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Abstract

Using a tWo-sector mesoeconomic model, the paper examines the short-term effects of the
demand shift between different sectors resulted from the economic liberalisation in a
transitional economy, especialiy focussing on Russia. Findings are that, for a transitional
economy without a well-functioning factor market, the demand shift may cause a short term
economic slump. Moreover, the possibility of an economic slump is higher when there are

unfavorable effects from changes in the price elasticity of demand.
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1. Introduction

In the early 1990s, the world observed a wave of economic liberalisation and reform in
the former déntral-planned economies. A main purpose of the reform in those economies is to
restructure their distorted economies which did not match the liberated demand structures.
Before economic liberalisation in those countries, investment was a function of government
and there was hardly any private investment. Government expenditure and investment,
however, had been distorted to largely favour those heavy industries and the MIC, while
consumer demand for consumer goods and services had been suppressed. The twisted demand
structure had accumulated the distorted economic structure. The former USSR, for example,
had great concentration of resources in heavy industry, particularly in the military-industrial

complex, but consumer goods and services were neglected before the reform. Table 1.1 shows

 that in 1988 nearly half of GDP in the former USSR were from industry, while only 9.3

percent and 13.9 percent were from agriculture and services. Moreover within industry, heavy
industry had much greater share than light and consumer industry.

With the liberalisation of the economy, the demand has been shifting away from heavy
industries and the MIC to other sectors. The old economic structure was no longer suitable for
the new liberated demand structure and therefore economic restructure is needed. The
objective of the restructure is to shift the resources out of those sectors which need to contract
to the sectors which need to expand, and therefore to achieve a healthier economic structure

and steady economic growth. As Lipton and Sachs said in their (1992, p. 213-214) paper:

! Since there was no independent Russia before 1990, here we use data of the former USSR to present the
distorted economic structure before economic liberalisation, Afterwards, data of Russia is used for the analysis

of the transition period from 1990 to 1996,




The benefits of sustained economic reforms are likely to be very great-much greater
than is commonly supposed. The old command system was so inefficient and
destrﬁctive of the quality of economic life that enormous scope exists for increases in
average living standards within a few years, particularly as resources are shifted out of
the military-industrial complex into other sectors.
In the long run, without doubt Lipton and Sachs are correct and there is some evidence which
indicates that the economic structure of Russia has been changing rapidly over the last fewl
years. According to the EIU Country Report, 1st quarter, 1995, the origin of GDP coming
from services was 50 percent and this is a dramatic change relative to the 13.9 percent in
1988.

Table 1.1. Structure of Production: Distribution GDP in the Former USSR, 1988

( Percent of total)
Sector : Qutput
Industry 489
Electricity 22
Fuel 5.0
. Metallurgy 3.7
Chemical 3.1
Machine building and metal working 15.1
Wood and paper 2.1
Construction materials 2.1
Light industry 6.1
Food 8.1
Other industry 1.4
Construction 10.7
Agriculture 9.3
Transportation and communication* 10.1
Trade and distribution 6.1
Other 0.8
Services 13.9

Source: Lipton and Sachs (1992).
*_ Includes passenger services and goods services




Nevertheless, despite the remarkable change of the service sector, the transformation
in industry (in a relatively short time) has not been occurring as well as some people expected.
Table 2 ShO;VS that output levels of both consumer goods industries (which were supposed to
be growing) and heavy industries (which were expected to be contracting) in Russsia had been
falling from 1991 to 1996, although there were small improvements in Ferrous metallurgy and
Chemicals & petrochemicals during 1995.

Table 1.2. Trends of industrial output by sector in Russia (1990=100)

1990 1991 1992 1993  1994* 1995* 1996*(Jan-Mar)

Total 100 92 75 65 228 =50 -7.0
extractive ind. 100 96 85 77 # 20 2.0
processingind. 100 92 74 63 # -5.0 -8.0
Electricity 100 100 96 91 . -88 -3.0 3.0
Fuels 100 94 87 77 -11.0 20 -1.0
Ferrous 100 93 77 65 -17.4 20 20
metallurgy
non-ferrous 100 91 68 59 # # #
metallurgy
Engineering 100 90 77 65 -394  -10.0 -17.0
Chemicals & 100 - 94 73 58 -28.9 8.0 -14.0
petrochemicals .

Wood and 100 91 78 63 312 -70 -15.0
paper

Construction 100 98 78 65 289 8.0 -25.0
materials

Light industry 100 91 64 49 -473  -31.0 -30.0
Food industry 100 91 76 69 -21.9 90 -6.0

Source: CIU country profile and reports, 1995-1996;
*_real % change on the previous year.
#. data are not available
There are many reasons for this short-term underperformance (e.g., political instability,

the soft budget constraint and resulting macroeconomic instability, the principal-agent

problem, etc.), but the problems associated with demand shift and economic restructure on



which little formal analysis has been done so far’, may be highly relevant. As Karl-Heinz
Paque pointed out:

...Agé.in, I see, first of all, frictional problems of restructuring behind the crisis, and not

issues of political economy. What distinguishes the expenence of Central and Eastern

Europe from other episodes of liberalisation-Olson mentions postwar Germany and

post-Mao China - is the existence of a capital stock that is at least partly obsolete at

world market prices and that calls for a wholesale restructuring with respect to product

range, technologies used, and management practices.... (Paque, 1993, p. 33).

