
CHAPTER 1

Industrial Policy and Productive
Transformation: An Optimization Approach

Based on Input–Output Analysis

Maria Markaki and Stelios Papadakis

1.1 Introduction

The economic crisis of 2008, followed by a long period of recession,
revealed the structural failings of many economies, creating the resur-
gence of interest in industrial policy. Much of the interest in industrial
policy derives from its potential implications for solving dramatic socioe-
conomic problems, such as high unemployment rates, expanding trade
imbalances, and poverty. Additionally, changes in the production systems
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due to the expansion of global value chains force countries to confront
challenges arising from their level of integration within the new pattern of
international trade (Di Tommaso et al., 2017). The rejuvenation (Stiglitz
et al., 2013) or renaissance (Mazzucato et al., 2015; Savona, 2018) of
industrial policy attracts several schools of thought in economics to a
debate on the nature, the significance, the efficiency, and the instruments
of industrial policy. The structural, the evolutionary, and, surprisingly,
the neoclassical schools of thought all contribute to the debate, high-
lighting different perspectives and objectives as well as different directions
for industrial policy.

The debate on industrial policy is not new. It can be traced back to
the foundation of capitalism, with the controversy between two major
theoretical streams of thought, mercantilism and liberalism (Maneschi,
1998). The neoclassical school of thought dominated the intense debate
of academic and policy circles from the mid-1970s to the early 1980s.
At that specific conjuncture, the majority of countries and world orga-
nizations adopted the position that the outcomes of industrial policy are
limited, or even negative for the economies. Based on the neoclassical
tradition, protectionism and infant-industry strategies only have adverse
results and will probably lead to government failure. Thus, market-based
strategies (liberalization, privatization, deregulation) and macroeconomic
measures to ensure fiscal and financial stability were considered the only
effective government policies (Chang & Andreoni, 2016; Rodrik, 2008).
The neoclassical theoretical framework was strongly challenged by Chang
(2002), who examined the economic history of developed economies
and found no example of a country that developed following free-trade
and market-based policies. On the contrary, all advanced countries devel-
oped on the basis of protectionism and infant-industry policies, the same
policies which are rejected as ineffective and obsolete nowadays.

Based on the neoclassical agenda, industrial policy should only attempt
to improve the business environment. Such interventions are commonly
referred to as horizontal (also called functional) measures and include,
among others, educational and training programs, R&D investments,
FDI attraction, and infrastructures. In addition to horizontal measures,
government interventions for overcoming market failures are accepted
into the neoclassical school of thought. On the contrary, mainstream
economists considered vertical industrial policies (also called selective)
for the promotion of specific sectors or groups of sectors, or even for
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improving the supplementarity of the whole economic system, to be inef-
fective (Chang & Andreoni, 2019; Warwick, 2013). Salazar-Xirinachs
et al. (2014, p. 20) identify a contradiction in the distinction between
horizontal and vertical policy measures. They note that “the distinction
between ‘horizontal’ measures (presumed to be neutral across sectors)
and ‘vertical’ measures (supporting specific industries) is something of
a false choice, as even the most ‘general’ policy measures favor some
sectors over others”. Even more, according to Stiglitz et al. (2013, p. 8),
horizontal policy measures end up supporting “certain industries more
than others and therefore shape the sector allocation of the economy”.
In reality, the only policies that can strictly be called horizontal are those
concerning basic education and public health care. Nevertheless, referring
to policy concerning these as industrial is “stretching the concept beyond
reason” (Chang et al., 2016, p. 29).

The inability to develop a neutral, horizontal industrial policy does
not mean that there is no difference between horizontal and vertical
measures. Horizontal and vertical industrial policies have different objec-
tives, and neutrality is only a part of the picture. Horizontal policies are
consistent with improving the workings of markets and institutes, whereas
vertical policies are consistent with the notion of structural change and the
productive (or structural) transformation of the whole economy.

The term structural transformation refers to the “interrelated processes
of structural change that accompany economic development” (Syrquin,
1988, p. 206). Advanced economies progressively shift their structure
of production and exports to activities of higher value-added and more
sophisticated products (Fortunato & Razo, 2014; Ocampo et al., 2009).
The impact of the productive structure and its effects on economic
development is frequently neglected by mainstream economics, despite
its high relevance for development, international theory, and economic
policy. As discussed by Rodrik (2009, p. 5), economic development “is
fundamentally about structural change: it involves producing new goods
with new technologies and transferring resources from the traditional
activities to these new ones”. The radical economic tradition offers signif-
icant contributions highlighting the fundamental role of changes in the
composition of aggregate production and employment, and how they
affect economic growth and development (Andreoni & Scazzieri, 2014;
Hirschman, 1958; Kaldor, 1967; Prebisch, 1962; Robinson, 2016).
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As analytically discussed in Scazzieri (2018), the structural dynamics
of an economic system can be used as the basis for determining different
paths of structural changes. In this framework, the role emerges of indus-
trial policy as a mechanism for detecting and selecting the path (or
trajectory) toward specific macroeconomic targets (such as the attain-
ment of a specific level of development, improvement of the exporting
profile, unemployment reduction, trade deficits shrinkage, etc.) For the
purposes of this research, industrial policy is defined as sector-specific
interventions in an economic system toward productive transformation
and the achievement of economic development. Thus, industrial policy
has a mainly vertical character and systemic impact inasmuch it stimu-
lates specific economic activities and promotes structural change (Rodrik,
2008).

Policy measures referred to in the literature as horizontal-type indus-
trial policies, should not be neglected in the process of structural trans-
formation. On the contrary, their implementation is complementary to an
industrial policy strategy. Research and development (R&D) investment,
environmental regulation, support for small and medium-sized enter-
prises, educational and training programs, infrastructure and measure
ensuring financial stability are important aspects of the policy agenda
worldwide. However, given their macroeconomic character, their inclu-
sion in industrial policy is rather disorienting in terms of the industrial
policy debate.

The design of an industrial policy plan requires an in-depth knowledge
of the examined economy and the theoretical and empirical background
to approach the complexity and complementarity of the different features
of the economic system in question. Furthermore, determining the
optimal industrial policy for an economic system should also consider the
different challenges arising from the international economic environment
and the evolution of technology.

