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This documents contains a discussion about empirical evidence supporting some implications of the

model, additional calculations, and proofs that for the sake of brevity have been omitted from the paper

“Endogenous Comparative Advantage”. To make the derivations self-contained some equations have been

duplicated from the main paper.

B Empirical evidence on wage differences

B.1 The relationship between wage differentials and GDP

We have investigated the relationship between the skill premium and wage differences in the data. Given the

large differences in standard of living, it is hardly surprising that the wage differential tends to be larger in

richer countries. However, we find it striking that the relationship is almost one to one. In Figure 1 we plot

GDP against the education wage differential and, for comparison, also the wage ratio (the labels are Alpha-3

ISO country codes). The underlying data, from Hendricks [1], is a collection of Mincerian regressions by

several authors (see references in Hendricks [1]) using micro data from a number of different countries.1 We

have used the coefficients of these regressions to compute the predicted wage of an average male worker

with 8 and 12 years of education. All observations are converted to 1989 PPP-adjusted dollars, and we have

only included the 26 studies using wage data between 1987 and 1991. The correlation between the wage

differential and GDP is 0.98, while the correlation between GDP and the wage ratio is -0.4.

Obviously, there may be other reasons for the wage differential to rise with GDP. Differences in total

factor productivity (henceforth TFP) would generate a scatterplot like the one in Figure 1, but such TFP

differences is part of what a theory of development should explain, and there seems to be little consensus

about what could account for differences in measured TFP.2 This paper provides one simple theory for how

measures of TFP can differ, in spite of all countries having access to the same technology.

Note also that because workers look at differences in expected utility, incentives are improved if all wages

are multiplied by the same constant. This is a robust feature of the model, which is true irrespective of the

number of signals and degree of risk aversion. The effects explored in this paper would therefore tend to

strengthen the effect if TFP would rise for some other reason.

To sum up, the existing empirical literature measures the skill premium as a ratio for a good reason:

the neoclassical growth model has implications about ratios and is silent about differences. Our model, on

the other hand, has implications about differences and is silent on ratios. This is not a technical detail, but

comes directly from the economics of the model. An individual compares her expected utility from investing

with the expected utility if not investing, which means that the difference rather than the ratio of expected
1We are grateful to Lutz Hendricks who generously shared his dataset.
2In fact, Prescott [2] argues that the crucial difference between rich and poor countries is total factor productivity.

2



0 10000 20000 GDP

0

10000

20000

Wage Difference

BOLPHL
HND
GTMDOMSLVECUPRYCOLPERCRI
PAN
CHLVEN

ARG

HUN

BRAURY

ISR

ESP

GBR

AUS
DEU
DNK
USA

CHE

0 10000 20000 GDP

1.2

1.5

1.8

Wage Ratio

BOL

PHL

HND

GTM

DOM

SLVECU
PRY

COL

PER

CRI

PAN
CHL

VEN

ARG

HUN

BRA

URY

ISR

ESP

GBR

AUS

DEU

DNK

USA

CHE

Figure 1: Education wage differential and wage ratio against GDP (1989 PPP-Adjusted dollars)

utilities is what is relevant.34

B.2 The relationship between Export/Domestic sector wage ratios and GDP

Another robust implication of our theory is that, in a rich country, the wage of workers in the export sector

should exceed the wage of workers in the sector where the country is a net importer. The opposite relation

should hold in a poor country.

This implication is also consistent with data. Table 1 summarizes information about how wages in

exporting industries compare to the overall average wages in different countries. We computed the average

wage in the “export sector” as a weighted average of the (average) wage in each industry, weighted by the

industry’s value of exports. The table reports the ratio of the average export sector wage to the average wage.

