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1. Introduction

In the neoclassical productivity analysis producers are assumed to be maximizing the value of
their output in a competitive economy. The necessary conditions of producer equilibrium require,
in this framework, the relative prices of inputs and outputs to be identical with the respective mar-
ginal rates of transformation. Domar (1961) derived an aggregation rule from the industry level to
any aggregate level (the entire economy or a group of industries). The aggregate rate of TFP
growth is, in the Domar aggregation, obtained by weighting each industry-level rate of TFP growth
“by the ratio of the output of its industry to the value of the final product of the sector.” Hulten
(1978) proved the Domar aggregation rule in the case of a closed economy, in which prices paid by
the users are equal to those received by the producers and all industries pay identical prices for
their primary inputs. Jorgenson, Gollop and Fraumeni (1987) in their seminal contribution to pro-
ductivity measurement developed an aggregation rule in which neither of these assumptions is
needed. It is however based on the aggregate production function. Jorgenson (1969) introduced
methodology based on aggregate production possibility frontier. This methodology is used by Jor-
genson and Stiroh (2000) and Jorgenson (2001).

Taxes on products, as well as respective subsidies, often constitute a wedge between the prices
paid by the purchaser, i.e. user, and the one received by the producer. Especially in economies with
value added taxes the difference between these two sets prices can be considerable and the prices
paid for the same product may differ across industries. This is because all the producers are not
liable to charge value added tax on their sales, if any, and therefore cannot deduct the value added
taxes paid for their intermediate inputs from the VAT invoiced to their customers. Another reason
for the differences in the tax margins across the industries is the fact the products used as interme-
diate inputs actually consist of baskets of products with possibly different tax rates. Also trade and
transport margins, if they are included in the purchasers’ prices and not treated as a separate inputs
can lead to different purchaser’s prices for different users. Here these margins are assumed to be
treated as a separate input. The results can however, in principle, be interpreted to cover the trade
and transport margins as well.

In productivity analysis it is rather natural to value the output and inputs from the producer’s
point of view. E.g. JGF (1987) value outputs at basic prices and intermediate inputs at purchaser’s
prices less trade and transport margins. However, at the economy level the measure of the perform-
ance of an economy is often GDP at market prices. This would require the deliveries to final de-
mand to be valued at purchasers’ price. Diewert (2005) has suggested the ensuing discrepancy be-

tween he GDP at market prices and total value added at basic prices to be rectified by treating



product taxes as a separate “industry”, with its own value added. But he agrees with Jorgenson and
Griliches (1972) that for output basic prices are the prices best suited to productivity accounts.

Gollop (1987) derived the industry and economy level TFP measures as well as the respective
aggregation/decomposition rules in an economy maximising the aggregate value of the deliveries to
final demand (at basic prices) on the one hand and for an economy maximising the value of the
aggregate value added on the other, with the respective production possibilities frontiers as starting
points. Unlike Hulten (1978), Gollop (1987) did not assume either closed economy or identical
prices received and paid for products used as intermediate inputs. Gollop (1987) did however as-
sume that 1) at the economy level product taxes less subsidies on intermediate inputs cancel out
and 2) all the industries pay identical prices for a product used as intermediate input." Also Aulin-
Ahmavaara (2003) discussed the need to take into account the product taxes and subsidies on in-
termediate inputs in productivity measurement based on national accounts.

A natural candidate for the discrete approximation of the continuous time Divisia index is the
Torngvist or translog productivity index and respective quantity indexes for inputs and outputs
used by Christensen and Jorgenson (1970) as well as by JGF (1987). Diewert (1976) has shown
Torngvist index to be exact for translog aggregator function and Caves et al (1982) have presented
strong economic support for the use Tornqvist productivity index. On the other hand Hill (2001)
argues that the choice between different superlative indices cannot be made solely on the basis of
the economic approach. Milana (2005) concludes that the index numbers normally considered as
superlative in fact are hybrids and recommends constructing a range of alternative index numbers
(including those that are not superlative). The nonsuperlative Laspeyres indexes were used by Jor-
genson and Griliches (1967) and later also e.g. by Stenbaek and Serensen (2004) in their study on
the productivity development in Denmark.

In the present paper different approaches to the measurement and aggregation of TFP growth
are studied, with an emphasis on the implications of the existence of taxes and subsidies on prod-
ucts. Unlike Gollop (1987) we do not assume taxes and subsidies on products in intermediate uses
to cancel out at the economy level. Neither do we assume identical tax rates in all the industries for
a product used as intermediate input. Following Jorgenson and Griliches (1967) we start with the
accounting identities and derive, in sections 2-4, the industry and economy level TFP-measures
based on different definitions of output as well as the respective aggregation rules. We outline, in
line with Gollop (1987), with appropriate modifications, the interpretation of our results in terms of
the neoclassical theory of production and producer behaviour. In section 5 we derive the aggrega-

tion rules from the industry level to an intermediate level in order to clarify the significance of the

" This is obvious for instance from his equation (19).



level aggregation in productivity measurement. Our theoretical system is based on the continuous
time Divisia indices. In sections 6 and 7 we derive respective systems based on the Laspeyres indi-
ces on the one hand and on the Térnqvist indices on the other. In section 8 we report the prelimi-
nary results from the calculations based on the Finnish input output tables from years 1999 and

2000 and discuss the choices to be made in the empirical calculations.

2. Industry level measures of TFP growth

We start the derivation of TFP measures, in line with Jorgenson and Griliches (1967), from the

following accounting identity:

(1) qu — pv vV
where (q is the price vector of outputs

Z is the vector of output quantities

P is the price vector of inputs and

V is the vector of input quantities.

The rate of total factor productivity growth is defined as the difference between the growth rates of

outputs and inputs:

(2) dlogtzZaidlogzi —Z,Bjdlogvj =z,3jdlogqi —Zaidlogpia
i J J i

where ¢, is the share of the ith output in total revenue and ;the share of the j th input in total

cost and d log y is the logarithmic time derivative of the variable . This measure can be given an

economic interpretation as the shift of the production function when a production function with
constant returns to scale is assumed and all the relevant assumptions concerning markets and pro-
ducer behaviour are made.

Following the SNA93 (ISWGNA, 1993), and assuming that capital and labour compensation
together cover the entire value added, the accounting identity for an industry with only one type of

output is defined as follows:

3) 4,0, =2 p;M;+ pi M+ piKy+> p/L, -
i i k 1



The following notation is used

O, quantity of the output of the j th industry

g ; basic price of the output of the j th industry

M ; quantity of the output of the ; th industry used as intermediate input by the j th industry

p;; purchaser's price (without trade and transport margins) paid by the j th industry for a unit of

the output of the i th industry it uses as intermediate input

d; net” taxes on products’ per unit of output of industry i used as input in industry j

M l’}” quantity of the ; th imported product used as intermediate input by the j th industry

ql.M c.i.f. price of i th imported product

pf'f purchaser's price (without trade and transport margins) paid by the j th industry for a unit of

the i th imported product it uses as intermediate input

d ;” net taxes on products per unit of imported product i used as input in industry ;.