The present paper addresses the issue of demand shift and economic restructure, using a two-
sector mesoeconomic model, by focusing on the important role of a well-functioning factor
market for the transitional economies.

The paper is organised as follows. In section 2, a brief introduction to basic
mesoeconomics is presented. Section 3 extends basic mesoeconomics to a two-sector model
to analyse a transitional economy. Section 4 examines the comparative results of the model to
give a possible but not the only explanation of the aforementioned short-term performance of

some transitional economies. The conclusion is presented in the final section.

2. Mesoeconomical methodology

The reasons for us to use mesoeconomic model here are: firstly, it allows for non-
perfect competition which might be a more appropriate approximation of transitional
eocnomies after economic liberalisation than models based on perfect competition; secondly, it

1s easy to handle and generate rich comparative static results.

% Sen, S. (1992) and Murshed, S. M. (1992) each provides a model on the military conversion in the former

Soviet Union.




Mesoconomics, developed by Ng (1980, 1982 and 1986), is a method of economic
analysis to provide microfoundation for macro economics by allowing for non-perfect
competition.ult uses the representative firm approach to approximate an economy’s response
1o exogenous disturbances. In the initial equilibrium, the representative firm represents an
economy. When the equilibrium is disturbed, the representative firm’s response to the
disturbances approximates the response of the whole economy. The interaction between the
representative firm and the rest of the economy is approximated by some aggregate variables,
namely aggregate output and average price level, which enter the representative firm’s demand
and cost functions. Theoretically, the most straightforward way to use the representative firm
approach is to assume a number of identical or symmetrical firms; this has been done by many
economists in the monopolistic competitive literature (e.g., Dixit and Stiglitz, 1977; Hart,
1982; Weitzman, 1982; etc.).

Mesoeconomics typically assumes that the number of firms in the economy is large,
and that the representative firm is fairly small, such that it has no significant effects on the
average price, aggregate demand, and the number of the firms. Moreover, it assumes that
collusions are absent. These assumptions resemble those in Chamberlin’s monopolistical
competition analysis (Chamberlin, 1933). However, Chamberlin’s analysis focused on the
behaviour of individual firms whereas mesoeconomics studies the behaviour of the whole
economy or industry in response to exogenous disturbances.

Besides its easiness to handle, mesoeconomics generates rich comparative static
results. Nevertheless, the basic mesoeconomic model is about an economy or industry, it does
not study the interrelationship between the different sectors within a economy. In the next
section, the basic mesoeconomic model is extended to a two-sector mode! to study this

interrelationship. The whole economy is divided into two sectors and each sector has a




representative firm which represents each sector rather than the whole economy. The effects
of demand shift (away from one sector to another sector) on the average prices and total

output levels of both sectors are examined through the analyses of the behaviour of the

representative firms.

3. The Model

In this section, the whole economy is divided into two sectors: one where demand
contracts (or the sector which needs to transform, e.g., the heavy industry and military
complex in Russia), and one where demand increases (or the sector which needs to expand,
e.g., the light and consumer industry in Russia). The sector where demand decreases is
denoted as sector X while the sector with increased demand is denoted as sector Z. A two-
sector mesoeconomic model is used to examine the effects of a demand shift away from sector
X to sector Z. Sector X and sector Z are assumed to consist of Ny and Nz symmetrical firms
such that each firm is representative of its own sector, where Nx and N are exogenously
large and exogenously given because the focus here is on the short-run analysis® .

The notations in this paper are defined as follows:

7 = %2 1.e., the (proportionate) response of a with respect 10 a change
a
in  only.
» Qab ) . .
o% = Ba i.e., the (proportionate) response of a with respect to an exogenous

change in b, with all endogenous variables allowed to change.

* The model can be extended to a long run model where the number of firms in each sector can be

endogenised. See Ng (1986) for the basic long run model.



Following Ng (1980), the demand functions of the representative firms of both sectors
are assumed to be
% =X (pi, Px, Pz, (1-A)a) 3.1
z;= 3 (pj, Pz, Px, Aa) | (3.2)
where x; = quantity demanded for the representative firm of sector X;

z; = quantity demanded for the representative firm of sector Z;

pi = the price of the representative firm of sector X;

Px = the average price of sector X;

p; = the price of the representative firm in sector Z;

P; = the average price of sector Z;

a = the nominal aggregate demand of the whole economy;

A = the share of the nominal aggregate demand expended in sector X;

1~ 2 = the share of the nominal demand expended in sector Z.