The structure of the chapter is the following: Sect. 1.2 presents the
link between production transformation and Input–Output analysis. Then
Sect. 1.3 focuses on different aspects and prospects of productive trans-
formation. The next Sect. 1.4 presents the methodological approach.
In Sect. 1.5, the formulation of the mathematical model for the Greek
economy is elaborated. Finally, Sect. 1.6 discusses the future directions of
the research.
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1.2 Productive Transformation

and Input–Output Analysis

A productive transformation strategy requires a methodology that reflects
the complexity and complementarity of the economy in question and
can be used to formulate an optimization model for determining the
optimal productive structure. To this end, Input–Output Analysis (Leon-
tief, 1986) is employed in the literature. The reason for the extensive
use of IOA in this type of problem is that it is essentially a method-
ology that provides a structural view of sectoral interlinkages. Therefore,
understanding the underlying mechanisms and the drivers of struc-
tural transformation is a critical issue for industrial policy, and IOA is
recognized as a suitable approach in this regard.

In IOA, the production of an economic system is disaggregated into
nsectors of economic activity and the transactions of goods and services
among them are determined. Each sector produces a single type of
product (or service), and it is assumed that all producers within a sector
employ the same production technology. Moreover, each sector absorbs
inputs from the other sectors and provides its production as input to
other sectors and to the final demand of the economic system. Thus,
the production process of the whole system is articulated in a tabular
form, i.e., the Input–Output table (IOT) of monetary values. The IOT
describes the transactions between the different sectors (intersectoral
flows) and the sectoral distribution of value-added and final demand.
IOA focuses on the intersectoral flows of the IOT, a square table with
dimensions nxn, depicting how intermediate products and services are
combined in analogies defined by the production technology of each
sector, to generate the sector’s output. Analytically, a typical row of the
square matrix represents the distribution of the output within the other
sectors and a typical column of the square matrix reflects the composition
of inputs demanded from other sectors for the specific sector’s produc-
tion. Thus, the typical element zi j of IOT represents the ith sector’s
output required by the j th sector for the production of j th sector’s gross
output. Furthermore, a typical technological coefficient ai j represents the
ith sector’s output required for a unit production of the j th sector and a
typical allocation coefficient bi j represents the share of a unit produc-
tion of the ith sector used as intermediate input from the j th sector
(Miller & Blair, 2009). The matrices of the technological coefficients Ad

(known as the Leontief approach) and allocation coefficients Bd (known
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as the Ghosh approach) provide a full view of the economic structure and
are widely used for studying the economic effects of structural changes
within an economy, both in sectoral and aggregate level. Particularly, the
impact of structural shifts in final demand, in the Leontief model and
value-added, in the Ghosh model, for the economic system can be simu-
lated with the use of the Ad and Bd matrices, respectively (Ghosh, 1958;
Miller & Blair, 2009; Belegri et al., 2011).

Nevertheless, a productive restructuring strategy requires the reverse
process, i.e., the identification of the required shifts in production
(expressed by final demand or value-added structure) for achieving
macroeconomic targets under certain constraints. Thus, for addressing
the productive transformation strategy, the macroeconomic objectives and
constraints should be formulated into a constrained optimization model,
the resolution of which will provide the optimal productive structure of
the economic system.

Up to date, several studies have identified an economy’s optimal
productive structure. Most of these investigate the optimal structure of
economic systems for addressing environmental pressures (such as green-
house gas emissions and energy usage) and achieving macroeconomic
objectives. Cho (1999) determined the optimal productive structure of
the Chungbuk Province of Korea for addressing unemployment and
resource scarcity. Oliveira and Antunes (2004) optimized the produc-
tion structure of Portugal with a view to environmental (minimization
of the acidification potential and the energy imports) and socioeco-
nomic (maximization of employment and GDP) objectives. San Cristóbal
(2010) defined the optimal structure of the Spanish economy when
GDP is maximized and greenhouse gas emissions are minimized. Hristu-
Varsakelis et al. (2010) used scenario analysis of GDP maximization
and energy conservation to optimize the structure of Greece. Likewise,
De Carvalho et al. (2015) approached the optimal productive struc-
ture of Brazil for different scenarios involving the maximization of GDP
and employment and the minimization of greenhouse gas emissions and
energy consumption. Chang (2015) investigated China and determined
the optimal structure of the country when GDP is maximized and carbon
dioxide emissions are minimized. Mi et al. (2015), in a regional study
for Beijing, determined the productive structure of the city for maximum
production and environmental objectives. In more recent studies, Tian
et al. (2017) and Lin et al. (2019) investigated the optimal structure
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of China when GDP is maximized and energy consumption is mini-
mized. Sánchez et al. (2019) found the optimal structure of Australia for
the maximum GDP and employment and the minimum greenhouse gas
emissions. Furthermore, in Papadakis and Markaki (2019), the optimal
structure for the minimization of greenhouse gas emissions intensity is
determined. Finally, Markaki and Papadakis (2021) identified the optimal
structure of the Czech economy, ensuring that a decrease in global
demand for vehicles will not affect the country’s international compet-
itiveness. In all cases, the optimal productive structure varies considerably
from the current structure, highlighting the importance of productive
transformation. Furthermore, the significant impact of a potential struc-
tural transformation on macroeconomic and/or environmental objectives
in all the examined countries, constitutes a mutually reinforcing argument
in favor of industrial policy strategies.

Although all the aforementioned studies successfully determine the
optimal productive structure of the examined economic systems, they
do not provide a robust methodological framework to explore different
aspects of productive transformation. Moreover, the diversity of the set
targets and the different types of constraints makes it difficult, in certain
cases, even to recognize the common denominator in all the different
approaches, i.e., the application of Input–Output Analysis. Consequently,
there is a necessity for a robust methodological approach to productive
transformation based on IOA, as support for different empirical applica-
tions. Such an approach will provide the tools to classify, compare, and
evaluate different productive transformation plans.

1.3 Productive Transformation:

Different Aspects and Prospects

A productive transformation that shifts production within different sectors
through the reallocation of production factors, can address the structural
weakness of the economy. Furthermore, such progress can increase aggre-
gated production and exports, achieving significant improvements in the
economy’s level of development (Chang & Andreoni, 2016). Although
the specific objectives and the restrictions of a productive transformation
are country-specific, the broad outlines of an industrial policy toward a
productive transformation can be drawn to derive factors that account for
the main determinants. In this research, four structural economic factors
are considered as a means of ensuring the effectiveness of productive
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transformation in an economic system. The share of manufacturing in
production, the share of technologically advanced sectors, the strengths
of intersectoral linkages, and the complexity of the economic system. The
literature on industrial policy identifies these factors as crucial for the
structural change of an economy from the supply side (Bresser-Pereira,
2016; Chang et al., 2013, 2016; Reinert, 2019). In this section, the role
of each factor is discussed in terms of its contribution to growth and
development.

1.3.1 Promoting Industrialization

Industrial policy is mainly associated with targeted interventions in specific
industrial sectors (i.e., manufacturing, mining, utilities, and construction
sectors), promoting industrialization in favor of an improved produc-
tive structure. However, the literature approaches the special role of
industry in the process of structural transformation through several
complementary aspects.

