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Marginal Cost Versus Average Cost Pricing with Climatic Shocks in 
Senegal:  Dynamic Computable General Equilibrium Model Applied 
to Water 
 
Summary 
The model simulates on a 20-year horizon, a first phase of increase in the water resource 
availability taking into account the supply policies by the Senegalese government and a 
second phase with hydrologic deficits due to demand evolution (demographic growth). 
The results show that marginal cost water pricing (with a subsidy ensuring the survival 
of the water production sector) makes it possible in the long term to absorb the shock of 
the resource shortage, GDP, investment and welfare increase. Unemployment drops and 
the sectors of rain rice, market gardening and drinking water distribution grow. In 
contrast, the current policy of average cost pricing of water leads the long-term 
economy in a recession with an agricultural production decrease, a strong degradation 
of welfare and a rise of unemployment.  This result questions the basic tariff (average 
cost) on which block water pricing is based in Senegal.   
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Water is a scarce natural resource in many countries, in particular in sub-Saharan Africa areas 
including Senegal. With strong demand growth, the government initially tried to address the 
scarcity by engaging in many investment plans to increase production capacity. Then, the idea of 
resource use rationalization by demand management developed. Water demand policies has been 
combined with supply policies. This is why we observe a drinking water price increase in most 
developing countries. This increase leads us to ask about its consequences on different sectors in 
particular agricultural sectors that employ a great part of the working population. It also leads us 
to ask about access to drinking water of the poorest households. Therefore, a new tariff policy 
has to be studied by taking account of the direct and indirect repercussions on the whole 
economy, the water-user sectors (agricultural, industrial and services), household incomes and 
total welfare.  
 
To understand all the resource feedback effects and the water pricing policies consequences in 
the long term, we propose a sequential dynamic computable general equilibrium model, which 
take into account long-term resource availability (supply) and demographic growth (demand).  
 
The model simulates a 20-year horizon, a first phase of increase in the water resource availability 
(policies of supply increase by the Senegalese government) and, a second phase with hydrologic 
deficits (demand and demographic growth) in accordance with projections (Management system 
consultants corp, 1998). This scenario presents two cases of water pricing policies: average cost 
(the current policy) versus marginal cost pricing.  The model shows how the economy subjected to 
future risks of water shortages, absorbs the long-term shock if the government maintains average 
cost pricing (current policy in order to ensure budget equilibrium) or if it practices marginal cost 
pricing (with a subsidy to ensure the sector survival). It describes the mechanisms by which the 
evolutions of the different water prices (connection private, standpost and informal) affect on the 
one hand, the resource sector users (agricultural, industrial and services) and on the other hand, 
households (Dakar, other urban and rural areas). It presents the substitution effects between the 
different drinking water modes of supply. Lastly, the model evaluates the water pricing impacts 
(short and the long term) on production (in particular agricultural), unemployment, investment 
and on total welfare.  
  
The first section presents the long-term evolution of drinking water supply and demand in 
Senegal. The second section describes the water pricing policy adopted by the government and 
the third section explains the water pricing scenarios simulated by the CGE model. After a short 
review of the literature in the fourth section, we present the data (Social Accounting Matrix) and 
the model. The last section presents the results of climatic shocks combined with two cases of 
water demand management (average cost versus marginal cost pricing). 
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1. The long-term evolution of the drinking water supply and demand in 
Senegal 
 
In September 2000, Senegal adhered to the Millennium International Declaration objectives. 
Among its objectives, access to basic social services appears and in particular, access to drinking 
water. One of the important objectives is to reduce by half the population not having access to a 
drinking water distribution point by the year 2015. Indeed, the UNDP2 report notes that 73% of 
the population had access to drinking water (2001).  However, strong geographical disparities 
persist. The 35 liters per person a day objective has not been reached. The Senegal Poverty 
Reduction Strategy (SPRS, 2003-2005) confirms the aim of increasing drinking water service 
quality to the households. Lastly, the Letter of Sectoral policy (2003) validates the SPRS 
objectives by engaging an important investment plan through the “Water Sectoral Project” 
(WSP). This one aims at increasing drinking water availability and at improving service to users.   
 
1.1 The policy of supply increase  
 
The WSP was elaborated in 1996 to continue the first programme of production capacity 
reinforcement in Dakar and in eleven urban areas, completed in 1993. The objectives of this plan 
consist of improving management and covering costs in order to reduce subsidies, increase 
drinking water access, and engaging the private sector in drinking water urban service 
management. The strategy aims to promote a water resource integrated management to 
coordinate the investment projects, to reinforce the capacity of the realization of the investments 
and to increase the production capacity of 34% (271 000m3/J). Ten backers finance the 
investments (119 billion FCFA) (at August 31, 2003). 75% of these investments are mobilized for 
the production capacity extension and 25% for rehabilitation, reinforcement and extension of the 
distribution networks (1 100km) and connections (60 000, including 14 000 rehabilitated).  
 
Since 2003, a new investment plan, the Long-term water Sectoral Plan (LSP) is in effect. Its aim is 
to ensure drinking water demand satisfaction with financial autonomy for the sector. This plan 
envisages investments of about 116 billion FCFA over one 5-year period for the production 
capacity reinforcement. In the LSP project, the KMS project will lead, in two phases, to a 
treatment capacity of 130 000 m3 a day, a first section allowing the treatment, from 2003, of 65 
000 m3 a day and a second section the additional treatment, from 2007, of 65 000 m3 a day. 
 
1.2 The hydrologic deficits taking into account the long-term demand evolution 
 
Investments have been realized for the reinforcement of production capacity of drinking water. 
However, it is important to take account of resource availability (ground water and surface water) 
and demand evolution (population growth).  
 
A study (Management system consultants corp, 1998) presents this long-term evolution (see the 
following tables).    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
2 UNDP : United Nations Development Programme 
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1.2.1 The long-term demand evolution 
 

Water demand study for Dakar - assumptions 

 growth 1996 2000 2010 2020 2030 
Demography        
Population (low assumption) 2,0% 1.917.100 2.132.000 2.696.000 3.220.000 3.674.000 
Population (average assumption) 2,4% 1.917.100 2.161.000 2.832.000 3.570.000 4.335.000 
Population (high assumption) 2,8% 1.917.100 2.190.000 2.969.000 3.869.000 4.880.000 
Source: Management system consultants corp, 1998 
 
Water access rate in 1996 and 2030 (in % of the total population) 

Assumptions 1996 Low Average High 
Private connections 65% 70% 80% 85% 
Standposts 26% 20% 15% 10% 
Others 9% 10% 5% 5% 
Source: Management system consultants corp, 1998 
 
Domestic consumption in 1996 and 2030 (in liters per person a day) 

Assumptions 1996 Low Average High 
Private connections 50 45,2 71,2 123,1 
Standposts 20 18,1 28,5 35 
Others 11 9,9 15,7 27,1 
All 39 36,2 62 109,5 
Source: Management system consultants corp, 1998 
 
Non domestic water demand (in m3 per day in 1996 and 2030) 

Assumptions 1996 Low Average High 
Industrial 16 700 37 000 74 300 125 100 
Commercial 8 000 15 600 30 900 57 900 
Administrations/municipal 24 400 28 600 38 300 55 000 
Total excepted irrigation 49 100 81 200 143 500 238 000 
Source: Management system consultants corp, 1998 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Management system consultants corp, 1998 
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We can summarize the water demand evolution in this graphic: 
 
We wonder about the long-term equilibrium question of water demand and resource availability. 
The study (Management system consulting corp, 1998) presents projections in terms of future 
shortages. The assumptions of the study are: 

1) An availability of the production capacity of 100% 
2) A water consumption by the market-gardeners of 14 000 m3 a day  
3) An invoicing rate in Dakar of 79% in 2003, 80,5% in 2004 and 81,5% beyond 
4) The average assumption of the water demand evolution  
5) The priority use of the surface water production capacity 

 
 
1.2.2 The future hydrologic deficit 
 
  
  
Since 2006, the ground water withdrawals have been approximately reduced to the third of the 
current withdrawals (173 000 m3 a day in 2002 and 50.000 m3 a day in 2006) with a rise of the 
surface water use. Then, ground water withdrawals will increase gradually to satisfy the water 
demand until reaching the maximum fixed withdrawal. This maximum withdrawal, which will be 
reached in 2015, remain lower by approximately 31% than the annual average withdrawal of the 
year 2002 (173 000 m3 a day in 2002 and 117.000 m3 a day in 2015). Thus, these changes lead to 
the following results in terms of long-term equilibrium between water supply and demand. 
 

 
 
 Source : Management system consultants corp, 1998  
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According to the same study, water shortages happen, in particular from 2015. This means that 
new resources will have to be mobilized. The government indicates that these resources could 
come from sites not yet exploited: the lake Guiers, the Maastrichtien aquifer, desalination of 
Seawater, etc.  
 
2. The demand management policy 
 
In spite of the current investment plans aiming at increasing storage capacities, studies find 
disequilibrium between the long-term supply and demand. This is why, following the sector 
privatization (1996), the supply policy needs to be combined with a demand side management 
policy. But this latter remains difficult to implement because it often implies a rise in water prices, 
unpopular for several reasons. Mainly, Senegal pursued in parallel a campaign against poverty. 
This program was accompanied by the introduction of an increasing block tariff structure. The 
majority of the developing countries use an increasing block water tariff, which depends on the 
volume of drinking water consumption. This is justified by the will to pursue a social objective, 
that of the access for all to drinking water.  
 
The Senegalese government objectives through its water pricing policy are: 

- To target a balanced budget; 
- To allow the poorest households to consume a water minimum in good hygiene 

conditions; to give them access to private connections, with a social tariff for low 
consumption; 

- Not to handicap the rest of the economy while supporting the firms for which the 
tariff increases necessary; 

- To simplify the tariff; 
- In a scarcity context of the water resource, the aim is to incite the consumer to 

anticipate the level of its consumption. 
 
We present the results of a first assessment of the pricing policy following the privatization of the 
sector (1996). This assessment was established in 2003, when the Water Sectoral Project ends.  
 
2.1 The objective of the average tariff for water 
 
The tariff objective defined by the SONES after the privatization was to reach budget 
equilibrium in 2003 (except the Long-Term Project). Financial projections by the Government 
show that this objective would be achieved with an annual increase in the average water tariff of 
1998 from 2,72% to 2,96% in current money. The following table presents the targeted average 
tariff of water over the period 1999-2003 in current FCFA per cubic meter and net of tax. 
 
Objective of average tariff for water (current FCFA HT) 

Targeted average tariff HT (FCFA) except market-gardeners Average 
Tariff 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
372,26 383,28 394,62 406,3 418,33 430,71 
Source: Castalia, 2002. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 7

2.2 The structure of water increasing block pricing 
 
The tariff structure introduced after the sector privatization is as follows: 

- Reduction for three of the consumers categories except market-gardeners: standposts, 
domestic consumers, non-domestic consumers (category with single block); 

- Removal of the blocks in the non-domestic category; 
- Maintenance of three consumption blocks for the domestic consumers, with a third 

block starting at 40 m3 a 60 days. This threshold of 40 cubic meters per two months 
exists in order that consumption of this block is not negligible: they should account 
for approximately 20% of the domestic consumer’s consumption.  

 
This tariff structure introduction used the idea of allowing a better knowledge of the 
consumption structure and of facilitating the budget projection. It envisaged the exemption of 
taxes for the social tariff. It was designed according to the “targeted average tariff” which 
corresponds to the tariff objective to reach in 2003. This latter was given by increasing annually 
by 2,96% in current money the average tariff of 1998 except market-gardeners.  
 
The table presents, in current FCFA HT, the drinking water pricing project, which was adopted 
in 1998. 
 
Water increasing block pricing (in current FCFA HT) 
Water price (FCFA per m3) 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Standposts 
Domestic consumers 
- Social block (20 m3 a 60 days) 
- Intermediate block (20-40m3) 
- Full block (+40m3) 
Non domestic consumers 

  196,00 
 
157,51 
508,46 
589,40 
508,46 

196,00 
 
170,28 
468,14 
618,98 
533,98 

196,00 
 
177,34 
480,19 
642,88 
547,72 

196,00 
 
184,69 
490,43 
663,44 
559,40 

196,00 
 
192,34 
499,65 
682,15 
569,92 

Average tariff 352,73 372,26 383,28 394,62 406,30 418,33 430,71 
Target average tariff   383,28 394,62 406,30 418,33 430,71 
Source: Castalia, 2002. 
 
2.3 The assessment of the increasing block water tariff  
 
We can say that the policies based on an increasing block tariff structure (with social block) did 
not make it possible to the low-income populations to durably profit from a water service in 
residence. Rather, these instruments appeared ineffective in sub-Saharan Africa, or sometimes 
even generated the opposite result to the aim (Morel à l’huissier, 1990). We wonder about the 
question of the validity of this increasing block tariff such as it exists today. Indeed, the first 
block (social) was designed in order to subsidize the poorest household consumption by that of 
the richest. This principle rests on the correlation usually observed between levels of 
consumption and incomes. However, empirical examples (Collignon, Valfrey 1998) show that 
indirect effects take part in an opposite redistribution of the incomes of poorest in richest, 
contrary to the aim in view. A survey (Diagne, Briand, Cabral, 2004) that we conducted in the 
dense districts of Dakar shows that several households living in the same court divide the private 
connection and the amount of the water bill. The increasing block tariff implies that these 
households pay the water at a higher price than a richest household having its own private 
connection.  
In this case, the increasing block water pricing is not enough to fight against poverty. Then, we 
have to wonder about the basic tariff (target) on which the increasing block pricing is based. 
More precisely, the problem could stem from the choice of a targeted tariff at the average cost. 
Indeed, the targeted average price, which was introduced in 1996 and was gradually reached in 
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2003, appears high compared to other countries. It is close to that of the European countries. 
Such an average tariff is seldom met besides in West Africa (Castalia, 2002). Therefore, the switch 
to a targeted tariff at the marginal cost could decrease the price and make it possible to increase 
the access to drinking water and the household’s welfare.  
 
Although the question of the choice of the increasing block tariff structure is important in term 
of income redistribution, we focus in this paper on the choice of the basic tariff on which this 
structure is designed (average cost versus marginal cost). Our results concentrate on the sectoral 
and macroeconomic impacts and on the household’s welfare.  