A increase in A in the above demand equations represents the demand shift away from
sector X to sector Z. IThe demand functions above are more general than those denved from
the maximization of a Cobb-Dorglas utility function, given the mesoeconomic simplification of
ignoring inter-firm changes.

The cost functions of the representative firms in both sectors are assumed to be

Ci=C(x X,Z,Px, Py) (3.3)
Ci=Ci(z,Z, X, Pz, Py) 3.4
where X = the total output of sector X;

Z =the total output of sector Z.




Here, exogenous cost changes are ignored in the cost functions for the purpose of
focusing on the effects of demand shift between the two sectors. The average price of each
sector may fxave a direct effect on the costs of both sectors (through the prices of material
inputs) as well as an indirect effect through its effect on the money wage rate. The output of
each sector may affect the costs of its own firm as well as the firm in the other sector by

raising wage rate and interest rate (through a higher demand for labor and capital), and by
external economies or diseconomies. Moreover 7% and %2 in the above equations are

unlikely to be greater than one (see Ng, 1982 for details).

The profit functions are then
piXi [pi, Px, Pz, (1-2)al- Ci(x, X, Z, Py, Py) (3.5)
Pi g (0 Pz, Px, Aa) - G (3, X, Z, P, Px) (3.6)

Assuming that the representative firms maximize their profits with respect to the

variables under their control* (i.e., x; and z;), we have the following first-order conditions:

(1+ 1 ' — X Z, 3
nd "Al[pi’Px,Pz,(l-ﬂ-)a]) a, X, Z,Px,Pz) (37

. -+ = A
pi (1 %:(p,,Pz,Px,Aa)) c2(z, X, Z, Pz, Px) (3.8)

4 Since we are concerned with the effects of the demand shift after price liberalisation and privatisation in
transitional economies, profit maximisation could be a reasonale approximation in this context although there
were significant deviation from profit maximisation caused by various institutional effects during the
transitional period. In Russia, price liberalisation was imposed through a presidential decree on December 3,
1991, Privatisation began in 1991 and was neariy completed at the end of 1993 (Aslund, 1995). But before
privatisation there were serious principal-agent problems because managers could maximize the benefits of

their own. The principal-agent problem has been addressed by Aslund (1995}, Qian (1994) and others.




where 7, =(&,/®Xp./x), 1. =(&, [P )P, [2,) is the demand elasticity of the
representative firms of both sectors.
c=JC, [, and ¢;= &C, [é; are the marginal costs of the representative firms.

In equilibrium, demand equals supply in each sector and the equilibrium price of the
representative firms in each sector must be the same as the equilibrium average price for each

sector (otherwise the firms no longer represent the two different sectors). Therefore:

PxX=(1-A)a (3.9)

P:Z=a (3.10)
xNx =X (3.11)
zNz=Z (3.12)
p; =Pz (3.13)
pi = Px (3.149)

To close the system, an extra equation is used to specify the determination of

aggregate demand « . It can be generally assumed as follows:
a=a(P, P, X,Z,M) (3.15)

where M is some exogenous set of (nominal) factors, probably including the money supply and
other exogenous (independent of Py, Pz, X, Z) factors affecting aggregate demand. The only
restrictions placed on this equation are sx > 1™ > -sz, $z > 12 > «sz, $x > 1% > sy, sz > 7>
-5z to avoid the system being explosive. The first two restrictions are the most common ones
indicating that the marginal propensity to expenditure is less than one (see Ng, 1980 for
details).

Totally differentiating equation (3.9), (3.10), (3.11), (3.12), (3.13), (3.14) and (3.15)

gives:




where

Py X _dld-Aa] dd-A) da s, d2 da (3.16)°

P, X (-Ma  1-12  a s, A @

P, 42 _d(la) dl da 3.17
P, " Z “ia 2 a 3.17)
dx .

= % 3.18
X" (3.18)
4z _ 4z, 3.19
zZ z, ( )
dPy _dp, (3.20)
PX i

P; P;

da _ ar, Py o AX | on APy o282 | AM (3.22
ik A A i A v )

sx = the share of total (nominal) expenditure on sector X at the initial equilibrium;
sz = the share of total (nominal) expenditure on sector Z at the initial equilibrium.

