and economically
expected direct relationship with some underlying endogenous variables—namely, output
and value-added in the Ghosh model and output and consumption in the Leontief model.
Because of the common mathematical structure, whatever is or seems to be pathological in
the Ghosh model also has a symmetric counterpart in the Leontief model. These would not
be good news for the inner consistency of these linear models. To avoid such possible
inconsistencies, we propose new and simple endogeneization rules that have a sound
economic interpretation.
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1. Introduction
Both the classical Leontief and Ghosh models have been subjected to criticism because of
the way they handle the role of some key variables. In Ghosh, for instance, output depends
on value-added and a change in a given sector’s value-added will rise output everywhere
with no need for additional value-added in the rest of sectors. There is more output overall
but value-added is, in general, insensitive to this fact. In Leontief, in turn, output depends
on final demand (say, consumption for simplicity). Any change in final consumption will
raise output everywhere but this will not get reflected in any additional demand for
consumption, even though overall there is more output and income around. We may
conclude that consumption is insensitive to income, a fact that also runs against standard
economic logic.
These observations suggest that these properties for Ghosh and Leontief are not quite
realistic features of any production and consumption processes. Enter therefore the
extended versions of these models to overcome these unwanted properties. In the Leontief
model, we can establish a relationship between output x and final consumption d (or a part
of it) by way of introducing the missing connection d=  L(v) between consumption d and
value-added v. In Ghosh the relationship between output and value-added (or a part of it) is
made explicit linking the required value-added in each sector to put out a unit of aggregate
consumption, i.e. v=  G(d). Figure 1 below provides a simpler graphical representation of
the lines of causality in the standard (in the enclosed rectangular areas) and extended
models.

Figure 1: Graphical view of the Leontief and Ghosh models.

We visually confirm why in both the standard and the extended cases, the Leontief model
is demand-driven (i.e. through d directly, or indirectly via v) and the Ghosh model is
supply-driven (i.e. through v directly, or indirectly via d).
Guerra and Sancho (2011) are the first to propose a Ghosh extended model version by
incorporating value-added as an endogenous variable. They posit final consumption for
each good to be a positive fraction of the corresponding sectorial output making the
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consumption coefficients fully coherent with the output allocation coefficients while
sectorial value-added depends on aggregate consumption. In their version of the Ghosh
model, the only exogenous variable is what we may call a public input and therefore
production is driven from this supply side variable of the economy.
In a recent article, however, Oosterhaven (2012) points out an allegedly anomalous
property of the so called extended Ghosh model by means of a numerical example based in
the 3×3 input-output table of Guerra and Sancho (2011). The pinpointed anomaly is the
possibility of having an inverse relationship between production and value-added in a
sector. This means that we may have that total production in a sector increases while its
value-added diminishes. This possibility is, according to Oosterhaven, even worse than
leaving that variable unchanged. Furthermore, one can also see in the same example that
total production of the economy may go in the opposite direction of total value-added. We
share with Osterhaven that this lack of realism in the production process, may indeed be a
serious criticism for any model thus built. Furthermore, this author also shows, by some
numerical examples, that such an undesirable property no longer applies to the demanddriven Leontief extended model.
The main purpose of this paper is to discuss the logic and structure of these unwanted and
anomalous properties - going beyond results based only on numerical examples -. We do
that in section 3, by analyzing the general and explicit solutions of the equilibrium values
of both, ,Ghosh and Leontief models, in a 2x2 scenario; sufficient to identify and
characterize the main issues. Since both linear models share the same mathematical
structure, whatever property –good or bad– of the Ghosh model may have, we find a
precise and formal counterpart in the Leontief model.
Unfortunately, what we find is that the aforementioned unwanted properties of the
extended Ghosh model, i.e. the pathological behavior of a negative relationship between
some sectorial production and its corresponding value-added, is unavoidable. This means
that the model is biased in the sense that we will always observed this kind of behavior, at
least in one sector, no matter what are the parameters of the model. However, at the
aggregate, the same negative relationship may happen for some parameter values.
However, this is not the end of the story. With respect to the extended Leontief model, we
can easily see from our analysis that the same troublesome relationship between production
and value added, at the aggregate level, become true. Furthermore, at the sectorial level,
we also show that at least for one sector we will always have a negative relationship
between production and domestic demand. That systematic type of behavior makes this
model biased towards a relationship (i.e. sectorial production and its domestic final
demand) that economic reality do not support.
These are bad news, because they may point to a theoretical weakening of both models,
and hence of some of the results ensuing from their possible empirical applications.
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In Section 2 we comment and debate Oosterhaven’s viewpoint. We “transpose” the 3×3
numerical input-output matrix appearing in Guerra and Sancho (2011) to exemplify that
the anomalies in the extended Ghosh model are immediately transferred to the extended
Leontief model. Thanks to this transposing trick, therefore, our Leontief example fully and
numerically coincides with Oosterhaven’s example for the extended Ghosh model. No
actual calculations are needed. From the discussion it becomes clear that all these apparent
negative traits of the extended models are based on a particular way of endogeneizing the
driving forces in each model.
An open question thus arises: Is there any other way to incorporate final consumption and
value-added endogenously in these models that may avoid such assumedly bad properties?
This issue is explored in Section 4 where we show that a way to avoid it in the Ghosh
model is by somewhat mimicking Leontief’s extended model, and other way around. The
aggregate problem still continuous in both models, but can also be trivially avoided by
assuming that the share of value-added on output is the same for all sectors. Finally,
Section 5 concludes.

2. A “transposed” countering example based on the Guerra-Sancho IO table.
In this section we first want to clarify the different nature of the numerical exercises
performed by Guerra and Sancho (2011) and later on by Oosterhaven (2012), taking
advantage that both use the same input-output table appearing in Guerra and Sancho
(2011). Secondly, we show, also by means of numerical exercises, that the extended
Leontief model can be subject too to major criticisms concerning the equilibrium
relationship between a change in production and domestic final demand –at the sectorial
level– and a change in production and value added –at the aggregate level. The example
we use is built in a straightforward manner simply by “transposing” the input-output table
of Guerra and Sancho (2011).
Regarding the first issue, it can be seen that Oosterhaven (2012, page 107) produces the
results of his Table 2 based on the IO table of Guerra and Sancho (2011) and uses them to
lay down the foundations of his criticism of the extended Ghosh model. His argument,
based on a numerical example, examines the impact of reallocating resources among
sectors, i.e. neutrally moving five units of final demand in extended L, and similarly for
five units of value-added in extended G. For instance, in the last scenario of his Table 2 –
reproduced below with two decimal digits as our Table 2b– five units of public services
shift from sector 3 to sector 2. As a result, he remarks that output in sectors 1 and 2 go up
(+0.63 and +4.82) whereas their value-added go down (-0.17 and -0.09). He also finds that
total output goes up (+1.92) with total value-added in the economy going down (-0.60).
As a result of the implementation of these two simultaneous shocks, i.e. the neutral shift,
he concludes that the above figures show that the equilibrium magnitudes of the extended
Ghosh model present a perverse or anomalous behavior. What Guerra and Sancho (2011)
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examine, however, is different. They check the response of equilibrium magnitudes in a
standard comparative statics exercise, whereby a parameter is shocked and equilibrium is
readjusted. Under this scrutiny, they verify that magnitudes in the extended Ghosh model
behave in the right and expected way following the single exogenous shock in one of the
driving variables. In marked contrast, Oosterhaven calculates his outcomes introducing two
shocks at the same time.
Thanks to the additive separability of the equilibrium magnitudes that follow from
linearity, we will run Oosternhaven’s simulation in two separate steps and we will verify
that all magnitudes behave correctly in the isolated runs (as Guerra and Sancho
demonstrate). When these separate and well-behaved equilibria are aggregated, we
reencounter Oosterhaven’s figures and the alleged anomaly as a result.
Let us consider to this effect what would be, according to Oosterhaven, the most
anomalous case, namely the last scenario reproduced in Table 2b. We proceed to solve the
extended Ghosh model in two runs, first introducing a five unit increase in public services
in sector 2, and then reducing in five units the corresponding level in sector 3. The results
appear in our Table 1 below.
TABLE 1. Output, value-added and consumption, same scenarios as in Oosterhaven (2012)
Extended Ghosh model
Scenario