M lj” quantity of the i th imported product used by the j th industry as intermediate input
p ,;( price paid by the j th industry for the capital input of category &

K,; quantity of the capital input of category k used by the j th industry

p; price paid by the j th industry for the labour input of category /

L quantity of the labour input of category /used by the j th industry.

When trade and transport margins are treated as separate inputs then the only difference between

basic prices and purchasers’ prices are taxes and subsidies on products. Thus we can also write
4 q,0; ZZ(I+dij)qiMij +Z(1+d;‘4)qlMMAfj +prKkj +prL1j .
i i k !

The accounting identities above are based on gross output. The two other possible concepts of
output are the so called sectoral output and value added. For sectoral output the accounting equa-

tion should be written as follows:

? Taxes on products are net of similar subsidies. It is of course also possible to interpret this term to represent
a price differential caused by some other factors.



4,0,=4,0, -4,
=d M, +Z(1+dy)qM +Z(1+d )qMMM+prKkJ+Zp, i

i#j

)

with sectoral output denoted by Q . And in for value added as follows

=q,0, ZqM Zd,,qM ZqMMM—Z Yq'M)
(6) i .
:prKijfzpz i
k 1

Applying the formula in equation (2) to the accounting identity in equation (4) gives the rate of

industry level TFP change for gross output

dlogt; =(q,0,)"'[q,0,dlogQ; - 3 (1+d,)q,M ;dlogM,

(7) .
=Y (+d g MYdlogM ) = pSK,dlogK —> p;L.dlogL,)]
i k 1

The same formula is obtained, following e.g. Gollop (1987) by taking the total logarithmic deriva-

tive of the industry level production function

M,,..M MM MM MMt

2j9° n o 1j» 2j0° uja)

® O =h'(L,.K, M, M

1j°

and substituting the conditions of producer equilibrium into the result.

3

Respectively the rate of TFP growth and the production function in the case of “sectoral output

are the following:

dlogt, z(qjéj)’l[qjéjdlogéj —d;q;M ;dlogM , —Z(1+dl.].)ql.MU.dlogMU.
(€)) i
=Y (A+d)" g MY dlogM) = pSK, dlogK ~> p;L,dlogL,)]
i k i

and

? “Taxes on products” is the term used in the SNA93. It is used also here. The corresponding term in the
SNA68 was “commodity taxes”.



O =4/ M M M
(10  Q,=h'(L,,K;M;M,;,..M ,,.. M M .M, .M;,t).
Although the production function in equation (10) has the same arguments as the one in equation
(8), it is not the same function. The marginal revenue product of the intermediate input from the
industry itself has now, in the producer equilibrium, to be equal to the net rate of product taxes paid
on it.

And finally for value added the rate of industry level TFP growth is

(11)  dlogt) =(v;V)'[v,V,dlogV, —Zk:p,f;KkjdlogK,g.—Zl: pyLydlogL,]

The industry is now assumed to be maximizing its value added with the following value added

function
(12) Vj =V’(Lj,Kj,t).

The existence of this kind of industry level value added function that links technological change
exclusively to real value added and primary inputs, implies that the industry level production func-

tion is value-added separable:”

Mo MY MY

(13) Qj:gj[Vj(LjaKjat)JMl_pMZj" nj 1j» 2j>"'M:j{1]'

The relationship between the measure based on the sectoral output and the one based on gross output is

obtained by taking logarithmic derivative of both sides of the first expression of equation (5)
(14)  ¢q,0,dlogQ, =q,0,dlogQ; —q,M ,dlogM .
Substituting the result in equation (9) gives, by equation (7)

(15) lengj =(qj§j)7l(quj)d10gtj'

* In this case the volume index of value added and the measure of TFP growth are “path independent”. The,
possibly path dependent, volume and price indices of value added, however do exist even if the production
function is not separable. For a discussion of this see OECD (2001) Productivity Manual and the sources
mentioned in it.



Taking the logarithmic derivative of the first expression in equation (6) produces:

v V.dlogV, =q,;0,dlogQ,
=2, (+d;)g M dlogM,; =3 (1+d;")q;" M dlog M} °

1

(16)

Substituting this in equation (11) gives in view of equation (7) the following relationship between the

industry level measures based on the value added on the hand and on the gross output on the other:
(17)  dlogt} =(v;V;,)"(q,0;)dlogt,.

Remark 1. If the industry-level measure of output is the “sectoral output” the input from industry itself still
has to be included in the production function as well as in the calculation of the rate of TFP change. Its

weight is the share of net product taxes on this input. (equation 9).

3. Economy level measures of TFP growth
At the economy level the entire economy is treated as a single unit of production. The differ-

ence to the industry level, in our case, is that the output of an economy consists of several products.

Since the economy is treated as a single unit of production we obviously have to assume that all the
industries face identical prices for their inputs. The quantity Z and the price pZ of an input at the

economy level can in this case, in line with JGF (1987), be defined, on the basis of the industry

level quantities and prices, as follows:
a8y Y. piz,=p*> 7, =p°Z.
J J
The economy level accounting identity based on the gross output now is

(19 > q,0,=>(q+dIM, + > (¢ +d"M" +> pfK, +D p/L
j i i k i

At the economy level the deliveries to final demand of domestic output at basic prices constitute



the counterpart of sectoral output at industry level

quYj = quQj _ZqJMji
J Jot

20) - :
= Zdiqz'Mi +Z(1+dlM)in/[MA/[i +Zp,§Kk +ZPILL
i i k /
Our third measure of economy level output is the sum of values of industries’ value added:

2V =2.4,0;, -2 2 (+dy)g My =33 (1+d)g M
Q1 J T J '
=prKk+ZplLL.
k !

The aggregate production function is not assumed to exist, hence the different prices of the value
added as well as for the intermediate inputs in different industries. In this all the industries are no
assumed to be paying identical prices for their intermediate inputs, only for their capital and labour
inputs.

From the equations (21) and 20 we obtain:
5
22)  Dq¥, =3V 42 Y dq M+ Y (1+d g MY -
j j Joi joi

Remark 2. The sum of values of the industries value added and the sum of the values of the deliv-
eries to final demand (at basic prices) are equal if and only if there are no imported intermediate
inputs and the aggregate value of taxes or subsidies on products in intermediate uses equals zero
(equation 22).