Firstly, industrial products, especially those sourcing from the core of
industrial activities, i.e., manufacturing, have high tradability compared
to the non-tradable character of most services activities (Rodrik, 2007;
Stöllinger et al., 2013). Thus, industry products contribute to a favorable
external balance of goods and services in the economy.

Secondly, as observed by Kaldor (1967, p. 8), there is a positive rela-
tionship between labor productivity growth rates and “the excess of the
rate of growth of manufacturing production over the rate of growth of the
economy as a whole”. Thus, industry exhibits higher productivity gains
than the rest of the economic system and promotes the aggregated labor
productivity growth of the economy.

Contrary to the traditional view that productivity gains cause economic
growth, Ocampo (2005) revised the arrow of causality. He pointed out
that the link between increased productivity and growth is two-way. The
productivity gains increase economic growth and vice versa. The crucial
point in his approach is that the quality of economic growth, as expressed
in the country’s macroeconomic performance, determines the level of
productivity gains. Compared with a strong macroeconomic performance,
poor performance is characterized by a substantial decline in the rate of
productivity growth (see also Ocampo, 2014). As a result, an economy
with poor macroeconomic performance is characterized by structural
weakness, usually reflected in negative terms of trade and trade deficits
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(Economakis et al., 2015). Thus, the role is emphasized of industrial
policy in ensuring a strong macroeconomic performance.

Thirdly, in addition to the “great importance to the role of the manu-
facturing sector in overall economic activity, is its role as a driver of
innovation and technological change… [as long as] the manufacturing
sector still accounts for the bulk of business expenditure on R&D” (Pilat
et al., 2006). The industrial sectors are a major source of technological
progress for an economy, indicating that a country with a strong industrial
base has the potential for technological upgrading. Even though indus-
trial sectors are not homogenous in their technological level, industry
significantly contributes to the diffusion of technology and, thus, oper-
ates as the “learning centre” of the economy (Baumol, 1967; Cardinale &
Scazzieri, 2019; Chang et al., 2013). The constant renewal of manufac-
turing production (creation of new products or the improvement of the
existing) is facilitated with innovations and modern technologies. In addi-
tion, industrial sectors’ high capital accumulation level and higher capital
intensity allow industrial products to embody state-of-art technologies
(Szirmai, 2012).

Fourth, both backward and forward intersectoral linkages in the
industry are much stronger than in services and agriculture. Stronger
backward linkages indicate that the sector demonstrates high inputs from
other sectors. Stronger forward linkages indicate that the sector is essen-
tial as a supplier of inputs required by other sectors (Dietzenbacher, 2002;
Hirschman, 1958; Markaki & Papadakis, 2021). Strong linkages create a
powerful spillover of knowledge and technology from industrial sectors
to the rest of the economy. Sectors with strong interdependencies have a
central role in economic activity, and their promotion provides extended
effects to the economic system.

Fifth, from the demand side of the economy, the relative income elas-
ticity of the demand for industrial (mainly manufacturing) products is
higher than those from the primary and service sectors. This is because
an increase in a country’s income creates a higher demand for products
of high-income elasticity of demand than those of low-income elasticity
of demand, as a result of Engel’s law. Thus, the inability of a non-
industrialized economy to satisfy the increased demand for manufacturing
products occurring as a result of economic growth will lead in the long
run to the increase of imports and possible balance of payment problems
(Economakis et al., 2018; Krugman, 1988).
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The aspects of industry sectors discussed above stress the unique role
that industry could play in the productive transformation of an economy.
In the words of Cimoli et al. (2006), “an increase in the share of manu-
facturing in the overall economy would be required for activities with low
productivity to converge upon high-productivity ones. The industry was
seen as the main driver of productivity growth. [] …industrial develop-
ment would generate the forward and backward linkages, spillover effects,
capital accumulation and technological externalities needed to sustain
increasing returns”.

1.3.2 Promoting Product Sophistication and Diversification

Despite the undeniable contribution of industrial sectors to the process
of productive transformation, the industry is not a homogenous group of
sectors. Industrial sectors differ considerably in terms of, among others,
capital and labor intensity, technological level, skills required, and produc-
tivity level. Industrial policy should provide the ground for developing a
diversified economic base and, simultaneously, for upgrading production
from simple to more sophisticated. On the one hand, productive diversifi-
cation reduces the economy’s vulnerability to external and internal shocks.
On the other, technological progress is in line with the promotion of
relatively sophisticated sectors (Lin, 2011). Empirical studies show that
mature industrialized countries typically produce a wide range of goods,
and the process of development is connected with a less concentrated
(more diversified) productive structure (Economakis & Markaki, 2023;
Imbs & Wacziarg, 2003; Markaki & Economakis, 2022).

Furthermore, Petralia et al. (2017) found that more developed coun-
tries tend to specialize in producing more diverse and valuable products
by using more complex and less concentrated technologies compared
to less developed countries. This finding supports the position of Lall
(2000), who highlighted the importance of the technological structure
of manufactured exports as an indicator of “quality” and the position of
Rodrik (2009, p. 9) that “productive diversification is a key correlate of
economic development”.

The term economic complexity is introduced in the literature to
express both diversification and sophistication of production. Economic
complexity is assessed “based on the diversity of exports a country
produces and their ubiquity, or the number of the countries able to
produce them, and those countries’ complexity. Countries that can sustain
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a diverse range of productive know-how, including sophisticated, unique
know-how, can produce a wide diversity of goods, including complex
products that few other countries can make” (Simoes & Hidalgo, 2011).
Even though manufacturing sectors provide the ability to increase product
diversification to a higher degree, by comparison to the primary and
service sectors (Hausmann & Klinger, 2007), some service sectors could
also promote diversification due to their knowledge intensity (Evans,
2008). By the term service sector, the relevant literature mainly refers
to business services (such as transport, logistics, management, consulting,
design, communications, warehousing) providing activities outsourced by
manufacturing firms to the service sector. Business services are closely
linked to manufacturing production, followed by wholesale and retail
trade, financial intermediation, and transport (UNIDO, 2013). Thus, the
procurements of business services depend on the manufacturing sectors;
hence business services cannot operate optimally in an economy with a
weak industrial base (Chang et al., 2016). Consequently, the expansion
of service sectors which are strongly linked to manufacturing increases the
diversification of the economy.

Thus, the process of productive transformation cannot only be
expressed by the reallocation of production within the different sectors,
but also as a process of diversification and technological updating of
economic activities throughout the economy.