A comparison of column (2) and (3) reveals that in rich countries exporting industries pay higher wages than

average, while in poor countries, exporting industries pay less than average. This fact is consistent over

time. The ratio of the average in the export sector to the average wage in each country is also a significantly
3This feature is true regardless of the number of available signals.
4It may appear that is critical that the preferences in (15) induce risk-neutrality over money lotteries. However, little change

if we instead assume that u (x1, x2) = x
α
γ

1 x
1−α

γ

2 , in which case γ−1
γ

is the (constant) relative risk aversion of the induced

preferences over income lotteries. The only difference in terms of the model is that incentives now are proprtional to w
1
γ
g −w

1
γ

b

rather than wg − wb. For γ = 2, the exact same allocation as in the example in Table 4 is an equilibrium if c is uniform over

[0.0417, 0.0481].
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Average wage in exporting industries
Average wage in manifacturing

Year

Average of 10

least productive

countries

Average of 10

most productive

countries

Average of

all countries

Correlation

with output

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1980 0.796 1.008 0.940 0.643

1985 0.838 1.076 0.953 0.446

1990 0.895 1.022 0.942 0.257

1995 0.928 1.019 0.954 0.294

Table 1: The wage in exporting industries divided by the average wage: a comparison between rich and poor

countries

correlated with output per employee.

B.2.1 Construction of Table 1

Construction of an “export sector” average wage requires firm-level data which is difficult or impossible to

obtain for many developing countries. We used instead aggregate data from the World Bank Trade and

Production database which reports manufacturing industry data disaggregated at the 3-digit ISIC rev. 2

level (a total of 28 industries) from several countries. For each country and industry i we have the following

variables: Wagi, Labi, Outi, Expi, i.e. total Wages paid, Employment, Total Output and Total Exports in

each industry. The computation of the average export sector wage requires a variable we don’t have : Lbxi

(labor employed to produce export goods in industry i). If we had Lbxi the average export sector wage could

be computed as follows (recall that Wagi report total wages paid, not averages)

Σi
Wagi

Labi
Lbxi

ΣiLbxi
(B1a)

To approximate Lbxi we used the value of exports Expi, that is we have computed the average wage in each

industry, weighted by the value of the industry’s export.

wi
exp =

Σi
Wagi

Labi
Expi

ΣiExpi
(B2)

if Lbxi/Expi is constant across i then there is no distortion in the approximation. The average wage in

manufacturing is similarly computed by weighting the average wage in each industry by the value of the

industry’s total output:

wi =
Σi

Wagi

Labi
Outi

ΣiOuti
(B3)

which is how one would have computed the average wage had we not had employment data but only average

wage in each industry. We computed the ratio wi
exp/wi and reported in the table averages of such ratio in
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columns (2), (3), and (4), and its correlation with output per employee in column (5). To construct columns

(2) and (3) countries were ranked by the size of manufacturing output per employee. When countries are

ranked using other indicators (Manufacturing Value Added per employee, GDP per capita) similar results

are obtained. Industries with missing values of wages or output were ignored, whereas industries with a

missing value of exports (but reporting output and wages) were treated as having zero exports. Finally, we

ignored countries that have more than 5 industries with value of export greater than the value of output.

These are rare cases of “entrepot” countries that mostly export goods that have not been manufactured

locally such as Hong Kong, Macao and Singapore. The exclusion of such countries does not significantly

affect the reported results. After such exclusion the number of countries for which we could compute an

average export sector wage ranges from 35 (1980) to 52 (1990).

C Derivation of Autarky Equilibria in Section 4.2

Here we provide the details of the equilibrium characterization under autarky in the parametrized version

of the model discussed in Section 4.2.

C.1 Equilibria of Type A

This type of equilibrium has all b workers are allocated to the simple-sector and g workers are allocated to

the high tech sector. The associated outputs are thus

x1 = c = πη (C4)

x2 = s = π(1− η) + (1− π) η,

and for the goods market clearing conditions to hold with individual demands given in Page 12 in the main

paper it follows that
x1

x2
=

α

(1− α)
1
p1

, (C5)

so by combining (C4) and (C5) we get that the equilibrium price in this type of equilibrium must satisfy the

expression for the price in the main paper:

p1 =
α

1− α
· π(1− η) + (1− π) η

πη
. (C6)

and for firms to earn zero profit the wages must be:

wb = 1 (C7)

wg = p1
πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)︸ ︷︷ ︸
.