Applying the formula in equation (2) to the accounting equation (19) gives the rate of TFP

growth for the gross output of the economy

dlogT=(,q,0,)7[>,9,0,dlogQ, = > (1+d,)q,M,dlogM,
J J i

=Y A+d")g MY dlogM, - piK,dlogK, =Y p/LdlogL,]
i k ]

(23)

> Another option would be to use purchasers’ prices, or rather purchasers’ prices minus trade and transport
margins. This would mean valuation from the users’ point of view rather than from the producer’s point of
view. In case the valuation were based on the purchaser’s prices, then equation (22) should be written as fol-

lowszpjyj =vaVf +qulMMf‘z +sz,-ng +zzd;‘4Mﬂ§ +Zde,-'The three last terms of
J J J i J i J i J

this expression together include all the net taxes on products except those paid for imported products in final
uses.



The maximum value of gross output () can be expressed as a function of industries’ gross output

(Q,), primary inputs (K, L ), domestically produced intermediate inputs (M ), imported interme-

diate inputs (M l.M ), and time (¢):°
24 y=FQ,.0,,...0,, LK.M, ,M,,.. M, M" M) . .M"71.

The value of gross output is maximized subject to fixed supplies of domestic capital and labour
inputs, market equilibrium and linearly homogeneous industry level production functions in equa-
tion (8). The function F is homogenous of degree minus one in industries’ gross output and of de-
gree one in the rest of the variables (the input variables), except time, #. The rate of aggregate TFP

growth is obtained by setting ¥ =1, taking the total logarithmic derivative of F with respect to

time and substituting the producer equilibrium conditions into the result.
Applying the formula in equation (2) to the accounting equation (20) gives the rate of TFP

growth based on the deliveries to final demand of domestic output

dlogT =0 q,Y)'[D q,Y,dlogY, =Y d.gMdlogM,=> (1+d g M"dlogM,
(25) J J f ,.
_prdelogKk _szLleIOng]-
k !

In this case the economy is maximising the value of deliveries to final demand

26)  pu=H,Y,,..Y LK.M M, ..M, MY M" . M"*1).

subject to fixed supplies of domestic capital and labour inputs, market equilibrium and linearly
homogeneous industry level production functions in equation (8). The domestic intermediate inputs
appear in equation (26) but their role is different from the one in (24). The second term in the
square brackets in equation (25) disappears regardless of the rates of growth of individual interme-
diate inputs if there are no taxes or subsidies on products in intermediate uses. On the other hand if

d; #0 for some domestic intermediate inputs the value of the term depends on the rates of growth

of individual intermediate inputs.

% The derivation of TFP-measures starting from the production frontiers and production functions outlined in
this paper is mainly based on our interpretation of Gollop (1987). It is also discussed in Aulin-Ahmavaara
(2004).
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Remark 3. When the economy level production possibilities frontier is based on the deliveries to
final demand of domestic products then variables representing domestic intermediate inputs have to
be included in it. Accordingly, also terms representing the rates of change of domestic intermediate
inputs weighted by the shares of net product taxes paid on them have to be included in the formula

for the rate of economy level TFP growth (equation 25).

Applying the formula in equation (2) to the latter expression in the accounting equation (21)

gives the rate gives the rate of TFP growth based on the industries’ value added

27 dlogT" =Q vV ) '[Q v,V,dlogV, =Y piK,dlogK, = p/LdlogL)]-
J J k !

In this case the maximum value of the aggregate value added (A ) is a function of all quantities of

industries’ value added (V' ), aggregate labour (L ) and capital (K') inputs, and time ()
28) A=GW,V,,...V,,L,K,1).

The economy is maximising A subject to linearly homogeneous value added functions in equation
(12) as well as market equilibrium conditions, and aggregate supplies of capital and labour.

The relationships between the different economy level measures can be easily established by
following the familiar procedure used at the industry level. From the first expression in equation

(20) we get

(29) Z q,Y,dlogY, = Z q,9,dlogq,Q; - Z q,M ;dlogM .
7 7

i
Substituting this into equation (25) gives, by equation (23), the following relationship between the

economy level measures based on the gross output on the one hand and on the deliveries to final

demand on the other:

(B0)  dlogT=(Q.q,Y,)"'(Qq,0,)dlogT -

The relationship between the value added based measure and the measure based on the deliv-

eries to the final demand of domestic output is somewhat less simple. From equation (21) we get

11



D.q,Y,dlogY, =) v,V dlogV,
(31) j j .
+d,q M dlogM ,; +> > g M dlogM} +> > d})q" M dlogM )
J i J i J i

Substituting this into equation (25) leads by equation (27) to the following relationship

dlogf:(quYj)_l[(ZvjVj)dlogT”
J J
(32) + (XY dya,MdlogM, — d.g,M,dlogM,)

J i
+ (ZZd;.”qj”M;Vd logM ) - ZdMiqiMMl.MdlogMiM N
J ¢ i

If the price of an input Z is identical for all the industries, i.e. if pf = pZ for all values of j, then

it follows directly from the definition in equation (18) that

(33) ZpZ/Zjdlong :zpzdzj :pZdZ :pZZ dlogZ .
J J

Therefore the second line and third line in equation (32) disappear if the tax rates of intermediate

inputs are identical in all industries.

Remark 4. If all the industries pay identical prices for their intermediate inputs, both domestic and
imported, the difference between the two economy level rates of growth depends only on the ratio
of the value of the deliveries to final demand to sum of the industries’ value added (equation 32). If
the prices paid by different industries for intermediate inputs are not identical, then the difference
between the two economy level rates of TFP growth depends also on the reallocation of these in-

puts across industries (equation 32).
4. Aggregation from the industry level to the economy level

To establish the relationship between the industry level measure based on gross output, equation
(7) and the economy level measure based on the deliveries to final demand, equation (25), we mul-

tiply both sides of the equation (7) for each industry by the value of the industry's output. Summing

up across industries produces:

12



2.4,0,dlogt; = q,0,dlogQ; =3 > (1+d;)q,MdlogM,
(34) j j P
= > A+d) Vg MYdlogM )" = piK, dlogK, —> > p;LdlogL,.
Jj i j ok Jj !

Dividing both sides of (34) by the aggregate value of the deliveries to final demanqu ;Y, and

J

subtracting the result from both sides of equation (25) yields

dlogT =(Q,q;Y,)"'[D,q,0,dlogt,
J J
+> >'d,q,M dlogM; - d.q,M,dlogM,

J
+ZZd§4qlMM§4dlogM§4 —ZdﬁiqiMMiMdlogMiM
joi

1

(35)

+ZZp§.KkjdlogKkj —]Zp,kadlogKk

j ok
+ ZZple.LljdlogLij —prL,dlogL,]
o /

The contribution of the industry level rates of TFP growth is represented by the first term in square

brackets. The rest of the terms represent the contribution of the reallocation of the inputs by indus-

try.