Totally differentiating (3.7), (3.8) and substituting in (3.16), (3.17), (3.18), (3.19),

(3.20) and (3.21) yields ¢

{1_,}%& __p;‘(nms + +,7ml(l—4)al)}£x__(_f:’i_qmlﬂ-al}al +75 +rf,x).ﬁa_

(o + Ly B2y

G7h P am X (3.23)

P; 2% _,
S P, zZ

dpP
{1 — e _._I..’.«"_(q”'“ + %7 4 g )}_..Z_..(p_f Kl WO e ).“E
212

(0% +—— %)

Pz am Z (329

p ﬁ_q‘!x.g:{]

S5, P, X

sd(l-4) A(=dl) s, dA

1-4 " 21-2 sy A

—— since A =szand 1—- A = sy in equilibrium,

¢ See appendix A for mathematical details.
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where 5 refers to the stope of the marginal cost curve (MCC) of the representative firm in
sector X;
7%, noPx % and 59 refer to the shift of the MCC of the representative firm in

sector X caused by the change of the total outputs and the average prices of both

sectors;

7" refers to the slope of the MCC of the representative firm in sector Z;

7%% 72X, 5% and n%%* refer to the shift of the MCC of the representative firm

of sector Z caused by the change of the total outputs and the average prices of both

sectors;

-—&—q"”’f ,--ff— n™Fx ,___p_,-_ n™l0-2e] are the effects of prices change and the
Gt ath &

demand change of sector X on the marginal revenue (MR) of the representative firm x

through changing its demand elasticity 7 ; - -Pi_ n™?z is the effect of the average price
&

in sector Z on the MR of representative firm x by changing its demand elasticity; all

these effects are called the elasticity effects on the representative firm x;

7 Denoting My and p, as separately the marginal revenues of the representative firms in sectors X and Z,

then 7}""“=5_4“L£2_ﬁ since  y =¢ = p,_(lq.%‘). Thus __Pi R = g B

am m oM o
_ B P e B P nl(-2a] _ e pnl-Ral, ~Pi_pynPe = pumpnPz Similarly,
am € S
_i—‘_ q’?zm = gl pTh __.5"_ ,frsz = g™ ,}'P:Pz, _b 70D o puanz g (aa)
€272 & &M

P F P
MPx _ pHal2 g

- nM'x = gz gty
622

11




_Li gty _ Pi mp P s0e) are the effects of prices change and the
€27, €272 €21,

demand change of sector Z on the MR of the representative firm z through changing its

Py

a1z

demand elasticity; -

n™Fr is the effect of the average price of sector X on the

MR of representative firm z by changing its demand elasticity; all these effects are
called the elasticity effects on the representative firm z.

Substitute (3.22) into (3.16) and (3.17), we have:

P, ax daP, dZ di aM
1- Fry X ey e 2 % = oM 7 3.25
(”)&+(")X"1>z"zz+”M (3.25)
ab, & ax a4, s, di M
1- 1) =Z (= 1f) = tf g S =2 0 M 3.26
( )}; ( )Z X B Sy A M (3.26)

The four equations (3.23), (3.24), (3.25) and (3.26) can be used to solve for the four

. d. . ] dA
endogenous variables dﬁ, d_X_’ —Pz- and ﬁ, as functions of exogenous variables —— and
P, X P A A

aM '
SYE Thus the effects of the demand shift away from sector X to sector Z (the increase of 1)

on the outputs and prices of the two sectors can be examined by the comparative static

analysis in the next section.

4. Comparative statics results
To focus on the effects of the demand shifi, the exogenous change in the
aggregate demand dM is assumed to be zero. Moreover, since sector X is the sector which

needs to transform and sector Z is the sector which needs to expand, the assumption of

7%+ =0 and 7™ +7%% >0 is taken in this paper. This is not unreasonable since the

12




sector which needs to transform usually has huge excess capacity, while the sector which
needs to expand may be tn bad need of investment. Furthermore, it is usually difficult to
reduce marginal cost for a decrease in production but more cost is likely to be incurred for an
increase in production. Therefore this assumption is more applicable with this consideration.
Under the above assumptions, equations (3.23), (3.24), (3.25) and (3.26), which are

are the basis for our comparative static results, can be written as the following matrix form.

:
AR ) ) -+
el A B A )
i-rf -7 -t i
—~f* f' I-1f? -ff

Pl .
Py 0
ax 0
x| =l 24 4.1
ng_z S A
P, @
az| L
| Z

Pi_(g™B 4 phPx 4 gil0-2a)y

where H; = -
1T

H2 = — pj (q’h?} + q’?sz + q"?z(h))

From equation group (4.1), we can solve for the effects of the demand shift away from
sector X to sector Z (increase in A) on the prices and output levels of both sectors. In

subsection 4.1, firstly, we ignore all the elasticity effects (n7#, ', pmfz  pmid-2a]

qh, gt pPx | ey ) the cross-sectional cost effects (797, 12X paZ | 5oz )

13




and all secondary demand effects (7", ™%, 7™, #®°) to concentrate on the “primary”

effects; then the secondary demand effects are analysed. Subsection 4.2 allows the cross-
sectional cost effects to examine the importance of the a well-functioning factor market by
comparing the case with free factor mobility and the case without such mobility. Finally, the

elasticity effects will be examined in subsection 4.3.