1.3.3 Promoting Interconnectedness

The structural weaknesses of an economic system resulting from a non-
articulated economic structure act as an obstacle to structural change,
even in diversifying and technologically advanced systems. Gains related
to spillover effects “in terms of technology transfer and absorption”
O’Donovan and Rios-Morales (2006, p. 55) reinforce productive activi-
ties, providing technologically advanced sectors are strongly linked to the
rest of the economy. Otherwise, in the case of weak intersectoral linkages,
diversification and sophistication of production will increase the demand
for imported intermediate inputs, extending trade imbalances and slowing
down industrialization and development.

Thus, the interconnectedness of the whole economic system is a crucial
factor for the effectiveness of productive transformation. IOA describes
the economy as a complex network of relationships between different
activities, quantifying their interconnectedness by backward and forward
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linkages (Miller & Blair, 2009). For example, a developed industry is
connected to a more complete and articulated economic structure (Leon-
tief, 1986, pp. 169–170) with important productive linkages, spillover
effects, capital accumulation, and technological externalities (see Cimoli
et al., 2006; Hirschman, 1958). On the contrary, service sectors are more
independent from other sectors by comparison to the manufacturing
sector (Pilat et al., 2006).

Strengthening an economy’s backward and forward linkages requires
policy interventions focused on the increased portion of intermediate
demand satisfied by domestic production. This intervention will empower
economic activities both as a producer and a consumer of interme-
diate products and services. Import substitution policies targeting the
intermediate productive structure, as it is expressed by the matrices
of technological and allocation coefficients, is a one-way road toward
addressing structural weaknesses sourcing from weak linkages.

1.3.4 Toward a Methodology for Productive Transformation

The approach to productive transformation adopted in this research
builds on the position that to transform their production structure
successfully, countries must undertake policies of diversification, interde-
pendencies, and technological change simultaneously. Furthermore, this
methodological approach stresses that productive transformation relies on
both diversification and sophistication of production and that improving
productive linkages is essential to sustain macroeconomic gains.

From the policy point of view, policies for diversification and techno-
logical upgrading, as well as import substitution policies focusing on both
the final and the intermediate demand, could lead to an improvement of
the country’s external balance of goods and services and a reduction of
the risk of adverse effect on production due to macroeconomic imbal-
ances (Milberg et al., 2014). The combination of these types of policy
interventions will enhance the potential for growth and development.

1.4 Productive Transformation and Industrial

Policy: A Methodological Approach

In this research, a primary question is addressed: which sectors should
a productive transformation strategy target to optimize the productive
structure, satisfying specific macroeconomic targets in parallel? The term
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“productive transformation” is more accurate from the term “structural
transformation”, as the proposed methodology is quantified, focusing on
the optimal distribution of production among the sectors, and not on all
the interrelated aspects of the socioeconomic environment which the term
structural transformation implicates. Section 1.5 provides the mathemat-
ical formulation of the proposed methodology for the Greek economy
(Fig. 1.1).

The proposed methodology is structured in three stages:
In the first stage, the productive structure of the examined economy is

expressed by the selected sectoral classification. The applied classification
should be in line with the corresponding classification of the available
input–output tables.

The second stage involves the determination of industrial policy
target(s) and their mathematical modelling is built based on input–
output analysis. Given that the proposed methodology has a strictly
country-specific nature, the target(s) of different countries could be
highly diverse, from macroeconomic to social, environmental, or any
combination thereof. In this stage, taking in the advantage of the IOA to
provide a mathematical model for the real-world economic system (Leon-
tief, 1982), the target(s) of the industrial policy is expressed in connection
with the productive structure of the examined economy at an analytical
sectoral level.

In the third stage, potential constraints are considered. Potential
constraints could guide the transformation process in order not to inhibit
the effectiveness of industrial policy measures. They are determined based

Fig. 1.1 The methodological approach of productive transformation (Source
Authors’ creation)
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on economic and social features (such as technology, resources, skill level)
of the economy examined.

Finally, the fourth stage includes the solution of the constrained opti-
mization problem and evaluating the optimal economic structure. During
the evaluation stage of the methodology, it is critical to investigate the
optimal productive structure against socioeconomic aspects not included
in the constraints in order to identify possible adverse effects. A revision of
the 2nd and the 3rd stage is possible. New constraints could be included
in order to prevent or counteract adverse effects.

1.5 The Formulation

of the Mathematical Model for Greece

This section provides the background required for the formulation of
productive transformation as a constraint optimization problem for the
case of Greece. The productive transformation aims to reduce the trade
balance deficits once macroeconomic targets (GDP growth rate and
economic complexity) are achieved. The GDP growth rate is determined
based on the projections of Oxford Economics (2020), while this growth
rate should be linked to the increased complexity of the economy. GDP
growth rate and economic complexity are constraints in the optimization
process. The optimal productive structure should be determined for mini-
mizing the trade balance deficits when GDP growth rates and economic
activity reach specific values. The process of productive transformation
concerns two aspects of the economic system: the decision variables.

The first aspect is the sectoral allocation of the value-added. The GDP
share of each sector, expressed in the form of a vector, is the first deci-
sion variable of the model. The literature provides two alternatives for
the determination of the decision variable. The first alternative is the use
of value-added allocation (Mi et al., 2015; Oliveira & Antunes, 2004;
Tian et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2016) and the second one is the use of the
sectoral distribution of final demand (De Carvalho et al., 2015; Sanchez
et al., 2019). The selection of the sectoral allocation of the value-added
as a decision variable is due to the importance of the GDP growth rate
constraint. GDP is the summation of value-added across the sector; thus,
the first decision variable is directly connected with a constraint.

The second aspect is the distribution coefficients. Following an
approach proposed by Papadakis and Markaki (2019), the network of
sectoral interlinkages is optimized using the import substitution processes
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of imported intermediate inputs. The matrix of the distribution coefficient
is used as the second decision variable, as an expression of the sectoral
linkages. The use of the distribution coefficient instead of the technolog-
ical coefficients is due to the origin of the first in the Ghosh approach,
as discussed later in this section. In the Ghosh approach, value-added is
considered exogenous; thus, both decision variables coexist in the Ghosh
model and their impact on the objective function can be directly assessed.

The novelty of this approach is that it captures the full economic poten-
tial of productive transformation. The assumption that the economic
system linkages will remain stable after a productive transformation
cannot be valid. The promotion of a sector is connected with its ability to
produce to satisfy both intermediate and final demand. Without capturing
the improved position of a sector as a potential intermediate producer, a
crucial segment of the economy is omitted. Thus, an in-depth productive
transformation should simultaneously consider the reallocation of produc-
tion among the sectors and the substitution of imported intermediate
inputs with domestic production (Fig. 1.2).