Remark 5. The rate of economy level TFP growth based on the deliveries of domestic output to
final demand consists of (equation 35) 1) the weighted sum of the industry-level rates of TFP-
growth based on the industries’ gross outputs with the ratios of the industries’ outputs to the total
value of deliveries to final demand as weights and 2) terms that reflect reallocation of capital, la-
bour and intermediate inputs, both domestic and imported, across industries. However, if all the
industries pay identical price for an individual input, the rate of the economy level TFP-growth

does not depend on the reallocation of that input across industries (equation 35 and 33).

To establish the relationship between the industry level measures based on the industries’ value

added, in equation (11) and the economy level measure based on the industries’ value added, equa-
tion (27) we multiply both sides of equation (11) by the ratio (v jVj)(zj v jVj)f1 . Summing up

across industries and subtracting the result from both sides of equation (27) produces

13



dlogT" :(ZvjVj)_l[Zvjdelogt;.
(36) +22pk/KkjdlogKkj Zp K,dlogK, .

+ZZP5szdlogL,, > piLdlogL]

This equation gives the economy level measure based on the value added approach in terms of the
industry level measures based on the value added.

Substituting the relationship between the industry level rate of TFP growth based on the gross
output given in equation (15) into equation (36) produces an expression for the relationship be-
tween the aggregate value-added based rate of TFP-growth and the respective industry level rates

expressed in terms of total output:

dlogT" =(Zv ) [Zq Q,dlogt,
(37) +(ZZp,§KkjdlogK Zp K,dlogk,).

+(22p1j L,dlogL, —Zpl LdlogL))]
j o1 i

Remark 6. The rate of economy level TFP growth based on the industries’ value added consists of
(equation 37) 1) the weighted sum of the industry-level rates of TFP-growth based on the indus-
tries’ gross outputs with the ratios of the industries’ output to the sum of the industries’ value added
as weights and 2) terms that reflect reallocation of capital and labour across industries. However
the economy level measure based on the production possibility frontier does not depend on the re-

allocation of intermediate input with different tax rates across industries.
5. Intermediate level measures of TFP growth and aggregation to the intermediate level
Next we shall consider the case in which a group of industries, which of course can cover the

entire economy, is treated as a single unit of production that produces only one type of output. The

accounting identity based on gross output is now written as follows

(38) QSQS—(1+dSS)QSMSS+Z(1+dzs)q M;s+2(l+d )4, sz\:[c"'zpkszs"'zpls s

S

14



And the one for “sectoral output” i.e. on the output delivered outside the group of industries as

follows

qSQS =qs0s —qsM g
=dgq M g +Z(1+dis)‘]i Mg +Z(1+dg)ql‘MMg +zp1§Kks +zpfSLlS
% /

igs i

(39)

And finally for value added

viVs=qs0s —(l+dg)q s Mg _Z(l"'dis)ql'MiS _Z(l‘*dg)qu%
(40) izs i )
:Zp/f?KkS +Zpl§LIS
k 1

The derivation of different rates of aggregate TFP-growth and their mutual relationships as well
as the economic interpretation of the measures is analogous to the one at the industry and economy

levels. The formula for the rate based on the gross output accordingly is

dlogTg = (QSQs)il[‘Istdlog Oy —(1+dg)gsMdlogM g — Z(l +d )M cdlogM g
(41) ies
_Z(l +dig g M dlog M _prszsdIOgKks _ZPéLzsdlongs]-
i k 1

And the one based on the value added analogously to the industry level is

(42) dlog Ty = (vVy) ' [vsVsd logVs — Z pisKisd 10gKkS_Z pisLisdlog L]
k 7

This rate of TFP growth based on the aggregate value added V' of the group of industries obvi-

ously implies that the value added function does exist and accordingly that the value added func-
tions of all the industries in the group are identical up to a scalar multiple.’
The relationship between the rate of TFP growth based on the gross output and the one based on

value added is also analogous to the industry level:

(43) dlogTy :(VSVS)71 (q5Qs)dlogTs .

’ For more on this see JGF(1987) and the sources given in it.
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To establish the relationship between the industry level measure based on gross output, equation
(7) and the aggregate level measure based on the gross output, equation (41), we first multiply both
sides of equation (7) by the value of the industry's output and sum up over industries in the group S

to obtain:

2. 4,0,dlogt; =3 q,0,dlogQ,

Jjes Jjes
> (A+d,)g M dlogM, -> > (1+d,)q,M,dlogM,
(44) jeS ieS jes igS .
—ZZ(1+d§4)qiMMA;dlogM;V
jes
—ZZpgKkjdlogKkj —ZZple.L,jdlogLij.
jes k jes |

The relationship between the aggregate measure at the intermediate level and the industry level

measures is obtained by dividing both sides of equation (44) by the total value of the output of the

industries in the group S, g0y, and subtracting the result from both sides of equation (41):

dlogT, :(('ISQS)%[Z qujdlogtj _(Z ‘Iijd long —q505dlogQy)

jes jes
+3 D (A+d,)g,M dlogM ; — (1 +d)gsM sod log M g
Jjes ieS
+ z Z dl.jqiMl.jd long.j - Z dgq,M . dlogM
(45) o5 ies es
+Z;deqf”MA§dlong —2.di g M{dlog M
JE i i
+ZZp,§.KkjdlogKkj —prSKdelogKkS
jes k k
+> > pyLydlogL, = piLgdlogLy]
jes 1 l

Remark 7. The aggregate rate of TFP change for a group of industries (or an economy as a whole)
depends besides the rates of TFP growth of the individual industries also on the reallocation of out-

put and inputs across the industries. (Equation 45 and 33).
To establish the relationship between the industry level measures based on industries’ value

added, in equation (11) and the respective aggregate measure at the intermediate level (or at the

level of the entire economy), equation (42), we multiply both sides of (11) by the ratio
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vV, Y(v¢V)™"'. Summing up across industries and subtracting the result from both sides of

equation (42) produces

dlogTy = (vgVs)'[D v,V d logt

jes

J

+(vgVsdlogVy =Y v.V,dlogV,)

(46) o5 :
+ (Z Z P;ngg-d 10gKkj - Z Plvade logK ;)
jesS k k
+ Q. piLydlogL; = piLidlogLy)]
jes 1 i

The second term on the RHS can be further developed by taking the logarithmic derivatives from
the first expressions in equation (6) for the industry level value added and equation (40) for the in-
termediate level value added. Summing up the former across industries and subtracting the result

from the latter produces

vsVsdlogvV _ZVjdelong :_(qudeIOng —q5Qsd logQy)

Jjes jes

+( Z(1+di]')qiMij'dlogMij —(+dg)qsMgdlog M )

(47) JjeS,ieS
+( Z d,q.MdlogM ; — Z d.q.M . dlogM )
jes,ig$S ieS
+ (Zd;.”q%MfdlogM,y - ngq%MfgdlogMﬁg)
jes,i i

Substituting the RHS of equation (47) in equation (46) shows, in view of equation (45), that both

intermediate level measures of rate of TFP growth actually include the same reallocation terms.

