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Abstract

This paper reports meta-regressions of substitution elasticities between greenhouse-gas
(GHG) polluting and nonpolluting inputs in agricultural production. We treat energy, fertilizer,
and manure collectively as the “polluting input” and labor, land, and capital as nonpolluting
inputs. We estimate meta-regressions for samples of Morishima substitution elasticities for labor,
land, and capital vs. the polluting input. Much of the heterogeneity of Morishima elasticities can
be explained by type of primal or dual function, functional form, type and observational level of
data, input categories, the number of outputs, type of output, time period, and country categories.
Each estimated long-run elasticity for the reference case, which is most relevant for assessing
GHG emissions through life-cycle analysis, is greater than 1.0 and significantly different from
zero. Most predicted elasticities remain significantly different from zero at the data means in the
long run. These findings imply that life-cycle analysis based on fixed proportions production
functions could provide grossly inaccurate measures of GHG of biofuel.
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1. Introduction

Biofuel has become a major substitute for fossil fuel energy sources. It has
important benefits such as decreasing dependence on foreign oil imports, providing
additional markets for agricultural products, and creating job opportunities in rural areas.
However, despite its appeal as a renewable energy source, there is ongoing debate
whether biofuel alleviates environmental concerns. Some studies conclude that biofuel
can mitigate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (e.g., Farrell et al., 2006), whereas others
find that biofuel may result in nearly as much or even more GHG emissions as
petroleum-based fuels (e.g., Solomon, 2010; Fargione et al., 2008; Searchinger et al.,
2008).

Measurement of GHG emissions from biofuel is typically examined through life-
cycle analysis (LCA). LCA assesses the emissions associated with the entire life of
biofuel, from its feedstock production to its end use. An accurate LCA is important for
environmental policy decisions. For instance, the U.S. Energy Independence and Security
Act (EISA 2007) requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to create and
enforce a threshold of life-cycle GHG reduction through use of renewable energy.
Previous studies on LCA generally assume fixed-proportions production functions and
consequently do not account for any input ratio response to changing market and policy
conditions. However, a change in the relative price of an input that generates GHG
emissions could induce substitution away from that input and alter emissions and
environmental policy consequences (Rajagopal and Zilberman, 2008).

This paper provides empirical evidence on substitutability between GHG-

polluting inputs and nonpolluting inputs in agricultural production, which is the main



feedstock source for biofuel in the U.S.> We estimate a meta-regression for samples of
elasticities of substitution for polluting and non-polluting inputs. Our findings have
important implications because significant substitutability between polluting and non-
polluting inputs may greatly alter life-cycle GHG emissions from renewable energy.

A large number of empirical studies have estimated elasticities of input
substitution in agricultural production, but their estimates vary considerably. The research
tool, meta-analysis, provides a way to summarize and analyze the scattered empirical
outcomes on a certain topic (Glass, 1976). In economics, meta-regression is the most
commonly applied method of meta-analysis (e.g., Bateman and Jones, 2003; Bellavance
et al., 2009; Bureau et al., 2010). The observations used for the dependent variable are
estimates obtained from prior empirical studies. The independent variables are factors
expected to be relevant for explaining the heterogeneity of empirical outcomes (Stanley
and Jarrell, 1989). Meta-regression can provide a combined estimate as well as identify
sources of variation in prior estimates (Nelson and Kennedy, 2009). In this paper we use
meta-regression to investigate substitution elasticities between polluting and non-
polluting inputs in agricultural production relevant to biofuel feedstock production.®

Three previous meta-regression articles have addressed substitution elasticities.
Boys and Florax (2007) conducted a meta-regression to examine the Allen elasticity of

substitution between labor and capital in the agricultural sector. Koetse et al. (2008)

? Biofuel feedstock can be provided by agricultural crops and cellulosic biomass. In the U.S. very little
cellulosic biomass is currently used because of the inadequacy of technology to convert cellulose to fuel, so
agricultural crops are the primary source of feedstock. Therefore, in this paper we confine our attention to

input substitutability in agricultural feedstock production.

% Wwe only consider GHG emission in this paper. Hence, “polluting input” means “GHG-polluting input”.



focused on the Morishima elasticity of substitution between capital and energy for all
industries. Stern (2012) investigated shadow substitution elasticities between oil, coal,
gas, and electricity in the whole economy. We differ from the existing literature in three
aspects: We examine Morishima elasticities of substitution between GHG-polluting
inputs (energy, fertilizer, and manure) and non-polluting inputs (labor, land, and capital)
in agricultural production. We include a larger number of primary articles (65) on
agricultural production for our meta-regression than do Boys and Florax (2007) which
includes 35 papers. And, our estimates of substitution elasticities provide a basis for
integrating input substitution into LCA of biofuels for purposes of GHG assessment.
The paper is organized as follows. We address issues associated with the choice
and measurement of input substitution elasticities in section 2. We describe the selection
process and the characteristics of primary studies in section 3. Section 4 identifies
potential sources of heterogeneity in empirical outcomes and explains the choice of
independent variables. We next discuss the econometric issues and models in section 5.

The results of meta-regression are reported in section 6. Section 7 concludes.
2. Choice of Dependent Variables

2.1 Elasticity of substitution definition
The elasticity of input substitution, originally introduced by Hicks (1932) for
analysis of production with two inputs, measures the relative change in input ratios with
respect to a relative change in the marginal rate of technical substitution with output held

constant:

_din(x /x,)
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Where o is the elasticity of input substitution, x, represents inputi, i=1,2, and MRTS,, is

the marginal rate of technical substitution between the two inputs.

Three alternative generalizations are identified in the literature when production
involves three or more inputs — Allen, Morishima and Shadow elasticities of substitution.
The Allen elasticity of substitution (AES) is a one-price-one-factor elasticity of input i to

the price of input j with all other prices and output held fixed. It measures the share-

weighted relative change in conditional input demand with respect to a change in the

price of another input:
O-i;-\ =113, ()
where o-if is the AES between inputsiand j; 7; is the conditional cross-price elasticity of

inputi with respect to the price of input j; S;is the cost share of input j. The AES is the

most commonly reported substitution elasticity and is symmetric, i.e., oy’ = o7}

However, it is also the least useful because it adds no additional information beyond the
conditional input demand cross-price elasticity and the input’s cost share (Blackorby and
Russell, 1989).

The Morishima elasticity of substitution (MES) is a one-price-two-factor

elasticity of the input ratio to the price of input j with all other prices and output held

fixed. It can be written as
O-i;'w =15 — 15 (3)
where aiJM is the MES between inputsiand j. It can also be calculated from the AES:

M A A
oy =S;(05-0j (4)



Unlike the AES, the MES is asymmetric, so oy’ # o7 .

The shadow elasticity of substitution (SES) is a two-price-two-factor elasticity of

the input ratio to the price ratio, so it allows the prices of input iand j to change while

holding output and all other prices constant. Like the AES, the SES is symmetric.
Although it is the broadest generalization of the two-input elasticity of substitution, it is
rarely reported in empirical studies.*

Two cost shares are essential for each method of computing the SES from
reported conditional price elasticities, AES, or MES. However, they are seldom reported
in empirical studies. It is sometimes impossible to compute all cost shares from reported
data and parameter estimates, especially for papers estimating functions other than the
cost function.®> Consequently, we necessarily dismiss the SES as a candidate for our
dependent variable because of inadequate data.