This section provides the background required for formulating produc-
tive transformation as a constraint optimization problem. The approach
of this research requires the expression of the objective function (trade
balance deficit) and the restrictions (GDP and economic complexity) as
a function of the decision variables (the structure of the value-added
and the distribution coefficients of the sectors). To this end, firstly, the
basic input–output model is described in matrix formation and, secondly,

Fig. 1.2 An optimal industrial policy for Greece (Source Authors’ creation)
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the domestic content of exports and the GDP are defined in connec-
tion with the decision variables. An analytical description of the structural
weaknesses of the Greek economy and the requirements of a productive
transformation process is included in Chapter 2 of this volume.

1.5.1 The Leontief Model

In an economy with nsectors of economic activity, the total output of
each sector i , xi expresses the total level of production by an economic
sector, which covers both intermediate and final demand. Given a vector
x ∈ R

n×1 denoting the total output by sector of economic activity, the
distribution of output is expressed by Eq. 1.1.

x = Zd · 1n + f d (1.1)

where,
Zd ∈ R

n×n represents the matrix of domestically produced interme-
diate demand. The typical element zi j of Zd represents the production of
sector i , which is used as an intermediate input by sector j .

f d ∈ R
n×1 is the vector of the final demand components (analyti-

cally exports, public and private consumption, gross capital formation,
and change in inventories), which are domestically produced.

1n ∈ R
n×1 is an n-dimensional vector, each element of which equals

one.
As discussed in Leontief (1991), Zd is a share of the economy’s

total output x. Dividing the typical element of Zd , zdi j by the total
output of sector j , the technological coefficient ai j = zi j/x j is defined.
The technological coefficient ai j represents the direct requirement of
sector i ’s output, needed to produce one unit of sector j ’s output. The
matrix of technological coefficients Ad ∈ R

n×n (or the matrix of direct
requirements) is defined as:

Ad = Zd · X̂−1 ⇒ Zd = Ad · X̂ (1.2)

where and X̂ ∈ R
n×n , a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are the

elements of vector x.
Taking into account Eq. 1.2, Eq. 1.1 is transformed to:

x = Ad · x + f d ⇒ x = (In − Ad)
−1 · f d (1.3)
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The matrix (In − Ad)
−1 is the well-known Leontief inverse matrix

(Miller & Blair, 2009). A typical element i, j ∈ [1, n] of the Leontief
inverse matrix shows the sector’s-i product, which is required, directly
and indirectly, for the production of one unit of the final demand of the
sector’s- j output.

Consider a vector va ∈ R
n×1. A specific element of va represents the

value-added of a particular sector. Given a vector v ∈ R
n×1 representing

the intensity of employment by sector of economic activity, then v, can
be computed by Eq. 1.4:

v = X̂
−1 · va (1.4)

A typical diagonal element of v represents the value-added by unit of
a sector’s output.

1.5.2 The Ghosh Model

Ghosh (1958) suggested an alternative interpretation of the Leon-
tief model where gross output equals the primary inputs entering the
economic system, expressed by Eq. 1.5.

x = 1n · Zd + 1n
′ · Zm + va = 1n

′ · Z + va (1.5)

where, Zm ∈ R
n×n represents the matrix of imported intermediate

demand and Z ∈ R
n×n represents the matrix of the total interme-

diate demand, both domestic and foreign. The typical element zi j of
Z = Zd + Zm represents the total production of sector i (domestic and
foreign) needed for the production of the sector j .

Following the Ghosh approach, the matrix Bd ∈ R
n×n of the distribu-

tion coefficients of domestic intermediate inputs is defined as:

Bd = X̂
−1 · Zd ⇒ Zd = X̂ · Bd (1.6)

The matrix Bm ∈ R
n×n of the distribution coefficients of imported

intermediate inputs is defined as:

Bm = X̂
−1 · Zm ⇒ Zm = X̂ · Bm (1.7)

And from Eq. 1.6 and Eq. 1.7:

Z = Zd + Zm = X̂ · (Bd + Bm) = X̂ · B (1.8)
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where, B ∈ R
n×n and B = Bd + Bm => Bm = B − Bd .

Based on Eq. 1.8, Eq. 1.5 is transformed to:

x = x · B + va ⇔ xT = vTa · va(1 − B)−1

⇔ x = ((1 − B)−1)′ · va (1.9)

In an effort to link the mathematical formulation of the Leontief and
the Ghosh model, Miller and Blair (2009, pp. 547–548) show that the
matrices of technological coefficients (Ad) and distribution coefficients
(Bd) are similar. Thus,

Ad = X̂ · Bd · X̂−1 ⇔ Bd = X̂
−1 · Ad · X̂ (1.10)

1.5.3 Objective Functions and Constraints

The optimization problem’s objective function expresses the trade
balance’s deficit. The balance of goods and services balance ∈ R

1×1 of
an economy is expressed by Eq. 1.11

balance = 1Tn · (ex − im) (1.11)

The components of final demand f d , are the vectors ex ∈ R
n×1,cd ∈

R
n×1, and inv ∈ R

n×1, where ex is the vector of the exports, where
cd is the vector of the government and private consumption covered by
the domestic production and where inv is the vector of the gross capital
formation and change in inventories covered by the domestic production.
In Eq. 1.12, the diagonal matrices n1

∧

, n2
∧

, n3
∧ ∈ R

n×n are expressing the
sectoral shares of ex, cd and inv final demand:

f d = ex + cd + invd = n1
∧ · f d + n2

∧ · f d + n3
∧ · f d (1.12)

where, n1
∧ + n2

∧ + n3
∧ = In

Based on Eq. 1.12, we obtain that the exports of an economy can be
determined as:

ex = n1
∧ · f d (1.13)

The imports of an economy are the summation of intermediate and
final imports.



1 INDUSTRIAL POLICY AND PRODUCTIVE TRANSFORMATION … 21

The vector of intermediate imports imim ∈ R
n×1 can be expressed by

Eq. 1.14

imint =
(
1Tn · Zm

)T = ZT
m · 1n (1.14)

The vector of final imports im f ∈ R
n×1 can be expressed by Eq. 1.15.

im f = cim + inv im (1.15)

where, cim ∈ R
n×1 is the vector of consumption which is satisfied by

imports and inv im ∈ R
n×1 is the vector of investments satisfied by

imports.
Given that the total consumption of an economy is produced by

domestic industries or imported, then:

cim = c− cd (1.16)

where c ∈ R
n×1 is the vector of total consumption and cd ∈ R

n×1 is the
vector of consumption covered by domestic production.