(+5 in 2)

Sector

Δx

1

+5.41 +1.28 +1.89

2

+9.04 +0.64 +0.45

3
Total

Δv

(-5 in 3)

Δf

Δx

Δv

(+5 in 2 & -5 in 3)

Δf

Δx

Δv

Δf

- 4.78 -1.45

-1.67

+0.63 -0.17

+0.22

- 4.22 -0.72

-0.21

+4.82 -0.08

+0.24

+7.06 +2.55 +2.12

-10.59 -2.89

-3.18

- 3.53 -0.34

- 1.06

+21.51 +4.47 +4.47

-19.59 -5.06

-5.06

+1.92 -0.60

-0.60

Source: Interindustry table from Table 2a in Guerra and Sancho (2011)

A first observation from the two first columns is that all equilibrium magnitudes behave
nicely. The external addition of five new units of the public input in sector 2 gives rise to
additional output, value-added and consumption in all sectors, with a higher effect in the
output of the receiving sector 2 itself (+9.04). Similarly, the reduction of five units in
sector 3 reduces all relevant magnitudes, with a greater impact in the fall of output of the
now less endowed sector 3 (-10.59). Of course, and because of additive separability, the
aggregation of the block of columns 1 and 2 in Table 1 here yields Oosterhaven’s last
block of columns in his Table 2, which is the third block of data in our Table 1. When
positives and negatives are added up, the corresponding addition results end up being
positive or negative, depending on the relative strengths of the direct, indirect and induced
effects implicit in the separated results. This is what we see turns out to occur in the third
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block of columns in our Table 1. Oosterhaven’s anomalies are simply the result of the
interplay of two counteracting equilibrium states. We hope this exercise will help to clarify
the different nature of the numerical exercises performed by the aforementioned authors.

We now turn our focus to the symmetrical critique of the extended Leontief model that
Oosterhaven did not pursue. If we stick for the time being with Oosterhaven’s type of
exercise, we see that in his scenario 1 in Table 2b, the output for good 1 goes up (+4.75)
while its demand goes down (-0.77). And the same type of behavior can be observed in
scenario 2 for the second sector. We surmise that this behavior should be considered as
equally strange or anomalous as when output is reported to go up while value-added goes
down.
As a matter of fact, this anomalous behavior of the extended Leontief model can become
even worse, as we will see now. Just take the input-output table in Guerra and Sancho
(2011) and transpose it. Using this trick, we do not need to recalculate any results, the
same data as in Oosterhaven’s Table 2 will do (but the skeptical reader can do the algebra
and verify that all checks out correct). We only need to reinterpret the numbers and the
variables that appear in our Table 2a below.
Observe now the block of columns for the second scenario in Table 2a. Final consumption
for goods 1 and 2 goes down (-0.17 and -0.09) whereas their respective sectorial output
goes up (+0.63 and +4.82). Even worse, total output increases (+1.92) with aggregate
demand going overall down (-0.60), a very worrying anomaly indeed for any sensible
economic model. There is less demand for cars, gasoline and goods in general (-0.60) and
less value-added (-0.60) around but the economy produces more cars, gasoline and goods!.
Should the extended Ghosh results be really anomalous –following Oosterhaven’s
viewpoint– then so would be the extended Leontief results and according to him both
models would be equally doomed.
Let us now define an ‘anomaly’ as a situation where equilibrium magnitudes in a given
row do not share the same sign. These anomalous results can be easily located in Table 2ab using the clear yellow color (for Ghosh) and the blue color (for Leontief).
We look first at the total rows, which show the aggregate behavior of both models. The
same type of anomaly is observed and shared in both extended models (block of columns 2
in Table 2a for extended L and block of columns 4 in Table 2b for extended G) with
aggregate output increasing with value-added and consumption decreasing. Hence both
models may suffer the exact same type of anomaly in the aggregate. We will explore
further this issue in Section 3 below.
Let us now take a look at the sectorial performance of both extended models. From the
figures in Table 2a-b we observe that in all simulations there will be at least a sector
behaving abnormally. In the Leontief case, changes in production and value-added always
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behave correctly with the same sign, but final consumption may not do so and have a
different sign. In the case of Ghosh, we see that changes in production and final
consumption move always in the same direction, but value-added may not behave so. Our
analysis below of these alleged anomalies, discussed in a 2×2 general case for both models,
can therefore be seen that extend to the 3×3 case, as Oosterhaven (2012) first pointed out
but for the Ghosh model only.

TABLE 2a. Output, value-added and final demand for the two extended models, same scenarios as in Oosterhaven (2012)
Extended Leontief model

Extended Ghosh model

Scenario

(+5 in 1 & -5 in 3)

(+5 in 2 & -5 in 3)

(+5 in 1 & -5 in 3)

(+5 in 2 & -5 in 3)

Sector

Δx

Δv

Δx

Δf

Δx

Δv

Δf

Δx

Δv

Δf

1

+8.20

+2.87 +0.64

-0.17

+4.75

-0.77

+0.95

-2.35

-1.41

-0.47

2

+1.66

+0.09 +0.32

+4.82 +0.24

-0.09

- 1.65

-0.11

- 0.17

+1.95

-0.20

+0.20

3

- 2.36

- 0.71 +1.29

- 3.53 -1.06

-0.34

- 5.80

-0.67

- 2.32

-6.40

-1.21

-2.55

Total

+7.50 +2.25 +2.25

+1.92 -0.60

-0.60

- 2.70 -1.54

- 1.54

-6.75

-2.82

-2.82

Δf

Δv

+0.63 +0.22

Source: built from "transposing" the IO data from Table 2a in Guerra and Sancho (2011)
TABLE 2b. Oosterhaven's results with two decimal digits
Extended Leontief model

Extended Ghosh model

Scenario

(+5 in 1 & -5 in 3)

(+5 in 2 & -5 in 3)

(+5 in 1 & -5 in 3)

(+5 in 2 & -5 in 3)

Sector

Δx

Δv

Δx

Δv

Δf

Δx

Δv

Δx

Δv

Δf

1

+4.75

+0.95 -0.77

-2.35

-0.47

-1.41

+8.20

+0.64 +2.87

+0.63

-0.17

+0.22

2

- 1.65

- 0.17 -0.11

+1.95 +0.20

-0.20

+1.66

+0.32 +0.09

+4.82

-0.09

+0.24

3

- 5.80

- 2.32 -0.67

-6.40

-2.55

-1.21

- 2.36

+1.29 - 0.71

- 3.53

-0.34

-1.06

Total

- 2.70 - 1.54 -1.54

-6.75

-2.82

-2.82

+7.50 +2.25 +2.25

+1.92 -0.60

-0.60

Δf

Δf

Source: Oosterhaven (2012), Table 2, pp.107, built from the given IO data in Guerra and Sancho (2012)

All this numerical evidence suggests the need to examine in a more formal way the
equilibrium properties of the extended Ghosh and Leontief models as a way to identify and
isolate the root of these possible anomalies. We proceed in Section 3, with the help of a
simple 2×2 setup, enough for our purposes here, to find explicit expressions for the
equilibrium relationships and categorize the different possibilities that may arise under the
standard extensions of Ghosh and Leontief, while providing a way in both models to check
for possible anomalies in behavior.
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3. The 2×2 L-G models
3.1. The classical models
We will start by considering the following two accounting expressions coming from a
typical (or aggregated) 2×2 input-output table:
x(1)  z (1,1)  z(1,2)  d (1, h )  d (1, f ) 

x(2)  z (2,1)  z (2,2)  d (2, h )  d (2, f ) 

(L.1)

x(1)  z(1,1)  z(2,1)  v(1, h)  v(1, f ) 

x(2)  z(1,2)  z(2,2)  v(2, h)  v(2, f ) 

(G.1)

All magnitudes can be considered in monetary or in (conveniently re-defined) physical
units, and they are labeled in the following way:
x(i ) : total production in sector i,
z (i , j ) : intermediate inputs flowing from sector i to sector j,
d (i , k ) : final demand for good i with home (k=h) or foreign origin (k=f),
v(i , k ) : value-added applied in sector i with home (k=h) or foreign origin (k=f).