Although the MES is seldom reported in our primary articles, it is a conceptually
superior definition to the AES because it focuses on changes in the input ratio, and it is
typically possible to compute it directly from reported conditional price elasticities or
AES. Except for the two studies that report MES, i.e., Debertin et al. (1990) and
Napasintuwong et al. (2005), we convert whatever elasticities are reported in each study
into MES. We use equation (3) to determine MES for studies that report conditional input
price elasticities. For studies that use the translog cost function and only report AES, it is

often feasible to first compute an input cost share and then use equation (4) to determine

* In our selected studies, only Debertin et al.(1990) report the SES.

® Stern (2012) investigated shadow substitution elasticities between different types of fuel, but he only

included papers in his meta-regression sample that estimated a translog cost function.



MES. For studies that report neither conditional input price elasticities nor AES,
additional computation is required, the specific nature of which depends both on
functional form and type of function (e.g., cost, profit, production) estimated.
2.2 Computation of MES based on different functional forms and types of function
2.2.1 Translog cost function

The largest number of empirical studies estimate a translog cost function. For

such, the cost share equations can be expressed as (Bingswanger, 1974):

S;=v;+2 7w +7, InQ )

where w is input price, Q is the output level, and v, , y; and y, are parameters to be
estimated. The conditional own- and cross-price input demand elasticities can be
expressed, respectively, as:®
M =75/ S;+S;-1 (6)
i =75 1S +S; (7)
The AES can be specified directly from these parameters and shares as:
o =(r;+S;=8,)/S] =n; /8, 8
Uif:yij/SiSj +1:77ij/Sj 9)
Parameter estimates are routinely presented in the primary studies but cost shares

often are not. The cost shares can be obtained if a study reports the conditional own-price

input demand elasticities or the own AES. By rearranging equation (6) or (8), we achieve

® The expressions for the own- and cross-price conditional input demand elasticities and the AES are the

same for multiple-output as for single-output models.
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SJ. —(1+771.J.)Sj +7 =0 or (10)

(1-0})S;" =S +y; =0 (11)
Then we solve for the cost shares subject to the constraints that S; € (0,1) and z S; =1
j=1
The conditional input demand elasticities or the AES can then be calculated via equations
(6)-(7) or (8)-(9), respectively, and the MES via equation (3) or (4).
2.2.2 Generalized Leontief cost function

A typical Generalized Leontief cost function can be specified as (Lopez 1982):

C(W,Q)=QY > byw w2 +Q* Y aqw (12)

whereb; and o; are parameters to be estimated. The conditional input demand functions

are defined as

%; :Zblj (%j Q+a,Q’ (13)
J ]

The conditional own- and cross-price input demand elasticities for this cost function

can be computed from the parameters as follows:

__g w, 12
i = 2% iji( J (14)

Ty = % by [ﬂj (15)

" \f an article also presents AES, cost shares can be further validated by rearranging equation (9):

S, =7, /(o -1).
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Alternatively, as long as a study reports the parameter estimates and the own-price

elasticities of conditional input demand, the cross-price elasticities can be solved by

i

R

j#i

b; . Then the MES can be obtained via equation (3).

2.2.3 Profit function — transformation from uncompensated to compensated elasticities
Uncompensated elasticities are often reported (or easily derivable) in studies that
estimate a profit function in which both outputs and inputs are treated as variable. To
compute the MES, we need to first convert the uncompensated elasticities into
compensated elasticities. In addition, the model based on the profit function is often
associated with multiple outputs. The compensated elasticities of input demand can be

obtained as (Lopez, 1984 ):

(g} =l = o s} (19)
where the subscript m (n) denotes output m (n), {ni‘j} is a matrix of uncompensated input
demand elasticities with respect to input prices, {n;n} is a matrix of uncompensated
output supply elasticities with respect to output prices, {ni‘ﬁn} is a matrix of

uncompensated input demand elasticities with respect to output prices, and {nr‘;i} isa

matrix of uncompensated output supply elasticities with respect to input prices.
Then we can use equation (3) to determine the MES. A study reporting an
estimated profit function is included in our meta-sample if all the above uncompensated

elasticities are given or can be calculated from information reported in the study.



2.3 Input classification

In agricultural production, GHG emissions occur mainly from the use of three
inputs: energy, nitrogen fertilizer, and manure. ® In this paper, we treat energy, fertilizer,
and manure use as the “polluting input”. ° The polluting input accounts for nearly all the
GHG emissions created through the production of agricultural biofuel feedstock. We
include labor (1), land (d ), and capital (k) as non-polluting inputs.*® For one pair of
inputs, the MES is asymmetric and its value depends on which input price changes. For

purpose of facilitating price regulation (e.g., a carbon tax) on the polluting input, we are

interested in changes in the ratio of a non-polluting input and the polluting input as the
price of the polluting input varies. As a result, three MES, denoted as agf', , are computed

and investigated separately in this study, where subscriptoand p , respectively, represent

non-polluting inputs (I, d , andk) and the polluting input.

8 There are four types of GHG: carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O), and fluorinated
gases. The first three types of GHG pollution occur with agricultural production. Specifically, CO, is
generated by the use of electricity, fossil fuel, or oil; CH, is generated from animal manure; N,O is emitted
when nitrogen is added to the soil through the use of synthetic fertilizer and through the breakdown of
nitrogen in animal manure and urine (EPA, 2014).

% Al fertilizer is included because the empirical studies rarely treat nitrogen fertilizer as a separate input.
Nitrogen is nearly always aggregated with other fertilizers such as phosphorous and potassium. Nitrogen is
the major nutrient in fertilizer and accounted for 48 percent of total fertilizer cost during the years 1960 to
2011 (USDA, 2014b).

19 and can increase GHG through land clearing. In this paper, our primary focus is on U.S. agricultural
production, so extensive margin impacts that could be particularly important in developing countries are

ignored. Hence, land is treated as a non-polluting input.
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The assignment of specific inputs in the empirical models to our input categories
is reported in Table 1. Two input category classification issues warrant particular
explanation. First, part of the polluting input is frequently aggregated with other inputs.
Specifically, energy is reported as a separate input in only 23 percent of the selected
studies. It is usually aggregated into materials, intermediate inputs, or other inputs.
Additionally, 15 percent of the articles aggregate fertilizer into a chemicals input
category. In general, chemicals is an aggregate of fertilizer and pesticides. The
expenditure share of fertilizer in the USDA chemicals category averaged 66 fpercent
during the period 1960 - 2011 (USDA, 2014a). In terms of manure, 97 percent of the
studies aggregate applied manure into the fertilizer category or another input category
rather than reporting it as a separate input. Second, nonpolluting input categories in the
primary studies are sometimes structured differently from our classification. Labor and
capital are sometimes disaggregated into several subcategories. For example, labor is
often separated into family labor and hired labor. If family labor is treated as a fixed or
quasi-fixed input, we only use the MES between hired labor and the polluting input as the
observation in the labor elasticity sample. If both family labor and hired labor are
variable inputs, we include the elasticities with respect to family labor and hired labor as
two separate observations. Also, land is sometimes aggregated into land and structures,
real estate, or even capital. We introduce dummy variables in our meta-regression to

control for these input classification issues.
3. Meta-Regression Sample

We developed our sample of studies by first searching combinations of keywords

anywhere in an article using Google Scholar. The keywords used were “agriculture” or

11
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“agricultural” or “corn” or “soybean”, “production”, “elasticity” or “elasticities”,
“substitution” or “substitutability”, and “input demand” or “factor demand”. As a
complement, we referred to a literature review by Salhofer (2000) and two previous
meta-analysis papers: Boys and Florax (2007) and Koetse et al. (2008). For each selected
article, we also checked papers in the reference lists. Finally, we used Econlit and
Agricola databases to supplement our search.