Based on Eq. 1.12, we obtain that the vector of consumption covered
by domestic production can be determined as:

cd = n2
∧ · f d (1.17)

Finally, from the combination of Eqs. 1.15, 1.16, and 1.17:

im f = c− n2
∧ · f d + inv im (1.18)

Finally, the vector of total imports of an economy im ∈ R
n×1 can be

defined as:

im = imint + im f ⇒
im = ZT

m · 1n + c− n2
∧ · f d + inv im

(1.19)

Using Eqs. 1.13 and 1.19, Eq. 1.11 is transformed as follows:

balance = 1Tn · (ex − im) ⇒
= 1Tn ·

(
n1
∧ · f d −

(
ZT
m · 1n + c− n2

∧ · f d + inv im

))
(1.20)
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The deficit of the balance of goods and services by sector of economic
activity is expressed as

deficit = −balance (1.21)

The first constraint involves the GDP growth rate that the economy
should achieveÛy equals the sum of all sectors value-added:

gdp = 1n
′ · va (1.22)

The second constraint involves the economic complexity, which will
be approached using the Krugman Specialization Index. The Krugman
Specialization Index (KSI) is a widely used measure of a country’s special-
ization (Krugman, 1991). The index measures the distance between the
economic structure of the examined country and a reference group.

K SI =
∑∣

∣Si,gr − Si,EU28
∣
∣ (1.23)

where, Si,gr i is the exports share of sector i of Greece and Si,EU28 is the
exports share of sector i of EU28. KSI measures the absolute distance
between a sector’s relative share between a country and the EU28, and
then sums all sectors to create an index. If KSI is equal to zero, then
examined country has an industrial structure identical to the EU28 (the
country is not specialized). A high value of the index indicates a country
with strong sectoral specialization. We should note that the indicator can
only be evaluated as a relative one, compared with a group of countries.

In matrix formation, consider a vector sgr ∈ R
n×1 is expressed as sgr =

1
ex·1n ′ · ex, while the vector sEU28 ∈ R

n×1 is defined based on the data of
2015 for EU28 (SEU28 is a vector with constant elements). Then K SI ∈
R
1×1 is defined as:

K SI = ∥
∥sgr − seu28

∥
∥
1 (1.24)

1.5.4 The Optimization Problem

The aim of the restructuring problem is to minimize the deficit of the
goods and services’ balances under specific restriction. The decision vari-
ables of the analysis are the matrix of the distribution coefficients Bd and
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the vector va of the sectors’ value-added.

deficit = −balance (1.25)

The optimization problem is to define the optimal Bd and va in order
to minimize de f ici t(Bd, va).

The domain of Bd is defined by a lower and an upper matrix B1, B2 ∈
R
n×n, respectively.

B1�Bd�B2 (1.26)

In addition, the domain of vα is defined by a lower and an upper vector
k1, k2 ∈ R

n×1, respectively, according to Eq. 1.27.

k1�va�k2 (1.27)

The symbol � denotes element-wise inequality.
The GDP of the economy should equal with the GDP projection, as

shown in Eq. 1.28:

gdp
(
B∗
d , va

) = gdpoptimum (1.28)

And the complexity of the economy should increase to

ksi
(
B∗
d , va

) = ksitarget (1.29)

In summary, the productive restructuring model can be formulated as
a constraint optimization problem in Eq. 1.30:

Minimize deficit
(
Bd, va

)

B1�Bd�B2

k1�va�k2

subject to:

gdp(va) = gdpoptimum
ksi,min ≤ ksi(Bd , va) ≤ ksi,max

(1.30)
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1.6 Future Directions

In this chapter, a theoretical and methodological framework for the
formulation of an industrial policy strategy to promote the productive
transformation of an economy is introduced.

Firstly, the issues surrounding the definition and the contribution
of industrial policy are discussed. In particular, in the first section of
the chapter, industrial policy is defined as sector-specific interventions
in an economic system toward the productive transformation and the
achievement of economic development. This definition emphasizes the
vertical nature of industrial policy, given that the process of productive
transformation involves targeted interventions.

In addition, productive transformation is analyzed in the theoret-
ical framework of input–output analysis, providing a background to the
methodological approach elaborated later in the chapter. In particular,
input–output analysis is selected as a methodology capable of reflecting
the complexity and complementarity of an economic system and suit-
able for the formulation of productive transformation as an optimization
problem. The literature review highlights the lack of a methodolog-
ical framework for exploring different aspects (economic, social, and
environmental) of productive transformation.

Next, the broad outlines of an industrial policy toward productive
transformation is examined. Three complementary aspects are analyzed:
The role of industrial sectors, the importance of diversification and sophis-
tication of production, and the contribution of production linkages. The
main conclusion of the section is that a successful productive trans-
formation strategy relies on both diversification and sophistication of
production and that the improvement of productive linkages is essential
to sustain macroeconomic gains.

Finally, a methodological approach is introduced to address the ques-
tion: which sectors should a productive transformation strategy target
to optimize the productive structure, satisfying specific macroeconomic
targets in parallel? Furthermore, the mathematical model for the produc-
tive transformation of an economy is introduced. The optimization
model’s objectives and constraints are designed for the Greek economy,
a country with structural weaknesses and deep macroeconomic problems.
In this case, the objective is minimization of the trade balance deficit. The
constraints are achieving a specific growth level with increased economic
complexity. The optimal productive structure involves the distribution of
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final demand between the sectors and the improvement of productive
linkages due to import substitution policies.

The novelty of the proposed methodology is that it captures the full
economic potential of productive transformation. Furthermore, the inter-
mediate transactions are not considered stable but depend on the growth
rates of the sectors they refer to. Thus, the sector’s potential role as a
consumer of inputs and the producer of intermediate and final prod-
ucts or services is fully documented. In sum, this chapter introduces an
in-depth productive transformation that estimates the optimal realloca-
tion of production among the sectors and the optimal level of import
substitution.

References

Andreoni, A., & Scazzieri, R. (2014). Triggers of change: Structural trajec-
tories and production dynamics. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 38(6),
1391–1408. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bet034

Baumol, W. J. (1967). Macroeconomics of unbalanced growth: The anatomy of
urban crisis. The American Economic Review, 57 (3), 415–426.

Belegri, A., Michaelides, P., & Markaki, M. (2011). Labour productivity changes
and working time: The case of Greece. Economic Systems Research, 23(3),
329–339. https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2011.595777

Bresser-Pereira, L. C. (2016). Reflecting on new developmentalism and classical
developmentalism. Review of Keynesian Economics, 4(3), 331–352. https://
doi.org/10.4337/roke.2016.03.07

Cardinale, I., & Scazzieri, R. (2019). Explaining structural change: Actions and
transformations. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 51, 393–404.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2018.12.002

Chang, H.-J. (2002). Kicking away the ladder: Development strategy in historical
perspective. Anthem Press.

Chang, H.-J., & Andreoni, A. (2016). Industrial policy in a changing world:
Basic principles, neglected issues and new challenges. Cambridge Journal of
Economics, 40.