P (g,π)
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Hence all prices and quantities are determined under the assumption that the hypothesized allocation of

workers constitutes an equilibrium. What remains to be checked is that there are no incentives to reallocate

any workers given these prices and wages. For there to be no incentives to reallocate workers with signal g

to sector 2 it must be that

p1
πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
=

/(C6)/

α

1− α

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

πη

πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
(C8)

=
α

1− α

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
≥ 1 ⇔ α (π(1− η) + (1− π) η) ≥ (1− α) (πη + (1− π)(1− η))

⇔ α (π(1− η) + (1− π) η + πη + (1− π)(1− η)) = α ≥ (πη + (1− π)(1− η))

⇔ π (2η − 1) ≤ α + η − 1 ⇔ π ≤ α + η − 1
2η − 1

(which can only hold if α ≥ 1− η)

Finally, for there to be no incentives to reallocate workers with signal b to sector 1 it must be that

wb = 1 ≥ p1
π (1− η)

π (1− η) + (1− π)η︸ ︷︷ ︸
=

P (b,π)

(C9)

=
α

1− α

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

πη

π (1− η)
π (1− η) + (1− π)η

=

=
α

1− α

1− η

η
⇔ α ≤ η,

which completes the derivation summarized on page 4.2 in the main text.

C.2 Equilibria of Type B

In this type of equilibrium, a fraction γ ∈ (0, 1) of g workers are in sector 1 and all b workers and the

remaining g workers are allocated sector 2. In this case firms in sector 2 must be indifferent between which

type of worker to hire, so wg = wb = 1. Firms in sector 1 must make zero profits, that is

wg = 1 = p1
πη

ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)
⇔ p1 =

ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)
ηπ

, (C10)

so the equilibrium price of good 1 is determined from this indifference condition. The associated outputs are

x1 = γηπ (C11)

x2 = (1− γ) (ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)) + (1− η)π + η (1− π) ,

and by substituting (C11) into (C5) we find that goods market clearing requires that there is some γ ∈ (0, 1)

such that

p1 =
ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)

ηπ
(C12)

=
α

1− α

(1− γ) (ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)) + (1− η)π + η (1− π)
γηπ

⇔

(1− α) γ (ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)) = α ((1− γ) (ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)) + (1− η)π + η (1− π)) ⇔

γ (ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)) = α ⇔ γ =
α

(ηπ + (1− η) (1− π))
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Since workers with signal g are equally valuable in sector 1 and sector 2 the condition that there are no

incentives to reallocate workers with signal b to sector 1 is automatically satisfied. Hence it only remains to

check that γ derived in (C12) is a number on (0, 1) . Obviously γ > 0, so we need to check that

γ =
α

(ηπ + (1− η) (1− π))
< 1 ⇔ α < (ηπ + (1− η) (1− π)) (C13)

⇔ α + η − 1 < π (2η − 1) ⇔ π >
α + η − 1

2η − 1
.

For α < η − 1 this is satisfied for all π ∈ [0, 1] , for α > η this is never satisfied, while for 1− η ≤ α ≤ η this

is a condition that says that for π above a threshold (given by α+η−1
2η−1 ) the equilibrium is of this type.

C.3 Equilibria of Type C

Now, a fraction β of b workers and all g workers are allocated to the high tech sector, and the remaining b

workers are allocated to the simple sector. This implies that the equilibrium wages must be

wg = p1
πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
(C14)

wb = p1
π (1− η)

π (1− η) + (1− π)η
= 1,

and the second equation nails down the candidate equilibrium price as

p1 =
π(1− η) + (1− π)η

π(1− η)
. (C15)

The corresponding outputs are

x1 = πη + π (1− η)β (C16)

x2 = (π (1− η) + (1− π) η) (1− β)

It follows directly from (C14) that wg > 1, so there are no incentives to reallocate workers. The one condition

that remains to be checked is that there exists β ∈ (0, 1) such that the goods market clears.. Substituting

from (C16) into (C5) and using (C15) we get that this requires that

p1 =
π(1− η) + (1− π)η

π(1− η)
=

α

1− α

(π (1− η) + (1− π) η) (1− β)
πη + π (1− η)β

⇔ (C17)

1
(1− η)

=
α (1− β)

(1− α) (η + (1− η)β)
⇔ (1− α) (η + (1− η)β) = α (1− β) (1− η) ⇔

β (1− η) = α (1− η)− (1− α) η ⇔ β =
α− η

1− η
.

Hence, this type of equilibrium exists if and only if α > η.
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D Derivation of Benefits from Investment Under Autarky for the

Model in Section 4.3

Here we provide the derivations of the expression (20) in the main document.