Our literature search generated 126 studies. Several sampling restrictions were
imposed on the retained articles. Since we need to allow for different substitution
elasticities between pairs of inputs, studies estimating only a constant elasticity of
substitution functional form were excluded from our sample. An article was dismissed if
it did not report the MES and did not provide enough information for calculating it. We
also dismissed studies in which the variable inputs were not adequate for our purpose.
For example, we ruled out Williams and Shumway (2000) because its variable inputs
only included fertilizer, pesticides, and nonchemical materials. Some studies for which
the MES could be computed only by using cost shares were dismissed because two or
more computed cost shares were out of the range (0,1) .** The reported results in such
studies were suspect. Finally, a paper was excluded if the sample size for its estimation
was not provided. After the sampling restrictions were imposed, we were left with 65
primary studies.

The MES can be negative; however, this indicates lack of necessary curvature of

the production function for cost minimization. For instance, a negative estimate of ao“ﬂ

el i only one computed cost share in a study was out of the range (0,1) , we used S, :1—ZSi to

i#]

approximate it.

12



implies substitution from a non-polluting input to the polluting input when the price of
the polluting input increases. Alternatively, it can result from a positive own-price
conditional demand elasticity, which also is not consistent with cost minimization.

Following Koetse et al.(2008), we dismissed negative MES empirical outcomes. This

resulted in a sample of 225 estimates from 64 studies for a,g” , a sample of 120 estimates

M 12

from 34 studies for agg , and a sample of 262 estimates from 58 studies for o, .

4. Independent Variables

4.1 Sources of MES variation

All but one of the independent variables included in the meta-regression are
dummy variables. They are mostly variables that describe characteristics of the primary
studies, such as features of the model and data. We follow three criteria for creating
dummy variables. First, we consider common explanatory variables that were used in the
three previous meta-regression papers on substitution elasticities: Boys and Florax
(2007), Koetse et al. (2008), and Stern (2012).Their variables emphasized function type,
functional form, technology, model structure, data characteristics, estimation methods,
and measurement of output. Second, we introduce additional dummy variables relevant to
elasticities of substitution in biofuel feedstock production. For example, we include
variables to deal with classification problems between polluting and non-polluting inputs,
data period relative to initiation of biofuel production, and country categories. Finally, we

eliminate dummy variables that are both insignificant in the meta-regression and cause

12 For studies with one or more inputs treated as fixed, only the MES between variable inputs are computed.
A dummy variable to indicate it is a short-run elasticity is created as one of the independent variables in the

meta-regression.
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severe multicollinearity. Table 2 describes the dummy variables and reports the
distribution of values for each.

Function type. Different estimates of substitution elasticities are potentially due
to the different function types used in the primary studies (Boys and Florax, 2007,
Capalbo, 1988; Burgess, 1975). For example, duality theory documents that substitution
elasticities can be equivalently derived mathematically from estimates of production,
cost, or profit functions. In practice, the elasticities derived from these three function
types are often very different, even when the same data are used. This is because the
stochastic assumptions in the estimation equations are not equivalent. In our meta-
regression, we create two dummy variables for the function types. A cost function is the
primary function from which elasticities of substitution are computed and has a value of
zero in both dummy variables.

Functional form. Much evidence from empirical studies shows that estimated
elasticities vary across flexible functional forms (e.g., Baffes and VVasavada, 1989;
Shumway and Lim, 1993). We introduce a dummy variable for functional forms to
distinguish between the translog and alternative functional forms.

Technology. Estimates of elasticities are dependent on assumptions about
technological change and returns to scale maintained in the estimation (Koetse et al.,
2008). Two dummy variables are generated to distinguish between models that allow for
non-neutral technological change and non-constant returns to scale, and those that
constrain estimates on either of these dimensions.

Model structure. Dynamic models which take account of sluggish input

adjustment typically provide different empirical estimates of substitution elasticities than

14



static models (e.g., Leblanc and Hrubovcak, 1986; Lambert and Gong, 2010). A dummy
variable distinguishes between them.

Data characteristics. Koetse et al. (2008) and Stern (2012) found that substitution
estimates vary significantly with different types of data series. Two dummy variables are
introduced in our meta-regression for data series to distinguish between time series data
and either cross-sectional or panel data. The observational unit of data may also impact
substitution estimates (Boys and Florax, 2007; Stern 2012) and results in our generating
two dummy variables to distinguish between national and either farm-level or regional
data.

Estimation method. The meta-regression results of Boys and Florax (2007) found
that estimation method had a substantial effect on the substitution estimates. Iterative
estimation methods, which are most commonly used in the primary studies, produce
empirical results consistent with maximum likelihood estimation. A dummy variable
distinguishes between these estimation methods and other techniques.

Measurement of output. Empirical substitution estimates from multiple-output
models are often different from those estimated with single-output models, even when
other conditions are the same (e.g., Hertel and McKinzie, 1986; Capalbo, 1988). The
same is true for studies that examine aggregate agriculture as a single output and those
that examine an individual commodity or commodity group (Boys and Florax, 2007). We
introduce two dummy variables for the output type to distinguish between single-output

models of aggregate agriculture and other output specifications.*?

13 Ideally we would specify a dummy variable to have a value of zero if the output is corn or soybean

supply and one otherwise. Unfortunately, none of the selected articles examines only corn and/or soybeans.
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Input classification. We introduce three dummy variables regarding the polluting
inputs. A dummy variable equals zero if energy is a separate input and one if not. Similar
dummy variables are also created for fertilizer and manure, respectively. Four dummy
variables are introduced in the classification of nonpolluting inputs. Two are used to
indicate aggregate labor and capital, respectively. The other two indicate whether land is
a separate variable or aggregated with buildings and structures or with all capital.

Time period. Agricultural products began to be used as a source of biofuel
feedstock in the early 1980°s. A temporal dummy variable is created to distinguish
models that include data after biofuel feedstock production began and those that only use
earlier data. We also include a dummy variable for the time horizon of the estimate. It
distinguishes elasticities calculated from models with all inputs treated as variable,
defined as a long-run elasticity for our analysis, from those calculated from models with
one or more constrained inputs.