4.1. The primary effects and the secondary demand effects of the demand shift

First, let us examine the primary effects. Substituting ™7 | g gtz pal-dal

P, gt pmfy | pm@a) pal ek g0X  pafyopof gt g g% =Qinto (4.1)

and applying Crammer’s Rule, we have:

ofrt = 0 =0 (4.1.1)
sy (L= 77" Y1~ 3% + 7% 4+ 7%2)

ot = %2 Q-7 Y1-n" 4™ 1 9%%) 5

=—=% (4.12)
sy (L= Y= %% + 9™ 1 92%) S
€2y Enl
ot = (n™ + :r: ) >0 4.1.3)
(1- 7" +n™% + %)
1= nfz
o = A-n>7) (4.1.4)

(-7 + 9% +9%%)

Since dA/1 = —(s, [5,)d(1- 1)/(1- A) from footnote 5, we then have:

5

ocFr-= _2X Pl (4.1.17)
SZ
5

g¥l-V= L gXt = (4.1.2")
Sz

4




Since the cross-sectional effects and secondary effects are ignored, the two sectors in
the above analysis could be regarded as two independent sectors. Thus, as far as the primary
effects are 66ncemed, the results are the same as the results of Ng (1982). For sector X, a
demand shift (away from sector X to sector Z) decreases its output equal-proportionately

while its price remains unchanged. In the meantime, two cases could be identified for sector Z.

Case A: 1~ 5% >0 when the demand shift increases both price and output of sector Z. Case
B: 1-77%= 0 when the demand shift increases the price of sector Z with its output

unchanged. The primary effects could be illustrated in figure 4.1.1.

Figure 4,1.1: The Primary Effects

= NA Ay

.
~~ \ S N T
R

(a) o). 77 <1 (c): 7 =1

where diagram (a) is for the representative firm in sector X* , diagram (b) and (c) are for the
representative firm in sector Z, A is the initial equilibrium, and A’ is the equilibrium after the
demand shift. For the representative firm in sector X, the demand shift decreases the output

from x to x’ with unchanged price. For the representative firm in sector Z, the demand shift

% In diagram (a), #°™ and 7 are assumed to be zero for simplicity. It is not necessarily needed for the
result. The result holds as long as 7% + 5% =0. In diagram (b) and (c), 7 is assumed to be greater than

zero. It is not necessarily needed for the results. The results hold as long as 77" + 772 =0.
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increases both output and price if 7™ < 1; it increases the price with its output unchanged if

77‘2P3 =1,

Now adding the secondary demand effects (™, ™%, #**, #%), from matrix (4.1)

we have:
Pei 0
o= =90 (4.15)
sy A= 1P A= 12X =of =)+ (™ + X1 = of]
PR (o i St O R U il M S 0 MY PRN

sel(i=n"" X1=7% =)+ (7™ + 2 Y1 - " - ™]

c,Z_'_ €22y Se — aX
o = (™ +077 sy =17) 50 (4.17)

sel1=n)1- 9% - ™)+ (™ + 9™ Y- 0% -]

Zi

5P = (1~ 77" Xsy —7%)
sxl(1=772)1- 7% = Y+ (™ + %Y1= n™ - n™)]

(4.1.8)

Since -sx <5, 1™ < sy, -5z <, %t < 5z, then P +n¥ <, 4 <,
Comparing the above results with equation (4.1.1), (4.1.2), (4.1.3) and (4.1.4), we can see
that adding secondary demand effects does not change the signs but affects the magnitude of
the effects of the demand shift. For sector X, the demand shift (away from the sector X to the
sector Z) decreases its output without changing its prices. For sector Z, there are still two
cases. The price increases, and whether there is a positive response from the output depends
on whether 1- 72" >0 or = 0.

It is not certain whether the secondary demand effects are reinforcing or offsetting the
primary effects of the demand shift; this depends on the relative strength of different secondary
demand effects and the relative size of the two sectors (sx, sz). For example, an increase in P;

and Z may increase nominal aggregate demand (&) through # and #** (suppose 7=,

16



7% > 0). This increase in @ may strengthen the primary effects on sector Z and offset those

on the sector X; but in the meantime a decrease in X may decrease «, this decrease in & may
strengthen tiw effects on the primary effects on sector X while offsetting those on sector Z.
Only if the secondary demand effects from the increases in Pz and Z dominate the secondary
demand effect from the decrease in X, does adding secondary demand effects offset the

primary negative effect on the output of sector X and reinforce the primary positive effects on
the price and output of sector Z. (if 1- 7™z = 0, it will neither reinforce nor offset the primary

effect on the output of sector Z.)

4.2 The importance of a well-functioning factor market

In the preceding subsection, the cross-sectional cost effects were ignored for the
purpose of analysing the primary effects and the secondary demand effects. In this subsection,
the importance of a well-functioning factor market (or factor mobility) is elaborated through
examining the cross-sectional cost effects. Here, the existence of a well-functioning factor
market is defined as ¥ > 0, that is, as the output of sector X decreases, the factors released
can be used in sector Z and therefore lower the cost of sector Z. 7%* is assumed to be zero
throughout this subsection because of the excess capacity in sector X.