Remark 8. The aggregate rate of TFP change for a group of industries (which of course can also
cover the entire economy) based on the value added of the group depends besides the rates of TFP
growth of the individual industries also on the reallocation of value added and capital and labour
inputs across industries within the group (equation 46). The term representing the reallocation of
value added depends on the reallocation of outputs and intermediate inputs across industries ex-
actly in the same way as the aggregate rate of TFP growth based on the gross output (equations 45

and 47).
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6. Application Based on Laspeyres indexes

The Laspeyres quantity indices of industry level outputs and inputs are defined as follows:

01
Output 0= 9,0, ,
q;0!
Z ;M
Domestic intermediate input at basic prices M

J ZqOMO

z d; quM !
Net product taxes on domestic intermediate inputs D, TS
Z%qM
MO M1
Z q; M;
Imported intermediate inputs M ju =~
| Z q;""M;
z d M 0 M 0 M M1
Net product taxes on imported intermediate inputs DY =

J ZdMO MOMMO

07l
2Pk
Labour input L =

LY L
!

> ik,

Capital input K, = k—oo
K,
; K= kj

The rate industry level TFP growth is then defined, in the usual way, as the difference of the
growth rate of the output and that of the weighted average of the inputs, with the value shares of the

inputs as weights. After some simplification we get
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IMy—q'M d’q° M} —d’q° M}
q?Qéj—qu(?j_Z(q u) Z( 74 749 M ;)

BT 4;0] 4;0;
S =g M) F @ )
W 40! 40! |
Z(pOLl - pyLy) Zk:(p,?,»K,ij - oK)
0] 40

which is a discrete counterpart of the theoretical industry level rate of TFP growth in equation (7).
The contributions of intermediate inputs could, and theoretically should, have been written at pur-
chasers’ prices (however without trade and transport margins), but to get the impact of taxes and
subsidies explicit we are treating them as a separate term.

The Laspeyres quantity indices at the economy level for the deliveries to final demand approach

are defined as follows:

Zq, 0,
Zq, 0,

Zq, ;
qu’MO

Gross output at basic prices

Intermediate deliveries of domestic products

ZqOYl
Zq, Y'

Deliveries to final demand of domestic products

z quOMl
Net product taxes on domestic deliveries to intermediate uses D =S————
0_0 0
Z d;q; M,
MO M1
2.4"M;
. . . M
Imported intermediate inputs M W
Z d MOqMOM M1
Net product taxes on imported intermediate input DY = Z‘: L Oq W0y M0
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ZP;OLI
ZP?LO
zpkKl
ZPQKO'

Labour input

Capital input

The economy is again treated as a single unit of production.
As can be easily verified the percentage change of deliveries to final demand is obtained as fol-

lows:

Y470} Zq,Q Zq, Zq”MO Zq,Y,l Zq,Y,O
49) AY = -

Zq, R Zq, R - Zq, %

The rate of the economy level TFP growth is then defined as the difference of the growth rate of
the deliveries to final demand and the weighted average of the growth rates of the aggregate inputs,

with the value shares of the inputs as weights. After some simplification this gives

X Z%OY,O Z(a"’qOM1 diqM})
AT =- -
Zq,KO Z%OY[O
Z(ql OMMI MMO) Z(dMO OMlMl _diAMoqlMOMIMO)
(50) - ,

Zqi Yio ZqIOYto
> (p'L-plL)) D .(piKy —pKY)
_ e

S S

which is a discrete version of the theoretical economy level rate of TFP growth in equation (25).
Domar-aggregation rule is obtained the familiar way by multiplying the industry level rates in

equation (48) by the ratio of industry gross output to the economy level deliveries to final demand,

adding up over industries and subtracting the result from both sides of equation (50). After some

manipulation this leads to
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AT = qu

ZZ(d q'M, —d)g) M) d(dlg) M —d)q’ M)
+ _ i
Zqi Yio Zqi Yio
ST g M) E g M g b )

+-2 —
>4y’ >4y’
22 (piLy = piLy) Y (p)Ly - piL))

j ! /
+ J—

S Sl
.2 (pgKy —piKy) S (plK) - pIKD)
.2 i

+-2 -
s WA R

Equation (51) is a discrete counterpart of equation (35). The second and third rows of its right hand
side disappear if the tax rates are identical in all intermediate uses of each of the domestic products
as well in all intermediate uses of each of the imported products.

In the value added approach the growth rate of the industry level TFP is then defined as the dif-
ference of the growth rate of the industry’s value added and that of the weighted average of the

growth rates of aggregate labour and capital inputs, with the value shares of the inputs as weights.

oy 2l = pply) 2 (PuKy — pyKy)
(52) At;Z . 10 0/ i - _k -
viVi 977, a7V

b

which is a discrete counterpart of the theoretical equation (11). Since
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we, in view of equation (48), have

00
4,9, Al
0170 j?
iV

(54) At =

which again is a discrete counterpart of equation (17).
The rate of economy level TFP growth is, in the approach based on the production possibilities

frontier, defined, in accordance with theoretical rate of growth in equation (29), as follows:

V=2V (L - Pl Y (piKy - piK])
(55) ATV: J / k

J
0770 0770 0770
Z vV Z v,V Z v,V
] 7 ]

Multiplying both sides of equation (52) by the ratio of industry’s value added to the sum of the

value added of all the industries and subtracting the result from both sides of equation (55) gives

J

22 Py = piLy) Y (p)L - piL))
(56) i -

l
Zv;)VjO ZV?VJO
J J
D2 Pk —piKg) S (plK) - pIKY)
j k k

07,0 - 07,0
Z v;V; Z v;V;
J J
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which is a discrete version of the theoretical equation (37).

The rate of economy level rate of TFP growth based on the value added of the economy as a whole
can be calculated in the line of equation (42). The aggregation rule from the industry level is ob-
tained from equation (46). In our empirical application we do not however assume that there is only
one homogeneous product for the group of industries represented in this case by the entire econ-
omy but do assume that all the industries pay identical prices for their inputs, intermediate inputs

included.