 
3. Scenarios of water pricing in the CGE model: average cost versus marginal 
cost 
 
The water sector is characterized by the existence of scale economies. More precisely, it is an 
activity with increasing returns to scale, a particular case of natural monopoly. The economic 
theory teaches us that in the case of a monopoly, which produces only one type of good, the 
increasing returns to scale imply that the average cost in the long run is decreasing (scale 
economies). Therefore, the marginal cost is always lower than the average cost. The optimal 
pricing, which equalizes the price and the marginal cost, leads ineluctably to a deficit of the 
monopoly. This one must be financed by subsidies (generally financed by a tax). However, these 
subsidies aiming at reabsorbing the public monopoly deficit are badly received, even if this deficit 
is justified by the collective optimally criterion represented by the marginal cost pricing. 
Moreover, the tax levy, which makes it possible to finance the subsidies, can have negative 
consequences in terms of equity and can distort the household’s behaviour. This is why it is 
usually considered more reasonable to constrain the public monopoly with respect to budget 
equilibrium: to finance the production costs by at least equivalent receipts. We have seen 
previously that water pricing in Senegal takes note of this budget equilibrium constraint. So, we 
consider in our CGE model that the water pricing at the base run is an average cost pricing 
(budget equilibrium of the drinking water production sector).  
 
But as it is also well known from the literature, in a stylized economy (without pre-existing 
taxation), marginal cost pricing is a simple economic principle which makes it possible to ensure 
an optimal allocation of the resource between all the users. The marginal cost pricing, by giving 
maximum surplus to the consumers makes disappear the social loss and maximizes the total 
welfare. We want to simulate this water pricing scenario in our CGE model. To ensure the survival 
sector, we consider that this water pricing is accompanied by the payment of a Government 
subsidy to the water company to finance this deficit. Taking into account the pre-exiting taxation 
in our model, we don’t introduce a new tax to finance this subsidy.  
 
We examine the effects in general equilibrium (with distorsive pre-existing taxes) of both these 
water pricing cases (average cost versus marginal cost). The first allows the budget equilibrium of 
the water sector without the Government intervention via a subsidy (potential source of 
distortions). The second makes it possible to increase the total welfare of the economy.  
 
We propose a comparison of these water pricing scenarios in a sequential dynamic CGE model 
(with pre-existing taxation) taking into account the resource scarcity evolution and the water 
demand increase (population growth). We wonder about their reallocative and redistributive 
effects in the Senegalese economy. Which of these two policies is better to the drinking water 
access, better to the fight against food insecurity (by an agricultural production growth) and 
better to conserve long-term water resources? Finally, which of these two policies generates the 
higher household welfare and total welfare? 
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4. Review of the literature on the CGE models applied to water 
 
The water management question in CGE models is little studied by the economic literature. 
Berck, Robinson and Goldman (1991) presented a first model. It was built to evaluate the 
investment policies in the water distribution in the area of San Joaquim in California. This model, 
with fourteen sectors (six agricultural sectors), was developed in order to analyze the impact of a 
water stock variation on the economy. The authors treat water like an exogenous stock, and the 
only resource consumer is the agricultural sector. The results indicate a modification in the 
production structure, with a substitution of agriculture towards the breeding. They note a fall of 
the GDP, of agricultural employment and agricultural incomes, when the quantity of available 
water decreases.  
 
The second study is that of Goldin and Roland-Holst (1995). The authors examine the relations 
between water management policies and foreign trade in Morocco using a CGE model with four 
sectors (two agricultural sectors). The two agricultural sectors are different according to area by 
distinguishing an arid region and a non-arid region. The authors examine three simulations: an 
increase of the water tariff for the farmer, a total tariff cut and the third one is a combination of 
both the previous. In the first simulation, GDP, income and household consumption, and, water 
quantity used decrease. In the second simulation, the reverse occurs. In the last simulation, the 
authors note a reduction in water quantity used and an increase in GDP, the income and the 
household consumption. In spite of interesting results, the authors impose constraining 
assumptions on their model. They use a very restrictive agricultural production function with no 
substitution between the water factor water and the intermediate consumptions. A modification 
of the water irrigation cost does not affect the farmer’s consumption decisions. However, like 
Berck et al. (1991), water is not produced, the available water quantity is fixed. Finally, water is not 
a component of household consumption. As households do not consume water, they are not in 
competition with the farmers.  
 
A third study is that of Decaluwé, Patry and Savard (1999). The authors, using a CGE 
framework, study the impact on the Moroccan economy of three water pricing systems (a 10% 
arbitrary water tariff increase, the marginal cost pricing and the Ramsey-Boiteux pricing). They 
explicitly model drinking water production with different production technologies for ground 
water or surface water (with a Weibull function). The model gives a more complete vision of 
Moroccan reality than the CGE model of Goldin and Roland-Holst (1995) because the farmers, 
industries and the households consume water. However, the authors do not concentrate on the 
specific characteristics of the water market structure (natural monopoly with increasing returns to 
scale). The model accounts for the conflict between the different water uses (domestic, 
agricultural and industrial) which appear following the pricing shocks. Their study shows that 
Ramsey-Boiteux pricing has a better impact on the water conservation in Morocco. The 
equivalent variation with the Ramsey-Boiteux pricing is much lower than that induced by the 
marginal cost pricing. Indeed, the Ramsey-Boiteux water tariff for domestic use is significantly 
higher than the marginal cost water tariff in the north of the country where the majority of the 
population lives. Moreover, the Ramsey-Boiteux pricing has a depressive effect on the 
agricultural production, which results in a strong reduction in the sector exports (agrums).  
 
A fourth study is that of Thabet (2003). He built a CGE model applied to the Tunisian 
agricultural sector in order to test two scenarii. The first comprises three simulations: a uniform 
water pricing, a 30% increase in the non-agricultural water demand and, one combination of both 
the previous. The second type of scenario consists in comparing the efficiency and the equity of 
alternative second best irrigation water pricing. Firstly, the model simulates “traditional” binomial 
average cost pricing, made up of a proportional tariff to volumetric water consumption and of a 
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fixed subscription. Secondly, the model simulates binomial “personalized” pricing where the 
fixed part of the tariff is applied to the irrigated land. The results show that a binomial 
personalized pricing of the irrigation water has positive effects on the urban household’s welfare 
and negative effects on the rural household’s welfare. However, the two other modes of pricing 
present negative impacts on the rural and urban household’s welfare. In terms of irrigation water 
management, a binomial personalized pricing appears the more adapted instrument if the 
government aims to make contribute the farmers to the financing of the hydraulic infrastructure 
without blocking the irrigation, not to affect the agricultural and food trade balance. However, if 
the water maintenance is the more important objective, average cost pricing seems to be most 
suitable. 
 
The majority of the studies, which deal with the water pricing, are concentrated on the 
agricultural water tariff question because it is generally denounced as too low. Moreover, there 
are only static models not taking into account the scale economies of the drinking water 
production sector.  
 
This is why we propose a sequential dynamic model in imperfect competition (the natural 
monopoly) which introduces an unemployment function. In an economy subjected to hydrologic 
deficits future risks, the model shows how the water pricing policies (demand management) 
affect the Senegalese economy in the short and long-term. More precisely, it describes the 
mechanisms by which evolution of the different water prices (private connection, standpost and 
informal) affects on the one hand, the sectors users of the resource (agricultural, industrial and 
services) and on the other hand, the households (Dakar, other urban and rural areas). It 
highlights the new water allocation between the different uses and more particularly, the 
substitution effects between the different modes of drinking water provisioning for intermediate 
or final consumption, by activity and household. It evaluates the impacts in short and long-term 
on unemployment, investment and total welfare of average cost versus marginal cost water pricing. 
  
 
5. The Social Accounting Matrix of Senegal (SAM, 1996) 
 
The model calibration requires construction of a Social accounting matrix (SAM) for the 
Senegalese economy.  
 
We consider that the Government holds the primary water stock, and sells it to the irrigated rice 
sector and to the drinking water production sector. The drinking water production sector 
combines this resource with labour and capital to produce higher quality water, drinking water. 
This drinking water is distributed by three channels (private connection, standposts and informal 
carters) and consumed as input by the other sectors (agricultural, industrial and services) and as a 
final good by the households.  
The SAM is composed of fifteen activities (1996) and is the database for the model. It is an 
aggregated and disaggregated version of the SAM built by Dansokho, Diouf (1999) and Cabral 
(2005). The macroeconomic data are provided by the DPS3, by the input-output table. Incomes 
and consumption data are taken from the Senegalese Income Expenditure Household Survey 
(ESAM4, 1996). The water data come from the SONES and the SDE (2003, 2004). The 
disagregation of the energy sector in electricity-gas, drinking water production, formal drinking 
water distribution via  the private connection, formal drinking water distribution via the standpost 

                                                 
3 DPS: Direction de la Prévision et de la Statistique (Senegalese Direction of Statistics). 
4 ESAM: Enquête Sénégalaise Auprès des Ménages (Senegalese Income Expenditure Household Survey).  
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and informal drinking water distribution, stems from data resulting from surveys (Hydroconseil, 
1998; Diagne, Briand, Cabral, 2004). 
Taking into account the choice of a water intensity criterion (Appendix A1.3), the SAM 
distinguishes the intensive agricultural water sectors such as irrigated rice, rain rice, the market 
gardening, fishing, of the non-intensive agricultural water sectors. It describes a drinking water 
production sector with a public utility mission (SONES). Taking into account the importance of 
the informal operators, it integrates three drinking water distribution sectors (private connection, 
standposts and carters). Further, it distinguishes water intensive industries and services (water is 
an important input) and water non-intensive industries and services. The last sector is non-
tradable services.   
 
There are four factors of production in the economy: labour, capital, land and primary water. 
We propose to have eight households’ categories. They are defined according to their 
geographical location and according to the drinking water supply in their areas: Dakar, Other 
Urban areas (ACU), the groundnut Basin (BA), Niayes (NIAY), Casamance (CASA), the sylvo-
pastoral area (ZSP), Eastern Senegal (SO), and the Delta River (FLEUV). Six rural households’ 
categories are distinguished according to agro-ecologic areas characteristics. Indeed, rural areas 
are characterized by strong disparities in terms of agro climatic potentialities, infrastructure, 
cultivation methods, intensity in the use of production factors, sources of households income 
(Cabral, 2005) and in terms of drinking water consumption structure.   
The other agents taken into account are firms, the Government and the Rest of the world.   
 
Tables presented in Appendix 1 make it possible to synthesize the important elements of the 
SAM structure to the base run and allow to understand the different variables evolutions after the 
shock. In particular, the weight of each sector in the value added of the Senegalese economy, the 
share of the production factors in each sector, and the water intensity of the different sectors are 
important informations for the results justifications. It is the same for the structure of income 
and expenditure by household’s category. 
 
6. The model  
 
Our Senegalese model is inspired by the neo-classic model EXTER developed by Decaluwé, 
Martens and Savard (2001) but differs in many aspects. Firstly, our model is represented by four 
production factors (labour, capital, land and primary water) contrary to EXTER (labour and 
capital). The household’s typology differs. The model integrates a linear expenditure system 
(LES) in which each commodity has a minimum consumption (subsistence) whereas in EXTER, 
consumption is a fixed proportion of the available income. The transfers within households and 
between the households and the Rest of the World are explicitly taken into account.   
Taking into account the characteristics of the drinking water production sector, we integrate a 
natural monopoly with increasing returns to scale. We introduce an efficiency wage and a 
unemployment function. Lastly, it is a sequential dynamic model.  
 
The model is composed of eight blocks of equations (Appendix 2): drinking water production 
with increasing returns to scale, others sectors production in perfect competition, incomes and 
saving, taxes, demand, prices, foreign trade, and equilibrium conditions.  
 
The drinking water production (natural monopoly) is modelled in two levels. Firstly, labour is 
combined with capital by a Cobb-Douglas function to give a composite factor. Secondly, this 
composite factor is combined with the primary water by a Cobb-Douglas function with 
increasing returns to scale to give the added value. We assume that the added value is equal to the 
drinking water production, which means that there are no intermediate consumptions 
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(negligible). We compute an average cost function and a marginal cost function of drinking water 
production (see equations in Appendix 2).  
 
The other sectors’ production is modelled in two levels. At the top level, sectoral output is 
defined by a Leontief function of value added and total intermediate consumption. Then, the 
added value is represented by a Cobb-Douglas function of labour, capital,  land  and primary 
water  for the irrigated rice sector;  labour, capital  and land for the other agricultural sectors; 
labour, capital and primary water for the drinking water production sector; labour and capital  for  
all the other sectors excepted non tradable services (only labour). The intermediate consumption 
of each sector is a fixed proportion of the production of each sector. The intermediate demand 
for a product is the sum of the intermediate consumptions of this product used by the different 
sectors. A linear function connects the intermediate demand for a product to the sector 
intermediate consumption of the same product. 
   
The primary water, land, capital, and labour factors demand are determined by the first order 
conditions of profit maximization of the Cobb-Douglas production for tradable services. For 
non-tradable services, the labour factor demand is the ratio between the value added and the 
income from labour factor to the unit. 
 
Each household earns his income from production factors: labour, land, capital, and primary 
water. He also receives dividends (by firms), intra-households transfers, government transfers and 
foreigner’s transfers. The household’s disposable incomes are derived by subtracting the direct 
taxes collected by the government. We specify saving and total consumption as fixed proportions 
of disposable income.   
Firm’s income is composed by capital income. Their saving is the difference between their 
income, the direct taxes paid and the transfers paid to the other agents.  
The government receives direct taxes from households and firms, indirect taxes on domestic and 
imported goods, the remuneration of the primary water sale and transfers from households, firms 
and the Rest of the World.  
 
For each group of households, the consumption expenditure is obtained by withdrawing available 
income, saving and transfers. Domestic consumption is determined by the linear expenditure 
system (LES), in which each good has a minimum consumption (subsistence) level. 
The public consumption is the nominal production of non-tradable services.  
The nominal investment by origin is a fixed proportion of the nominal total investment. 
 
Value added price for activity is equal to the report between the nominal production net of the 
intermediate consumptions and the added value volume.  
Domestic price of imported and exported good depend on import and export world prices, the 
nominal exchange rate and receipts from import duties.   
 
The total demand (value) is the sum of demand for domestic good tax included, and the imports 
in good receipts from import duties included.   
The total production (value) is equal to the sum of the demand for domestic good and the 
exports in good evaluated at the export price. The general prices index is the GDP deflator.   
 
Domestic production is supplied to the domestic economy and export market. We assume that 
there are simultaneous export and import at the sectoral level. However, external trade shall be 
structured such that imperfect substitution characterise the foreign markets. On the import side, 
Armington (1969) approach is followed by supposing an imperfect substitution between 
domestic and imported goods. What is being demanded is the composite consumption good, 
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which is a constant elasticity of substitution (CES) aggregate of imports and domestically 
produced goods. For exports, the allocation of domestic output between exports and domestic 
sales is determined on the assumption that domestic producers maximise profits subject to 
imperfect transformability between both alternatives. The composite production good is thus a 
constant elasticity of transformation (CET) aggregate of exports and domestic sales. 
 