Country classification. Input substitution elasticity estimates may differ across
countries due to different levels of technology development, different relative input costs,
and different agricultural product mixes. In order to obtain an elasticity estimate that is
representative for the U.S., we generate two dummy variables to distinguish the U.S.
from developing countries and from other developed countries.

4.2 Publication bias

Publication bias may be caused by refereed publication preferences for selecting

statistically significant results and censoring values that are inconsistent with theoretical

expectations.** It can pose a problem for any summary of literature, including meta-

! Heckman two-step method is not applicable for publication bias because it requires a sample containing
both published and unpublished effects to estimate the inverse Mills ratio. However, for meta-analysis, we

16



analysis, if it tends to disguise the real empirical effects (Sutton et al., 2002; Stanley,
2008). It has been found to exist in areas of empirical economics (e.g., Ashenfelter et al.,
1999; Doucouliagos, 2005). In terms of elasticities of input substitution, Stern (2012)
points out that the publication bias for elasticities is likely the result of censoring positive
own-price demand elasticities, which would cause the average of reported MES estimates
to be more positive than it actually is. Therefore, a control for publication bias is essential
for an accurate meta-analysis. Following his argument, we correct for publication bias by
including the inverse of the square roots of sample size as an independent continuous

variable in the meta-regression.
5. Econometric Method

5.1 Econometric issues

Econometric problems in the meta-regression typically include heteroskedasticity,
dependence of observations, and multicollinearity (Florax, 2002; Nelson and Kennedy,
2009; Dalhuisen et al., 2003; Florax et al., 2005).
5.1.1 Heteroskedasticity

The Breusch-Pagan test shows that heteroskedasticity cannot be rejected, even at
a 1 percent significance level for each case.”® Heteroskedasticity can be dealt with in
several ways. Koetse et al. (2010) document that a weighted least squares approach is
preferred to either OLS or a mixed effects model for meta-regression. It is also more
robust in the presence of potentially omitted variables. Two weights commonly used in

meta-regression are the square roots of sample size and the inverse of standard errors of

do not observe unpublished and unreported estimates. Hence, meta-regression usually includes the inverse
of the square roots of sample size in prior studies or standard deviation of prior estimates as one regressor
to correct the publication bias.

®The 4° for o , oy and oy are 52.46, 68.64 and 43.08, respectively.
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the estimates. We follow Stern (2012) and Florax et al. (2005) by using the square roots
of sample size as the weights. There are two reasons for this selection: (a) like Stern’s
SES dependent variable, the MES is also a nonlinear combination of parameter
estimates,™ and (b) the standard errors of many MES estimates are not provided or
cannot be computed accurately by information available in the primary studies so use of
standard errors is not an option.
5.1.2 Dependence of observations

Many primary studies report multiple elasticity estimates, typically for different
years or time periods, which implies that the observations are probably correlated. The
three meta-analyses of elasticities of substitution (Boys and Florax, 2007; Koetse et al.,
2008; and Stern, 2012) all employ models that are silent on potential dependence of
observations. Failure to account for correlation across observations from the same study
may cause underestimation of standard errors. The correlation across observations in the
same study can be accounted for by using a panel data model estimator. The fixed effects
panel data model is not suitable for our study because some of our primary studies only
report a single elasticity estimate. In this case, the fixed effects model does not improve
accuracy of the estimation and also results in severe multicollinearity.'” The Lagrange
Multiplier test is conducted for each MES sample to determine whether a random effects
panel data estimator should be used. The null hypothesis is that a weighted least squared

model without random effects is appropriate. We reject the null hypothesis only for the

16 Stanley and Rosenberger (2009) argue that the square root of sample size is the more appropriate weight
in the weighted least squares approach than the inverse of the standard error when the dependent variable of
the meta-analysis is a nonlinear combination of parameter estimates in primary studies.

17 Jeppesen et al. (2002) discuss why the random effects model is preferred to the fixed effects model.
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MES sample of capital.'® Therefore, a weighted least squares estimator is used for the
MES of both labor and land with respect to the polluting input and a random effects panel
data estimator is used for the capital-polluting input MES.
5.1.3 Multicollinearity

For a meta-analysis comprised of a relatively small number of observations and a
large number of dummy variables, multicollinearity among independent variables can be
a problem even without using a fixed effects estimator (Dalhuisen et al. 2003; Florax et
al. 2005). We compute variance inflation factors (VIF) for each of the MES samples to
determine whether multicollinearity seriously inflates our estimate of the variance. If the
variance inflation factors (VIF) are less than 5 for all independent variables in an MES
model, we keep all variables in the meta-regression. If some are greater than 5, we drop
the insignificant independent variable with the highest VIF if the number of significant
variables and the goodness of fit (adjusted R-square) increase. We continue this process
until there are no insignificant variables with a VIF greater than 5 or until deleting
another variable fails to increase both the number of significant variables and the
goodness of fit. This results in our excluding dummies for cross sectional data and panel
data in the estimation of the MES of land and capital vs. the polluting input. We do not
exclude any dummies in the estimation of the MES of labor vs. the polluting input.
5.2 Econometric model
5.2.1 Weighted least squares model

The meta-regression model with correction for publication bias can be specified

as (Stanley et al., 2008; Stanley, 2008):*

18 2 M M
The x° for o, , oy

, and O'k“; are 0.29, 2.09 and 9.56, respectively.
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&t')vls =y, t ﬁo rxo sr+ﬂ - | T & (17)
P, P ; P, P, \/E

whereo=1,d, &M

op,s

is the MES estimate between input o (labor or land) and the polluting

input from the s™study, X . is the r" dummy variables for the s" study, n_is the

op,sr
sample size of the s" study, ¢ is the error term of the s" study with zero mean and
variance 7.

Using the square roots of sample size as the heteroskedasticity weights, the

weighted least squares model is:

R
6;\;5 =ﬂ+a0p'\ﬁ+2\/aﬂop,rxop,sr +us (18)
r=1
where 533,5 = ns&o“:')vS is the weighted MES estimate, andu, =/n.&, is the new error term

of the s" study with zero mean and variance v’ .

5.2.2 Random effects panel data model
The random effects panel data model with publication bias can be specified as

(Jeppesen et al., 2002; Greene 7" edition, p.411):

A 8 1
UFL\S,SI = akp,s + Zﬂkp,r ka,str + ﬁ{ J+ Sy (19)
r=1 ans

where &Iz\;,st is the t™ MES estimate between capital and the polluting input from the s™

study, «, is the random heterogeneity specific to the s"™ study and is constant across

19 Stanley et al. (2008) estimates a similar model using the standard error instead of sample size to account

for publication bias.

20



observations from the s study, E(e,,)=0, E(a, ) =7, E(@s%pn) =0for s=m.