Remark 9. We have been able to derive a system based on Laspeyres indices, which is in accor-
dance with our theoretical formulas and confirms our theoretical results. All the indices of the theo-
retical part have not been covered, but by now it is obvious that the results would be analogous to
those obtained in it. This of course follows from the fact of the Laspeyres indices being additive

and as such consistent in aggregation. ®

7. Application Based on Térnqvist indexes

The logarithms of industry-level Térnqvist quantity indices are defined as follows:

Output at basic prices AlogQ, =loggq; Q — logq Q/ ,
Deliveries to final demand at basic prices AlogY; =log q?Y : logqu 0
Uu.
Average value share U =—= /2,
TR a0 i
1+d,)g,

Domestic intermediate inputs at purchasers’ prices’ AlogM z ( 2 J9.M logM

D (1+d,)g, M
Domestic intermediate inputs at basic prices AlogMB, = Z 97y AlogM ,

where AlogM, =logg, M —logg; M "

¥ Vartia (1976) defines an index number formula to be consistent in aggregation if the value of the index cal-
culated in two stages necessarily coincides with the value of the index calculated in and ordinary way, i.e. in
a single stage. According to Diewert(1978) superlative index numbers are approximately consistent in aggre-
gation.

4 Excluding trade and transport margins.
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Imported intermediate inputs at purchasers’ prices AlogM j” Z

Imported intermediate inputs at basic prices Alog MB; u Z%TA logM ; o

i 1i i

where AlogM;‘.” = loginM;‘.“ logg, MMO

Labour input AlogL;, —Z( Pyly - AloglL,)
z;pl/ b
K,
Capital input AlogK, = Z(pkj—A logK,,).
2 Pk

We use the following notation for value shares:

M M M

b

! 9,9, ’ 9,9, o 49,9, ’
—MMBQ th 4"
9,0,

70 = Z pyLy KO _ 2. Pk 10 _ vV
9,0, ' 4,9, Y

The rate of industry level TFP-change is now defined as follows:

Alogt, = AlogQ, —u ;" AlogMB; — (u"°AlogM ; — 1"’ Alog MB,)
(57) —ujMMBQAlogMB;" (u MMQAlogMM MMBQAlogMBM)
—u?AlogL; —u®AlogK

The lack of consistency in aggregation makes the empirical application based on the Térnqvist in-
dices more intricate than the one based on the Laspeyres indices. It is not possible to directly break
down the rate of change of the intermediate inputs into the contributions of the intermediate inputs
at basic prices on the one hand and of the tax margins on the other. Therefore the terms on the RHS

of equation (57) are needed to catch the impact of the taxes on products.

1 We assume volume changes in the elementary indices at basic prices and purchaser’s prices to be identical,
i.e. we assume the volume of the product tax to change at the same rate as the input on which it is paid.
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For the economy level we define the following logarithms of Tornqvist quantity indices:

Gross output at basic prices AlogQ = z z 2 A log O,
1+d
Intermediate uses of domestic products at purchasers’ prices AlogM = z Z(:(l d)q)l j\ll AlogM,
+d,)q;
. : q.M,
Intermediate uses of domestic products at BP AlogMB = Z Z’ : AlogM
q.M
where AlogM, =logq' M| —logq’ M
Imported intermediate inputs at PP
(1+d" )q MM M
Alog M™ Alog M M),
MM
Imported intermediate inputs at BP Alog MB" z (q’—’A logM "),
D> aM)
where AlogM " =logq’M M —logq’MM°.
: _ piL
Labour input AlogL = Z( AlogL,)
I 21 L
Capital input Alog K Z (=—— pk — ——Alogk,).

kakKk

We use the following notation for value shares:

- A (1 + d[)q[M[ qiMi
.9, _,_ v GY, o Z —MBO _ z

_Q :—, . = , . = - j , = ! , = i ,
u_; ijgl u_/ ZVjVj u/ Zq}Yj u quQl u quQI
J J J i i
D.(+d)g M} DM > nlL
I/TMMQ i , —MMBQ — i , L_lLQ — / ,
249 2.4.9 249,
ZpkKk Z‘]in ZVJVJ
—KO _ &k Y0 __ i Vo _ ]

25



The rate of economy level TFP growth based on gross output obviously can be written as fol-

lows:

AlogT = AlogQ —u?Alog MB — (" Alog M —u""*° Alog MB)
(58) —u"™CAlog MBY — ("™ AlogM ™ —u™"°Alog MB™")
—u"Alog L —u*°AlogK.

Again the impact of the taxes on products is caught by the two terms in parenthesis on the RHS of
equation (58).
A double deflated measure for the deliveries to final demand at basic prices is obtained as the

difference of the growth rate of output and that of intermediate inputs valued at basic prices:
(59)  AlogY, =(@@") " (AlogQ—ir"*°Alog MB).

Multiplying both sides of equation (58) by share of deliveries of domestic output to final demand
gives in total output yields, in view of equation (59), the following expression of the rate of econ-

omy level TFP change based on the double deflated deliveries to final demand:

AlogT, =AlogY, — (@)™ (LTMQAlogM—LTMBQAlogMB)
60) — (@) 'u"°AlogMB™ + @) (@™ AlogM "™ —u"°Alog MB™)
—@")'uAlog L— (") ' u*?Alog K)

The impact of the taxes on products are now represented by the second and forth terms on the RHS.
For Domar-aggregation both sides of equation (57) for each industry are multiplied by the fol-

lowing aggregation coefficients:

©6) C,=@")'z?

J
Summing up across industries and subtracting the result from both sides of equation (60) for the

economy level produces, in view of equation (59), the following aggregation rule equation from the

industry level to the economy level:
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AlogT, = (@) [XufAlogt,
J

+(O uluAlogM , -’ Alog M)

J
(62) +OQ ulu™ AlogM ) — "™ AlogM ™)

J

+(Q ulu°AlogL, —u"°AlogL)
J

+(Q uluCAlogK , —u* AlogK)]
J

Rows 2-5 disappear if all the rates of growth of respective inputs as well as their shares in total
value of output are identical across industries. Identical prices do not make the reallocation terms to
disappear in the case of the Tornqvist indices.

Another possible measure of the growth rate of the deliveries to final demand is the single de-

flated growth rate:
(63) AlogY =) uAlogY,.

The difference between the two measures can be written as follows:

(64)  AlogY —AlogY, =3 @’ AlogY, — (@)™ (AlogQ 7" Alog MB).

Obviously the difference disappears only if the growth rates of output and intermediate inputs are
identical and the shares of intermediate deliveries in total output are identical in the two years of
comparison.