Clearly, accounting expressions (L.1) correspond to the revenues that each sector receives
according to the use or employment of its production, while accounting expressions (G.1)
are the payments of each sector to the suppliers of resources used in its production process.
Since revenues and payments have to be equal for each sector, we see that corresponding
sums in both expressions are the same.
A matrix representation of the previous accounting balances of resources and/or payments
comes in handy:
x = Z  e + dh + df

(L.2)

x = Z  e + v h + v f

(G.2)

where Z (and its transpose, Z’) is the standard matrix of intermediate inputs flows. The
column vector e is the unit vector and the rest of magnitudes, also column vectors, have the
obvious components as appearing in the previous (L.1) and (G.1) expressions.
In order to “jump” from the previous accounting expressions to the well-known Leontief
(L) and Ghosh (G) models we define the following ‘technical’ coefficients for output
production and output allocation, respectively:

a(i, j )  z(i, j ) / x( j )
b(i, j )  z(i, j ) / x(i )
8

We now introduce these coefficients into expressions (L.2) and (G.2), which will allow us
to rewrite them in matrix terms as:
x = A  x + dh + df

(L.3)

x = B  x + vh + vf

(G.3)

where A  [ a (i, j )] and B  [ b( j , i )] are the 2×2 matrices endowed with the above
‘technical’ coefficients1. Notice that these coefficients are related, for all i and j, in the
following generic way:
a ( i , j )  x ( j )  z (i , j )  b (i , j )  x (i )

By construction, in matrix A, a(i,j) denotes its i row and j column element, its
interpretation being the amount of good i used to produce one unit of good j. In matrix B,
in contrast, b(j,i) denotes its j column and i row element and can be interpreted as the
fraction of j used in the production of good i. The classical L and G models are those
derived from (L.3) and (G.3), by assuming that coefficients in A and B are fixed
parameters. The values of x are the unknowns of these models, which can be obtained as a
function of the rest of the variables, as defined above. For exogenously given vectors d and
v we can solve for production x and obtain the classical expressions for the Leontief and
Ghosh reduced forms:
x = I - A
x = I - B

-1

-1

d

h

+ df 

v

h

+ vf 

(L.4)
(G.4)

Observe that the two models have the same mathematical structure and so they must share
the very same properties. Furthermore, from an empirically based point of view, we have
to notice that both models can use either accounting structure to solve for the same initial
value x. In other words, we may distinguish both models just because exogenous variables
have different names and interpretations. As Dietzenbacher (1997) concluded: “The Ghosh
models and the Leontief models can be viewed as each others mirror-image”. In the next
sub-section we will see that the extended models can in fact be seen as “two faces of the
same coin”.

3.2. The extended 2×2 models
3.2.1. General considerations
1

Observe that our B matrix is in fact the transposed of the standard Ghosh matrix. This allows us to have
throughout the same normalized vector post-multiplication notation.
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In the two classical models, the variables driving the models are exogenous, i.e. in the L
model this is final demand whereas in the G model is value-added. A change in total
production, due to any other change in the model characteristics, will leave such an
exogenous variable unchanged. In expression (L.4) a change in foreign final demand df
will affect total output x. Domestic demand dh, however, remains surprisingly insensible to
the new equilibrium output despite the economic fact that producing more output would
inevitably require more primary factors, or value-added in our terminology. This extra
income in the form of value-added does not have any effect on final domestic demand,
again a rather surprising fact. Similarly in (G.4), a change in external value-added vf (say,
through immigration in sector 1) will impact total output x in all sectors, but this output
changes will have no effect whatsoever in the remaining levels of domestic value-added vh
in both sectors. These insensibility properties of the two models put serious limitations to
any model that aims to be considered either for theoretical purposes or for empirical
applications and they have been widely discussed in the literature (Guerra and Sancho
(2011) for the L model and most notably Oosterhaven (1988, 1989, 2012) and De Mesnard
(2009), among others, for the G model).
A way to overcome such unwanted property has been to extend the classical models to
make the exogenous variable, or more precisely some part of it, into an endogenous one.
This procedure yields the so-called ‘extended’ L and G models in the literature. The idea is
simply to add some extra conditions to the (L.4) and (G.4) equations in some sensible
economic way. The general way to add more equations to the basic ones can be
represented by the features of these two composed mappings:
(Extended Leontief)

x : vL

 v L (h )  d L

(Extended Ghosh)

x : dG

 d G (h ) 

vG

 d L (h )


v G (h )

In the case of the extended Ghosh model (with variables identified by the submarker G),
we have that value-added is a function of output x through the composed mapping
vG (h) =  vG  dG  (x ) . This means that given an amount of production x we obtain a certain
amount of internal demand d G (h ) which, in turn, determines the home value-added of the
economy v G (h ) . In particular, the way that this mapping is specified in Guerra and Sancho
(2011) in their extended Ghosh model, for j=1, 2, can be seen to be the following:
d G ( j, h)  dG ( xG ( j ))   ( j )  xG ( j )

(1a)

vG ( j, h)  vG ( d G ( j, h))   ( j )  ( dG (1, h)  dG (2, h) )

(1b)

The first mapping tell us that home final demand in each sector is a fixed share of total
sectorial production, while the second mapping stipulates that value-added in each sector is
a fixed share of the total amount of home final demand. Putting the two mappings together
we obtain:
10

vG ( j, h)  vG ( d G ( xG ( j ))   ( j )  ( (1)  xG (1)   (2)  xG (2))

(2)

Notice that the value-added in sector j depends on a fraction, β(j), of the weighted sum of
the total production in each sector. The sum of those fractions must be equal to one.
The specific mapping for the extended Leontief model is logically defined, for j=1, 2, as
the symmetric counterpart of the extended Ghosh equations:
vL ( j, h)  vL ( xL ( j ))   ( j )  xL ( j )

(3a)

d L ( j, h)  d L ( vL ( j, h))   ( j )  ( vL (1, h )  vL (2, h))

(3b)

Substituting the first expression into the second one we obtain:
d L ( j, h)  d L ( vL ( j, h))   ( j )  ( (1)  xL (1)   (2)  xL (2))

(4)

Comparing equations (2) and (3a) we observe that in the extended L model the only
variable affecting, in a positive relation, value-added in sector j is production in sector j. In
the extended G model, as we said before, the value-added of a sector is affected by the
production of the two sectors. This is a key difference between the two extended models
concerning the relationship between production and value-added. The other key difference
between the two models concerns the relationship between the production of a sector and
its domestic demand. In the extended L model, we see in expression (4) that domestic
demand for sector j depends on the production levels of the two sectors, while in the
extended G model, equation (1a) shows that it depends exclusively on the production of
sector j. The two different ways of endogenizing the relevant variables discussed above
gives rise to the different anomalies in the equilibrium behavior of the two models. We
have seen some of these anomalies in the simulation runs described in Table 2a-b above.
This is not, however, the end of this story. When we compare the behavior of the two
models in the assignment of final domestic demand, we can see in the extended L model
the symmetrical counterpart of what we have being saying about the relationship between
sectorial value-added and total production in the extended G model.
In the extended G model we find that there will always be a positive relationship between
increasing production, in a given sector, and increasing domestic final demand for the good
of that sector. However, in the extended L model we may have an increase in production
and value-added in a given sector with a lower domestic demand for the good of that
sector. This unwanted property of the extended L model will happen as often as the
unwanted property of the extended G model concerning value-added and production at the
sectorial level.
It is nonetheless quite surprising that an increase in output and value-added in a given
sector will not translate into additional domestic demand for the same good. In general, and
under an income normality assumption, more available income should generate more
11