Chang, H.-J., & Andreoni, A. (2019). Industrial policy in the 21st century.
Development and Change.

Chang, H.-J., Andreoni, A., & Kuan, M. L. (2013). International industrial
policy experiences and the lessons for the UK. Economia e Politica Industriale,
43(4).

Chang, H.-J., Hauge, J., & Irfan, M. (2016). Transformative industrial policy
for Africa. Economic Commission for Africa.

https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bet034
https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2011.595777
https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2016.03.07
https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2016.03.07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2018.12.002


26 M. MARKAKI AND S. PAPADAKIS

Chang, N. (2015). Changing industrial structure to reduce carbon dioxide emis-
sions: A Chinese application. Journal of Cleaner Production, 103, 40–48.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.03.003

Cho, C. J. (1999). The economic-energy-environmental policy problem: An
application of the interactive multiobjective decision method for Chungbuk
Province. Journal of Environmental Management, 56(2), 119–131. https://
doi.org/10.1006/jema.1999.0264

Cimoli, M., Primi, A., & Pugno, M. (2006). A low-growth model: Informality
as a structural constraint. Cepal Review. https://doi.org/10.18356/3995c0
51-en

De Carvalho, A. L., Antunes, C. H., Freire, F., & Henriques, C. O. (2015).
A hybrid input–output multi-objective model to assess economic–energy–
environment trade-offs in Brazil. Energy, 82, 769–785. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.energy.2015.01.089

Di Tommaso, M. R., Tassinari, M., Bonnini, S., & Marozzi, M. (2017). Indus-
trial policy and manufacturing targeting in the US: New methodological tools
for strategic policy-making. International Review of Applied Economics, 31(5),
681–703. https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2017.1303036

Dietzenbacher, E. (2002). Interregional multipliers: Looking backward, looking
forward. Regional Studies, 36(2), 125–136. https://doi.org/10.1080/003
43400220121918

Economakis, G., & Markaki, M. (2023). Unequal exchange in the EU: The case
of trade transactions between Germany, Italy, and Greece. Science and Society,
87 (1), 21–49. https://doi.org/10.1521/siso.2023.87.1.21

Economakis, G., Markaki, M., & Anastasiadis, A. (2015). Structural analysis of
the Greek economy. Review of Radical Political Economics, 47 (3), 424–445.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0486613414542779

Economakis, G., Markaki, M., Androulakis, G., & Anastasiadis, A. (2018).
Imperialist exploitation and crisis of the Greek economy: A study. In Crisis,
movement, strategy: The Greek experience (pp. 40–66). Brill.

Evans, P. (2008). In search of the 21st century developmental state (No. 4;
University of Sussex Working Paper). University of Sussex.

Fortunato, P., & Razo, C. (2014). Export sophistication, growth, and the
middle-income trap. In Transforming economies–making industrial policy work
for growth, jobs & development (pp. 267–287). ILO.

Ghosh, A. (1958). Input-output approach in an allocation system. Economica,
25(97), 58–64.

Hausmann, R., & Klinger, B. (2007). The structure of the product space and the
evolution of comparative advantage. Center for International Development at
Harvard University.

Hirschman, A. O. (1958). Interdependence and industrialization. In The strategy
of economic development. Yale University Press

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1006/jema.1999.0264
https://doi.org/10.1006/jema.1999.0264
https://doi.org/10.18356/3995c051-en
https://doi.org/10.18356/3995c051-en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2015.01.089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2015.01.089
https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2017.1303036
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343400220121918
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343400220121918
https://doi.org/10.1521/siso.2023.87.1.21
https://doi.org/10.1177/0486613414542779


1 INDUSTRIAL POLICY AND PRODUCTIVE TRANSFORMATION … 27

Hristu-Varsakelis, D., Karagianni, S., Pempetzoglou, M., & Sfetsos, A. (2010).
Optimizing production with energy and GHG emission constraints in Greece:
An input–output analysis. Energy Policy, 38(3), 1566–1577. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.enpol.2009.11.040

Imbs, J., & Wacziarg, R. (2003). Stages of diversification. American Economic
Review, 93(1), 63–86. https://doi.org/10.1257/000282803321455160

Kaldor, N. (1967). Strategic factors in economic development. Ithaca.
Krugman, P. (1988). Differences in income elasticities and trends in real exchange

rates. National Bureau of Economic Research.
Krugman, P. (1991). Increasing returns and economic geography. Journal of

Political Economy, 99(3), 483–499. https://doi.org/10.1086/261763
Lall, S. (2000). The Technological structure and performance of developing

country manufactured exports, 1985–98. Oxford Development Studies, 28(3),
337–369. https://doi.org/10.1080/713688318

Leontief, W. (1982). Academic economics. Science, 217 (4555), 104–107.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.217.4555.104

Leontief, W. (1986). Input-output economics. Oxford University Press.
Leontief, W. (1991). The economy as a circular flow. Structural Change

and Economic Dynamics, 2(1), 181–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/0954-
349X(91)90012-H

Lin, J. Y. (2011). From flying geese to leading dragons: New opportunities and
strategies for structural transformation in developing countries. The World
Bank.

Lin, P. P., Li, D. F., Jiang, B. Q., Wei, A. P., & Yu, G. F. (2019). Regional input-
output multiple choice goal programming model and method for industry
structure optimization on energy conservation and GHG emission reduction
in China. International Journal of Computational Intelligence Systems, 12(2),
1311–1322.

Maneschi, A. (1998). Comparative advantage in international trade: A historical
perspective. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Markaki, M., & Economakis, G. (2022). International structural competitiveness
and the hierarchy in the world economy. World Review of Political Economy,
12(2), 195–219. https://www.jstor.org/stable/48676086

Markaki, M., & Papadakis, S. (2021). A modern industrial policy for the Czech
Republic: Optimizing the structure of production. Mathematics, 9(23), 3095.
https://doi.org/10.3390/math9233095

Mazzucato, M., Cimoli, M., Dosi, G., Stiglitz, J. E., Landesmann, M. A.,
Pianta, M., Walz, R., & Page, T. (2015). Which industrial policy does
Europe need? Intereconomics, 50(3), 120–155. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10
272-015-0535-1

Mi, Z.-F., Pan, S.-Y., Yu, H., & Wei, Y.-M. (2015). Potential impacts of industrial
structure on energy consumption and CO2 emission: A case study of Beijing.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2009.11.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2009.11.040
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282803321455160
https://doi.org/10.1086/261763
https://doi.org/10.1080/713688318
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.217.4555.104
https://doi.org/10.1016/0954-349X(91)90012-H
https://doi.org/10.1016/0954-349X(91)90012-H
https://www.jstor.org/stable/48676086
https://doi.org/10.3390/math9233095
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-015-0535-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-015-0535-1


28 M. MARKAKI AND S. PAPADAKIS

Journal of Cleaner Production, 103, 455–462. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcl
epro.2014.06.011

Milberg, W., Jiang, X., & Gereffi, G. (2014). Industrial policy in the era of
vertically specialized industrialization. In Transforming economies: Making
industrial policy work for growth, jobs and development. International Labour
Organization.