Firstly, suppose there is no factor mobility between the two sectors, then 7%* = 0.
From the model setting in section 1, the representative firm of each sector uses the output of
another sector as its input, then it is reasonable to take °Z >0 and 7%"* > 0. Substituting

these conditions into matrix (4.1) and ignoring the secondary demand effects and elasticity

effects, we have

17




Ped — (™ +17%) >0 @.2.1)
A= X1 =1f% 4™ 4Py =P
it = SN P s oy s oo

SAA-1PF NP 477 +2f7)—1f 1P ] S

g

oht = -7 X0 +7™) >0 (4.2.3)
G i Lt S M SR At i ;

ot = (A=W =) - o e (4.2.9)
(l - 774:,&)(1 - ’ngz + qu’J + quZ) _ Tf'P’ﬂF‘P'" e,

=

where the nominator, (1~ ™)1~ ™% + 9% + %) ~ P2 s greater than zero for the

stability of the system and for the purpose of signing comparative static effects (see Ng, 1982

for details).

A

Comparing the above results with the primary effects, o™ ga

and o'** becomes larger,

o™ becomes smaller (but |0'X‘1l becomes larger), 6 becomes smaller’ and is negative

when (1-79%% Y1-7%"2 )% %% <0, Thus, relative to the primary effects, when the
effect of the price of éach sector on the cost of another sector is taken into account and there
is no factor mobility, the demand shift (away from sector X to sector Z) may increase the price
of sector X, decrease the output of sector X more, increase the price of sector Z more, and
could decrease the output of sector Z. This case for sector Z when its output level drops is

illustrated in figure 4.2.1,

? See appendix B for mathematic details
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Figure 4.2.1

where A is the initial equilibrium, and A’ is the equilibrium after the demand shift. The demand
shift increases the price of sector Z mmtially and therefore increases the price in sector X
through the direct material input effect and indirect wage rate effect. The increase in the price
of sector X in turn causes an upward shift of the MCC of the representative firm z and
therefore further increases thg price of sector Z. If the cross sectional price-on-cost effects are
sufficiently great, the output level of sector Z may decrease.

If the released factor can flow freely into sector Z, then substituting in #** > 0 and

through routine calculation, we have:

oft = saf ™ ey~ ot (4.2.5)
SAA=1FFN1=1P2 417 +of7)—1f o 4o of2]

PN o U i i iy i ) DR RPP
sd-1f =17 4177 +1P2)—1fErp% 411

5Pt = (A-1PXNs (o7 +1P2) =5, ] 427
SAQ=AFYA=1PE 4177 £ofP)— X 4 opoft)
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Relative to the results without factor mobility between the two sectors (equations

421,422 423 and 4.2.4), o™* and o' becomes smaller, % becomes larger and o™
becomes larger (but [o**| become smaller)' . This means that, if the factors released from

sector X can flow freely to sector Z, then relative to the case of no factor mobility between
sectors, the price of sector X increases less, the output of sector X decreases less, the price of
sector Z increases less, and the output of sector Z increases more or decreases less. All the
additional effects are favourable to an economy in transition.

Summanzing subsection 1 and 2 gives the following results. For a transition economy
without a well-functioning factor market and hence no free factor mobility between sectors,
ignoring the elasticity effects, the shift in demand (away from sector X to sector Z) increases
the prices of both sectors; decreases the output of the sector to be transformed (sector X), and
may increase or decrease the output of sector Z. The output of sector Z decreases and hence

the whole economy slumps if the cross-sectional cost effects from higher prices is sufficiently
great [(1-n2% Y1-n2"2)- P2 <0). A well-functioning factor market may add

favourable effects on the economy (less inflation and more output).

4.3 Elasticity effects
The results presented in the previous section (the prices of both sectors increase and
the outputs of both sector may decrease when there is no well-functioning factor market and

the cross sectional cost effects from the prices are sufficiently large) may be quite surprising,

19 See appendix C for the proof.
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Nevertheless, all the elasticity effects were ignored in the above analysis. This subsection will
show that the result will be strengthened if unfavorable elasticity effects are taken into

account.

For simplicity of analysis, it is assumed that there is no free factor mobility between the
two sectors (7* =0), no secondary demand effects (#**, 9™, n™%, 7= 0), no elasticity
change from the change of the total demand for each sector (#™l-22]  xm(a) = 0} and no
cross-sectionat elasticity effect (™72, 5™ =0)."