The current account balance is equal to the trade balance plus capital income received, plus 
exogenous transfer’s payments from firms and government to the Rest of the World less 
exogenous transfers from the Rest of the World to households and government.    
 
The composite commodity is equal to the total domestic absorption of consumption demand, 
intermediate demand and investment demand. 
The total supply of production factors (labour, capital, land and primary water) is equal to the 
total demand for primary factor.  
The total investment is equal to the sum of total household savings, firms savings, government 
savings and foreign savings (as represented by current account balance converted at nominal 
exchange rate), which corresponds to the neoclassical macroeconomic closure. 
 
 
Following Annabi (2003), we introduce an efficiency wage and an involuntary unemployment in 
the CGE model (Shapiro and Stiglitz (1984)). The equilibrium wage rate is negatively related with 
the unemployment rate ( )un . The labor market equilibrium is characterized by the presence of 
involuntary unemployment. The non-shirking condition (NSC) depends on the disutility of the 
effort ( )ee , the exogenous quit rate ( )bb , the probability to be caught ( )qq , and the discount 
rate ( )rr . The NSC is included in the model with the calibration of the parameter ( )ee . 
Parameters , ,bb qq rr  are respectively fixed at 0,1 ; 0,3 et 0,05.  
 
As we say above, to compare the short-term effects with the long-term effects of the average cost 
versus marginal cost pricing, we propose a dynamic approach. Indeed, the short-term effects can 
be under-estimated compared to the long-term effects.  
Dynamic general equilibrium can be classified as truly dynamic (“intertemporal”) or sequential 
dynamic (“recursive”) models. Truly dynamic models are based on optimal growth theory where 
the behaviour of economic agents is characterized by perfect foresight. Economic agents know 
all about the future and react to future changes in prices. Households maximize their 
intertemporal utility function under a wealth constraint to determine their consumption 
programm over time. Investment decisions by firms are the result of cash flow maximization 
over the whole time horizon. However, these models are still little used for the developing 
countries problems. We choose the construction of a sequential dynamic model (Annabi, 
Cockburn, Decaluwé (2004) and Annabi, Cissé, Cockburn and Decaluwé (2005)). 
 
This kind of dynamic model is not the result of intertemporal optimization by economic agents. 
Indeed, these agents have myopic behaviour. A sequential dynamic model is basically a series of 
static CGE models that are linked between periods by an exogenous and endogenous variable 
updating procedure. Capital stock is updated endogenously with a capital accumulation equation 
and population (total labour supply) is updated exogenously between periods. The crucial 
question concerns the distribution of new investments between sectors and the capital stock 
calibration.  
  
The sequential dynamic model is formulated as a static model, which is solved sequentially over 
time. We use the static model, index all variables in time (t) and introduce the following 
equations. 
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The capital accumulation equation (69)5 described the law of the motion for the sectoral capital 
stock. It supposes implicitly that the stocks are measured at the beginning of the period and that 
the flows are measured at the end of the period.  
The investment demand function (71) determines how the new investment will be distributed 
between different sectors. It is a rate of investment by sector of destination. The investment 
demand function6 used is similar to the one proposed by Bourguignon, Branson and De Mello 
(1989). Parameters 1TRγ  et 2TRγ  are positive parameters calibrated on the bias of the investment 
elasticity and the investment equilibrium equation (74).  The investment rate (ratio between the 
investment by sector destination ,TR TIND  and the capital stock ,TR TKD ) is increasing with the 
respect to the ratio of the rate of return to capital ,TR Tr  and its user cost7 TU .  
In introducing investment by destination, we have to respect the equality condition with total 
investment by origin in the original SAM. The parameters 1TRγ  et 2TRγ  are positive only if the 
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possible to calibrate 1TRγ  et 2TRγ . We make assumptions on the sectoral growth rates of capital as 
data is not generally available on investment by destination in developing countries. Possible 
assumptions include (Annabi et al. (2004)): 

1) It is equal to the production growth rate 
2) It is equal to the sum of population growth rate and capital depreciation rate8. 

In our application, we fixed the sectoral growth rates of capital at 5% in order to calibrate the 
capital stock. 
The capital user cost (72) is equal to the replacement capital price (price index of investment) 
multiplied by the sum of capital depreciation rate and real interest rate (exogenous). Total labour 
supply (70) is an endogenous variable although it simply increases at the exogenous population 
growth.  
 
The model is solved simultaneously as a system of non linear equations on a 20-period time 
horizon.  
 
There are some equilibrium conditions to be satisfied in the model (closure). The nominal 
exchange rate is chosen as numeraire. It is fixed taking into account the West African Economic 
and Monetary Union agreements. Since this “small country” has no impact on international 
markets, the world prices with the import and export are exogenous. The public expenditure is 
fixed. The other exogenous variables of the model are dividends, land supply,  primary water 
demands and transfers between the different agents. 
 
Calibration is usual step in the construction of CGE models. In order to make the model 
operational, it is necessary specify the parameters value. Elasticities of the household’s 

                                                 
5 See Appendix 2 (Model equations). 
6 See Bchir, Decreux, Guerin and Jean (2002) and Jung and Thorbecke (2000) for other examples of investment 
functions. 
7 Hall and Jorgenson (1967). 

8 This assumption takes again the final condition 
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consumption functions and elasticity of the import and export demands are taken from 
Decaluwé et al. (2001), and Cabral (2005). All the other parameters come from the Senegalase 
SAM. The model counts 13 306 equations for 13 306 endogenous variables and 2 255 exogenous 
variables. The model is solved (calibration and simulations) using Gams9.  
 
In static models, counterfactual analysis is made with respect to the base run that is represented 
by the initial SAM. But in the dynamic models, the economy grows even without a policy shock 
and the analysis should be done with respect to the growth path in the absence of any shock. (see 
graphs in Appendix 9).  Sectoral and macro effects are presented in tables of Appendix 7 and 8. 
These tables report the percentage variation between the base path and the after simulation path 
for each variable.  
 
7. Simulation results of climatic shocks combined with average cost versus 
marginal cost pricing 
 
The same climatic shock is simulated in two scenarios. It represents the long-term evolution of the 
water resource availability, which we describe in section 1. We simulate a first phase of resource 
availability increase (policy of water supply increase), followed by a stability phase, and a third 
phase characterized by hydrologic deficit (water demand increase and population growth). More 
precisely, we simulate a 30% water resource increase for the first three periods followed by a 30% 
decrease of the resource availability over periods 7, 8 and 9. The other periods are characterized 
by climatic stability. We observe the impacts on a 20-year horizon (1996-2015) of this climatic 
variability, by comparing the results to the long-term trend without shock (see graphics in 
Appendix 9, 10 and 11).    
 
The simulations are distinguished by the water pricing policy (water demand management) 
combined with climatic shocks. The first scenario is with average cost pricing. The second is a 
marginal cost pricing combined with a subsidy financed by the Government to the drinking water 
production sector. We compare the short and long-term effects of these two policies on the 
Senegalese economy. We wonder about the water policy which gives the most welfare. 
 
7.1 Climatic shocks combined with average cost pricing (see Appendix 7) 
 
In the short run (1996): 
 
In the short run, the rise of the primary resource availability (allowed by the supply increase) 
benefits directly drinking water production and the irrigated rice sectors. Firstly, it involves a 
decrease of the average cost, marginal cost, producer and consumer prices of - 35,6%.  The fall of 
the drinking water input cost profits directly to the drinking water sectors. Indeed the producer 
and consumer water prices (private connection and standpost) decrease respectively by - 10,82% 
and - 9,24%.  
The rise of the quantity of primary water available generates a production increase of irrigated 
rice (+8,92%), drinking water produced (+2,9%), drinking water distribution via private 
connection (+1,78%) and via standposts (+9,38%). Taking into account the Leontief production 
function of these sectors, their respective intermediate consumptions increase in the same 
proportions. There is an effect on the other sectors. Nevertheless, their production increases 
lower (except fishing and water intensive industry). There is an expansion of the sectors, which 
answers a demand rise via its three components: intermediate demand, final consumption and 

                                                 
9 General Algebraic Modeling System, Brooke, Kendrick and Meeraus, (1996). 
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investment demand. This demand increase is illustrated by an imports increase (except for 
irrigated rice whose local production is enough to answer the demand). Firstly, it is explained by 
the intermediate demand rise related to the sectors expansion and the drinking water price 
decrease. Secondly, it is explained by an income rise of the agents. The agent’s income increases 
taking into account the factor remunerations rise. Wages and the rate of return to agricultural 
land increase respectively by +0,67% and +0,43%. Rate of return to capital also increases in all 
the sectors (except in irrigated rice and drinking water production). In these two last sectors, 
primary water replaces the other factors (labour, capital and land) absorbed by the other sectors, 
which can ensure their expansion. Drinking water distribution sectors profit largely from the 
labour transfer, in particular the labour intensive sector (standposts). The other agricultural 
sectors profit from the land release by irrigated rice. After the irrigated rice, market-gardening is 
the agricultural sector which is the most in expansion, taking into account the fall of the water 
input cost. It monopolizes most of the land (+1,1%, +0,86% and +0,3% respectively for the 
market gardening, rain rice and other agriculture). The export demand for irrigated rice and 
market gardening grow respectively of +23,9% and +0,37%.  
The intensive water sectors expansion results in a rise of their investment by destination: 
+1,61%, +2,48%, +15,79% and +42,22%, respectively for the market gardening, energy, private 
connection and standposts.  
   
In the short run, the climatic shock combined with the maintenance of the current water pricing 
policy (average cost) generates a welfare rise for all the households except those of the River (-
0,07%). The welfare increase for the urban households is more important (+0,51% for Dakar and 
+0,23% for the other urban areas) than for rural (+0,02% on average).  
 
In terms of macroeconomics impacts, although government saving drops (because the shock 
generates a primary water remuneration fall), total investment increases by +1,03%. This is 
explained by the rise of the other agents savings (households and firms), related to their income 
rise, resulting from the other factors remuneration increase. Thus, the total welfare increases by 
+0,81% (incomes and consumption rise) and the unemployment rate decreases by - 0,9% thanks 
to the Senegalese economy expansion. In terms of drinking water distribution, the policy of 
supply increase generates, in the short run, a substitution of the standposts (+9,38%) to the 
private connection (+1,78%) and, a substitution of the formal to informal (+0,56%).  
 
In the long-term (2015): 
 
Ten years after the hydrologic deficit shock, the average cost, marginal cost and the producer and 
consumer prices of drinking water increase by +17,88%. This results in an increase of the 
drinking water input cost for the users sectors. This fall of the resource availability generates a 
production decrease of drinking water (-3,61%) and irrigated rice (-13,9%). The drinking water 
production decrease combined with the drinking water price increase generates a production fall 
of the intensive water sectors (-0,54%; -0,58%; -0,77%; -0,79%; -0,99%; -2,48% and -10,1% 
respectively for intensive water industry and tradable services, energy, drinking water informal 
distribution, market-gardening, private connection and standposts). The drinking water 
distribution is very affected. Taking into account the fall in the same proportions of their 
intermediate consumptions, the other sectors slow down. The production decrease of irrigated 
rice is partly compensated by the imports rise (+6,63%). The same does not hold for the other 
goods and services whose imports decrease. This implies a domestic demand contraction that 
must be explained. In the irrigated rice, the primary water availability decrease is compensated by 
an increase in the other factors demand. Labour, capital and land replace primary water. Their 
respective demand increases by +0,83%, +0,44% and +0,61%. The demand rise for land by 
irrigated rice is possible to the detriment of the other agricultural sectors, especially of the 
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market-gardening because it is very water intensive (very affected by the water price increase). 
After irrigated rice, the agricultural sector is the most affected. In the drinking water production 
sector, the primary water availability decrease is compensated by an increase in labour and capital 
factors demand (+24,35% and +23,38%) to the detriment of the other sectors. This decrease in 
the factors demand by the other sectors is made possible by their contraction. 
 
In the long-term, we observe a household’s welfare loss except Niayes (constant) and River, 
which increases slightly. The welfare loss of the urban households (-0,44% for Dakar and -0,21% 
for the other urban areas) is stronger than that of rural (- 0,03% on average). 
 
In terms of long-term macroeconomics impacts, we observe a sectors contraction. The primary 
water remunerations increase involves a rise of the governmental saving. However, the other 
factors’ remunerations decrease (wages, rate of return to capital) generates a decrease of the other 
agent’s income and saving. Thus, the investment and the total welfare decrease (-1,06% and -
0,77%). The unemployment rate increases (+0,85%). In term of drinking water distribution, the 
distribution via standposts are more affected by the hydric deficit (-10,1%) than the distribution 
via private connection (-2,48%). The informal water distribution is less affected (-0,79%) because 
it is a regulation sector of the scarcity.      
 
7.2 Climatic shocks combined with marginal cost pricing (see Appendix 8) 
 
We suppose that the Government decides to practice marginal cost water pricing. Indeed, we 
have seen that the producer is in natural monopoly and at the base year, the water price is an 
average cost tariff. We suppose that the drinking water production price is not equal any more to 
its average cost (1 at the basic year) but equal to its marginal cost. This policy poses problem 
because for the monopoly it implies a loss. This loss (equal to the difference of sales between the 
average cost and the marginal cost on total volume) risks making it disappear in the long-term. 
This is why, to maintain the survival of the monopoly, the Government subsidies it to 
compensate for this loss. Through this simulation, we want to observe whether the total welfare 
of the Senegalese economy increases (although it undergoes climatic shocks).   
 