Due to the heteroskedasticity of the MES sample, we first weight the capital-polluting
input dataset by the square root of sample size (Florax et al., 2005). Then the random

effects model becomes
R
&Qgﬁt :ﬂ+akp,5ﬁ+2ﬁﬁkp,rxkp,str +ust (20)
r=1

where 5£$,s = 1/ns 6%',5 Is the weighted MES estimate, andug =/n &, is the new error term

with zero mean and variance r>. Since the number of MES estimates that can be
calculated between capital and the polluting input is not the same for all primary studies,

the data of &ngst constitutes an unbalanced panel data set.

6 Meta-regression results
Empirical estimates of the meta-regression equations for labor, land, and capital
MES relative to the polluting input are reported in Table 3. The adjusted R values range

from 0.49 for labor to 0.87 for land, both of which are higher than the mean adjusted R

of 0.44 from 140 meta-analyses reported by Nelson and Kennedy (2009). For the panel

data estimation of the capital-polluting input MES, the between R”value is 0.93 and the
overall value is 0.68. These goodness of fit measures show that our meta-regression
models do a reasonable job of explaining the variation present in each sample. In our
assessment of variables that affect MES estimates, we will use a significance level of

10%.
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6.1 MES variation

Coefficients of the publication bias correction variable for the MES of labor and
land vs. the polluting input are -7.909 and -7.405, respectively. They are significantly
different from zero, which implies that prior studies with larger sample sizes produce
significantly higher empirical estimates of these MES. The coefficient of publication bias
correction for the MES of capital vs. the polluting input is also negative but not
statistically significant.

Both dummy variables for function type are negative and statistically significant
for the labor elasticity. They imply that the labor-polluting input MES estimates obtained
from estimated profit, production, or differential input demand functions are significantly
lower than from estimated cost functions. Estimated profit functions give a significantly
lower estimate of the capital-polluting input MES than other estimated functions, and
production and differential input demand functions give a significantly higher estimate of
the land-polluting input MES than estimated cost or profit functions. This provides clear
evidence of support for the claim that alternative types of functions yield different
empirical outcomes.

Neither alternative functional forms, the imposition of neutral technological
change, nor dynamic model structures has a significant effect on any of the MES
estimates. Boys and Florax (2007) similarly found that the choice of functional form does
not significantly alter the AES between labor and capital. Koetse et al.(2008) also found
that the MES between capital and energy is not significantly affected by the inclusion of

a non-neutral technical change parameter.
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Although found to be insignificant in previous meta-analyses, the imposition of
constant returns to scale causes significant positive effects on labor and negative effects
on land vs. the polluting input MES estimates. If agricultural production actually exhibits
non-constant returns to scale, an empirical study with the imposed misspecification of
constant returns to scale gives biased estimates of the MES of labor and land vs. the
polluting input.

Data characteristics significantly influence each MES estimate. Our results
suggest that the use of cross sectional or panel data rather than time series data
significantly reduces the estimates of labor-polluting input MES. This is counter to
Koetse et al.(2008) and Stern (2012) who found that using cross sectional or panel data
provides higher substitution elasticities. Using state or regional level data significantly
raises the estimated MES of labor and capital vs. the polluting input and lowers the MES
estimate of land vs. the polluting input. Using farm level data leads to a significantly
higher MES estimate of labor and lower estimate of land vs. the polluting input.

Only the MES estimate between land and polluting inputs is significantly affected
by the estimation method. It is reduced by choosing estimation methods other than
maximum likelihood or iterative methods. This is similar to what Boys and Florax (2007)
found for the AES between labor and capital.

A model with multiple outputs leads to significantly higher estimates for the MES
of land and capital with respect to the polluting input relative to a single output model.
Analyzing a subsector of agriculture rather than aggregate agriculture, however, produces

a significantly lower estimate for the land-polluting input MES.
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Not including polluting inputs separately in the model significantly affects one or
more MES estimates. For example, not treating energy as a separate input significantly
lowers the labor and land vs. polluting input MES. Not treating fertilizer or manure as
separate inputs significantly alters the land-polluting input MES.

Disaggregating labor significantly lowers the labor-polluting input MES, and
aggregating land with capital significantly lowers both the land and capital vs. polluting
input MES. Aggregating land with buildings and structures or disaggregating capital has
no significant effect on the respective MES.

Using all pre-1981 data has a significant negative effect on the MES estimate for
labor-polluting input and a significant positive effect on the MES estimate for land-
polluting input. These coefficients imply that the period during which an agriculture-
based biofuel industry has developed has made it easier for labor but harder for land to
substitute for the polluting input.

Short-run substitution elasticities estimates for land and capital vs. the polluting
input are significantly lower than long-run elasticities. That would be consistent with land
and capital inputs adjusting more slowly than labor to long-run equilibrium levels.

The estimated MES between land and the polluting input is significantly higher in
developing than in developed countries. The substitutability between land and capital vs.
the polluting input is also significantly higher in non-U.S. developed countries than in the
U.S. and developing countries.

6.2 MES estimates and LCA
Based on our choice of meta-regression explanatory variables, the reference case

(i.e., when all dummies are equal to zero) represents a long-run MES between non-
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polluting inputs for a study that includes aggregate labor, land, and capital as non-
polluting input categories and the polluting input of energy, fertilizer, and manure. It is
based on a static translog cost function that permits non-neutral technological change and
non-constant returns to scale, treats U.S. aggregate agriculture as a single output, includes
post-1981 time series data, and uses a maximum likelihood estimator. It is regarded as the
most pertinent case for LCA models. The intercepts of the meta-regression represent the
estimated MES of the reference case. They are all greater than 1.0 and significantly
different from zero, indicating that substantial substitution potential exists between the
polluting and non-polluting inputs in the reference case. Our results also suggest that
labor is the best substitute for the polluting input, followed by land and capital.
Therefore, if an LCA model is set up based on our reference case, the assumption of
fixed-proportion production of biofuel feedstock would lead to a potentially seriously
inaccurate measure of GHG emissions.

Three additional sets of MES estimates are presented in Table 4. The mean MES
is the elasticity evaluated at the means of all explanatory variables. The short-run mean
MES is the elasticity evaluated at the means of all variables except for the dummy
variable for short-run elasticity, which is set to one. The long-run mean MES is the
elasticity evaluated at the means of all variables except short run elasticity, which is set
equal to zero. These alternatives are admittedly less relevant to LCA modeling because
there are no observations with mean (or nearly mean) values of most dummy variables.

All MES estimates are lower than for the reference case, and those between
capital and the polluting input are insignificantly different from zero. Nevertheless, the

MES for labor and land vs. the polluting input is significant both at the data means and

25



for the long run with other variables at their mean values. Also, the MES for labor-
polluting input is significant for the short run with other variables at their mean values.
Consequently, even if the agricultural feedstock production sector in an LCA model is
based on cases that differ from our reference case in some aspects, it would still be
necessary to take account of substitutability between some non-polluting inputs and
polluting inputs.