Substituting these conditions into matrix (4.1) and applying Crammer rule, we have:

Pyd = ,PPZ(rfzzj +Tf’z)
’ (1...?f\a°x +.qx1-ff)& +7f’z-i _Hfzz +Q)—7f‘&rﬁpx (43 1)
BN o) o i v PR

S 4D 1—1P% +1f% 41+ D)1

PA A-2P% D)5 +17%) s

24 = N )
QA DA o i A D) (
B el )\ Y @34)

(=1 +DXA~1% 417 4o + D)= rfeafpPe

D
amn

where D;= -

("% + "Xy = M (P 4 P is the effects of the price of the

representative firm in sector X and the sectoral average price on the MR through their

effects on the demand elasticity of the representative firm x;

" All these assumptions are sufficient but not necessary.
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P.
D= ——L— (7™ 4 p"Fey = g (g™ 4+ M2 ) is the effects of the price of the
€2

repréesentative firm in sector Z and the sectoral average price on the MR through their

effects on the demand elasticity of the representative firm z;

If D; < 0 (i.e., the absolute value of the demand elasticity of the representative firm in
sector Z decreases as its price and the sectoral average price increase) and D, = 0, from

equations (4.3.1), (4.3.2), (4.3.3) and (4.3.4), we have:

Pt PR +1f)

) (l-ffoXI—nyZ +q°23j _H.PZ +Q)—Tf\&rfsz > (4.3.5)
PN o i i . e s < s ) PR S PP PN
s (=X 1P 4177 +of2 D)1 1p%
P _ A=Y +1%) . 0' -
° QA-f% W1 =1f% 4177 49 +D)-1ff2 115 (43.7)
i (4.3.8)

Q== 4P o4 D) -p
where the nominator, (1- 797 )1 - 7% + 4% + 7% + D)~ e % | is positive for
the stability of the system and the purpose of signing the comparative static effects.

Comparing the above results with those in equations (4.2.1), (4.2.2), (4.2.3) and
(4.2.4), o™* and &™** are positive and become larger; o™ is negative and becomes smaller
(but |o**| becomes larger), c% becomes smaller'? . Therefore, given all other effects, if the

absolute value of the demand elasticity of the representative firm in sector Z decreases as its
own price and the average price in this sector increase, a demand shift (away from sector X to

sector Z) causes the prices of both sectors to increase more and the output of the sector X to

12 See appendix D for the proof.
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decrease more than in the situation when there are no elasticity changes. Moreover, from

equation (4.3.8), ** is more likely to be negative when there are unfavorable elasticity
effects (D2<“0) than when there is no elasticity effect. Thus inflation, as well as the whole-
range economic slump, is more likely to occur when there are unfavorable elasticity effects.
The case when the output level of sector Z drops can be illustrated by Figure 4.3.1,
where A is the initial equilibrium. With a positive output-on-cost effect” , the demand shift
(away from sector X to sector Z) increases the price of sector Z initially. If D, < 0, the
increase in price reduces the demand elasticity (in absolute terms} of the representative firm of
sector Z. This justifies a further increase in price. If the elasticity effect is large enough, it will

cause a reduction in output of sector Z when a new equilibrium is reached at A’

Figure 4,3.1:

It may be argued that this situation is unlikely to prevail in most cases because the
firm’s demand elasticity is largely determined by the degree of product differentiation and the
number of the firms, both of which are being held constant in the present analysis. The effect

of the prices on the demand elasticity of the representative firm of sector Z, however, should

* For simplicity, 772 , 7" and % are taken as nil and 7% is assumed to be greater than zero in the

Figure,
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not be ruled out completely. For example, higher price in sector Z may drive out consumers
with low income levels and leave with higher income consumers who are less price-

concerned, the absolute value of the demand elasticity for the representative firm of sector Z

may therefore decrease. If 77%™ is close to one, then a small decrease in the absolute value of

7, may be able to make o?* negative.

Concerning methodology used in the section, it should be pointed out that all the
assumptions adopted in the analysis are sufficient, but not necessary. The main purpose of
making those assumptions is to simplify the algebra. For example, D, does not necessarily
need to be assumed to be 0 in order to obtain the results in subsection 3. Even though D, > 0,
if D, ts negative and its absolute value is large encugh, the output of sector Z may still
decrease (o** < 0). Moreover, to address the importance of a well-functioning factor market,

it is not necessary to ignore the secondary demand effects and elasticity effects.

5 Conclusion Remarks

It has been shown in the previous section that lack of a well-functioning factor market
and unfavourable elasticity changes may partly explain the short-term economic
underperformance in Russia where demand were liberated. Because of technical reasons, it is
very difficult to find data about the change of price elasticity of demand for Russia. However,
it can not be denied that the income gap in Russia is becomeing greater. Greater income gap
may drive low income consumers out of markets for certain goods.

Concerning the factor market, the problems in labor market and capital market have

been constraining the development of an efficient factor market. In the labor market, as Layard
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and Richter (1995) have pointed out, housing and propiska (residence permit) firstly prevent
the free mobility of the labor force. Under the old socialist system, housing, as well as health
care and some other welfare services, was provided for by the enterprises in which workers
had been working, and a propiska is needed to live in most major Russian cities. Secondly,
workers are unwilling to leave their original working places since membership of a firm
provides a source of social identity and, as inflation continues, unemployment benefits are very
low in real terms, Thirdly, managers are willing to keep their redundant workers in work
places. In addition to 2 number of financial reasons for gaining little by sacking workers (eg.,
high severance payments and high wage tax.), some managers do have a strong sense of
obligation to their workers, either for paternalistic reasons or because in many enterprises the
workers are now majority shareholders. All these may prevent the free labor mobility between
sectors.