In the short run (1996): 
 
The resource availability rise, allowed by the policies of supply increase combined with marginal 
cost pricing, involves a fall of the drinking water average and marginal production costs of -
32,36%. The drinking water producer and consumer prices decrease more than in the first scenario 
(-47,97% against -35,6%). It follows from there a stronger fall of the drinking water input cost 
for the users sectors. Indeed, the prices of drinking water distributed by the private connection 
and on the standposts drop more than in the first scenario (respectively -14% against - 10,82% and 
-12% against -9,24%). The rise of the drinking water sectors production is also accentuated 
(+4,01% against +2,9% for the drinking water production, +2,45% against +1,78% for the 
distribution via the private connection, +13% against +9,38% for the distribution via the 
standposts). This means that the rise of their intermediate consumptions has moved in 
proportion stronger than in the first scenario with a driving effect on the other sectors more 
important too. This is why the other sectors production increase is more important. 
This supply rises because demand rises. Indeed, the intensive water sectors’ expansion, via the 
intermediate demand rise and the drinking water price decrease, explains the total demand 
increase. This increase in total demand is possible because the agent’s income increases. Indeed, 
rise in factorial remunerations is more important than in the first scenario: The wage rate and the 
rate of return to agricultural land grow respectively at +1,13% against +0,67% and +0,88% 
against +0,43%. The rate of return of capital increases more in all the sectors except in irrigated 
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rice and in the drinking water production sectors where it decreases with the first scenario. These 
changes in factorial remunerations are explained by the fact that in the irrigated rice and drinking 
water production sectors, primary water replaces the other factors absorbed by the other sectors 
growth. The labour demand increases in the drinking water distribution sectors (private 
connection and standposts) are more important (respectively +13,9% and +36,53% against 
+9,95% and +25,65%). In the agricultural sectors, the released land by irrigated rice (-1,38% 
against -1,29% in the first scenario) is more monopolized by rain rice (+1,21% against +0,86%) 
and the market-gardening (+1,4% against +1,1%) than in the first scenario.  
The increase in investments by destination is also more important for rain rice, market-gardening, 
other agricultural sectors, non-intensive water industry, energy, drinking water distribution via 
private connection and standposts, and services. More particularly, the investment in the private 
connection sector increases by +22,4% against +15,79% and, +62,26% against +42,22% in 
standposts sector. The effect of a marginal cost pricing is more beneficial in terms of investments 
in the drinking water distribution sectors.  
In the short-run, the climatic shock combined with the marginal cost pricing generates an 
improvement of all the households welfares except that of the River (-0,05%). This welfare 
increase is, as in the first scenario, stronger for the urban (+0,68% for Dakar and +0,31% for the 
other urban areas) than for the rural (+0,4% on average), but in greater proportions. This means 
that a marginal cost pricing accentuates the short run beneficial effects of the shock (policy of 
water supply increase) on the household’s welfare. 
In terms of macroeconomics impacts, marginal cost water pricing induces lower primary water 
remunerations. The Government’s subsidy ensuring budget equilibrium of the drinking water 
production sector generates a Government saving degradation from -5,82% against -1,89% when 
it does not intervene in the first scenario. However, this does not stop the total investment. On the 
contrary, the total investment increases more (+1,84% against +1,03%) than in the first scenario. 
This is explained by the other agents’ savings increase, which more than compensates for the fall 
of the Government saving. With marginal cost pricing, the more important economy expansion 
generates a more important increase in total welfare (+1,11% against +0,81%) and a more 
important reduction in unemployment rate (-1,5% against -0,9%). In terms of drinking water 
distribution, we observe the same results as in the first scenario even if those are accentuated. 
Following the policy of supply increase, we observe a substitution of standposts (+13%) to the 
private connection (+2,45%), which means strong development of the standposts network and, a 
substitution of formal for informal (+0,74%).  
 
In the long-term (2015):  
 
In the long-term, marginal cost water pricing makes it possible to absorb the negative effects on 
the economy of the hydrologic deficit shock. The average and marginal costs of drinking water 
production increase by +19,59%. But the producer and consumer prices of drinking water 
production decrease by -7,82% while they increased by +17,88% in the first scenario. The long-
term trends of the economy are completely reversed according to the water pricing government 
policy (average cost versus marginal cost). This result is interesting because it shows that in the 
long-term, a marginal cost water pricing is still much more beneficial than in the short run. The 
analysis of the evolution of the other aggregates demonstrates it.  
In spite of the resource scarcity shock, the drinking water production price decreases. Therefore, 
we observe a fall of the drinking water input cost for water intensive sectors. Indeed, the drinking 
water distribution prices via private connection and standposts decrease respectively by -2,96% 
and -2,91% while in the first scenario (average cost pricing), they increased respectively by +7,36% 
and +7,4%. 
In consequence, sectoral effects become completely different. Outputs of the drinking water 
production sector, drinking water distribution sectors (private connection, standposts) and 
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market-gardening increase respectively by +1,36%, +0,8%, +4,63% and +0,11% while they 
decreased respectively by -3,61%, -2,48%, -10,1% and -0,99% in the first scenario. These results 
are very interesting because we observe a positive driving effect on the majority of the other 
sectors whose production increases via intermediate consumptions. The irrigated rice production 
decreases as in the first scenario (-13,9%). Only the productions of fishing, other agriculture and 
intensive water industry decrease but, in less proportions.  
The expansion of most of the sectors explains the increase in factorial remunerations. The wage 
rate and the rate of return to agricultural land respectively increase (+0,29% and +0,5%) while 
they respectively decreased (-0,55% and -0,89%) in the first scenario. This rise in factorial 
remuneration justifies the expansion of the sectors by rise in the three demand components 
(intermediate, final and investment demands). In fact, the agents’ income and saving increase 
except government saving which falls (-9,74% against a rise of +0,08% in the first scenario) 
because of the subsidy to the drinking water production sector. But this government saving fall is 
more than compensated by the other savings increase. So, the long-term total investment 
increases (+0,79%) whereas it decreased (-1,06%) in the first scenario.  
In the long-term, the hydrologic shock combined with marginal cost pricing allows households to 
maintain welfare in the sylvopastoral area. It permits the household’s welfare of River (+0,04%) 
to increase. The rise is more important than in the first scenario. As in the first scenario, the shock 
generates a decrease of all the other household’s welfare, stronger for the urban (-0,1% for Dakar 
and -0,07% for the other urban areas) that for the rural (-0,15% on average), but in less 
proportions. This means that marginal cost pricing mitigates the negative effect of the water 
shortages on the household’s welfare.  
 
Finally in the long-term, the resource scarcity shock combined with the marginal cost water 
pricing, affects the total welfare less than in the average cost water pricing (-0,18% against -
0,77%). The expansion of most of the sectors, allowed by the water price decrease, reopens the 
economic activity and decreases the unemployment rate (-0,43%) while this last increased by 
+0,85% in the first scenario. In terms of drinking water distribution, we observe an opposite trend 
to the first scenario.  Indeed, the hydrologic deficit combined with a marginal cost pricing allows in 
the long-term an expansion of the drinking water distribution with a substitution of the 
standposts (+4,63%) to the private connection (+0,8%). It is explained by the investment 
dynamic. Contrary to the first scenario, investments in the water sectors increase (respectively 
+33%, +2,06% and +7,26% for the drinking water production, distribution via the private 
connection and standposts against +24,17%, - 2,25% and - 10,7%). Contrary to the first 
simulation, the informal water sector is not the regulator sector of the water shortage: it decreases 
(-0,06%).  
 
Conclusion 
 
Our dynamic CGE model applied to the Senegalese economy makes it possible to simulate in the 
short run a first phase of resource availability increase (policy of supply increase), followed by a 
phase of hydrologic deficits in accordance with the above projections. These climatic shocks are 
combined with two cases of water demand policy (average cost versus marginal cost pricing).  
 
The results show that if in the short run, marginal cost pricing is more beneficial than average 
cost pricing, it positively amplifies the effects without reversing them. In fact, in both cases, the 
increase in the short term of the primary resource availability generates an economy expansion 
with a decrease of the unemployment rate, a rise of total investment and welfare. In both cases, 
the drinking water distribution via the standposts grows more than that with the private 
connection and, the formal one replaces the informal one. The agricultural sectors expansion is 
stronger when the policy of supply increase is accompanied by a marginal cost pricing. This 
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pricing policy is better for the fight against the food insecurity. Finally, the household’s welfare 
increases more in this second scenario.  
In the long-term, the results are more interesting because they show that the effects of a marginal 
cost water pricing are more beneficial. Indeed, in the presence of hydrologic deficits, it makes it 
possible to better manage the water scarcity by completely reversing the long-term economic 
trend induced by an average cost water pricing More precisely, the total investment increases 
whereas it decreased in the first scenario. Following the resource scarcity shock, the total welfare 
falls less than in the first case. More particularly, marginal cost water pricing makes it possible to 
mitigate the negative effects of the water shortages on the household’s welfare. The expansion of 
most of the sectors allowed by marginal cost pricing reopens the economic activity by decreasing 
the unemployment rate while this latter increased with an average cost pricing. In spite of the 
water shortage, marginal cost pricing makes it possible to increase in the long-term the 
agricultural production of rain rice and market gardening whereas all the agricultural sectors 
production decreases with average cost pricing. This reform would also be better for the fight 
against food insecurity in the long-term. In term of supply drinking water, we observe an 
opposite trend to the first scenario when the hydrologic deficit is combined with marginal cost 
pricing. It allows an expansion of drinking water distribution (private connection and standposts) 
thanks to the investments dynamics, which increases the household’s access to the service. 
Finally, the informal water sector does not play the role of shortage regulator any more.  
 
To sum up, in the long-term, marginal cost water pricing allows better management of resource 
scarcity and permits reduction of food insecurity even if the government subsidises the drinking 
water production sector. It mitigates the negative effects of water shortages because it decreases 
the water input cost (related to the passage of average cost pricing with marginal cost pricing). 
Combined with the total investment rise, it reopens the economy and improves the household’s 
welfare. This result goes against the directives of international organizations that impose budget 
equilibrium to the water companies. These directives could be negative for a long-term economy 
subjected to future hydrologic deficit. Lastly, it questions the basic tariff (average cost) on which 
the increasing block water pricing is based in Senegal.  
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Appendices:        
Appendix 1: Table A1 .1: Share of value-added in the sectors production 

Production (XS) Value-added (VA) Rate of 
Value-
added 

Sectors 

Value (in 
million 
FCFA) 

Share 
(%) 

Value (in 
million 
FCFA) 

Share 
(%) 

VA/XS 
(%) 

Irrigated rice 92328 1,89 84148 3,23 91,14
Rain rice 4168 0,09 1847 0,07 44,31
Market gardening 89348 1,83 76328 2,93 85,43
Fishing 150585 3,09 119474 4,58 79,34
Other agriculture 452156 9,27 348243 13,36 77,02
Water intensive industry 573445 11,76 243892 9,36 42,53
Water non intensive industry 979654 20,09 237378 9,11 24,23
Other energy 70079 1,44 31114 1,19 44,40
Drinking water production (SONES) 29618 0,61 29618 1,14 100,00
Water distribution by private connection (SDE) 78880 1,62 36261 1,39 45,97
Water distribution by standposts (SDE) 13311 0,27 5157 0,20 38,74
Water informal distribution  7593 0,16 7513 0,29 98,95
Water intensive tradable services  980868 20,12 598784 22,97 61,05
Water non intensive tradable services 1041775 21,37 617927 23,70 59,31
Non tradable services 311910 6,40 169076 6,49 54,21
Total 4875718 100,00 2606760 100,00 53,46
Source: SAM, 1996 
 

A1.2 table: Share of factors in Value-added (%) 
Share of  factors  Sectors VA 

(million 
FCFA) 

Labour 
(%) 

Capital 
(%)  

Land (%) Primary 
water 
(%) 

Total 

Irrigated rice 84148 12,28 44,48 9,46 33,78 100 
Rain rice 1847 57,34 30,54 12,13 0 100 
Market gardening 76328 59,29 35,83 4,88 0 100 
Fishing 119474 53,72 46,28 0 0 100 
Other agriculture 348243 61,43 32,75 5,81 0 100 
Water intensive industry 243892 18,63 81,37 0 0 100 
Water non intensive industry 237378 32,91 67,09 0 0 100 
Other energy 31114 17,91 82,09 0 0 100 
Drinking water production (SONES) 29618 14,82 53,16 0 32,02 100 
Water distribution by private connection (SDE) 36261 18,55 81,45 0 0 100 
Water distribution by standposts (SDE) 5157 39,25 60,75 0 0 100 
Water informal distribution  7513 88,65 11,35 0 0 100 
Water intensive tradable services  598784 44,20 55,80 0 0 100 
Water non intensive tradable services 617927 22,88 77,12 0 0 100 
Non tradable services 169076 100 0 0 0 100 
Total 2606760 40,62 56,69 1,23 1,45 100 
Source: SAM, 1996 
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A1.3 table: Water intensity of sectors
Sectors Water 

produ-
ced 
input 
(million 
FCFA) 

Water 
distribu-
ted by  
private 
connectio
n input 
(million 
FCFA) 

Water 
distribu-
ted by 
standposts 
input 
(million 
FCFA) 

Informal 
water 
input 
(million 
FCFA) 

Total 
input of 
sectors 
(million 
FCFA) 

Water 
input/ 
Total 
input (%) 

Irrigated rice 0 0 0 0 8180 0 
Rain rice 0 0 0 0 2321 0 
Market gardening 0 4771 1443 1443 13020 58,8 
Fishing 0 222 0 44 31111 0,86 
Other agriculture 0 0 0 0 103913 0 
Water intensive industry 0 17380 0 0 329553 5,3 
Water non intensive industry 0 10380 0 0 742276 1,4 
Other energy 0 1791 0 0 38965 4,6 
Drinking water production (SONES) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Water distribution by private connection 
(SDE) 

32969 0 0 0 42619 77 

Water distribution by standposts (SDE) 5742 0 0 0 8154 70,4 
Water informal distribution  0 0 80 0 80 100 
Water intensive tradable services  0 10051 0 0 382084 2,6 
Water non intensive tradable services  0 4459 0 0 423848 1,05 
Non tradable services  0 2040 0 0 142834 1,43 
Total 38711 51094 1523 1487 2268958 4,1 
Source: SAM, 1996 
 

A1.4 table: Households income according to the source (in %) 
 Dakar ACU BA NIAY CASA ZSP SO FLEUV 
Factors         
Labour 39,35 36 13,64 40 22,85 16,70 61,83 14,97 
Capital 35,47 40,5 43,21 27,22 36,81 34,60 15,37 33,98 
Land 0 0 6,61 2,94 7,31 3,9 3,32 3,60 
Primary water 0 0 0 0 3,48 0 0 22,29 
Transfers         
Households 17,45 15,3 17,85 17,45 15,18 30,16 13,36 15,92 
Firms 5,14 4 7,70 5,03 5,74 5,11 2,32 3,64 
Government 0,45 0,85 0,09 0,23 0,50 2,28 0,51 0,44 
Rest of World 2,14 3,35 10,90 7,13 8,13 7,25 3,29 5,16 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: SAM, 1996 
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A1.5 table: Household’s expenses (in %)
 Dakar ACU BA NIAY CASA ZSP SO FLEU