In terms of p1, wg and wb the gross incentives to invest are (expression (18) in main text)

E (v (w, p) |inv)− E (v (w, p) | don’t inv) =
(2η − 1)(wg − wb)

(p1)
α αα(1− α)1−α (D1)

and since we can solve for p1, wg and wb in terms of π and the parameters of the model we can derive a

closed form expression for the gross benefits of investment as a function of π.

D.1 When α ≤ η

If α ≤ η we showed that equilibria must be of type A or type B. When π > α+η−1
2η−1 we then showed that the

equilibrium must be of type B, implying that wg = wb = 1, so the benefits to invest are zero in this case.

Hence

B (π) = 0 for all π >
α + η − 1

2η − 1
(D2)

Hence, it remains to derive B (π) for π ≤ α+η−1
2η−1 in which case the equilibrium is of type A and wg and wb

are given by the expressions in (C7) and p1 by (C6). From (C7) we have that

wg − wb = p1
πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
− 1 =

α

1− α

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

πη

πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
− 1 (D3)

=
α

1− α

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
− 1

=
1

1− α

α (π(1− η) + (1− π) η)− (1− α) (πη + (1− π)(1− η))
πη + (1− π)(1− η)

=
1

1− α

α (π(1− η) + (1− π) η + πη + (1− π) (1− η)))− (πη + (1− π)(1− η))
πη + (1− π)(1− η)

=
1

1− α

α− (πη + (1− π)(1− η))
πη + (1− π)(1− η)

and from (C6) we have that

1
pα
1

=
(

1− α

α

)α (
πη

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

)α

, (D4)

so substituting into (D1) we get

B (π) = (2η − 1)
(

1− α

α

)α (
πη

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

)α (
1

1− α

α− (πη + (1− π)(1− η))
πη + (1− π)(1− η)

)
αα(1− α)1−α(D5)

= (2η − 1)
(

πη

π(1− η) + (1− π) η

)α (
α− (πη + (1− π)(1− η))

πη + (1− π)(1− η)

)
,

so combing (D5) with (D2) (and observing that the right hand side of (D5) is negative if π > α+η−1
2η−1 ) we get

(20) in the main text.
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D.2 When α > η

In this case the equilibrium is of type C and from (C14) we get that

wg − wb =
π(1− η) + (1− π)η

π(1− η)
πη

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
− 1 (D6)

=
π(1− η) + (1− π) η

1− η

η

πη + (1− π)(1− η)
− 1

=
π + η − 2πη

1− (π + η − 2πη)
η

1− η
− 1,

and (C15) implies that
1
pα
1

=
(

π (1− η)
π(1− η) + (1− π) η

)α

. (D7)

Substituting (D6) and (D7) into (D1) we obtain

B (π) = (2η − 1)
(

π (1− η)
π(1− η) + (1− π) η

)α (
π + η − 2πη

1− (π + η − 2πη)
η

1− η
− 1

)
αα(1− α)1−α

E Derivation of Trade Equilibria in Section 4.5

In this section we derive the equilibrium characterization and the ranges for different forms of equilibria for

the model with international trade.

E.1 Conditions that must hold in any equilibrium.

For the same reason as under autarky, market clearing and optimality on the behalf of consumers imply that

(recall that α = 1/2)

p1 =
x2

x1
(E1)

In addition, there will always be some workers producing the low tech good, so we know immediately that

wh
b = 1 in any equilibrium since we have labeled the countries so that the workers that have the lowest

probability of being productive in the high tech sector are the workers with bad signals in country h.

E.2 Equilibria of type At

In both countries g workers are employed in sector 1 and b workers in sector 2 (“according to signals” in

both countries). For this to be an equilibrium we have that

wf
b = wh

b = 1 (E2)

wf
g = p1

ηπf

ηπf + (1− η)πf
=

/
η =

2
3

/
= p1

2πf

1 + πf

wh
g = p1

ηπh

ηπh + (1− η)πh
=

/
η =

2
3

/
= p1

2πh

1 + πh
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and outputs are given by

x1 =
2
3

(
πf + πh

)
(E3)

x2 =
1
3
πf +

2
3

(
1− πf

)
+

1
3
πh +

2
3

(
1− πh

)