Furthermore from equations (60) and (64) we get the economy level measure of the rate of TFP

growth based on the single deflated deliveries to final demand as follows:

(65)  AlogT =AlogT, +> u/AlogY, —(LTYQ)‘I(AlogQ—ﬁMBQAlogMB).

Remark 11. The Toérnqvsit index for the economy level rate of TFP growth based on the double
deflated deliveries to final demand (equation 62) depends besides the rates of industry level rates
also on reallocation of inputs across industries. Reallocation term relating to a category of input

disappears only if the growth rate of the inputs as well as their value shares in industry’s total out-
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put are identical across industries. The index based on the single deflated deliveries to final demand
depends also on the reallocation of industry outputs between deliveries to final demand and to in-

termediate uses (equation 65).

The double deflated rate of growth of the industry level value-added is defined as follows:
_(=ro Y1 —vo Y1 =m0 —yo Y1 —mmo M
(66)  AlogV; —(uj ) AlogQ, —(uj ) u;“AlogM —(uj ) u; “AlogM; .
For the industry-level rate of TFP-change we thus get:
v _ —yoY1l—Lo —yo Y'1—ko
(67)  Alogt; =AlogV, —(u_j ) u;~dloglL, —(u_j ) u;-dlogk,.

This together with equations (57) and (66) yields the familiar relationship between the value added

based and gross output based industry level measures:
v _ (—=ro !
(68)  Alogt; = (uj ) Alogt, .

The economy level rate of value added growth, based on the production possibilities frontier, is

defined as the weighted average of the industry level rates:

(69) AlogV = ZLT;/AIOng
7

The economy level rate of TFP growth is defined analogously to the industry level as follows:
(70)  AlogT" =AloglV —(i"?) w"®Alog L— (") w*°Alog K .

Multiplying both sides of the equation (67) by u /V , adding up across industries and subtracting the

result from both sides of (70) gives:
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AlogT" =>"u] Alogt’
J

7D + Z ”_l;/ (LT;/Q )flﬁjLQAlong - (LTVQ )71 LTLQAlogL}
L/

+ 2 o) Alog K, - (" )_ILTKQAlogK}
L J

Remark 12. The Tornqvsit index for the economy level rate of TFP growth based on the produc-
tion possibilities frontier of the industries’ value added depends besides the industry level rates also
on the reallocation of labour and capital inputs between industries. These reallocation terms disap-
pear only if the rates of growth of the respective inputs as well as their value shares in industry’s

total output are identical across industries (equation 71).

If the economy is treated as single unit of production with identical prices paid by all of the indus-
tries for all the inputs, however producing a number of different products, the term representing the
reallocation of value added has to be included in the aggregation rule in line with equation (46).
The rate of growth of the economy level value added is now defined in line with first expression in

equation (40).
8. Calculations based on the Finnish data

The theoretical results were tested by an empirical experiment with the Finnish data for 1999
and 2000. There are several choices to be made in an empirical application. Each of them is likely
to have an effect on the results of the calculations. The first choice is whether to use supply and use
tables or symmetric input-output tables. We were using SIOTs since all our formulas are based on
them.'".

The second choice concerns the level of aggregation in the calculations as well as the level of
aggregation in the deflation. E.g. the draft Eurostat Input-Output manual suggests the deflation to

be performed at the lowest possible level. Our empirical exercise is based on the Finnish supply

" The problem in adapting the formulas for supply and use tables is of course the fact an industry can pro-
duce several products and a product can be produced by several industries. The formulas based on production
possibilities frontier for industry level value added could be adapted in line with Jorgenson, Ho and Stiroh
(2004) by defining a uniform price for the output of each industry as well as the calculating the price index
for each product using the industry shares as weights. The assumptions on which these calculations are based
are of course similar to those used in the derivation of SIOTs from SUTs. Adapting the formulas for final
demand approach would be more difficult, since it would be necessary to keep the breakdown of the indut-
stries’ output by product.
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and use tables for 1999 and 2000, at current and fixed prices, with about 950 different products and
about 180 industries. Deflation was, for the fixed price tables, originally performed, and the tables
balanced, at this detailed level. But if deflation is performed at a more detailed level than the actual
calculations then the basic price at a more aggregate level (i.e. its rate of change) can be different in
different uses, because the aggregate level products in different uses consist of different baskets of
the more detailed level products. Therefore we redeflated the tables at the level of 55 industries
used in the calculation of the productivity measures.

The third choice concerns the price concept on which the deflator is based. E.g. in JGF (1987)
outputs are valued at basic prices, to use the terminology of the SNA93, and inputs are valued at
purchasers’ prices without trade and transport margins, in other words at basic prices plus taxes, net
of similar subsidies, on products. Each industry’s output is deflated by its output deflator at basic
price. The intermediate deliveries from an industry are deflated by an output deflator that includes
the net taxes on products paid for that output. Including taxes net of subsidies on products in a de-
flator would require that the tax rate is the same in all uses of that product. In the case of the value
added tax this is not normally true. Even in the case of the rest of the product taxes/subsidies there
can be problems, since the product baskets in different uses consist of different detailed level prod-
ucts with, possibly, different tax rates. To be able to test our theoretical formulas we ended up de-
flating all the uses of the domestic output of an aggregate level product by its implicit output de-
flator at basic price. Respectively all the uses of an aggregated level imported product were de-
flated by its average deflator at basic (c.i.f.) price in all its uses. The growth rates of product taxes
on intermediate inputs were assumed to be equal to the growth rates of respective inputs.

The fourth choice concerns the index number formula. We made the calculations both using the,
additive Laspeyres indices and also using the, nonadditive but superlative, Tornqvist indices. The
differences between the applications based on these two types of indices were discussed above.

Since the main purpose of our empirical exercise was to test our theoretical results concerning
the different approaches of aggregating the industry level measures to the economy level, we did
not make an effort to allocate our labour input to different categories. The labour compensation of
the self-employed was estimated on the basis of the hourly compensation of the employees in each
of the industries. The estimates depend, as of course could be expected, on the level of aggregation
of the industries. Likewise the different categories of fixes capital were suppressed in our calcula-
tions. Gross return on capital was calculated by subtracting from the operating surplus the esti-
mated labour compensation of the self-employed.

The results of the calculations are reported in Tables 1 and 2. The calculations based on single
deflated deliveries to final demand were performed using both of the index number formulas.