These four sets of MES estimates provide a strong implication that LCA models
need to allow for input substitution in the production of agricultural feedstocks for
biofuel. When an energy-price regulation is imposed or market price ratios change, the
change in the quantity of the polluting input used in feedstock production does not follow
a fixed-proportions path. LCA models that do not account for input substitutability
cannot accurately assess GHG emissions when facing a price change in the polluting

input and thus could lead to an inappropriate environmental policy conclusion.
7. Conclusions

This paper examines whether the empirical evidence on input substitution in
agricultural biofuel feedstock production is sufficiently strong to warrant integration into
life-cycle analyses. We estimate Morishima elasticities of substitution of non-polluting
inputs with respect to the GHG polluting inputs in agricultural production relevant to
biofuel feedstock by using meta-regression procedures. Energy, fertilizer, and manure are
collectively treated as the “polluting input” while labor, land, and capital are considered
as free of GHG pollution. For the meta-regression, we examined 65 empirical studies that
include 225 elasticity estimates for labor, 120 for land, and 262 for capital vs. the

polluting input. We estimate separate meta-regression models for each of these three
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samples. The first two elasticities are estimated by weighted least squares regression and
the third by a random effects panel-data estimator.

The results show that much of the heterogeneity of Morishima elasticities of
substitution for nonpolluting inputs vs. the polluting input in the primary studies can be
explained by type of primal or dual function, functional form, type and observational
level of data, input categories, the number of outputs, type of output, time period, and
country categories. The reference case in our meta-regression is regarded as the most
relevant case for assessing GHG emissions through life-cycle analysis. It represents a
long-run MES between the non-polluting inputs of labor, land, and capital and the
polluting input of energy, fertilizer, and manure. It is based on a static translog cost
function that permits non-neutral technological change and non-constant returns to scale,
treats U.S. aggregate agriculture as a single output, includes post-1981 time series data,
and uses a maximum likelihood estimator. It is regarded as the most pertinent case for
LCA models of U.S. biofuel feedstocks. Each estimated substitution elasticity for the
reference case is greater than one and significantly different from zero. Additionally,
mean predicted elasticities imply that long-run input substitutability of labor and land vs.
the polluting input might also exist in a wide variety of cases.

These findings imply that when a price regulation (e.g., carbon tax) is imposed on
the polluting input, the proportions of non-polluting inputs and the polluting input vary
and could have an important effect on GHG emissions. Therefore, life-cycle analyses
based on fixed proportion production functions for biofuel feedstocks could lead to an
inaccurate measure of GHG emissions from biofuel and thus provide an inappropriate

reference for policy makers.
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Table 1: Classification of input categories

Input Inputs in primary studies that are included in the
category category

Labor Family labor, hired labor, human labor, operator labor,
self-employed labor, contract labor

Land Land, real estate

Capital Capital, machinery inputs, animal power, inventories,
water, irrigation, tractors, physical capital, durable
equipment, buildings and farm produced durables,
working capital, plowing services, minor implements,
major implements

Energy, Energy, mechanical energy, chemical energy, fuel and

fertilizer and

manure

oil, fertilizer and lime, manure, chemicals,

agrichemicals, biological inputs
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Table 2: Descriptions of explanatory variables

Dummy variables

Dummy variable
value =0

Percent of observations with
values of one in each sample

Dummy variable
value=1 M

O.Ip O-gg O':;
Function type
Cost or other functions  Profit function 18.2% 5.8% 26.0%
Functions other than 4.4% 6.7% 4.2%
Cost or profit functions  cost and profit
functions
Functional form
Translog functional Other functional form 10.2% 6.7% 10.7%
form
Technology
Allows non-neutral Imposes neutral 27.1% 34.2% 33.2%
technological change technological change
Allows non-constant Imposes constant 24.4% 86.7% 23.3%
returns to scale returns to scale
Model structure
Static model Dynamic model 7.6% 3.3% 6.1%
Data Characteristics
Time series or panel . 22.7% 19.2% 26.3%
data Cross sectional data
Time series or cross 2.3% 2.5% 2.3%
. Panel data
sectional data
. Regional/state level 14.2% 11.7% 18.7%
National or farm level data
National or 16.9% 12.5% 20.6%
: Farm level data
regional/state level
Estimation method
MLE Otr_\er types of 27.6% 41.2% 36.3%
estimators
Measurement of output
Single output Multiple outputs 20.4% 18.3% 35.1%
A . A subsector of 5.8% 8.3% 5.0%
ggregate agriculture .
agriculture
Input classification
Energy is a separate Energy is not a separate  84.9% 81.7% 82.4%
input input
Fertilizer is a separate Fertilizer is not a 50.2% 39.2% 36.3%
input separate input
Manure is a separate Manure is not a 93.8% 96.7% 98.5%
input separate input
Aggregate labor Disaggregate labor 33.3% -
Land Buildings and/or - 5.8% -

structures
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Aggregate capital Disaggregate capital - - 69.5%
Land is separated from  Land is included in - 20.8% 14.9%
capital capital
Time period
Includes post-1981 All pre-1981 59.1% 71.7% 54.2%
observations observations
Long run elasticity Short run elasticity 41.3% 9.2% 37.8%
Country classification
The U.S. or non-U.S. . . 38.7% 59.2% 34.4%
develobed countries Developing countries
p
The U.S. or developing  Non-U.S. developed 14.2% 5.8% 14.9%
countries countries
Correction for publication bias

Inverse of square roots 'V'eaf‘ 0.157 0.158 0.152
of sample size M{ix_lmum 0.250 0.250 0.250

Minimum 0.021 0.021 0.021
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Table 3: Meta-regression results, Morishima elasticities of substitution with respect

to polluting input

Labor, o) Land, oy Capital, oy,
Intercept 2.977*** 1.772%** 1.414**
(0.626) (0.524) (0.678)
Publication bias —_ gguexx 7.405%%* 11,938
correction
(2.337) (1.642) (2.028)
Function type
Profit function -0.685*** 0.155 -0.436**
(0.200) (0.266) (0.253)
Functions other than
cost and profit -1.277%** 1.543%** 0.044
functions
(0.246) (0.266) (0.367)
Functional form
other functional ¢ 348 10.101 0.426
orm
(0.245) (0.299) (0.287)
Technology
Neutral
technological -0.232 -0.030 -0.294
change
(0.201) (0.133) (0.196)
Constant returns to 1.091%** L0.715%** 0.292
scale
(0.219) (0.265) (0.272)
Model structure
Dynamic model -0.390 0.360 -0.019
(0.268) (0.310) (0.319)
Data characteristics
Cross sectional data  -1.057*** omitted omitted
(0.336)
Panel data -0.916** omitted omitted
(0.421)
(Ij?aetglonallstate level 1 052%** 0.7 0.739%*
(0.272) (0.275) (0.333)
Farm level data 0.682** -1.060** -0.044
(0.309) (0.611) (0.344)
Estimation method
Other types of -0.054 1.207%%* 0.137
estimators
(0.172) (0.192) (0.217)
Output measurement
Multiple outputs 0.195 1.741%** 0.459**
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(0.175) (0.165) (0.191)
A subsector of -0.001 10.393%%* 0.120
agriculture
(0.207) (0.534) (0.234)
Input classification
Energy is not a -0.283%** -0.299* -0.183
separate input
(0.166) (0.157) (0.201)
Fertilizer s nota 4 19, 0.733%% 0.119
separate input
(0.163) (0.208) (0.288)
Manureisanot g 4g9 0.918* 0.407
separate input
(0.296) (0.513) (0.452)
Disaggregate labor ~ -0.492*** - -
(0.173)
Real estate/land and -0.114 i
structure
(0.271)
Disaggregate capital - - 0.150
(0.290)
Lan_d isincluded in -1 36Q%* L0.853%**
capital
(0.157) (0.242)
Time period
All pre-1981 data -0.239* 0.601*** -0.193
(0.144) (0.186) (0.218)
Short run elasticity ~ -0.059 -0.439* -0.518***
(0.161) (0.246) (0.189)
Country classification
Developing country  0.187 1.240%** 0.112
(0.202) (0.454) (0.282)
Non-U.S. developed ) 7 0.704%%x 0.540%*
country
(0.159) (0.145) (0.210)
F value 10.84*** 37.22%** -
Chi-square value - - 395.39***
R-square 0.542 0.889 -
Adjusted R-square  0.492 0.865 -
Within R-square - - 0.004
Between R-square - - 0.926
Overall R-square - - 0.678
Sample size 225 120 262
Notes: “-” indicates the variable is not used as an explanatory variable in the initial regression,