demand for all goods, rather than less for some. Even the recourse to argue some
consumption substitution will not do since in the standard linear models this is
axiomatically ruled out.
Finally, we also want to comment on the unwanted possibility, shared by the two models,
of having an increase in total aggregate production while total value-added decreases in the
economy, or viceversa. By looking at equation (2), we can see that if the α coefficients in
this equation are equal, then we have a positive relationship between aggregate output and
aggregate value-added. Otherwise, as we have seen from Oosterhaven’s previous
numerical example, the unwanted property becomes indeed real. In fact, we will see from
our 2×2 analysis that we also are able to construct examples with the undesirable property
for the extended G model. Of course, the same happens for the extended L model.
By looking at expression (3a) for the extended L model, we can also conclude that if the α´
coefficients have the same value, aggregate production is positively related to aggregate
value-added, and so the unwanted property disappears. Outside this stringent equality
condition, we can also show the presence of the corresponding anomaly in the extended L
model by means of a numerical example. This example is quickly built using the
‘transposed’ input-output table appearing in Guerra and Sancho (2011), as we have seen in
our Table 2a above.
3.2.2. Solving the extended models for the 2×2 case.
We start substituting expressions (2) and (4) into (G.3) and (L.3), respectively. This
substitutions yield extended coefficient matrices Â and Β̂ , which can then be used to
solve for the values of output x in both models. We obtain the following expressions,
where we use again the markers L and G to distinguish the solutions:









ˆ
xL = I - A
ˆ
xG = I - B

-1

-1

 d(f)

(EL.1)

 v(f)

(EG.1)

ˆ -1  [aˆ (i, j )] and (I - B)
ˆ -1  [bˆ(i, j )] can be seen to have the
The inverse matrices (I - A)
following elements:
aˆ (1,1)  1  ( a(2,2)   (2)   (2)) /  L
aˆ (1,2)  ( a(1,2)   (1)   (2)) /  L
aˆ (2,1)  ( a(2,1)   (2)   (1)) /  L
aˆ (2,2)  1  ( a(1,1)   (1)   (1)) /  L
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bˆ(1,1)  1  (b(2,2)   (2)   (2)) / G
bˆ(1,2)  (b(2,1)   (2)   (2)) /  G
bˆ(2,1)  (b(1,2)   (2)   (1)) / G
bˆ(2,2)  1  (b(1,1)   (1)   (1)) /  G ,

ˆ and (I - B)
ˆ , respectively. Since
where  L and  G are the determinants of matrices (I - A)
the economies have to be productive, we may assume, invoking the Hawking-Simon
conditions, that both determinants are positive.
We will assume now, as a way of normalizing the total value of the exogenous variables
from both models, and introducing Oosterhaven’s neutral shifts, that the total amount of
foreign demand and foreign inputs are unitary:
d (1, f )  d (2, f )  v(1, f )  v(2, f )  1

3.2.3. Sectorial analysis of equilibrium
It is now a matter of performing some algebra to verify that the equilibrium solution for
production and value-added in the extended G model is as follows:

xG* (1)  bˆ(1)  v(1, f )  bˆ(1,2)

(4)

xG* (2)  bˆ(2)  v(1, f )  bˆ(2,2)

(5)

vG* (1, h)   (1)  (0)  v(1, f )  (1)

(6)

vG* (2, h)   (2)  (0)  v(1, f )  (1)

(7)

where it can be seen2 that:

2

bˆ(1)  (1  b (2)   (2)) /  G

(8)

bˆ(2)  (1  b (1)   (1)) / G

(9)

The specifics of  (1) in (6) and (7) are omitted since this magnitude plays no role in the subsequent

analysis. The same applies later to  (1) .
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(0)  ( (2)  b (1)   (1)  b (2)   (1)   (2)) /  G

(10)

and b (1) and b (2) are the sum of columns 1 and 2, respectively, in matrix B. A quick
substitution also shows:

(0)   (1)  bˆ(1)   (2)  bˆ(2)
Similar algebra manipulations and notational conventions to the above ones would yield
equilibrium output in the Extended L model as:

xL* (1)  aˆ (1)  d (1, f )  aˆ (1,2)

(11)

xL* (2)  aˆ (2)  d (1, f )  aˆ (2,2)

(12)

with home final demand being:

d L* (1, h)   (1)  ((0)  d (1, f )  (1))

(13)

d L* (2, h)   (2)  ((0)  d (1, f )  (1))

(14)

In these expressions we would have:
aˆ (1)  (1  a (2)   (2)) /  L

(15)

aˆ (2)  (1  a (1)   (1)) /  L

(16)

(0)   (2)  a (1)   (1)  a (2)   (1)   (2)  /  L 
  (1)  aˆ (1)   (2)  aˆ (2)

(17)

We are now in a position to compare the equilibrium relationships for the behavior of
sectorial production and sectorial value-added in the extended G model, and sectorial
production and sectorial home final demand in the extended L model. We will see that
these relationships run in parallel (or symmetric) fashion in both models.
In the extended G model we first check expressions (4) to (7). Notice that the exogenous
variable affecting the two endogenous variables in sectors j=1, 2, output x( j ) and home
value-added v ( j , h ) is external value-added in sector 1, v (1, f ) . Therefore any change in
v (1, f ) will affect the endogenous variables this way:
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xG (1) ˆ
x (2) ˆ
 b(1),,,,,, G
 b(2)
v(1, f )
v(1, f )
vG (1, h)
v (2, h)
  (1)  (0),,,,,, G
  (2) (0)
v(1, f )
v(1, f )
and the signs of these derivatives become the key factor in the discussion. It can be readily
proved that it is always the case that bˆ(1)  0 and bˆ(2)  0 . From expression (8), since
 G  0 the sign of bˆ(1) will be determined simply by the sign of 1  b (2)   (2) . Take the
second equation of (L.1) and divide it by x(2) to obtain b(2,1)+b(2,2)+α(2) < 1, provided
external final demand is positive; from here we immediately find that
  bˆ(1)  1  b(2,1)  b(2,2)   (2)  1  b (2)   (2)  0 . A similar argument would show
G

that bˆ(2)  0 .
Endogenous home value-added, however, will always move in the same direction in both
sectors. This is so because  ( j )  0 and thus it all rests on the sign of parameter  (0) ,
which can be seen to have any sign, either positive or negative. If  (0)  0 , home valueadded will surely rise in both sectors at once. If  (0)  0 there would apparently be an expost input substitution between home and foreign inputs. This seems unlikely to be the
case in practical terms since no substitution is allowed in the linear models. In any case we
will always have one sector’s value-added going in the opposite direction of its production.
However, by the nature of the endogenizing rules, the direction of change in sectorial
output, will always agree with the direction of change in sectorial home final demand.
This alleged inconsistent behavior of the extended G model is not possible in the extended
L model and the reason is equation (3). However, and for exactly the same formal reasons,
we may find in equilibrium a likewise anomalous relationship in the extended L model. In
this case the anomaly is between the direction of change in sectorial output (or valueadded) and home final demand for that sector.
That this is indeed the case can be ascertained if we look at the equations (11) though (14)
and their corresponding derivatives:
xL (1)
x (2)
 aˆ (1),,,,,,,, L
 aˆ (2)
d (1, f )
d (1, f )
d L (1, h)
d (2, h)
  (1)  (0),,,,,, L
  (2)  (0)
d (1, f )
d (1, f )
The same line of reasoning that we took in the extended G model can also be made now for
the extended L model. The signs of the parameter affecting equilibrium production in each
sector will be once again different and it can be seen that it is always the case that â(1) ≥ 0
and â(2) ≤ 0. Since the proof is formally similar to the one given above for the extended G
model, it is omitted here. We see from (13) and (14), however, that there is only one
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parameter affecting the sign of the derivatives of internal demand in both sectors, i.e.
(0) . Regardless of the sign of (0) , it must be different from the sign of one of the two
previous parameters affecting sectorial production (and value-added). Hence, we will
observe in the extended L model increases in sectorial production (and value-added) along
with a decrease in the internal (home) demand of that same sector. Notice the anomaly: an
increase in final foreign demand for a given good may induce a reduction in the home
demand for both goods, even if production goes up for some good.
3.2.4 Aggregate analysis of the equilibrium