V 
Total income 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Households transfers 17,07 23,96 4,21 1,58 0,17 0,00 41,65 1,07 
Direct taxes  2,31 2,49 1,97 1,29 0,00 0,00 0,60 0,00 
Final Consumption 41,25 45,58 93,82 97,13 96,35 100 57,75 76,65 
Irrigated rice 9,98 10,74 13,90 16,29 17,76 13,19 13,95 15,05 
Rain rice 0,00 0,00 0,12 0,00 2,31 0,00 1,92 0,00 
Market gardening 5,18 5,34 6,51 6,31 5,57 6,11 5,29 5,61 
Fishing 5,24 4,77 5,26 4,68 4,80 4,34 5,96 4,06 
Other agriculture 8,89 9,30 20,84 14,58 25,42 17,48 15,01 25,35 
Water intensive industry 16,72 15,46 10,94 16,38 14,45 21,73 17,00 11,86 
Water non intensive industry 22,39 20,70 16,62 21,92 10,41 18,34 18,29 19,17 
Other energy 1,78 1,65 2,27 1,74 1,54 2,31 1,81 2,16 
Drinking water production  0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 
Water via private connection 2,68 0,66 2,54 1,20 0,81 2,67 1,00 0,28 
Water via standposts 0,05 0,05 0,23 0,29 0,01 0,29 0,06 0,01 
Water informal 0,55 0,14 0,55 0,30 0,16 0,60 0,21 0,06 
Water intensive tradable service 5,97 7,01 5,48 3,95 3,77 5,94 4,38 3,68 
Water non intensive trad service 20,57 24,18 14,74 12,36 12,99 7,00 15,12 12,71 
Non tradable service 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 
Saving 39,37 27,97 0,00 0,00 3,48 0,00 0,00 22,28 
Source: SAM, 1996 
 

 
Appendix 2: Model equations  
 
Production 
 
Production of drinking water (natural monopoly with increasing returns to scale) 
 
(1)       WAT WATXS VA=  
 

(2)       
KLE

WAT WAT
WAT WAT

WAT KL

CMKL VA
s P

α⎛ ⎞⎛ ⎞
= ⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟

⎝ ⎠⎝ ⎠
 

 

(3)      
1

KLE
WAT WAT WAT

WAT WAT
WAT

s CMED VA
s re
α⎛ ⎞⎛ ⎞−

= ⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠⎝ ⎠

 

 

(4)      ( ) /KL
WAT WAT KL WATLD P KL wα=  

 

(5)     1

1
KL KL

WAT WAT

WAT
KL KL KL KL

WAT WAT WAT

r wP
A

β α

β α
⎛ ⎞⎛ ⎞ ⎛ ⎞

= ⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟ ⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠⎝ ⎠ ⎝ ⎠

 

 
(6)     WAT WATPV P=  
 
(7)     WAT WATPV CM=   
 
(8)        
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1 1
1

1

KLE
WATKLE KLE

WAT WAT
WAT WAT

WAT WAT

KLEs s
s sWAT WAT WAT

WAT KLKLE KLE KLE
WAT WAT WAT WAT

VA sCT P re
A s

α
α α

α
α α

−
−⎛ ⎞ ⎛ ⎞ ⎛ ⎞

= ⎜ ⎟ ⎜ ⎟ ⎜ ⎟−⎝ ⎠ ⎝ ⎠ ⎝ ⎠
 

 
 (11)         ( )WAT WAT WAT WATSUB CM Cm VA= −  
 
Production of the other sectors (perfect competition) 
 

(12)   K
K

K

VAXS
v

=   

(13)    1NWAT NWATKL
NWAT NWAT NWAT NWATVA A LD KDα α−⎡ ⎤= ⎣ ⎦       

    
(14)    1NIRG NIRG NIRG NIRGKLT

NIRG NIRG NIRG NIRG NIRGVA A LD KD TDα β α β− −=     
  
(15)     1IRG IRG IRG IRG IRG IRGKLTE

IRG IRG IRG IRG IRG IRGVA A LD KD TD EDα β χ α β χ− − −=                                        
 
(16)     NTR NTRVA LD=   
                   
(17)     K K KCI io XS=  
                    
(18)     , ,TR K TR K KDI aij CI=                  
 
(19)     ( ) /NWAT NWAT NWAT NWATLD PV VA wα=         
 
(20)     ( ) /NIRG NIRG NIRG NIRGLD PV VA wα=         
 
(21)     ( ) /IRG IRG IRG IRGLD PV VA wα=                                                                                   
 

(22)     ,NTR NTR NTR TR NTR TR
TR

LD P XS DI Pc⎛ ⎞= −⎜ ⎟
⎝ ⎠

∑ /w                 

 
(23)      ( )(1 ) /NIRG NIRG NIRG NIRG NIRG TTD PV VA rα β= − −                                                        
 



 25

(24)     ( ) /IRG IRG IRG IRG TTD PV VA rχ=                                                                                  
                                                   
(25)    ( )( ) 21 /IRG IRG IRG IRG IRG IRGED PV VA reα β χ= − − −                
 
Income and saving 

 (26)      
( )1 2

,

H H H HH w j r TR TR l T AGR WAT PE RI
j TR AGR

H H H H H
H

YM w LD r KD r TD re ED re ED

RTF DIV TGM TWM

λ λ λ λ= + + + +

+ + + +

∑ ∑ ∑

∑
 

(27)     ,H H H H H
H

YDM YM TDM RTF= − −∑        

(28)     re TR TR
TR

YE r KDλ= ∑          

(29)     H H HSM YDMφ=           
 
(30)     H

H
SE YE DIV TDE TEW= − − −∑      

(31)     ( )1 2WAT PE RI TRX TR H
TRX TR H

YG re ED re ED TIM TI TDM TDE TWGλ= + + + + + +∑ ∑ ∑  

               
(32)     H PE

H
SG YG G TGM TGW SUB= − − − −∑                  

Taxes  
 
(33)     ( ) (1 )TRX TRX TRX TRX TRX TRX TRX TRX TRX TRXTI tx P XS Pe EX tx tm ePwm M= − + +            
 
(34)     NTRX NTRX NTRX NTRXTI tx P XS=                                                                                       
 
(35)     H H HTDM ty YM=                                                                                                      
 
(36)     YEtyTDE e=                      
 
(37)     TRX TRX TRX TRXTIM tm Pwm eM=                                                                                                
     
Demand 
 
(38)     H H HCTM YDM SM= −                                                                                           
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, , ,

,

( )TR TR H TR H H TR TR H
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TR H
TR

Pc C CTM Pc C
C

Pc
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∑
             

(40)     TR
TR

TR

ITINV
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µ

=                                                                                     

(41)     ,TR TR K
K
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(42)    SNM SNMG P XS=  
                              
International trade 

 (43)   
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Prices 
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(59)    KL WAT WAT
WAT

WAT

P KL wLDr
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Equilibrium conditions 
 
Labour market (unemployment) 

 (63)    j
j

LS LD unLS= +∑   

(64)    ( / )*( / )w ee ee qq bb un rr= + +                                Efficiency wage 
 
Other equilibrium conditions 
 
(65)    ,good good good H good
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Dynamic equations        
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                      Investment demand 
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Appendix 3: Endogenous Variables              
 

WATSUB  : Government subsidy to drinking water production sector WAT 

WATKL  : Composite capital-labour in the drinking water production sector WAT 

KLP  : Composite factor price in the drinking water production sector WAT 

WATCM  : Average cost of the drinking water production WAT 

WATCm  : Marginal cost of the drinking water production WAT 

WATCT  : Total cost of the drinking water production WAT 
 
Price 
w  : Wage rate 
TRr  : Rate of return to capital TR  

TU  : Capital user cost 

TPk  : Capital replacement price (price index of investment)    

Tr  : Rate of return to agricultural land                  

1re  : Rate of return to primary water in the irrigated rice sector 

2re  : Rate of return to primary water in the drinking water production sector  

iP  :  Producer price of good I  

iPV  : Value added price for activity J  

TRPd  : Domestic price of good TR including taxes          

TRPc  : Consumer price of composite good TR        

TRXPe  : Domestic price of exported good TRX           

TRXPm  : Domestic price of imported good TRX            

TRPl  : Domestic price of good TR (excluding taxes) 

indexP  : GDP deflator  
  
Production  

IVA  : Value added for activity J (volume)                                      

jXS  : Output of activity J (volume)  

KCI  : Total intermediate consumption of activity K (volume)             

,TR KDI  : Intermediate consumption of good TR in activity K  
    
Factors 

ILD  : Activity J demand for labour (volume)  

TLS  : Total labour supply (volume) 
un  : Unemployment rate                        

:TRKD Activity TR demand for capital (volume)                    

AGRTD  : Agricultural activity AGR demand for land (volume)     
 
Demand 

,TR HC  : Household H’s consumption of good TR (volume)         
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HCTM  : Household H’s total consumption (value)       

TRDIT  : Intermediate demand for good TR (volume)             

TRINV  : Investment demand for good TR or by origin (volume) 

,TR TIND  : Demand for capital in activity TR (volume)         
IT  : Total investment   

trD  : Demand for domestic good TR (volume)                

trQ  : Demand for composite good TR (volume)  
      
International trade            

TRXEX  : Exports in good TRX (volume)               

TRXM  : Imports in good TRX (volume)          
  
Income and saving 

HYM  : Household H’s income 

HYDM  : Household H’s disposable income  
YE  : Firm’s income                                                                                   
YG  : Government’s income (value)  

HSM  : Household H’s savings       

SE  : Firms’ savings                   
SG  : Government’s savings           
TDE  : Receipts from direct taxation on firms’ income                

HTDM  : Receipts from direct taxation on household H’s income             

TRTI  : Receipts from indirect tax on TR (value)    

TRXTIM  : Receipts from import duties TRX (value)                     
                                                     
Appendix 4: Exogenous variables  
   

HDIV  : Dividend paid to households H 
G  : Public consumption (value)  
TS  : Total supply of land 

WATED  : Activity WAT demand for primary water (volume) 

IRGED  : Activity IRG demand for primary water (volume) 

HTGM  : Public transfers to household H 
TGW  : Public transfers to the rest of the world      

,H HRTF  : Household H’s transfers to household H’s  

HTWM  : Rest of the world transfers to household H’s    
TWG  : Rest of the world transfers to government       
TEW  : Dividends paid to the Rest of the world 

TRXPwm  : World price of import TRX 

TRXPwe  : World price of export TRX 
e  : Nominal exchange rate 
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Appendix 5: Parameters  
 
Unemployment function 
ee  : Effort disutility 
bb  : Exogenous probability to be fired 
qq  : Probability of detection of shirking 
rr  : Discount rate 
 
Production functions 

m
TRXA  : Scale coefficient (CES function between imports and domestic production) 

m
TRXα  : Share parameter (CES function between imports and domestic production) 

m
TRXσ  : Substitution elasticity (CES function between imports and domestic production) 

m
TRXρ  : Substitution parameter (CES function between imports and domestic production) 

e
TRXB  : Scale coefficient (CET function between domestic production and exports) 

e
TRXβ  : Share parameter (CET function between domestic production and exports) 

e
TRXτ  : Transformation elasticity (CET function between domestic production and exports) 

e
TRXκ  : Transformation parameter (CET function between domestic production and exports) 

,TR jaij  : Input-output coefficient  
KL

NWATA  : Scale coefficient (Cobb-Douglas production function) NWAT (capital-labour) 
KL

WATA  : Scale coefficient (Cobb-Douglas composite production function ) WAT (capital-labour) 
KLT

NIRGA  : Scale coefficient (Cobb-Douglas function of value added) NIRG (capital-labour-land) 
KLE

WATA  : Scale coefficient (Cobb-Douglas function of value added with increasing returns to 
scale) WAT (capital-labour composite and primary water) 

WATs  : Scale parameter mesuring increasing returns to scale WAT 
KLTE

IRGA  : Scale coefficient (Cobb-Douglas function of value added) IRG (capital-labour-land-
primary water) 

NTRA  : Scale coefficient (production function of non tradable services) NTR 
KL

WATα  : Share of labour (Cobb-Douglas production function of the composite factor capital-
labour) WAT  

KLE
WATα  : Share of the composite factor capital-labour (Cobb-douglas production function) 

WAT  
Iα  : Elasticity (Cobb-Douglas production function) I 
Kl

WATβ  : Share of capital (Cobb-Douglas production function of the composite factor capital-
labour) WAT  

TRβ  : Share of labour (Cobb-Douglas function of value added) TR  

IRGχ  : Share of primary water (Cobb-Douglas function of value added) IRG 

TRio  : Technical coefficient (Leontief production function) (intermediate consumption 
coefficient) 

TRv  : Technical coefficent (Leontief production function) (value added coefficient) 
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Tax rates 

TRtx  : Tax rate on good TR 

TRXtm  : Import duties on good TR 

Hty  : Direct tax rate on household H’s income  

ety  : Direct tax rate on firms’ income 
 
Other parameters  

,TR HC  : Household H’s minimum consumption of good TR  
,TR Hγ  : Marginal share of good TR 

Hwλ  : Share of labour income received by household H 

Hr
λ  : Share of capital income received by household H 

Hl
λ  : Share of land income received by household H 

WATλ  : Share of primary water income received by government  

HWATλ  : Share of primary water income received by households  

reλ  : Share of capital income received by firms 

rowλ  : Share of capital income received by foreigners  

Hφ  : Propensity to save by household H 

TRµ  : Share of the value of good TR in total investment 

jδ  : Share of activity J in total value added 
 
 
n  : Population growth rate 
δ  : Capital depreciation rate 
ir  : Real interest rate 

1TRγ  : Parameter in the investment demand function 

2TRγ  : Parameter in the investment demand function 
 
Appendix 6: Sets  
 

{ }, , , , , , , , , , , , , , ,i j I RI RP MA PEC AA IIE INIE EG PE BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE SNM∈ =  
 All activities and goods ( RI  : Irrigated rice, RP  : Rain rice, MA  : Market 
gardening, PEC  : Fishing, AA  : Other agriculture, IIE  : Water intensive industry, INIE  : Water 
non-intensive industry, EG  : Other energy, PE  : Drinking water production (SONES), BP  : 
Drinking water distribution via the private connection (SDE), BF  : Drinking water distribution 
via the standpost (SDE), DIE  : Informal drinking water distribution, SMIE  : Water intensive 
tradable services, SMNIE  : Water non-intensive non-tradable services, SNM  : Non-tradable 
services ). 