In capital market, besides the problem of the imperfect capital market itself'* , the
reasons for 7™ being close to zero are: first, the equipment of the contractual sector is
obsolete and can ha;'dly be reused in those expanding sectors, second, the inappropriate
location of the equipment of the heavy industry caused by the cold war incurs huge
transportation and removal costs to reuse it.

Due to the complexity of the problems in transitional economies, as mentioned in the
introduction, this paper does not intend to be the only or even the main explanation of the

prevailing economic slump, although it may be able to shed some light on it. Many other

' Russia started its stock market in 1992 and previously almost had no capital market in the western sense.
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elements, including institutional, political, cultural, and also economic (e.g., soft budget

constraint, public property right, and improper monetary policy etc.), may be relevant **.
In addition to the transitional economy, our two-sector model with non-perfect

competition may also be used to analyse other intersectoral changes in an economy.

1% For hyperinflation, soft budget and loose menetary policy may be more relevant.
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Appendix A

The following is the derivation of equations (3.23) and (3.24).

Total differentiation of equation (3.7) gives:

1 P én Ll 5’71 i
d, (|+_-)- e[—=Ldp, + —==dPy + =LdP; + —————d[(1- 1)a]=
s PR Mk A 5[(1 Ayal
ac, e, Je, &,
dt,dx+¢?XM a.v,dp“'azdz*épz

ap,

Dividing through by 4, = ¢, on both sides of the above equation arranging it in elasticity form, we

have;
f!ﬂ_ Pi —£i [pme ZEL dp; qux d. PX_.,, quz dp, + ,’m[(l-z)al dia- 1)&]]=
Pi oM pi Py P, (1-Da
dx ax dF dz dP
ey Z0F aqX 22 L opaPr X L paf 2L Py T2
7 X, 7 5% 7 Py 7 7 +7 7,

Substituting equations (3.16), (3.18) and (3.20) into the above equation gives equation (3.23).

Equation (3.24) could be derived similarly.
Appendix B

Relative to equétions (4.1.1), (4.1.2), (4.1.3) and (4.1.4}, it easy to sce that, in equations (4.2.1),

{4.2.2), {(4.2.3) and (4.2.4), o™ and % becomes larger, o™ becomes smaller (but 'a’m‘ becomes

larger); and 6% becomes smaller iff:

(A~ 7P - gty - n“" n"™

<
(l _ qux )(1 - ’?c,Pz + qc,:} + 7? ) qcle e Py
(1-777)
(1= 797 + ™% 4 g%y
o ~nofeperPa (| = perfr 4 pti | paZy < —n“le ,7°sz (1- ﬂc’P“)

< qczzf + ?)C’Z > 0, which is true under our assumption.
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Appendix C

Relative to equations (4.2.1), (4.2.2), (4.2.3) and (4.2.4), it is easy to see that, in equations (4.2.5),
(4.2.6), (4.2.7) and (4.2.8), 0" and 6”2 becomes smaller, and 6™ becomes larger (but [0 | becomes
smaller); and o becomes larger iff:

SX[(I - ,}’-‘lpx )(1 —_ q‘-‘sz ) - ,?":Pz HQPX ] + qclesxnclpz + sz(l - ’?"IPX )] >
selQ =71 = 572% 4 ™7 4 P22y = P Pe e P 4 X ¥ ]

(1= 7P )1~ p22) - pPe g
(I _ r’.clPx )(l'— nc;Pz + ’?‘-‘12; + nc;Z) _ anznc:Px

o S @T 2 g0y w5t (- gl - )
(1~ 7% 1+ 9™ 4 92y = g pafeys 0

which is obviously true under our assumptions's .
Appendix D

Relative to equations (4.2.1), (4.2.2), (4.2.3) and (4.2.4), it is easy to see that, in equations (4.3.5),
(4.3.6), (4.3.7) and (4.3.8), o"* and 0% are positive and become larger, o™ is negative and becomes
smaller (but |o,xz ‘ becomes larger) when D, is negative; and o becomes smaller iff:

(1= 42y - n%P2 & D, - gz pesPx
(1= 797%)(1 - 7%F2 4+ 9% 4 992 4 Dy) - pPPrnrfs

<

(1= pa% )1 - ptr) - palspesls
(1- 997 ) (1= n®% 4 0 4 g% ) - galfipgals

& D,(1- )2 (5%% 4+ p%%) <0, which is true under our assumptions.

' Note that (I — %% )* (1 - 7% + 5" 4+ %) — p*"7 "+ must be greater than zero for the stability of the

system (see p. 18).
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