and “omitted” means the variable is eliminated due to multicollinearity; ***, ** * = statistically
significant at 1 percent, 5 percent and 10 percent level, respectively; standard errors are in
parentheses.
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Table 4: Predicted mean MES

Labor,o;  Land,oy, Cap:AtaI,
O-kp
Predicted mean MES 0.718* 0.598* 0.631
(0.488) (0.404) (0.583)
Predicted mean short-run MES 0.684* 0.199 0.309
(0.497) (0.462) (0.586)
Predicted mean long-run MES 0.742* 0.638* 0.463
(0.493) (0.405) (0.593)

Notes: * = statistically significant at 10 percent for 1-sided test; standard errors are in

parentheses.

38



Appendix: References for Meta-analysis

Adelaja, A., and A. Hoque. (1986). ““A Multi-Product Analysis of Energy Demand in
Agricultural Subsectors.” Southern Journal of Agricultural Economics: 51-64.

Ali, F., D. Bailey, and A. Parikh. (1993). “Price Distortion and Resource Use Efficiency
in a Pakistani Province.” European Review of Agricultural Economics 20: 35-47.

Ali, F., and A. Parikh. (1992). “Relationship among Labor, Bullock, and Tractor Inputs in
Pakistan Agriculture.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 74: 371-377.

Andrikopoulos, A. A., and J. A., Brox. (1992). “Cost Structure, Interfactor Substitution
and Complementarity, and Efficiency in the Canadian Agricultural Sector.” Canadian
Journal of Agricultural Economics 40: 253-269.

Antle, J. M. (1984). “The Structure of U.S. Agricultural Technology, 1910-78.”
American Journal of Agricultural Economics 66: 414-421.

Archibald, S. O. and L. Brandt. (1991). “A Flexible Model of Factor Biased
Technological Change: An Application to Japanese Agriculture.” Journal of
Development Economics 35: 127-145.

Ball, V.E. (1988). “Modeling Supply Response in a Multiproduct Framework.” American
Journal of Agricultural Economics 70: 813-25.

Binswanger, H. P. (1974). “The Measurement of Technical Change Biases with Many
Factors of Production.” The American Economic Review 64: 964-976.

Bonnieux, F. (1989). “Estimating regional-level input demand for French agriculture
using a translog production function.” European Review of Agricultural Economics

16: 229-241.

39



Boyle, G. (1981). “Input Substitution and Technical Change in Irish Agriculture: 1953-
1977.” Economic and Social Review 12: 149-161.

Boyle, G., and D. Neil. (1990). “The Generation of Output Supply and Input Demand
Elasticities for a Johansen-Type Model of the Irish Agricultural Sector.” European
Review of Agricultural Economics 17: 387-405.

Brown, R. S., and L. R. Christensen. (1981). “Estimating Elasticities in a Model of Partial
Static Equilibrium: An Application to U.S. Agriculture.” In Modeling and Measuring
Natural Resource Substitution, edited by E.R. Berndt and B.C. Field. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press, 1981.

Capalbo, S. M. (1988). “A comparison of econometric models of us agricultural
productivity and aggregate technology.” Agricultural Productivity: Measurement and
Explanation, Washington, DC: Resources for the Furture, 1988.

Carew, R., P. Chen, and V. Stevens. (1992). "Evaluating Publicly Funded Research in
Canadian Agriculture: A Profit Function Approach.” Canadian Journal of
Agricultural Economics 40: 547-560.

Chaudhary, M. A., M. A. Khan, and K. H. Naqgvi. (1998). “Estimates of Farm Output
Supply and Input Demand Elasticities: The Translog Profit Function Approach.” The
Pakistan Development Review 37: 1031-1050.

Clark, J. S., and C. E. Youngblood. (1992). “Estimating Duality Models with Biased
Technical Change: A Time Series Approach.” American Journal of Agricultural
Economics 74: 353-360.

Coxhead, I. A. (1992). “Environmental-Specific Rates and Biases of Technical Change in

Agriculture.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 74: 592-604.

40



Dalton, T. J., W. A. Masters, and K. A. Foster. (1997). “Production Costs and Input
Substituion in Zimbabwe’s Smallholder Agriculture.” Agricultural Economics 17:
201-2009.

Debertin, D. L., A. Pagoulatos, and A. Aoun. (1990). “Impacts of Technological Change
on Factor Substitution between Energy and Other Inputs within US Agriculture,
1950-79.” Energy Economics: 122-10.

Fernandez-Cornejo, J. (1992). “Short- and Long-Run Demand and Substitution of
Agricultural Inputs.” Northeastern Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics
21: 36-49.

Fousekis, P., and C. Pantzios. (1999). “A Family of Differential Input Demand Systems
with Application to Greek Agriculture.” Journal of Agricultural Economics 50: 549-
563.

Fulginiti, L. E., and R. K. Perrin. (1999). “Argentine Agricultural Policy in a Multiple-
Input, Multiple-Output Framework.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics
72: 279-288.

Gao, X. M., and A. Reynolds. (1994). “Structural Equation Approach to Measuring
Technological Change: An Application to Southeastern U.S. Agriculture.” Journal of
Productivity Analysis 5: 123-1309.

Glass, J. C., and D. G. McKillop. (1989). “A Multi-Product Multi-Input Cost Function
Analysis of Northern Ireland Agriculture, 1955-85.” Journal of Agricultural

Economics 40: 57-70.

41



Glass, J. G., and D. G. McKillop. (1989). “Production Interrelationship and Productivity
Measurement in Irish Agriculture.” European Review of Agricultural Economics 17:
271-287.

Gopalakrishnan, C., G. H. Khaleghi, and R. B. Shrestha. (1989). Energy-non-energy
input substitution in US agriculture: some findings.” Applied Economics 21: 673-679.