We now consider the equilibrium relationships between aggregate output and aggregate
exogenous changes.
Aggregate equilibrium output and value-added, in each of the G and L models, can be seen
to be as follows:

xG*  bˆ  v(1, f )  bˆ(1,2)  bˆ(2,2)

(18)

vG*  (0)  v(1, f )  (1)

(19)

xL*  aˆ  d (1, f )  aˆ(1,2)  aˆ(2,2)

(20)

vL*  (0)  d (1, f )  (1)

(21)

where we would now have:
bˆ   b (1)  b (2)   (1)   (2)  /  G  bˆ(1)  bˆ(2)

aˆ   a (1)  a (2)  (1)  (2) /  L  aˆ(1)  aˆ(2)
Again, for our purposes here, we do not need to specify the expressions for Ω(1) and
Ω´(1). For the extended G model, as we can see from (18) and (19), a change in the same
direction in total aggregate production and total value-added will require that the
parameters affecting v(1, f) in (18) (i.e. b̂ ) and in (19) (i.e. Ω(0)) both have the same sign.
We now show that this is not going to be the case always and why these parameters may
have different signs.
Let us begin by considering the product of the two relevant parameters:

P  bˆ  (0)  (b (1)  b (2)   (1)   (2))  ( (2)  b (1)   (1)  b (2)   (1)   (2))
If the sign of this product P is positive, then we will have the same direction of change in
the aggregate variables. It is easy to see that the following statements are true:
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a) If  (1)   (2) or b (1)  b (2) then P > 0
b) If  (1)   (2) and b (1)  b (2) then bˆ  0 and  (0)  0 . Hence P = 0
c) If  (2)  b (1) and  (1)  b (2) then bˆ  0 and if  (1)  ()  (2) then
(0)  ( )0. Either way P = 0

We have to consider now the case bˆ  0 and  (0)  0 . Notice now:
d) bˆ  0 if and only if b (2)   (2)  b (1)   (1)
e)  (0)  0 if and only if  (2)  b (1)   (1)   (1)  b (2)   (2)
These two previous inequalities will be satisfied simultaneously whenever the following
ones hold:

 (2)  b (1)   (1)   (1)  b (2)   (2)  b (2)   (2)  b (1)   (1)
The following numerical example satisfies these inequalities:

 (1)  0.15  (2)  0.20 b (1)  0.25 b (2)  0.13
From these figures, it is easily checked that:

bˆ(1)  2.713  0
bˆ(2)  2.429  0
bˆ  bˆ(1)  bˆ(2)  0.283  0
(0)   (1)  bˆ(1)   (2)  bˆ(2)  0.079  0
 G  0.247  0
with values for the Ghosh coefficient matrix B as follows:
 0.15 0.05
B

0.10 0.08

According to our analysis, and for the previous parameter values, an increase in v(1, f) will
increase production in sector one, decrease production in sector 2, and decrease valueadded in both sectors. Total production will increase, but total value-added will decrease,
and thus the anomalies in the extended G model are present. The same type of example can
be found for the extended Leontief model: in this model, where unwanted property shows
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up when changes in total production (and total value-added) go in the opposite direction of
changes in total domestic demand.

4. Alternative ways to make value-added and final demand endogenous.

We have discussed in the previous section some anomalous implications that may follow
from the standard extension implementation of the Leontief and Ghosh models. As we
have seen, both these models may have unwanted properties in the behavior of
fundamental equilibrium variables, both at the sectorial and the aggregate level. Here we
wish to consider some other specific function that relates those variables in a sensible
economic way and, at the same time, avoids the inconsistencies found under the previous
rules.
We may have the following proposal where for each sector its endogenous variables are
related only to the other variable of the same sector.
New extended Ghosh model “rules”:

d (j, h) = α(j)  x (j), j =1,2 ;

v (j, h) = d (j, h), j = 1,2.

New extended Leontief model “rules”:

v(j, h) = α(j)  x(j), j =1,2 ; d(j, h) = v(j, h), j = 1,2.
Under these two rules, both models will behave in a “proper” way. We will have by
construction that in each sector value-added, final home demand and total production will
all change in the same direction in response to an external shock. At the aggregate level
and under the present rules, however, we may still have inconsistent behavior between the
direction of the change in total production and total value-added (or total internal demand).
In effect, going through the same procedure as in section 2, we may solve for the
equilibrium solution of the endogenous variables as a function of the exogenous ones. In
particular, for the Ghosh model, after the usual algebra we find the following fundamental
derivatives at the sectorial equilibrium values:

xG (1)
x (2) ˆ
 bˆ(1)  0, G
 b(2)  0
v(1, f )
v(1, f )
vG (1, h)
v (2, h)
  (1)  bˆ(1)  0, G
  (2)  bˆ(2)  0
v(1, f )
v(1, f )
While at the aggregate level we find the following expressions:

 xG
 bˆ  bˆ(1)  bˆ( 2)
v (1, f )
 vG
  (0)   (1)  bˆ(1)   ( 2)  bˆ( 2)
v (1, f )
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As can be seen, at the sectorial level, all derivatives have the correct sign. However, the
sign of the derivatives, at the aggregate level, are ambiguous. Hence, we still have the
same problem that we had under the previous rules, and so the same analysis made in
section 2.2.4 applies here. In that analysis, we showed that one of the sufficient conditions
to avoid the unwanted aggregate property, in both models, is to assume that the α´s are the
same for all sectors. A parallel analysis, to the previous one, can be made for the new
extended Leontief model, which would lead to the same type of equations and
conclussions.
In both models, the new defined rules tell us that, the facto, the value-added of a sector is a
positive constant fraction of the total production of that sector. Since the input-output
coefficients are also a constant fraction of production, our rules have a sound economic
property resembling the assumptions made empirically to define the production function of
a sector. Now, both models share this property. We also see that value-added, in a given
sector, is equal in both models to final demand. We interpret this assumption as a way to as
measure the value-added of a sector in terms of the product produced by such sector. We
see this very often in neoclassical economics when we measure the value of wages that a
firm is paying to its labor input in terms of its final product. In the neoclassical analysis,
the marginal product of the input determines its unit price (in production units). Here, in
our framework, we just take a fraction of the production.

5. Conclusions

By using a 2x2 commodity framework, we have explored, the roots of the alleged
anomalies in the extended Ghosh model first pointed out by Oosterhaven (2012) by means
of some numerical examples. We find that systematically we may have a positive change
in the production of one sector with a decrease in its value added. We have proved that
some other anomalies also lurk in the extended Leontief model. Namely, we can have
some sector where, systematically, a positive change in output goes along with a negative
change in its final domestic consumption. Furthermore, both models, share the unwanted
property that it is possible to have a negative relationship between aggregate total
production and aggregate total values added.
In order to clarify the nature of Oosterhaven’s (2012) numerical example, regarding
anomalies in the extended Ghosh model, two aspects are worth commenting. One is, as we
can see in section 3, that if the example would turn out to be a critic for the extended
Ghosh model, then so would be for the extended Leontief model. They share the same
mathematical structure and thus a simple transposing of the input output table of Guerra
and Sancho (2011), transmits the incongruity among them. For the sake of clarification, the
second comment has to do with Oosterhaven’s shift exercise. We have seen that such a
shift can be additively separated in two equilibrium states. In each of these states the sign
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of the equilibrium variables in the extended Ghosh model is the correct and logical one.
Their combination, however, can have either sign, as we have shown, and this depends on
the relative strength and interplay of direct, indirect and induced effects.
Finally, we should mention that a new set of rules to make endogenous the relation
between value added and final demand is considered in section 4. Under these new rules, at
the sectorial level we are able to overcome the previous criticisms for both models, but not
at the aggregate level. Nevertheless, some simple hypothesis can also overcome the
anomalous aggregate behavior of the two models both under the new as well as the old
rules.