=
2− πf + 2− πh

3
(E4)

so to satisfy (E1) p1 must solve

p1 =
4− πf − πh

2 (πf + πh)
(E5)

Since πh ≤ πf by labeling of the countries the two relevant conditions to check are that there are no incentives

to use workers with signal b in the high tech sector in country f and that there are no incentives to use

workers with signal g in the low tech sector in country h. The first of these restrictions implies that

p1
πf

2− πf
≤ 1 (E6)

and the second implies that

p1
2πh

1 + πh
=

(
4− πf − πh

)
2πh

2 (πf + πh) (1 + πh)
≥ 1 ⇔ (E7)

(
4− πf − πh

)
πh ≥ (

πf + πh
) (

1 + πh
) ⇔

πh
(
4− πh − (

1 + πh
))

= πh
(
3− 2πh

) ≥ πf
(
1 + 2πh

) ⇔

πf ≤ πh
(
3− 2πh

)

(1 + 2πh)
.

Finally, to see that (E6) is redundant we note that πf ≥ πh implies that

p1 =
4− πf − πh

2 (πf + πh)
≤ 4− 2πf

4πf
=

2− πf

2πf
⇒ (E8)

p1
πf

2− πf
≤ 2− πf

2πf

πf

2− πf
=

1
2

< 1,

so (E6) is implies by the other equilibrium conditions.

E.3 Equilibria of type Bt

Now, a fraction γ of g workers in country h and all g workers in country f are employed in sector 1 and a

fraction 1 − γ of g workers and all b workers in country h and all b workers in country f are employed in

sector 2 (“mixing the good” in h and “according to signals” in f). Such an equilibrium must satisfy

wf
b = wh

b = 1 (E9)

wf
g = p1

ηπf

ηπf + (1− η)πf
=

/
η =

2
3

/
= p1

2πf

1 + πf

1 = wh
g = p1

ηπh

ηπh + (1− η)πh
=

/
η =

2
3

/
= p1

2πh

1 + πh
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and the associated outputs are

x1 =
2
3
πf + γ

2
3
πh =

2
(
πf + γπh

)

3
(E10)

x2 =
1
3
πf +

2
3

(
1− πf

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

bad signals in f

+
1
3
πh +

2
3

(
1− πh

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

bad signals in h

+(1− γ)
(

2
3
πh +

1
3

(
1− πh

))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
good signals in h

=
2− πf + 2− πh + (1− γ) (1 + πh)

3
.

Hence, to also satisfy market clearing (E1) γ ∈ [0, 1] must satisfy

p1 =
1 + πh

2πh
=

x2

x1
=

2− πf + 2− πh + (1− γ) (1 + πh)
2(πf + γπh)

⇔ (E11)

(1 + πh)(πf + γπh) = πh
(
2− πf + 2− πh + (1− γ) (1 + πh)

) ⇔

πf
(
1 + πh

)
+ γ

(
πh

(
1 + πh

))
= πh

(
5− πf

)− γπh(1 + πh)

γ
(
2(1 + πh)πh

)
= πh(5− πf )− (

1 + πh
)
πf = 5πh − (

1 + 2πh
)
πf ⇔

γ =
5πh − πf

(
1 + 2πh

)

2(1 + πh)πh

In order for γ ≤ 1 it must be that

5πh − πf
(
1 + 2πh

)

2(1 + πh)πh
≤ 1 ⇔ 5πh − πf (1 + 2πh) ≤ 2(1 + πh)πh ⇔ (E12)

πf (1 + 2πh) ≥ 5πh − 2(1 + πh)πh = πh(3− 2πh)

πf ≥ πh(3− 2πh)
(1 + 2πh)

In order for γ ≥ 0 it must be that πf ≤ 5πh

1+2πh , but this condition turns out to be redundant. The final

condition for equilibrium is that there are no incentives to use workers with bad signals in f in the high tech

sector, which implies that

p1
πf

2− πf︸ ︷︷ ︸
P (b,πf )

=
1 + πh

2πh

πf

2− πf
≤ 1 ⇔ 2− πf

πf

2πh

(1 + πh)
≥ 1 (E13)

but this is just reversing the inequality in (E19), so this holds whenever πf ≤ 4πh

1+3πh and since

5πh

1 + 2πh
− 4πh

1 + 3πh
> 0 (E14)

we conclude that the condition for γ ≥ 0 is automatically satisfied whenever there are no incentives to use bad

signals in the high tech sector in f, so the relevant range for this equilibrium is when πh(3−2πh)
(1+2πh)

≤ πf ≤ 4πh

1+3πh .