Guyomard, H. (1988). “Quasi-Fixed Factors and Production Theory-The Case of Self-
Employed Labor in French Agriculture.” Irish Journal of Agricultural Economics and
Rural Sociology 13: 21-33.

Guyomard, H. (1989). “Derivation of Long-Run Factor Demands from Short-run
Responses.” Agricultural Economics 3: 213-230.

Henry, C. M. (1985). “Technological Choice for Agricultural Development: An
econometric analysis.” Farm Economist 14: 1-25.

Hertel, T. W. and L. McKinzie. (1986). “Pseudo Data as a Teaching Tool: Application to
the Translog, Multiproduct Profit Function.” Western Journal of Agricultural
Economics 11: 19-30.

Higgins, J. (1986). “Input Demand and Output Supply on Irish Farms-A Micro-Economic
Approach. European Review of Agricultural Economics 13, 477-493.

Huffman, W. E., and Evenson, R. E. (1989). “Supply and Demand Functions for
Multiproduct U.S. Cash Grain Farm Biases Caused by Research and Other Policies.”
American Journal of Agricultural Economics 71: 761-773.

Islam, T. S., and T. S. Veeman. (1980). “Changing input use and productivity in

Canadian agriculture.” Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics 28: 152-155.

42



Kako, T. (1978). “Decomposition Analysis of Derived Demand for Factor Inputs: The
Case of Rice Production in Japan.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 60:
628-635.

Karagiannis, G., S. Katranidis, and K. Velentzas. (1996). “Decomposition Analysis of
Factor Cost Shares: The Case of Greek Agriculture.” Journal of Agricultural and
Applied Economics 28: 369-379.

Khatri, Y., and C. Thirtle. (1996). “Supply and Demand Function for UK Agriculture:
Biases of Technical Change and the Returns to Public R&D.” Journal of Agricultural
Economics 47: 338-354.

Krasachat, W. (1999). “Land Use and Productivity Growth in Thai Agriculture”
Presented in the 43rd Annual Conference of the Australian Agricultural and Resource
Economics Society, Christchurch, New Zealand, January 20-22, 1999.

Kuroda, Y. (1988). “Biased Technological Change and Factor Demand in Postwar
Japanese Agriculture, 1958-84.” Agricultural Economics 2: 101-122.

Kuroda, Y. (1998). “Empirical Investigation of the Rice Production Structure in Taiwan,
1976-93.” The Developing Economics: 80-100.

Lachaal, L., A. Chebil, and B. Dhehibi. (2005). “Measuring Factor Substitution and
Technological Change in the Tunisian Agricultural Sector, 1971-2000.” Agricultural
Economic Review 6: 28-38.

Lambert, D. K., and J. S. Shonkwiler. (1995). “Factor Bias under Stochastic Technical

Change.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 77: 578-590.

43



Lambert, D. K., and J. Gong. (2010). “Dynamic Adjustment of U.S. Agriculture to
Energy Price Changes. “ Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics 42: 289-
301.

Leblanc, M. and J. Hrubovcak. (1986). “Dynamic Input Demand: An Application to
Agriculture.” Applied Economics 18: 807-818.

Lee, H., and Chambers, R. G. (1990). “Expenditure Constraints and Profit Maximization
in U.S. Agriculture.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 72: 734-737.

Lopez, R. E. (1980). “The Structure of Production and the Derived Demand for Inputs in
Canadian Agriculture.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 62: 38-45.

Lopez, R. E., and Tung, F. (1982). “Energy and Non-Energy Input Substitution
Possibilities and Output Scale Effects in Canadian Agriculture.” Canadian Journal of
Agricultural Economics 30: 115-132.

Lopez, R. E. (1984). “Estimating Substitution and Expansion Effects Using a Profit
Function Framework.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 66: 358-367.

Mclnstosh, C. S., and A. A. Williams. (1992). “Multiproduct Production Choices and
Pesticide Regulation in Geogia.” Southern Journal of Agricultural Economics: 135-
144,

McKillop, D. G., and J. C. Glass. (1991). “The Structure of Production, Technical
Change and Total Factor Productivity in The Northern Ireland Agricultural Industry,
1955-86.” Scottish Journal of Political Economy 38: 192-205.

Melfou, K. A. Theocharopoulos, and E. Papanagiotou. (2009). “The Structure of
Production in Greek Agriculture: Elasticities of Substitution and Derived Factor Price

Elasticities.” Spoudai 59: 32-48.

44



Mensah-Bonsu, A. (2010). “Price and Non-Price Determinants of Farm Household
Demand for Purchased Inputs: Evidence from Northern Ghana.” Journal of
Development and Agricultural Economics 2: 54-64.

Moschini, G. (1988). “A Model of Production with Supply Management for Canadian
Agricultural Sector.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 70: 318-329.

Napasintuwong, O., and R. D. Emerson. (2003). “Farm Mechanization and The Farm
Labor Market: A Socioeconomic Model of Induced Innovation.” Selected paper
prepared for presentation at the Southern Agricultural Economics Association Annual
Meeting, Mobile, Alabama, Febury 1-5, 2003.

Napasintuwong, O., and R. D. Emerson. (2005). “Institutional and Socioeconomic Model
of Farm Mechanization and Foreign Workers.” Selected paper prepared for
presentation at the American Agricultural Economics Association Annual Meeting,
Providence, Rhode Island, July 24-27, 2005.

Nghiep, L. T. (1979). “The Structure and Changes of Technology in Prewar Japanese
Agriculture.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 61: 687-693.

O’Donnell, C. J., R. C. Shumway and V. E. Ball. (1999). “Input Demands and
Inefficiency in U.S. Agriculture.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 81:
865-880.

Parikh, A. (1985). “Some Aspects of Employment in Indian Agriculture.” World
Development 13: 691-704.

Polson, R. A., and C. R. Shumway. (1992). “Production Relationships in South Central

Agriculture.” Southern Journal of Agricultural Economics 24: 121-136.

45



Ray, SC. (1982). “A Translog Cost Function Analysis of U.S. Agriculture, 1939-77.”
American Journal of Agricultural Economics 64: 490-498.

Sharma, S. C. (1991). “Technological Change and Elasticities of Substitution in Korean
Agriculture.” Journal of Development Economics 35(1991): 147-172.

Shumway, C. R. (1983). “Supply, Demand, and Technology in a Multiproduct Industry:
Texas Field Crops.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 65: 748-760.

Shumway, C. R., and H. Lim. (1993). “Functional Form and U.S. Agricultural Production
Elasticities.” Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics 18: 266-276.

Sidhu, S., and C. A. Baanante. (1981). “ Estimating Farm-Level Input Demand and
Wheat Supply in the Indian Punjab Using a Translog Profit Function.” American
Journal of Agricultural Economics 63: 237-246.

Teruel, R. G., and Y. Kuroda. (2004). “An Empirical Analysis of Productivity in
Philippine Agriculture, 1974-2000.” Asian Economic Journal 18: 319-344.

Weaver, R. D. (1983). “Multiple Input, Multiple Output Production Choices and
Technology in the U.S. Wheat Region.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics

65: 45-56.

46