6. References

De Mesnard, L. (2009), Is the Ghosh model interesting?, Journal of Regional Science, 49,
pp. 361-372.
Dietzenbacher, E. (1997), In vindication of the Ghosh Model: A reinterpretation as a price
model, Journal of Regional Science, 37(4), pp. 629-651.
Ghosh, A. (1958), Input-output approach in an allocation system. Economica, 25, pp. 5864.
Guerra, A.I. and F. Sancho (2011), Revisiting the original Ghosh model: can it be made
more plausible?. Economic Systems Research, vol. 23(3), pp. 319-328.
Leontief, W. (1936), Quantitative input and output relations in the economic system of the
United States. Review of Economics and Statistics, 28, pp. 105‐25.
Oosterhaven, J. (2012), Adding Supply-Driven Consumption Makes the Ghosh Model
Even More Implausible, Economic Systems Research, vol. 24(1), pp. 101-111.
Oosterhaven, J. (1988), On the Plausibility of the Supply-driven Input-output Model,
Journal of Regional Science, 28, pp. 203-217.
Oosterhaven, J. (1989), The Supply-driven Input-output Model: A New interpretation but
still Implausible, Journal of Regional Science, 29, pp. 459-465.

20

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

2006

CREAP2006-01
Matas, A. (GEAP); Raymond, J.Ll. (GEAP)
"Economic development and changes in car ownership patterns"
(Juny 2006)
CREAP2006-02
Trillas, F. (IEB); Montolio, D. (IEB); Duch, N. (IEB)
"Productive efficiency and regulatory reform: The case of Vehicle Inspection Services"
(Setembre 2006)
CREAP2006-03
Bel, G. (PPRE-IREA); Fageda, X. (PPRE-IREA)
"Factors explaining local privatization: A meta-regression analysis"
(Octubre 2006)
CREAP2006-04
Fernàndez-Villadangos, L. (PPRE-IREA)
"Are two-part tariffs efficient when consumers plan ahead?: An empirical study"
(Octubre 2006)
CREAP2006-05
Artís, M. (AQR-IREA); Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA); Suriñach, J. (AQR-IREA)
"Job losses, outsourcing and relocation: Empirical evidence using microdata"
(Octubre 2006)
CREAP2006-06
Alcañiz, M. (RISC-IREA); Costa, A.; Guillén, M. (RISC-IREA); Luna, C.; Rovira, C.
"Calculation of the variance in surveys of the economic climate”
(Novembre 2006)
CREAP2006-07
Albalate, D. (PPRE-IREA)
"Lowering blood alcohol content levels to save lives: The European Experience”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-08
Garrido, A. (IEB); Arqué, P. (IEB)
“The choice of banking firm: Are the interest rate a significant criteria?”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-09
Segarra, A. (GRIT); Teruel-Carrizosa, M. (GRIT)
"Productivity growth and competition in spanish manufacturing firms:
What has happened in recent years?”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-10
Andonova, V.; Díaz-Serrano, Luis. (CREB)
"Political institutions and the development of telecommunications”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-11
Raymond, J.L.(GEAP); Roig, J.L.. (GEAP)
"Capital humano: un análisis comparativo Catalunya-España”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-12
Rodríguez, M.(CREB); Stoyanova, A. (CREB)
"Changes in the demand for private medical insurance following a shift in tax incentives”
(Desembre 2006)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

CREAP2006-13
Royuela, V. (AQR-IREA); Lambiri, D.; Biagi, B.
"Economía urbana y calidad de vida. Una revisión del estado del conocimiento en España”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-14
Camarero, M.; Carrion-i-Silvestre, J.LL. (AQR-IREA).;Tamarit, C.
"New evidence of the real interest rate parity for OECD countries using panel unit root tests with breaks”
(Desembre 2006)
CREAP2006-15
Karanassou, M.; Sala, H. (GEAP).;Snower , D. J.
"The macroeconomics of the labor market: Three fundamental views”
(Desembre 2006)

2007
XREAP2007-01
Castany, L (AQR-IREA); López-Bazo, E. (AQR-IREA).;Moreno , R. (AQR-IREA)
"Decomposing differences in total factor productivity across firm size”
(Març 2007)
XREAP2007-02
Raymond, J. Ll. (GEAP); Roig, J. Ll. (GEAP)
“Una propuesta de evaluación de las externalidades de capital humano en la empresa"
(Abril 2007)
XREAP2007-03
Durán, J. M. (IEB); Esteller, A. (IEB)
“An empirical analysis of wealth taxation: Equity vs. Tax compliance”
(Juny 2007)
XREAP2007-04
Matas, A. (GEAP); Raymond, J.Ll. (GEAP)
“Cross-section data, disequilibrium situations and estimated coefficients: evidence from car ownership demand”
(Juny 2007)
XREAP2007-05
Jofre-Montseny, J. (IEB); Solé-Ollé, A. (IEB)
“Tax differentials and agglomeration economies in intraregional firm location”
(Juny 2007)
XREAP2007-06
Álvarez-Albelo, C. (CREB); Hernández-Martín, R.
“Explaining high economic growth in small tourism countries with a dynamic general equilibrium model”
(Juliol 2007)
XREAP2007-07
Duch, N. (IEB); Montolio, D. (IEB); Mediavilla, M.
“Evaluating the impact of public subsidies on a firm’s performance: a quasi-experimental approach”
(Juliol 2007)
XREAP2007-08
Segarra-Blasco, A. (GRIT)
“Innovation sources and productivity: a quantile regression analysis”
(Octubre 2007)
XREAP2007-09
Albalate, D. (PPRE-IREA)
“Shifting death to their Alternatives: The case of Toll Motorways”
(Octubre 2007)
XREAP2007-10
Segarra-Blasco, A. (GRIT); Garcia-Quevedo, J. (IEB); Teruel-Carrizosa, M. (GRIT)
“Barriers to innovation and public policy in catalonia”
(Novembre 2007)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2007-11
Bel, G. (PPRE-IREA); Foote, J.
“Comparison of recent toll road concession transactions in the United States and France”
(Novembre 2007)
XREAP2007-12
Segarra-Blasco, A. (GRIT);
“Innovation, R&D spillovers and productivity: the role of knowledge-intensive services”
(Novembre 2007)
XREAP2007-13
Bermúdez Morata, Ll. (RFA-IREA); Guillén Estany, M. (RFA-IREA), Solé Auró, A. (RFA-IREA)
“Impacto de la inmigración sobre la esperanza de vida en salud y en discapacidad de la población española”
(Novembre 2007)
XREAP2007-14
Calaeys, P. (AQR-IREA); Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA), Suriñach, J. (AQR-IREA)
“Fiscal sustainability across government tiers”
(Desembre 2007)
XREAP2007-15
Sánchez Hugalbe, A. (IEB)
“Influencia de la inmigración en la elección escolar”
(Desembre 2007)