{ }, , , , , , , , , , , , ,K I RI RP MA PEC AA IIE INIE EG BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE SNM∈ =  
 All activities and goods of I except PE 

{ }, , , , , , , , , , , , ,TR I RI RP MA PEC AA IIE INIE EG PE BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE∈ =  
 Tradable activities and goods 

{ }, , , , , , , , , , ,Good TR RI RP MA PEC AA IIE INIE EG PE BP BF DIE∈ =  
 Tradable goods 
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{ }, , , , , , , , ,NAG TR PEC IIE INIE EG PE BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE∈ =  
 Non-agricultural tradable activities and goods 

{ }, , ,AGR TR RI RP MA AA∈ =  
 Agricultural activities and goods  

{ }IRG AGR RI∈ =  
 Irrigated activity and good 

{ }, ,NIRG AGR RP MA AA∈ =  
 Non-irrigated agricultural activities and goods 

{ }WAT NAG PE∈ =  
 Non-agricultural activity and good using primary water as input 

{ }, , , , , , , ,NWAT NAG PEC IIE INIE EG BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE∈ =  
Non-agricultural activities and goods no using primary water as input 

{ }, , , , , , ,TRX TR RI MA PEC AA IIE INIE SMIE SMNIE∈ =  
 Importable and exportable activities and goods 

{ }, , , , , , ,H Dakar ACU BA NIAY CASA ZSP SO FLEUV=  
Households ( Dakar , ACU  : Others urban areas, BA  : groundnut basin, NIAY  : Niayes, 
CASA  : Casamance, ZSP  : sylvopastoral area, SO  : Eastern Senegal, FLEUV  : Delta River) 
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Appendix 7: Results of the climatic shocks combined with the average cost water pricing (percent variation from the base path) 
  RI RP MA PEC AA IIE INIE EG PE BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE 

  1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015

CM                                 -35,6 17,88                    

Cm                                 -35,6 17,88                    

CT                                 -33,8 22,4                    

P -8,23 12,4 0,55 -0,35 0,13 0,02 0,58 -0,39 0,65 -0,48 0,15 -0,05 0,35 -0,21 0,72 -0,06 -35,6 17,88 -10,82 7,36 -9,24 7,4 0,64 -0,47 0,59 -0,3 0,72 -0,31

PVA -8,99 13,5 0,83 -0,58 0,97 -0,56 0,66 -0,46 0,67 -0,53 0,63 -0,41 0,68 -0,43 1,85 -0,35 -35,6 17,88 8,76 -0,2 15,65 -0,71 0,74 -0,54 0,88 -0,48 1,01 -0,45

PL -8,24 12,4 0,55 -0,35 0,13 0,01 0,72 -0,5 0,67 -0,49 0,23 -0,08 0,46 -0,28 0,72 -0,06 -35,6 17,88 -10,82 7,36 -9,24 7,4 0,64 -0,47 0,64 -0,33 0,82 -0,37

PC -4,13 5,46 0,55 -0,35 0,12 0,01 0,66 -0,47 0,59 -0,44 0,11 -0,04 0,28 -0,18 0,72 -0,06 -35,6 17,88 -10,82 7,36 -9,24 7,4 0,64 -0,47 0,62 -0,32 0,77 -0,34

R -0,87 -0,26 1,29 -0,54 1,54 -0,54 0,64 -0,37 0,72 -0,43 0,62 -0,39 0,69 -0,36 2,11 -0,31 -33,8 0,26 10,69 -0,12 26,49 -0,81 1,31 -0,53 1,04 -0,44 1,12 -0,42
                                                          

M -4,27 6,63     0,76 -0,87 1,29 -1,48 1,08 -1,41 0,45 -0,73 0,87 -1,08                     1,21 -1,25 1,48 -1,39

D 8,9 -13,9 0,46 -0,72 0,57 -0,99 0,2 -0,46 0,08 -0,35 0,11 -0,6 0,17 -0,47 0,25 -0,77 2,9 -3,61 1,78 -2,48 9,38 -10,1 0,56 -0,79 0,24 -0,55 0,25 -0,65

EX 23,9 -27,8     0,37 -1,11 -0,87 0,85 -0,91 0,86 -0,23 -0,43 -0,52 0,25                     -0,72 0,28 -0,96 0,27

XS 8,92 -13,9 0,46 -0,72 0,56 -0,99 -0,02 -0,17 0,05 -0,3 -0,01 -0,54 0,01 -0,29 0,25 -0,77 2,9 -3,61 1,78 -2,48 9,38 -10,1 0,56 -0,79 0,16 -0,48 0,1 -0,52

Q 1,97 -3,96 0,46 -0,72 0,58 -0,98 0,29 -0,55 0,19 -0,47 0,29 -0,66 0,46 -0,73 0,25 -0,77 2,9 -3,61 1,78 -2,48 9,38 -10,1 0,56 -0,79 0,28 -0,58 0,32 -0,49

KD   0,44   -0,78   -1,02   -0,32   -0,44   -0,58   -0,39   -0,85   23,38   -2,62   -10,1   -0,81   -0,56  -0,57

LD -1,53 0,83 0,62 -0,95 0,86 -1,01 -0,03 -0,05 0,05 -0,26 -0,05 -0,3 0,02 -0,08 1,43 -0,45 -34,2 24,35 9,95 -1,86 25,65 -10 0,63 -0,79 0,37 -0,38 0,44 -0,37

TD -1,29 0,61 0,86 -0,47 1,1 -0,64     0,3 -0,12                                    

KL                                 -8,72 23,63                    

INV     0,48 -0,55         0,43 -0,41 0,92 -1,03 0,75 -0,83 0,31 -1,02         11,31 -11,9     0,41 -0,6 0,25 -0,56

IND -1,98 0,26 1,24 -1,48 1,61 -1,7 0,27 -0,7 0,39 -0,97 0,23 -1,04 0,34 -0,8 2,48 -1,04 -45,3 24,17 15,79 -2,25 42,22 -10,7 1,27 -1,47 0,86 -1,11 0,98 -1,08

DIT 2,1 -3,51 0,46 -0,72 0,14 -0,48 0,01 -0,31 0,04 -0,35 0,03 -0,4 0,1 -0,45 0,09 -0,49 2,9 -3,61 0,08 -0,49 0,56 -0,98 0,55 -0,97 0,1 -0,47 0,13 -0,54

  1996   2015 

w 0,67 -0,55 

rt 0,43 -0,89 

re1 -49,04 95,28 

re2 -23,75 57,98 

Pkl -27,42 0,08 

SG -1,89 0,08 

IT 1,03 -1,06 

EV 0,81 -0,77 

un -0,9 0,85 
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Appendix 8:  Results of the climatic shocks combined with the marginal cost water pricing (percent variation from the base path) 
  RI RP MA PEC AA IIE INIE EG PE BP BF DIE SMIE SMNIE 

  1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015 1996 2015

CM                                 -32,36 19,59                    

Cm                                 -32,36 19,59                    

CT                                 -29,65 30,79                    

P -7,88 13,2 0,92 0,16 0,4 0,02 0,93 0,18 1,08 0,22 0,23 0,07 0,61 0,12 1,14 0,08 -47,97 -7,82 -14 -2,96 -12 -2,91 1,08 0,23 1,03 0,16 1,2 0,14

PVA -8,64 14,4 1,39 0,24 1,53 0,25 1,05 0,21 1,12 0,24 0,74 0,24 1,05 0,21 2,73 0,22 -47,97 -7,82 12,4 0,66 22,19 1,16 1,22 0,27 1,44 0,2 1,65 0,16

PL -7,9 13,2 0,92 0,16 0,41 0,01 1,16 0,23 1,11 0,24 0,36 0,11 0,8 0,16 1,14 0,08 -47,97 -7,82 -14 -2,96 -12 -2,91 1,08 0,23 1,12 0,17 1,37 0,16

PC -3,95 5,8 0,92 0,16 0,38 0,01 1,07 0,21 0,99 0,21 0,17 0,06 0,48 0,09 1,14 0,08 -47,97 -7,82 -14 -2,96 -12 -2,91 1,08 0,23 1,08 0,16 1,3 0,16

R -0,51 0,23 2,1 0,08 2,3 0,17 0,95 0,11 1,16 0,14 0,65 0,23 1,01 0,18 3,08 0,21 -29,65 1,25 15,2 0,74 38,07 1,7 1,97 0,11 1,7 0,14 1,8 0,12
                                                          

M -3,76 8,21     1,38 0,14 2,01 0,44 1,76 0,47 0,64 0,07 1,46 0,47                     2,08 0,59 2,47 0,58

D 8,88 -13,8 0,7 0,03 0,76 0,11 0,26 -0,06 0,08 -0,04 0,1 -0,2 0,25 0,12 0,34 0 4,01 1,36 2,45 0,8 13 4,63 0,74 -0,06 0,39 0,23 0,4 0,23

EX 23,2 -28,6     0,15 0,08 -1,47 -0,69 -1,57 -0,61 -0,44 -0,53 -0,95 -0,3                     -1,27 -0,2 -1,62 -0,18

XS 8,9 -13,9 0,7 0,03 0,75 0,11 -0,09 -0,19 0,03 -0,06 -0,09 -0,33 -0,04 0,01 0,34 0 4,01 1,36 2,45 0,8 13 4,63 0,74 -0,06 0,25 0,19 0,15 0,18

Q 2,24 -3,17 0,7 0,03 0,8 0,11 0,4 -0,02 0,27 0,02 0,38 -0,05 0,74 0,27 0,34 0 4,01 1,36 2,45 0,8 13 4,63 0,74 -0,06 0,45 0,23 0,51 0,23

KD   0,78   0,27   0,23   -0,05   0,11   -0,3   0,08   0,02   30,33   0,67   3,77   0,16   0,3  0,24

LD -1,62 0,68 0,96 -0,2 1,16 0,06 -0,17 -0,31 0,03 -0,13 -0,47 -0,4 -0,12 -0,1 1,94 -0,08 -30,43 31,55 13,9 1,36 36,53 5,88 0,83 -0,09 0,56 0,06 0,67 -0,03

TD -1,38 0,4 1,21 -0,1 1,4 -0,02     0,27 -0,15                                    

KL                                 -7,61 30,63                    

INV 0 0 0,91 0,56 0 0 0 0 0,84 0,48 1,66 0,72 1,36 0,66 0,69 0,71 0 0 0 0 15,71 5,6 0 0 0,75 0,57 0,54 0,58

IND -1,97 1,01 1,91 0,18 2,22 0,35 0,2 -0,03 0,5 0,16 -0,25 0 0,28 0,24 3,4 0,26 -40,76 32,99 22,4 2,06 62,26 7,26 1,72 0,17 1,31 0,36 1,47 0,25

DIT 2,14 -2,96 0,7 0,03 0,18 0,11 -0,03 0,02 0,02 -0,01 -0,03 -0,16 0,12 0,08 0,08 -0,06 4,01 1,36 0,08 -0,05 0,75 0,1 0,73 0,1 0,11 0,02 0,13 -0,11

  1996   2015 

w 1,13 0,29 

rt 0,88 0,5 

re1 -45,88 107,27 

re2 -23,47 59,48 

Pkl -23,86 1,04 

SG -5,82 -9,74 

IT 1,84 0,79 

EV 1,11 -0,18 

un -1,5 -0,43 
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Appendix 9: The long-term tendencies (no shock: base path) 
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Appendix 10: Results of the climatic shocks combined with the average cost water 
pricing   
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Appendix 11: Results of the climatic shocks combined with the marginal cost water 
pricing   

-0.0005

0

0.0005

0.001

0.0015

0.002

0.0025

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Capital -

RI
RP
MA

PEC
AA
IIE

INIE
EG
PE

BP
BF

DIE

SMIE
SMNIE

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Travail -

RI
RP
MA

PEC
AA
IIE

INIE
EG
PE

BP
BF

DIE

SMIE
SMNIE

 

-50

0

50

100

150

200

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Investissement par destination -

RI
RP
MA

PEC
AA
IIE

INIE
EG
PE

BP
BF

DIE

SMIE
SMNIE

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Offre totale -

RI
RP
MA

PEC
AA
IIE

INIE
EG
PE

BP
BF

DIE

SMIE
SMNIE  

-50
-40
-30
-20
-10

0
10
20
30
40
50
60

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Taux de remuneration du capital -

RI
RP
MA

PEC
AA
IIE

INIE
EG
PE

BP
BF

DIE

SMIE
SMNIE

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Cout moyen eau -

PE

  

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

%
 V

ar
ia

tio
ns

 fr
om

 b
as

e 
ru

n

Years

- Cout marginal eau -

PE



 38

References  
 
ANNABI, N., CISSE, F., COCKBURN, J., DECALUWE, B., (2005), “Trade liberalisation, 
Growth and Poverty in Senegal: A dynamic Microsimulation CGE Model Analysis”, Working 
Paper, CIRPEE, Laval University, Québec. 
 
ANNABI, N., COCKBURN, J., DECALUWE, B. (2004), “A Sequential Dynamic CGE Model 
for Poverty Analysis”, mimeo, CIRPEE-PEP, Laval University, may. 
 
ANNABI, N., (2003), “Modeling Labor Markets in CGE Models: Endogenous Labor Supply, 
Unions and Efficiency Wages”, mimeo, CIRPEE-PEP, Laval University, may. 
 
BCHIR, H., DECREUX, Y., GUERIN, J-L., JEAN, S. (2002), “MIRAGE, un modèle d’équilibre 
général calculable pour l’évaluation des politiques commerciales », Economie Internationale, n°89-90. 

 
BERCK, A., ROBINSON, S., GOLDMAN, G. (1991), “The use of computable general 
equilibrium models to assess water policies”, in DINAR, A., ZILBERMAN, D. (ed.), The 
Economic and Management of Water and Drainage in Agriculture, Boston, Kluwer Academic Publishers.  
 
BOURGUIGNON, F., BRANSON, W.H. and DE MELO, J. (1989), “Macroeconomic 
Adjustment and Income Distribution: A Macro-Micro Simulation Model”, OECD, Technical 
Paper No.1. 

 

BROOKE, A., KENDRICK, D., MEERAUS, A. (1996), “GAMS, A User’s Guide”, GAMS 
Development Corporation.  

 
CABRAL, F-J. (2005), « Accord agricole et redistribution des revenus en milieu rural au Sénégal : 
essai de simulation à l’aide d’un modèle d’équilibre général calculable », Thèse de doctorat en 
sciences économiques, Université Cheikh Anta Diop, Dakar. 
 
COLLIGNON, B., VALFREY, B. (1998), « Les opérateurs privés du service de l’eau dans les 
quartiers irréguliers des grandes métropoles et dans les petits centres en Afrique : Burkina-Faso, 
Cap-Vert, Haïti, Mali, Mauritanie, Sénégal », Action de Recherche n°9, Programme Alimentation 
en eau potable dans les quartiers périurbains et les petits centres, Rapport final, Hydroconseil, 
Ministère de la Coopération.  
 
DANSOKHO, M., DIOUF, A. (1999), « Elaboration des Matrices de Comptabilité Sociales pour 
les années 1992 et 1996 », Ministère de l’Economie et des finances, Unité de Politique 
Economique, République du Sénégal. 
 