Miller, R. E., & Blair, P. D. (2009). Input-output analysis: Foundations and
extensions. Cambridge University Press.

Ocampo, J.-A. (2005). The quest for dynamic efficiency: Structural dynamics
and economic growth in developing countries. In Beyond reforms: Structural
dynamics and macroeconomic vulnerability (pp. 3–43).

Ocampo, J.-A. (2014). Latin American structuralism and production develop-
ment strategies. In Transforming economies. Making industrial policy work for
growth, jobs and development (pp. 41–64). ILO.

Ocampo, J.-A., Rada, C., & Taylor, L. (2009). Growth and policy in developing
countries: A structuralist approach. Columbia University Press.

O’Donovan, D., & Rios-Morales, R. (2006). Can the Latin American and
Caribbean countries emulate the Irish model on FDI attraction? Cepal Review.

Oliveira, C., & Antunes, C. H. (2004). A multiple objective model to deal with
economy–energy–environment interactions. European Journal of Operational
Research, 153(2), 370–385. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-2217(03)001
59-0

Oxford Economics. (2020). Oxford economics global economic model.
Papadakis, S., & Markaki, M. (2019). An in-depth economic restructuring frame-

work by using particle swarm optimization. Journal of Cleaner Production,
215, 329–342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.041

Petralia, S., Balland, P.-A., & Morrison, A. (2017). Climbing the ladder of tech-
nological development. Research Policy, 46(5), 956–969. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.respol.2017.03.012

Pilat, D., Cimper, A., Olsen, K. B., & Webb, C. (2006). The changing nature
of manufacturing in OECD economies (STI Working Paper Series). OECD.
http://www.oecd.org/science/inno/37607831.pdf

Prebisch, R. (1962). The economic development of Latin America and its
principal problems. Economic Bulletin for Latin America, 7 (1), 1–22.

Reinert, E. S. (2019). How rich countries got rich... And why poor countries
stay poor. Hachette UK.

Robinson, J. (2016). The accumulation of capital. Springer.
Rodrik, D. (2007). Industrial development: Some stylized facts and policy direc-

tions. In Industrial development for the 21st century: Sustainable development
perspectives (pp. 7–28).

Rodrik, D. (2008). One economics, many recipes: Globalization, institutions, and
economic growth. Princeton University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-2217(03)00159-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0377-2217(03)00159-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.03.012
http://www.oecd.org/science/inno/37607831.pdf


1 INDUSTRIAL POLICY AND PRODUCTIVE TRANSFORMATION … 29

Rodrik, D. (2009). Industrial policy: Don’t ask why, ask how. Middle East
Development Journal, 1(1), 1–29. https://doi.org/10.1142/S17938120090
00024

Salazar -Xirinachs, J. M., Nübler, I., & Kozul-Wright, R. (2014). Industrial
policy, productive transformation and jobs: Theory, history and practice. In
Transforming economies. Making industrial policy work for growth, jobs and
development.

San, J. R. (2010). An environmental/input–output linear programming model
to reach the targets for greenhouse gas emissions set by the kyoto protocol.
Economic Systems Research, 22(3), 223–236. https://doi.org/10.1080/095
35314.2010.495709

Sánchez, D. R., Hoadley, A. F., & Khalilpour, K. R. (2019). A multi-objective
extended input–output model for a regional economy. Sustainable Production
and Consumption, 20, 15–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2019.04.009

Savona, M. (2018). Industrial Policy for a European Industrial Renaissance. A
Few Reflections (SPRU Working Paper Series).

Scazzieri, R. (2018). Structural dynamics and evolutionary change. Structural
Change and Economic Dynamics, 46, 52–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.str
ueco.2018.03.007

Simoes, A. J. G., & Hidalgo, C. A. (2011). The economic complexity observatory:
An analytical tool for understanding the dynamics of economic development.
Workshops at the Twenty-Fifth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence.

Stiglitz, J. E., Lin, J. Y., & Monga, C. (2013). The rejuvenation of industrial
policy. The World Bank.

Stöllinger, R., Foster-McGregor, N., Holzner, M., Landesmann, M., Pöschl, J.,
Stehrer, R., & Stocker-Waldhuber, C. (2013). A manufacturing imperative
in the EU: Europe’s position in global manufacturing and the role of industrial
policy. Vienna Institute for International Economic Studies Vienna.

Syrquin, M. (1988). Patterns of structural change. Handbook of Development
Economics, 1, 203–273. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1573-4471(88)01010-1

Szirmai, A. (2012). Industrialisation as an engine of growth in developing
countries, 1950–2005. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 23(4),
406–420. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2011.01.005

Tian, Y., Xiong, S., & Ma, X. (2017). Analysis of the potential impacts on
China’s industrial structure in energy consumption. Sustainability, 9(12),
2284. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9122284

UNIDO, T. (2013). Sustaining employment growth: The role of manufacturing
and structural change. United Nations Industrial Development Organization
Report. United Nations.

https://doi.org/10.1142/S1793812009000024
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1793812009000024
https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2010.495709
https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2010.495709
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2019.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2018.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2018.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1573-4471(88)01010-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2011.01.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9122284


30 M. MARKAKI AND S. PAPADAKIS

Warwick, K. (2013). Beyond industrial policy: Emerging issues and new trends
(No. 2; OECD Science, Technology and Industry Policy Papers). OECD
Publishing.

Yu, S., Zheng, S., Ba, G., & Wei, Y.-M. (2016). Can China realise its energy-
savings goal by adjusting its industrial structure? Economic Systems Research,
28(2), 273–293. https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2015.110271

https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2015.110271

	1 Industrial Policy and Productive Transformation: An Optimization Approach Based on Input–Output Analysis
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Productive Transformation and Input–Output Analysis
	1.3 Productive Transformation: Different Aspects and Prospects
	1.3.1 Promoting Industrialization
	1.3.2 Promoting Product Sophistication and Diversification
	1.3.3 Promoting Interconnectedness
	1.3.4 Toward a Methodology for Productive Transformation

	1.4 Productive Transformation and Industrial Policy: A Methodological Approach
	1.5 The Formulation of the Mathematical Model for Greece
	1.5.1 The Leontief Model
	1.5.2 The Ghosh Model
	1.5.3 Objective Functions and Constraints
	1.5.4 The Optimization Problem

	1.6 Future Directions
	References