2008
XREAP2008-01
Durán Weitkamp, C. (GRIT); Martín Bofarull, M. (GRIT) ; Pablo Martí, F.
“Economic effects of road accessibility in the Pyrenees: User perspective”
(Gener 2008)
XREAP2008-02
Díaz-Serrano, L.; Stoyanova, A. P. (CREB)
“The Causal Relationship between Individual’s Choice Behavior and Self-Reported Satisfaction: the Case of Residential Mobility in the EU”
(Març 2008)
XREAP2008-03
Matas, A. (GEAP); Raymond, J. L. (GEAP); Roig, J. L. (GEAP)
“Car ownership and access to jobs in Spain”
(Abril 2008)
XREAP2008-04
Bel, G. (PPRE-IREA) ; Fageda, X. (PPRE-IREA)
“Privatization and competition in the delivery of local services: An empirical examination of the dual market hypothesis”
(Abril 2008)
XREAP2008-05
Matas, A. (GEAP); Raymond, J. L. (GEAP); Roig, J. L. (GEAP)
“Job accessibility and employment probability”
(Maig 2008)
XREAP2008-06
Basher, S. A.; Carrión, J. Ll. (AQR-IREA)
Deconstructing Shocks and Persistence in OECD Real Exchange Rates
(Juny 2008)
XREAP2008-07
Sanromá, E. (IEB); Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA); Simón, H.
Portabilidad del capital humano y asimilación de los inmigrantes. Evidencia para España
(Juliol 2008)
XREAP2008-08
Basher, S. A.; Carrión, J. Ll. (AQR-IREA)
Price level convergence, purchasing power parity and multiple structural breaks: An application to US cities
(Juliol 2008)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2008-09
Bermúdez, Ll. (RFA-IREA)
A priori ratemaking using bivariate poisson regression models
(Juliol 2008)
XREAP2008-10
Solé-Ollé, A. (IEB), Hortas Rico, M. (IEB)
Does urban sprawl increase the costs of providing local public services? Evidence from Spanish municipalities
(Novembre 2008)
XREAP2008-11
Teruel-Carrizosa, M. (GRIT), Segarra-Blasco, A. (GRIT)
Immigration and Firm Growth: Evidence from Spanish cities
(Novembre 2008)
XREAP2008-12
Duch-Brown, N. (IEB), García-Quevedo, J. (IEB), Montolio, D. (IEB)
Assessing the assignation of public subsidies: Do the experts choose the most efficient R&D projects?
(Novembre 2008)
XREAP2008-13
Bilotkach, V., Fageda, X. (PPRE-IREA), Flores-Fillol, R.
Scheduled service versus personal transportation: the role of distance
(Desembre 2008)
XREAP2008-14
Albalate, D. (PPRE-IREA), Gel, G. (PPRE-IREA)
Tourism and urban transport: Holding demand pressure under supply constraints
(Desembre 2008)

2009
XREAP2009-01
Calonge, S. (CREB); Tejada, O.
“A theoretical and practical study on linear reforms of dual taxes”
(Febrer 2009)
XREAP2009-02
Albalate, D. (PPRE-IREA); Fernández-Villadangos, L. (PPRE-IREA)
“Exploring Determinants of Urban Motorcycle Accident Severity: The Case of Barcelona”
(Març 2009)
XREAP2009-03
Borrell, J. R. (PPRE-IREA); Fernández-Villadangos, L. (PPRE-IREA)
“Assessing excess profits from different entry regulations”
(Abril 2009)
XREAP2009-04
Sanromá, E. (IEB); Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA), Simon, H.
“Los salarios de los inmigrantes en el mercado de trabajo español. ¿Importa el origen del capital humano?”
(Abril 2009)
XREAP2009-05
Jiménez, J. L.; Perdiguero, J. (PPRE-IREA)
“(No)competition in the Spanish retailing gasoline market: a variance filter approach”
(Maig 2009)
XREAP2009-06
Álvarez-Albelo,C. D. (CREB), Manresa, A. (CREB), Pigem-Vigo, M. (CREB)
“International trade as the sole engine of growth for an economy”
(Juny 2009)
XREAP2009-07
Callejón, M. (PPRE-IREA), Ortún V, M.
“The Black Box of Business Dynamics”
(Setembre 2009)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2009-08
Lucena, A. (CREB)
“The antecedents and innovation consequences of organizational search: empirical evidence for Spain”
(Octubre 2009)
XREAP2009-09
Domènech Campmajó, L. (PPRE-IREA)
“Competition between TV Platforms”
(Octubre 2009)
XREAP2009-10
Solé-Auró, A. (RFA-IREA),Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA), Crimmins, E. M.
“Health care utilization among immigrants and native-born populations in 11 European countries. Results from the Survey of Health, Ageing and
Retirement in Europe”
(Octubre 2009)
XREAP2009-11
Segarra, A. (GRIT), Teruel, M. (GRIT)
“Small firms, growth and financial constraints”
(Octubre 2009)
XREAP2009-12
Matas, A. (GEAP), Raymond, J.Ll. (GEAP), Ruiz, A. (GEAP)
“Traffic forecasts under uncertainty and capacity constraints”
(Novembre 2009)
XREAP2009-13
Sole-Ollé, A. (IEB)
“Inter-regional redistribution through infrastructure investment: tactical or programmatic?”
(Novembre 2009)
XREAP2009-14
Del Barrio-Castro, T., García-Quevedo, J. (IEB)
“The determinants of university patenting: Do incentives matter?”
(Novembre 2009)
XREAP2009-15
Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA), Suriñach, J. (AQR-IREA), Artís, M. (AQR-IREA)
“Human capital spillovers, productivity and regional convergence in Spain”
(Novembre 2009)
XREAP2009-16
Álvarez-Albelo, C. D. (CREB), Hernández-Martín, R.
“The commons and anti-commons problems in the tourism economy”
(Desembre 2009)

2010
XREAP2010-01
García-López, M. A. (GEAP)
“The Accessibility City. When Transport Infrastructure Matters in Urban Spatial Structure”
(Febrer 2010)
XREAP2010-02
García-Quevedo, J. (IEB), Mas-Verdú, F. (IEB), Polo-Otero, J. (IEB)
“Which firms want PhDs? The effect of the university-industry relationship on the PhD labour market”
(Març 2010)
XREAP2010-03
Pitt, D., Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA)
“An introduction to parametric and non-parametric models for bivariate positive insurance claim severity distributions”
(Març 2010)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2010-04
Bermúdez, Ll. (RFA-IREA), Karlis, D.
“Modelling dependence in a ratemaking procedure with multivariate Poisson regression models”
(Abril 2010)
XREAP2010-05
Di Paolo, A. (IEB)
“Parental education and family characteristics: educational opportunities across cohorts in Italy and Spain”
(Maig 2010)
XREAP2010-06
Simón, H. (IEB), Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA), Sanromá, E. (IEB)
“Movilidad ocupacional de los inmigrantes en una economía de bajas cualificaciones. El caso de España”
(Juny 2010)
XREAP2010-07
Di Paolo, A. (GEAP & IEB), Raymond, J. Ll. (GEAP & IEB)
“Language knowledge and earnings in Catalonia”
(Juliol 2010)
XREAP2010-08
Bolancé, C. (RFA-IREA), Alemany, R. (RFA-IREA), Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA)
“Prediction of the economic cost of individual long-term care in the Spanish population”
(Setembre 2010)
XREAP2010-09
Di Paolo, A. (GEAP & IEB)
“Knowledge of catalan, public/private sector choice and earnings: Evidence from a double sample selection model”
(Setembre 2010)
XREAP2010-10
Coad, A., Segarra, A. (GRIT), Teruel, M. (GRIT)
“Like milk or wine: Does firm performance improve with age?”
(Setembre 2010)
XREAP2010-11
Di Paolo, A. (GEAP & IEB), Raymond, J. Ll. (GEAP & IEB), Calero, J. (IEB)
“Exploring educational mobility in Europe”
(Octubre 2010)
XREAP2010-12
Borrell, A. (GiM-IREA), Fernández-Villadangos, L. (GiM-IREA)
“Clustering or scattering: the underlying reason for regulating distance among retail outlets”
(Desembre 2010)
XREAP2010-13
Di Paolo, A. (GEAP & IEB)
“School composition effects in Spain”
(Desembre 2010)
XREAP2010-14
Fageda, X. (GiM-IREA), Flores-Fillol, R.
“Technology, Business Models and Network Structure in the Airline Industry”
(Desembre 2010)
XREAP2010-15
Albalate, D. (GiM-IREA), Bel, G. (GiM-IREA), Fageda, X. (GiM-IREA)
“Is it Redistribution or Centralization? On the Determinants of Government Investment in Infrastructure”
(Desembre 2010)
XREAP2010-16
Oppedisano, V., Turati, G.
“What are the causes of educational inequalities and of their evolution over time in Europe? Evidence from PISA”
(Desembre 2010)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP
XREAP2010-17
Canova, L., Vaglio, A.
“Why do educated mothers matter? A model of parental help”
(Desembre 2010)