DECALUWE, B., PATRY, A., SAVARD, L. (1999), “When Water is no Longer Heaven Sent: 
Comparative Pricing Analysis in an AGE Model”, CREFA, working paper n° 9908.  
 
DECALUWE, B., PATRY, A., SAVARD, L. (1998), “Quand l’eau n’est plus un don du ciel : un 
MEGC appliqué au Maroc”, Revue d’Economie du Développement, n°3-4, 149-187. 
 
DECALUWE, B., MARTENS, A., SAVARD, L. (2001), Les politiques économiques du développement et 
les modèles d’équilibre général calculable, Les Presses de l’Université de Montréal.  
 



 39

DIAGNE, A., BRIAND, A., CABRAL, F-J. (2004), “Sector Reforms and Universal Access to 
Water in Senegal”, UNRISD Project on “Commercialization, Privatization and Universal Access 
to Water”, Preliminary report, june. 
 
GOLDIN, I., ROLAND-HOLST, D. (1995), “Economic Policies for Sustainable Resource Use 
in Morocco”, in Economics of Sustainable Growth, I. Goldin et L.A. Winters (ed.), Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 175-196. 
 
HALL, R. E. and JORGENSON, D. W. (1967), “Tax Policy and Investment Behavior”, American 
Economic Review, vol. 57, 391-414.  
 
JUNG H.S. and THORBECKE, E. (2003), “The Impact of Public Education Expenditure on 
Human Capital, Growth, and Poverty in Tanzania and Zambia: A General Equilibrium 
Approach”, Journal of Policy Modeling, n°25, 207-235. 
 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM CONSULTANTS CORP (1998), « Rapport Stratégique-AnnexeA-
Etude de la demande », Approvisionnement en Eau Potable à Long Terme pour la région de 
Dakar, IFC. 
 
MOREL à l’HUISSIER (1990), « Economie de la distribution d’eau aux populations urbaines à 
faible revenu dans les pays en développement », Thèse de doctorat en sciences et techniques de 
l’environnement, Ecole Nationale des Ponts et Chaussées, Paris. 
 
SHAPIRO, C., STIGLITZ, J-E., (1984), “Equilibrium Unemployment as a Worker Discipline 
Device”, American Economic Review, 74:433-444. 
 
SONES (2004), « Rapport d’avancement du projet sectoriel eau au 31 décembre 2003 », 
Direction de la planification et de l’équipement, janvier, Dakar. 
 
SONES (2003), « Rapport de contrôle de l’activité technique de la SDE : novembre et décembre 
2003 », Direction du contrôle de l’exploitation, service contrôle technique et qualité d’eau, 
décembre, Dakar. 
 
SONES (2002), « Etudes tarifaires – Modèle Castalia : rapport d’actualisation », Direction du 
contrôle de l’exploitation, service contrôle administratif et commercial, janvier, Dakar. 
 
Enquête Sénégalaise Auprès des Ménages (ESAM) (1995), (Senegalese Income Expenditure 
Household Survey), Senegalese Direction of Statistics, Dakar. 
 
THABET, C. (2003), « Réforme de la politique des prix de l’eau d’irrigation en Tunisie: approche 
en équilibre général », Thèse de Doctorat en Sciences économiques, ENSAR, Rennes. 
 
 



NOTE DI LAVORO DELLA FONDAZIONE ENI ENRICO MATTEI 
Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei Working Paper Series 

Our Note di Lavoro are available on the Internet at the following addresses: 
http://www.feem.it/Feem/Pub/Publications/WPapers/default.html 

http://www.ssrn.com/link/feem.html 
http://www.repec.org 

http://agecon.lib.umn.edu 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTE DI LAVORO PUBLISHED IN 2006 
   

SIEV 1.2006 Anna ALBERINI: Determinants and Effects on Property Values of Participation in Voluntary Cleanup Programs: 
The Case of Colorado 

CCMP 2.2006 Valentina BOSETTI, Carlo CARRARO and Marzio GALEOTTI:  Stabilisation Targets, Technical Change and the 
Macroeconomic Costs of Climate Change Control 

CCMP 3.2006 Roberto ROSON: Introducing Imperfect Competition in CGE Models: Technical Aspects and Implications 
KTHC 4.2006 Sergio VERGALLI: The Role of Community in Migration Dynamics 

SIEV 5.2006 Fabio GRAZI, Jeroen C.J.M. van den BERGH and Piet RIETVELD: Modeling Spatial Sustainability: Spatial 
Welfare Economics versus Ecological Footprint 

CCMP 6.2006 Olivier DESCHENES and Michael GREENSTONE: The Economic Impacts of Climate Change: Evidence from 
Agricultural Profits and Random Fluctuations in Weather 

PRCG 7.2006 Michele MORETTO and Paola VALBONESE: Firm Regulation and Profit-Sharing: A Real Option Approach 
SIEV 8.2006 Anna ALBERINI and Aline CHIABAI: Discount Rates in Risk v. Money and Money v. Money Tradeoffs 
CTN 9.2006 Jon X. EGUIA: United We Vote 
CTN 10.2006 Shao CHIN SUNG and Dinko DIMITRO: A Taxonomy of Myopic Stability Concepts for Hedonic Games 
NRM 11.2006 Fabio CERINA (lxxviii): Tourism Specialization and Sustainability: A Long-Run Policy Analysis 

NRM 12.2006 Valentina BOSETTI, Mariaester CASSINELLI and Alessandro LANZA (lxxviii): Benchmarking in Tourism 
Destination, Keeping in Mind the Sustainable Paradigm 

CCMP 13.2006 Jens HORBACH: Determinants of Environmental Innovation – New Evidence from German Panel Data Sources
KTHC 14.2006 Fabio SABATINI:  Social Capital, Public Spending and the Quality of Economic Development: The Case of Italy
KTHC 15.2006 Fabio SABATINI: The Empirics of Social Capital and Economic Development: A Critical Perspective 
CSRM 16.2006 Giuseppe DI VITA:  Corruption, Exogenous Changes in Incentives and Deterrence 

CCMP 17.2006 Rob B. DELLINK and Marjan W. HOFKES: The Timing of National Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions in 
the Presence of Other Environmental Policies 

IEM 18.2006 Philippe QUIRION: Distributional Impacts of Energy-Efficiency Certificates Vs. Taxes and Standards 
CTN 19.2006 Somdeb LAHIRI: A Weak Bargaining Set for Contract Choice Problems 

CCMP 20.2006 Massimiliano MAZZANTI  and Roberto ZOBOLI: Examining the Factors Influencing Environmental 
Innovations  

SIEV 21.2006 Y. Hossein FARZIN and Ken-ICHI AKAO: Non-pecuniary Work Incentive and Labor Supply 

CCMP 22.2006 Marzio GALEOTTI, Matteo MANERA and Alessandro LANZA: On the Robustness of Robustness Checks of the 
Environmental Kuznets Curve 

NRM 23.2006 Y. Hossein FARZIN and Ken-ICHI AKAO: When is it Optimal to Exhaust a Resource in a Finite Time? 

NRM 24.2006 Y. Hossein FARZIN and Ken-ICHI AKAO: Non-pecuniary Value of Employment and Natural Resource 
Extinction 

SIEV 25.2006 Lucia VERGANO and Paulo A.L.D. NUNES: Analysis and Evaluation of Ecosystem Resilience: An Economic 
Perspective 

SIEV 26.2006 
Danny CAMPBELL, W. George HUTCHINSON and Riccardo SCARPA: Using Discrete Choice Experiments to
Derive Individual-Specific WTP Estimates for Landscape Improvements under Agri-Environmental Schemes
Evidence from the Rural Environment Protection Scheme in Ireland 

KTHC 27.2006 Vincent M. OTTO, Timo KUOSMANEN and Ekko C. van IERLAND: Estimating Feedback Effect in Technical 
Change: A Frontier Approach 

CCMP 28.2006 Giovanni BELLA: Uniqueness and Indeterminacy of Equilibria in a Model with Polluting Emissions 

IEM 29.2006 Alessandro COLOGNI and Matteo MANERA: The Asymmetric Effects of Oil Shocks on Output Growth: A 
Markov-Switching Analysis for the G-7 Countries 

KTHC 30.2006 Fabio SABATINI: Social Capital and Labour Productivity in Italy 
ETA 31.2006 Andrea GALLICE (lxxix): Predicting one Shot Play in 2x2 Games Using Beliefs Based on Minimax Regret 

IEM 32.2006 Andrea BIGANO and Paul SHEEHAN: Assessing the Risk of Oil Spills in the Mediterranean: the Case of the 
Route from the Black Sea to Italy 

NRM 33.2006 Rinaldo BRAU and Davide CAO (lxxviii): Uncovering the Macrostructure of Tourists’ Preferences. A Choice 
Experiment Analysis of Tourism Demand to Sardinia 

CTN 34.2006 Parkash CHANDER and Henry TULKENS: Cooperation, Stability and Self-Enforcement in International 
Environmental Agreements: A Conceptual Discussion 

IEM 35.2006 Valeria COSTANTINI and Salvatore MONNI: Environment, Human Development and Economic Growth 
ETA 36.2006 Ariel RUBINSTEIN (lxxix): Instinctive and Cognitive Reasoning: A Study of Response Times 



ETA 37.2006 Maria SALGADeO (lxxix): Choosing to Have Less Choice 

ETA 38.2006 Justina A.V. FISCHER and Benno TORGLER: Does Envy Destroy Social Fundamentals? The Impact of Relative 
Income Position  on Social Capital 

ETA 39.2006 Benno TORGLER, Sascha L. SCHMIDT and Bruno S. FREY: Relative Income Position and Performance: An 
Empirical Panel Analysis 

CCMP 40.2006 Alberto GAGO, Xavier LABANDEIRA, Fidel PICOS And Miguel RODRÍGUEZ: Taxing Tourism In Spain: 
Results and Recommendations 

IEM 41.2006 Karl van BIERVLIET, Dirk Le ROY and Paulo A.L.D. NUNES: An Accidental Oil Spill Along the Belgian 
Coast: Results from a CV Study 

CCMP 42.2006 Rolf GOLOMBEK and Michael HOEL: Endogenous Technology and Tradable Emission Quotas 

KTHC 43.2006 Giulio CAINELLI and Donato IACOBUCCI: The Role of Agglomeration and Technology in Shaping Firm 
Strategy and Organization 

CCMP 44.2006 Alvaro CALZADILLA, Francesco PAULI and Roberto ROSON: Climate Change and Extreme Events: An 
Assessment of Economic Implications 

SIEV 45.2006 M.E. KRAGT, P.C. ROEBELING and A. RUIJS: Effects of Great Barrier Reef Degradation on Recreational 
Demand: A Contingent Behaviour Approach 

NRM 46.2006 C. GIUPPONI, R. CAMERA, A. FASSIO, A. LASUT, J. MYSIAK and A. SGOBBI: Network Analysis, Creative
System Modelling and DecisionSupport: The NetSyMoD Approach 

KTHC 47.2006 Walter F. LALICH (lxxx): Measurement and Spatial Effects of the Immigrant Created Cultural Diversity in 
Sydney 

KTHC 48.2006 Elena PASPALANOVA (lxxx): Cultural Diversity Determining the Memory of a Controversial  Social Event 

KTHC 49.2006 Ugo GASPARINO, Barbara DEL CORPO and Dino PINELLI (lxxx): Perceived Diversity of Complex 
Environmental Systems: Multidimensional Measurement and Synthetic Indicators 

KTHC 50.2006 Aleksandra HAUKE (lxxx):  Impact of Cultural Differences on Knowledge Transfer in British, Hungarian and 
Polish Enterprises 

KTHC 51.2006 Katherine MARQUAND FORSYTH and Vanja M. K. STENIUS (lxxx):  The Challenges of Data Comparison and 
Varied European Concepts of Diversity 

KTHC 52.2006 Gianmarco I.P. OTTAVIANO and Giovanni PERI (lxxx):  Rethinking the Gains from Immigration: Theory and 
Evidence from the U.S. 

KTHC 53.2006 Monica BARNI (lxxx): From Statistical to Geolinguistic Data: Mapping and Measuring Linguistic Diversity 
KTHC 54.2006 Lucia TAJOLI and Lucia DE BENEDICTIS  (lxxx): Economic Integration and Similarity in Trade Structures 

KTHC 55.2006 Suzanna CHAN (lxxx): “God’s Little Acre” and “Belfast Chinatown”: Diversity and Ethnic Place Identity in 
Belfast 

KTHC 56.2006 Diana PETKOVA (lxxx): Cultural Diversity in People’s Attitudes and Perceptions 

KTHC 57.2006 John J. BETANCUR (lxxx): From Outsiders to On-Paper Equals to Cultural Curiosities? The Trajectory of 
Diversity in the USA 

KTHC 58.2006 Kiflemariam HAMDE (lxxx): Cultural Diversity A Glimpse Over the Current Debate in Sweden 
KTHC 59.2006 Emilio GREGORI (lxxx): Indicators of Migrants’ Socio-Professional Integration 

KTHC 60.2006 Christa-Maria LERM HAYES (lxxx): Unity in Diversity Through Art? Joseph Beuys’ Models of Cultural 
Dialogue 

KTHC 61.2006  Sara VERTOMMEN and Albert MARTENS (lxxx): Ethnic Minorities Rewarded: Ethnostratification on the Wage 
Market in Belgium 

KTHC 62.2006 Nicola GENOVESE and Maria Grazia LA SPADA (lxxx): Diversity and Pluralism: An Economist's View  

KTHC 63.2006 Carla BAGNA (lxxx): Italian Schools and New Linguistic Minorities: Nationality Vs. Plurilingualism. Which 
Ways and Methodologies for Mapping these Contexts? 

KTHC 64.2006 Vedran OMANOVIĆ (lxxx): Understanding “Diversity in Organizations” Paradigmatically and Methodologically

KTHC 65.2006 Mila PASPALANOVA (lxxx): Identifying and Assessing the Development of Populations of Undocumented 
Migrants: The Case of Undocumented Poles and Bulgarians in Brussels 

KTHC 66.2006 Roberto ALZETTA (lxxx): Diversities in Diversity: Exploring Moroccan Migrants’ Livelihood  in Genoa 

KTHC 67.2006 Monika SEDENKOVA  and  Jiri HORAK (lxxx): Multivariate and Multicriteria Evaluation of Labour Market 
Situation 

KTHC 68.2006 Dirk JACOBS and Andrea REA (lxxx): Construction and Import of Ethnic Categorisations: “Allochthones” in 
The Netherlands and Belgium 

KTHC 69.2006 Eric M. USLANER (lxxx): Does Diversity Drive Down Trust? 