Likewise, the calculations based on the production possibilities frontier of the industries’ value
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added (Value added, IL) as well as those based on the assumption of the existence of the economy
level value added function (Value added, EL) were performed with both of the index number for-
mulas. For Térnqvist indicices also calculations based on double deflated deliveries to final de-
mand (Final demand, DD) were performed. From the results (Table 1) it is obvious that both the
choice of the measure of output as well as of the index number formula matter in the estimation of
the economy level rate of TFP growth. In the case of the Laspeyres indices the results range from
1,9 to 2,4 and those based on Torngvist indices from 2,0 to 3,2. These differences are caused by the
differences in definitions of the output measures.

The contributions of industry-level TFP growth to the economy level TFP growth vary from
1,3 to 1,6 in the case of Laspeyres indices and the 1,9 to 2,5 in the case of Térnqvist indices. Real-
location of domestically produced products in intermediate uses reduces significantly the economy
level TFP growth when measured by Térnqvist indices. The reallocation of imported product in
intermediate uses contributes to some extent to the overall TFP-growth in this case. Reallocation of
labour and capital contribute significantly in all cases. In the case of the Tornqvist indices based on

the economy level value added this contribution is loosed in the reallocation of value added.

9. Concluding remarks

Our objective was to compare different approaches to the aggregation of industry level TFP
measures to the economy level. Special attention was paid to the implications of the existence of
taxes and subsidies on products. Both at the industry level and at the economy level different
measures of output growth were considered. The relationship of the two industry level TFP meas-
ures, the one based on gross value and the one based on the double deflated value added, is simply
determined by the share of the value added in gross output. This was true both of the measures
based on Laspeyres indices as well as of those based on Térnqvist indices.

At the economy level four different measures of output were distinguished: 1) deliveries to final
demand based on single deflation, 2) deliveries to final demand based on double deflation, 3) value
added based on the production possibilities frontier of the industries’ value added and 4) value
added based on the production function of the entire economy. In the case of the Laspeyres indices
the second one is not relevant and the two last ones, in our empirical experiment, differ only
slightly. This difference is caused by the impact of the reallocation of value added relating to net
taxes on products in intermediate uses. The ratio between the measures 1 and 3 is the inverse of the
ratio of the value of deliveries to final demand to the value added.

In the case of Tornqvist indices all the four different measures are relevant. The difference be-

tween the two first measures consists of the reallocation of deliveries to final demand by industries.
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The difference between the two last measures is caused by the reallocation of value added. The ra-
tio of the measure based on the single deflated deliveries to final demand to the measure based on
the economy level value added is again the inverse of the ratio of the respective shares in gross
output. In this case the shares of course are calculated as averages of the shares in the years of
comparison.

The contributions of the industry level rates of TFP growth are, for the Laspeyres indices, in in-
verse proportion to the values of respective economy level measures of output in the basic year.
This goes also for the contributions of the reallocation of labour and capital inputs. In the case of
the Tornqvist indices this inverse relationships are not exact, since ratio of output measures has to
be calculated as the ratio of the average shares of value added and that of deliveries to final demand
in the gross output.

The contributions of the reallocation of domestically produced and imported products in inter-
mediate uses seem to be rather insignificant in the case of the Laspeyres indices. This is due to the
fact that basic prices were assumed to be identical in all uses. In the case of the Laspeyres indices
identical prices make reallocation factor to disappear. It is only the different tax rates in different
uses that can cause this reallocation term to be nonzero. For the Térnqvist indices identical prices
do not make the reallocation term to disappear. Accordingly, in our empirical experiment, the con-
tributions of reallocation of both domestically produced and imported products in intermediate uses

are more substantial. But they are only partly due to the differences in the tax rates.
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Table 1a. Economy level TFP-growth and contributions to the econ-
omy level growth of output, Laspeyres indices, per cent

Measure of output
Deliveries to Value added, Value

FD IL added,
EL
1 Growth of output 6,343 3,846 3,853
2 Taxes on domestic products - 0,063
in intermediate uses
3 Subsidies on domestic products 0,086
in intermediate uses
4 Net taxes on domestic products -0,149
in intermediate uses (2-3)
5 Imported intermediate inputs 3,435
6 Net taxes on imported products 0,002
in intermediate uses
7 Labour 0,682 0,860 0,860
8 Capital 0,484 0,610 0,610
9 Economy level TFP growth 1,890 2,376 2,383
(1-4-5-6-7-8)

Table 1b. Economy level TFP growth and contributions to the economy level growth of

output, Tornqvist indices, per cent

Measure of output

Deliveriesto  Deliveries to Value a
FD FD, DD
1 Growth of output 6,233 6,140
2 Domestic products in interme-
diate uses at pp 4,276 4,276
3 Domestic products in interme-
diate uses at bp 4,515 4,515
4 Net taxes on domestic prodcts
in intermediate uses (2-3) -0,239 -0,239
5 Imported intermediate inputs
at pp 3,256 3,256
6 Imported intermediate inputs
bp 3,256 3,422
7 Net taxes on imported inter-
mediate inputs 0,000 -0,166
8 Labour 0,661 0,661
9 Capital 0,482 0,482
10 Economy level TFP growth
(1-4-5-8-9) 2,074 1,981
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dded,
IL

4,700

0,847
0,617

3,236

Value added,
EL

4,002

0,847
0,617

2,538



Table 2a. Contributions to the economy level TFP growth, Laspeyres indi-

ces, per cent

1 Industry level TFP growth
2 Reallocation of
(3+4+5+6+7)

3 - Value added

4 - Intermediate uses of do-
mestic products

5 - Intermediate uses of im-
ported products

6 - Labour

7 - Capital

8 Economy level rate of TFP
growth (1+2)

Measure of output

Deliveries to FD
1,293

0,597

-0,050

0,056
0,279
0,313

1,890

Value added, Value added,
IL EL

1,630 1,630

0,746 0,753

0,007

0,352 0,352

0,394 0,394

2,376 2,383

Table 2a. Contributions to the economy level TFP growth, Tornqvist indices, per cent

1 Industry level TFP growth
2 Reallocation of
(3+4+5+6+7)
3 - Final demand / Value
added
4 - Intermediate uses of do-
mestic products, pp
(intermediate uses of do-
mestic products, bp)
5 - Intermediate uses of im-
ported products, pp
(intermediate uses of i
ported products, bp)
6 - Labour
7 - Capital
8 Economy level rate of TFP
growth (1+2)

Measure of output

Deliveries to
FD

1,891
0,182
0,093
-0,580
-0,460
0,110

0,117
0,265
0,295

2,074
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Deliveries to  Value added,

FD,DD
1,891

0,090

-0,580
-0,460
0,110

0,117
0,265
0,295

1,981

Value added,

IL EL
2,527 2,527
0,708 0,010
-0,698

0,332 0,332
0,376 0,376
3,236 2,538