E.4 Equilibria of type Ct

In this case, all workers in country h are employed in sector 2, all g workers and a fraction β of b workers in

country f are employed in sector 1.
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Let wj
g and wj

b denote the wages for high and low signal workers in country j = h, f. Given that all workers

are in sector 1 in country h and that all workers are in sector 2 in country f it must be that

wh
g = wh

b = 1 (E15)

wf
g = p1

ηπf

ηπf + (1− η)πf
=

/
η =

2
3

/
= p1

2πf

1 + πf

1 = wf
b = p1

(1− η)πf

(1− η) πf + η(1− πf )
=

/
η =

2
3

/
= p1

πf

2− πf

These are simply zero profit conditions conditional on the hypothetical allocation of workers. Since all

workers in h and a fraction (1− β) of the 1
3πf + 2

3 (1− πf ) workers in f with bad signals are in the low tech

sector, so the output in that sector is

x2 = 1 + (1− β)
(

1
3
πf +

2
3
(1− πf )

)
= 1 +

(1− β) (2− πf )
3

. (E16)

The output in the high tech sector is

x1 =
2
3
πf + β

1
3
πf =

(2 + β)πf

3
(E17)

The price is now already determined by the last condition in (E15) and given this price, the consumers

must rationally be willing to consume the quantities in (E16) and (E17), which by use of (E1) implies that

β ∈ [0, 1] must satisfy

p1 =
2− πf

πf
=

1 + (1−β)(2−πf )
3

(2+β)πf

3

=
3 + (1− β) (2− πf )

(2 + β) πf
⇔ (E18)

(
2− πf

)
(2 + β) =

(
3 + (1− β) (2− πf )

) ⇔
(
2− πf

)
((2 + β)− (1− β)) = 3 ⇔ (

2− πf
)
(1 + 2β) = 3 ⇔

2β
(
2− πf

)
= 3− (

2− πf
)

= 1 + πf ⇔

β =
1 + πf

2 (2− πf )

Since 1+πf

2(2−πf )
is always positive, strictly increasing and equal to 1 when πf = 1 we conclude that there is

always some β ∈ [0, 1] such that the conditions in (E15) and (E1) are satisfied. The only condition that

remains to be checked is that there are no incentives to employ workers with good signals in h to the complex

task, that is that

p1
2πh

2πh + (1− πh)︸ ︷︷ ︸
P (g,πh)

=
2− πf

πf

2πh

(1 + πh)
≤ wf

g = 1 ⇔ (E19)

(
2− πf

)
2πh ≤ πf

(
1 + πh

) ⇔ 4πh

1 + 3πh
≤ πf ,

which is satisfied in the region marked At in Figure 6).
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F Stability Analysis in section 4.5

We show here that ∂G(Bf (π))/∂πf > 1 is a sufficient condition for instability. Consider the Jacobian of the

difference equation system evaluated at the autarky equilibrium π = (πA, πA):



G′ (B (π)) ∂(Bf (π))
∂πf

∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

G′ (B (π)) ∂(Bf (π))
∂πh

∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

G′ (B (π)) ∂(Bh(π))
∂πf

∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

G′ (B (π)) ∂(Bh(π))
∂πh

∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)


 . (F20)

At the autarky equilibrium both the “cross derivatives” and the “own derivatives” are identical, so (dropping

the common factor G′ (B (π)) the characteristic polynomial can be written as:

(
∂(Bf (π))

∂πf

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

− λ

)2

−
(

∂(Bf (π))
∂πh

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

)2

(F21)

= λ2 + 2λ
∂(Bf (π))

∂πf

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

+

(
∂(Bf (π))

∂πf

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

)2

−
(

∂(Bf (π))
∂πh

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

)2

with roots:

λ1,2 =
∂(Bf (π))

∂πf

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

± ∂(Bf (π))
∂πh

∣∣∣∣
π=(πA,πA)

(F22)

The system is unstable if at least one of the roots is greater than one, therefore a sufficient condition is that

the own derivative is greater than one.
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