2011
XREAP2011-01
Fageda, X. (GiM-IREA), Perdiguero, J. (GiM-IREA)
“An empirical analysis of a merger between a network and low-cost airlines”
(Maig 2011)
XREAP2011-02
Moreno-Torres, I. (ACCO, CRES & GiM-IREA)
“What if there was a stronger pharmaceutical price competition in Spain? When regulation has a similar effect to collusion”
(Maig 2011)
XREAP2011-03
Miguélez, E. (AQR-IREA); Gómez-Miguélez, I.
“Singling out individual inventors from patent data”
(Maig 2011)
XREAP2011-04
Moreno-Torres, I. (ACCO, CRES & GiM-IREA)
“Generic drugs in Spain: price competition vs. moral hazard”
(Maig 2011)
XREAP2011-05
Nieto, S. (AQR-IREA), Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA)
“¿Afecta la sobreeducación de los padres al rendimiento académico de sus hijos?”
(Maig 2011)
XREAP2011-06
Pitt, D., Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA), Bolancé, C. (RFA-IREA)
“Estimation of Parametric and Nonparametric Models for Univariate Claim Severity Distributions - an approach using R”
(Juny 2011)
XREAP2011-07
Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA), Comas-Herrera, A.
“How much risk is mitigated by LTC Insurance? A case study of the public system in Spain”
(Juny 2011)
XREAP2011-08
Ayuso, M. (RFA-IREA), Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA), Bolancé, C. (RFA-IREA)
“Loss risk through fraud in car insurance”
(Juny 2011)
XREAP2011-09
Duch-Brown, N. (IEB), García-Quevedo, J. (IEB), Montolio, D. (IEB)
“The link between public support and private R&D effort: What is the optimal subsidy?”
(Juny 2011)
XREAP2011-10
Bermúdez, Ll. (RFA-IREA), Karlis, D.
“Mixture of bivariate Poisson regression models with an application to insurance”
(Juliol 2011)
XREAP2011-11
Varela-Irimia, X-L. (GRIT)
“Age effects, unobserved characteristics and hedonic price indexes: The Spanish car market in the 1990s”
(Agost 2011)
XREAP2011-12
Bermúdez, Ll. (RFA-IREA), Ferri, A. (RFA-IREA), Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA)
“A correlation sensitivity analysis of non-life underwriting risk in solvency capital requirement estimation”
(Setembre 2011)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2011-13
Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA), Pérez-Marín, A. (RFA-IREA), Alcañiz, M. (RFA-IREA)
“A logistic regression approach to estimating customer profit loss due to lapses in insurance”
(Octubre 2011)
XREAP2011-14
Jiménez, J. L., Perdiguero, J. (GiM-IREA), García, C.
“Evaluation of subsidies programs to sell green cars: Impact on prices, quantities and efficiency”
(Octubre 2011)
XREAP2011-15
Arespa, M. (CREB)
“A New Open Economy Macroeconomic Model with Endogenous Portfolio Diversification and Firms Entry”
(Octubre 2011)
XREAP2011-16
Matas, A. (GEAP), Raymond, J. L. (GEAP), Roig, J.L. (GEAP)
“The impact of agglomeration effects and accessibility on wages”
(Novembre 2011)
XREAP2011-17
Segarra, A. (GRIT)
“R&D cooperation between Spanish firms and scientific partners: what is the role of tertiary education?”
(Novembre 2011)
XREAP2011-18
García-Pérez, J. I.; Hidalgo-Hidalgo, M.; Robles-Zurita, J. A.
“Does grade retention affect achievement? Some evidence from PISA”
(Novembre 2011)
XREAP2011-19
Arespa, M. (CREB)
“Macroeconomics of extensive margins: a simple model”
(Novembre 2011)
XREAP2011-20
García-Quevedo, J. (IEB), Pellegrino, G. (IEB), Vivarelli, M.
“The determinants of YICs’ R&D activity”
(Desembre 2011)
XREAP2011-21
González-Val, R. (IEB), Olmo, J.
“Growth in a Cross-Section of Cities: Location, Increasing Returns or Random Growth?”
(Desembre 2011)
XREAP2011-22
Gombau, V. (GRIT), Segarra, A. (GRIT)
“The Innovation and Imitation Dichotomy in Spanish firms: do absorptive capacity and the technological frontier matter?”
(Desembre 2011)

2012
XREAP2012-01
Borrell, J. R. (GiM-IREA), Jiménez, J. L., García, C.
“Evaluating Antitrust Leniency Programs”
(Gener 2012)
XREAP2012-02
Ferri, A. (RFA-IREA), Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA), Bermúdez, Ll. (RFA-IREA)
“Solvency capital estimation and risk measures”
(Gener 2012)
XREAP2012-03
Ferri, A. (RFA-IREA), Bermúdez, Ll. (RFA-IREA), Guillén, M. (RFA-IREA)
“How to use the standard model with own data”
(Febrer 2012)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2012-04
Perdiguero, J. (GiM-IREA), Borrell, J.R. (GiM-IREA)
“Driving competition in local gasoline markets”
(Març 2012)
XREAP2012-05
D’Amico, G., Guillen, M. (RFA-IREA), Manca, R.
“Discrete time Non-homogeneous Semi-Markov Processes applied to Models for Disability Insurance”
(Març 2012)
XREAP2012-06
Bové-Sans, M. A. (GRIT), Laguado-Ramírez, R.
“Quantitative analysis of image factors in a cultural heritage tourist destination”
(Abril 2012)
XREAP2012-07
Tello, C. (AQR-IREA), Ramos, R. (AQR-IREA), Artís, M. (AQR-IREA)
“Changes in wage structure in Mexico going beyond the mean: An analysis of differences in distribution, 1987-2008”
(Maig 2012)
XREAP2012-08
Jofre-Monseny, J. (IEB), Marín-López, R. (IEB), Viladecans-Marsal, E. (IEB)
“What underlies localization and urbanization economies? Evidence from the location of new firms”
(Maig 2012)
XREAP2012-09
Muñiz, I. (GEAP), Calatayud, D., Dobaño, R.
“Los límites de la compacidad urbana como instrumento a favor de la sostenibilidad. La hipótesis de la compensación en Barcelona medida a través
de la huella ecológica de la movilidad y la vivienda”
(Maig 2012)
XREAP2012-10
Arqué-Castells, P. (GEAP), Mohnen, P.
“Sunk costs, extensive R&D subsidies and permanent inducement effects”
(Maig 2012)
XREAP2012-11
Boj, E. (CREB), Delicado, P., Fortiana, J., Esteve, A., Caballé, A.
“Local Distance-Based Generalized Linear Models using the dbstats package for R”
(Maig 2012)
XREAP2012-12
Royuela, V. (AQR-IREA)
“What about people in European Regional Science?”
(Maig 2012)
XREAP2012-13
Osorio A. M. (RFA-IREA), Bolancé, C. (RFA-IREA), Madise, N.
“Intermediary and structural determinants of early childhood health in Colombia: exploring the role of communities”
(Juny 2012)
XREAP2012-14
Miguelez. E. (AQR-IREA), Moreno, R. (AQR-IREA)
“Do labour mobility and networks foster geographical knowledge diffusion? The case of European regions”
(Juliol 2012)
XREAP2012-15
Teixidó-Figueras, J. (GRIT), Duró, J. A. (GRIT)
“Ecological Footprint Inequality: A methodological review and some results”
(Setembre 2012)
XREAP2012-16
Varela-Irimia, X-L. (GRIT)
“Profitability, uncertainty and multi-product firm product proliferation: The Spanish car industry”
(Setembre 2012)

SÈRIE DE DOCUMENTS DE TREBALL DE LA XREAP

XREAP2012-17
Duró, J. A. (GRIT), Teixidó-Figueras, J. (GRIT)
“Ecological Footprint Inequality across countries: the role of environment intensity, income and interaction effects”
(Octubre 2012)
XREAP2012-18
Manresa, A. (CREB), Sancho, F.
“Leontief versus Ghosh: two faces of the same coin”
(Octubre 2012)

xreap@pcb.ub.es