KTHC 70.2006 Paula MOTA SANTOS and João BORGES DE SOUSA (lxxx): Visibility & Invisibility of Communities in Urban 
Systems 

ETA 71.2006 Rinaldo BRAU and Matteo LIPPI BRUNI: Eliciting the Demand for Long Term Care Coverage: A Discrete 
Choice Modelling Analysis 

CTN 72.2006 Dinko DIMITROV and Claus-JOCHEN HAAKE: Coalition Formation in Simple Games: The Semistrict Core 

CTN 73.2006 Ottorino CHILLEM, Benedetto GUI and Lorenzo ROCCO: On The Economic Value of Repeated Interactions 
Under Adverse Selection 

CTN 74.2006 Sylvain BEAL and Nicolas QUÉROU: Bounded Rationality and Repeated Network Formation 
CTN 75.2006 Sophie BADE, Guillaume HAERINGER and Ludovic RENOU: Bilateral Commitment 
CTN 76.2006 Andranik TANGIAN: Evaluation of Parties and Coalitions After Parliamentary Elections 

CTN 77.2006 Rudolf BERGHAMMER, Agnieszka RUSINOWSKA and Harrie de SWART: Applications of Relations and 
Graphs to Coalition Formation 

CTN 78.2006 Paolo PIN: Eight Degrees of Separation 
CTN 79.2006 Roland AMANN and Thomas GALL: How (not) to Choose Peers in Studying Groups 



CTN 80.2006 Maria MONTERO: Inequity Aversion May Increase Inequity 
CCMP 81.2006 Vincent M. OTTO, Andreas LÖSCHEL and John REILLY: Directed Technical Change and Climate Policy 

CSRM 82.2006 Nicoletta FERRO: Riding the Waves of Reforms in Corporate Law, an Overview of Recent Improvements in 
Italian Corporate Codes of Conduct 

CTN 83.2006 Siddhartha BANDYOPADHYAY and Mandar OAK: Coalition Governments in a Model of Parliamentary 
Democracy 

PRCG 84.2006 Raphaël SOUBEYRAN: Valence Advantages and Public Goods Consumption: Does a Disadvantaged Candidate 
Choose an Extremist Position? 

CCMP 85.2006 Eduardo L. GIMÉNEZ and Miguel RODRÍGUEZ: Pigou’s Dividend versus Ramsey’s Dividend in the Double 
Dividend Literature 

CCMP 86.2006 Andrea BIGANO, Jacqueline M. HAMILTON  and Richard S.J. TOL: The Impact of Climate Change on 
Domestic and International Tourism: A Simulation Study 

KTHC 87.2006 Fabio SABATINI: Educational Qualification, Work Status and Entrepreneurship in Italy an Exploratory Analysis

CCMP 88.2006 Richard S.J. TOL: The Polluter Pays Principle and Cost-Benefit Analysis of Climate Change: An Application of 
Fund 

CCMP 89.2006 Philippe TULKENS and Henry TULKENS: The White House and The Kyoto Protocol: Double Standards on 
Uncertainties and Their Consequences 

SIEV 90.2006 Andrea M. LEITER and  Gerald J. PRUCKNER: Proportionality of Willingness to Pay to Small Risk Changes – 
The Impact of Attitudinal Factors in Scope Tests 

PRCG 91.2006 Raphäel SOUBEYRAN: When Inertia Generates Political Cycles 
CCMP 92.2006 Alireza NAGHAVI: Can R&D-Inducing Green Tariffs Replace International Environmental Regulations? 

CCMP 93.2006 Xavier PAUTREL: Reconsidering The Impact of Environment on Long-Run Growth When Pollution Influences 
Health and Agents Have  Finite-Lifetime 

CCMP 94.2006 Corrado Di MARIA and Edwin van der WERF: Carbon Leakage Revisited: Unilateral Climate Policy with 
Directed Technical Change 

CCMP 95.2006 Paulo A.L.D. NUNES and Chiara M. TRAVISI: Comparing Tax and Tax Reallocations Payments in Financing 
Rail Noise Abatement Programs: Results from a CE valuation study in Italy 

CCMP 96.2006 Timo KUOSMANEN and Mika KORTELAINEN: Valuing Environmental Factors in Cost-Benefit Analysis Using 
Data Envelopment Analysis 

KTHC 97.2006 Dermot LEAHY and Alireza NAGHAVI: Intellectual Property Rights and Entry into a Foreign Market: FDI vs. 
Joint Ventures 

CCMP 98.2006 Inmaculada MARTÍNEZ-ZARZOSO, Aurelia BENGOCHEA-MORANCHO and Rafael MORALES LAGE: The 
Impact of Population on CO2 Emissions: Evidence from European Countries 

PRCG 99.2006 Alberto CAVALIERE and Simona SCABROSETTI: Privatization and Efficiency: From Principals and Agents to 
Political Economy 

NRM 100.2006 Khaled ABU-ZEID and Sameh AFIFI: Multi-Sectoral Uses of Water & Approaches to DSS in Water 
Management in the NOSTRUM Partner Countries of the Mediterranean 

NRM 101.2006 Carlo GIUPPONI, Jaroslav MYSIAK and Jacopo CRIMI: Participatory Approach in Decision Making Processes 
for Water Resources Management in the Mediterranean Basin 

CCMP 102.2006 
Kerstin RONNEBERGER, Maria BERRITTELLA, Francesco BOSELLO and Richard S.J. TOL: Klum@Gtap: 
Introducing Biophysical Aspects of Land-Use Decisions Into a General Equilibrium Model A Coupling 
Experiment 

KTHC 103.2006 Avner BEN-NER, Brian P. McCALL, Massoud STEPHANE, and Hua WANG: Identity and Self-Other 
Differentiation in Work and Giving Behaviors: Experimental Evidence 

SIEV 104.2006 Aline CHIABAI and Paulo A.L.D. NUNES: Economic Valuation of Oceanographic Forecasting Services: A Cost-
Benefit Exercise 

NRM 105.2006 Paola MINOIA and Anna BRUSAROSCO: Water Infrastructures Facing Sustainable Development Challenges: 
Integrated Evaluation of Impacts of Dams on Regional Development in Morocco 

PRCG 106.2006 Carmine GUERRIERO: Endogenous Price Mechanisms, Capture and Accountability Rules: Theory and 
Evidence 

CCMP 107.2006 Richard S.J. TOL, Stephen W. PACALA and Robert SOCOLOW: Understanding Long-Term Energy Use and 
Carbon Dioxide Emissions in the Usa 

NRM 108.2006 Carles MANERA and Jaume GARAU TABERNER: The Recent Evolution and Impact of Tourism in the
Mediterranean: The Case of Island Regions, 1990-2002 

PRCG 109.2006 Carmine GUERRIERO: Dependent Controllers and Regulation Policies: Theory and Evidence 
KTHC 110.2006 John FOOT (lxxx): Mapping Diversity in Milan. Historical Approaches to Urban Immigration 
KTHC 111.2006 Donatella CALABI: Foreigners and the City: An Historiographical Exploration for the Early Modern Period 

IEM 112.2006 Andrea BIGANO, Francesco BOSELLO and Giuseppe MARANO: Energy Demand and Temperature: A 
Dynamic Panel Analysis 

SIEV 113.2006 Anna ALBERINI, Stefania TONIN, Margherita TURVANI and Aline CHIABAI: Paying for Permanence: Public 
Preferences for Contaminated Site Cleanup 

CCMP 114.2006 Vivekananda MUKHERJEE and Dirk T.G. RÜBBELKE: Global Climate Change, Technology Transfer and 
Trade with Complete Specialization 

NRM 115.2006 Clive LIPCHIN: A Future for the Dead Sea Basin: Water Culture among Israelis, Palestinians and Jordanians 

CCMP 116.2006 Barbara BUCHNER, Carlo CARRARO and A. Denny ELLERMAN: The Allocation of European Union 
Allowances: Lessons, Unifying Themes and General Principles 

CCMP 117.2006 Richard S.J. TOL: Carbon Dioxide Emission Scenarios for the Usa 



NRM 118.2006 Isabel CORTÉS-JIMÉNEZ  and Manuela PULINA: A further step into the ELGH and TLGH for Spain and Italy 

SIEV 119.2006 Beat HINTERMANN, Anna ALBERINI and Anil MARKANDYA: Estimating the Value of Safety with Labor 
Market Data: Are the Results Trustworthy? 

SIEV 120.2006 Elena STRUKOVA, Alexander GOLUB and Anil MARKANDYA: Air Pollution Costs in Ukraine 

CCMP 121.2006 Massimiliano MAZZANTI, Antonio MUSOLESI  and Roberto ZOBOLI: A Bayesian Approach to the Estimation 
of Environmental Kuznets Curves for CO2 Emissions 

ETA 122.2006 Jean-Marie GRETHER, Nicole A. MATHYS, and Jaime DE MELO: Unraveling the World-Wide Pollution 
Haven Effect 

KTHC 123.2006 Sergio VERGALLI: Entry and Exit Strategies in Migration Dynamics 

PRCG 124.2006 Bernardo BORTOLOTTI and Valentina MILELLA: Privatization in Western Europe Stylized Facts, Outcomes
and Open Issues 

SIEV 125.2006 Pietro CARATTI, Ludovico FERRAGUTO and Chiara RIBOLDI: Sustainable Development Data Availability on 
the Internet 

SIEV 126.2006 S. SILVESTRI, M PELLIZZATO and V. BOATTO: Fishing Across the Centuries: What Prospects for the Venice 
Lagoon? 

CTN 127.2006 Alison WATTS: Formation of Segregated and Integrated Groups 

SIEV 128.2006 Danny CAMPBELL, W. George HUTCHINSON and Riccardo SCARPA: Lexicographic Preferences in Discrete 
Choice Experiments: Consequences on Individual-Specific Willingness to Pay Estimates 

CCMP 129.2006 Giovanni BELLA: Transitional Dynamics Towards Sustainability: Reconsidering the EKC Hypothesis 

IEM 130.2006 Elisa SCARPA and Matteo MANERA: Pricing and Hedging Illiquid Energy Derivatives: an Application to the 
JCC Index 

PRCG 131.2006 Andrea BELTRATTI and Bernardo BORTOLOTTI: The Nontradable Share Reform in the Chinese Stock Market 

IEM 132.2006 Alberto LONGO, Anil MARKANDYA and Marta PETRUCCI: The Internalization of Externalities in The 
Production of Electricity: Willingness to Pay for the Attributes of a Policy for Renewable Energy 

ETA 133.2006 Brighita BERCEA and Sonia OREFFICE: Quality of Available Mates, Education and Intra-Household 
Bargaining Power 

KTHC 134.2006 Antonia R. GURRIERI and Luca PETRUZZELLIS: Local Networks to Compete in the Global Era. The Italian 
SMEs Experience 

CCMP 135.2006 Andrea BIGANO, Francesco BOSELLO, Roberto ROSON and Richard S.J. TOL: Economy-Wide Estimates of 
the Implications of Climate Change: A Joint Analysis for Sea Level Rise and Tourism 

CCMP 136.2006 Richard S.J. TOL: Why Worry About Climate Change? A Research Agenda 

SIEV 137.2006 Anna ALBERINI, Alberto LONGO and Patrizia RIGANTI: Using Surveys to Compare the Public’s and 
Decisionmakers’ Preferences for Urban Regeneration: The Venice Arsenale 

ETA 138.2006 Y. Hossein FARZIN  and Ken-Ichi AKAO: Environmental Quality in a Differentiated Duopoly  

CCMP 139.2006 Denny ELLERMAN and Barbara BUCHNER: Over-Allocation or Abatement?A Preliminary Analysis of the Eu 
Ets Based on the 2005 Emissions Data 

CCMP 140.2006 Horaţiu A. RUS  (lxxxi): Renewable Resources, Pollution and Trade in a Small Open Economy 

CCMP 141.2006 Enrica DE CIAN (lxxxi): International Technology Spillovers in Climate-Economy Models: Two Possible 
Approaches 

CCMP 142.2006 Tao WANG (lxxxi): Cost Effectiveness in River Management: Evaluation of Integrated River Policy System in 
Tidal Ouse 

CCMP 143.2006 Gregory F. NEMET (lxxxi): How well does Learning-by-doing Explain Cost Reductions in a Carbon-free 
Energy Technology? 

CCMP 144.2006 Anne BRIAND (lxxxi): Marginal Cost Versus Average Cost Pricing with Climatic Shocks in Senegal: A
Dynamic Computable General Equilibrium Model Applied to Water 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

(lxxviii) This paper was presented at the Second International Conference on "Tourism and Sustainable 
Economic Development - Macro and Micro Economic Issues" jointly organised by CRENoS (Università 
di Cagliari and Sassari, Italy) and Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei, Italy, and supported by the World Bank, 
Chia, Italy, 16-17 September 2005. 
(lxxix) This paper was presented at the International Workshop on "Economic Theory and Experimental 
Economics" jointly organised by SET (Center for advanced Studies in Economic Theory, University of 
Milano-Bicocca) and Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei, Italy, Milan, 20-23 November 2005. The Workshop 
was co-sponsored by CISEPS (Center for Interdisciplinary Studies in Economics and Social Sciences, 
University of Milan-Bicocca). 
(lxxx) This paper was presented at the First EURODIV Conference “Understanding diversity: Mapping 
and measuring”, held in Milan on 26-27 January 2006 and supported by the Marie Curie Series of 
Conferences “Cultural Diversity in Europe: a Series of Conferences. 
(lxxxi) This paper was presented at the EAERE-FEEM-VIU Summer School on "Computable General 
Equilibrium Modeling in Environmental and Resource Economics", held in Venice from June 25th to 
July 1st, 2006 and supported by the Marie Curie Series of Conferences "European Summer School in 
Resource and Environmental Economics". 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 2006 SERIES 

  CCMP Climate Change Modelling and Policy  (Editor: Marzio Galeotti ) 

  SIEV Sustainability Indicators and Environmental Valuation (Editor: Anna Alberini) 

  NRM Natural Resources Management  (Editor: Carlo Giupponi) 

  KTHC Knowledge, Technology, Human Capital  (Editor: Gianmarco Ottaviano) 

  IEM International Energy Markets (Editor: Matteo Manera) 

  CSRM Corporate Social Responsibility and Sustainable Management (Editor: Giulio Sapelli) 

  PRCG Privatisation Regulation Corporate Governance (Editor: Bernardo Bortolotti) 

  ETA Economic Theory and Applications (Editor: Carlo Carraro) 

  CTN Coalition Theory Network 

 




