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Abstract 
 
France has seen a marked deterioration in its export performance in the last 10 years or so. 
Previous empirical research pointed out that weak export performance was due to i) vigorous 
domestic demand; ii) lower mark-ups due to head-to-head competition with Germany; iii) low 
non-price competitiveness of French export goods; iv) offshoring of entire production 
processes (especially in the automobile sector); and v) difficulties of French manufacturing 
firms to reach critical size for exporting. This paper adds an additional explanation to this list. 
We argue that resource reallocation from the exporting to the construction sector triggered by 
fast rising property prices hindered France to meet world export demand vis-à-vis its 
products. Our econometric analysis shows that the resource reallocation argument helps 
explain French export performance between the early 2000s and 2007, unexplained by 
traditional models. This result is confirmed for a set of OECD countries that experienced a 
marked decline in their export performance and sustained real-estate boom after 2000. 

JEL-Code: F10, F14, O14, O52. 
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1. Introduction 
 France has seen a marked decline in its export performance in recent years, leading to growing 
concerns on the part of the authorities and of civil society about the economy’s capacity to adapt to an 
intensified globalisation of trade in goods and services. The country is not an exception in this respect, as 
virtually all advanced economies have experienced declines in their market shares since the turn of the 
millennium. Yet, with growing market shares by value and volume, Germany appears to be a notable 
exception. However, French firms have not so much suffered from an insufficient worldwide demand than 
of a problem of supplying foreign markets that were rapidly growing until 2007. Despite a favourable 
sectoral specialization and geographic orientation of trade, difficulties in selling abroad led to deeper losses 
in market shares than in many other leading economies between 2000 and 2007. Even though the 
appreciation of the exchange rate has tightened competitiveness conditions, half of French exports are 
made within the euro area. The puzzle of French export performance is reflected by the fact that a 
traditional export equation including indicators of export market growth and price competitiveness fails to 
account for the relative inability to service foreign markets in the pre-crisis period of 2000s. 

 Various explanations have been proposed in the literature to shed light on this puzzle. With no 
doubt, the emergence of new exporters with strong trade potential – such as China and other Asian or 
Eastern European countries – has led to a mechanical decline in market shares of leading economies. 
However, market share losses have not been equally distributed, and some economies proved to be more 
resilient than others. In the case of France, the literature has put emphasis on different supply-side factors 
that might have driven export performance. Among them, the existence of a vigorous domestic demand; 
head-to-head competition with German businesses leading to pressures over margins and a strong selection 
of exporters; low non-price competitiveness due to insufficient R&D spending and innovation content of 
French goods; the decision of some French producers (especially in the automotive industry) to offshore 
the entire production process; and the difficulties for firms to grow and reach a critical size for exporting. 

 In this paper, we provide an additional explanation for underperforming French exports. More 
precisely, we test the hypothesis that existing resources have been reallocated between tradable and 
non-tradable sectors of the economy, to the detriment of the manufacturing sector and to the benefit of 
sectors of construction and real estate activities, among others. Following the steep rise of real estate prices 
until 2007 that sector enjoyed very high margins and could offer more advantageous compensation terms, 
thus attracting fresh capital and labour respectively. Empirical studies on OECD countries confirm that 
higher real estate prices can trigger an inter-sectoral reallocation of labour (Bover and Jimeno, 2007). 
Conefrey and FitzGerald (2009) also provide evidence that the housing boom in Ireland and Spain could 
have pre-empted resources from more productive uses with housing investment reaching as much as 14% 
of GDP in the former and 9% in the latter in 2005. A set of stylized facts and econometric regressions 
performed in this paper tend to support the view that a strong profitability in the construction industry, fed 
by rising house prices, might have diverted a portion of capital and labour resources away from export 
activity in France. 

 The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the main characteristics and 
scope of the French export underperformance, while Section 3 describes different explanations that have 
been advanced so far to explain it. Section 4 advances various stylized facts that support the assumption of 
inter-sectoral reallocation of resources. Section 5 presents testable equations, Section 6 econometric issues, 
Section 7 empirical results, and Section 8 extends the empirical analysis to other OECD countries. The last 
section concludes. 

2. Scope and characterization of the export problem 
 France plays a leading role in international trade. It ranks fifth in world exports of goods and 
fourth in global services exports, while it is sixth in world imports of goods and services. In addition, it 
holds third place for foreign direct investment (FDI), both inward and outward. Despite this position, and 
the country’s strong integration into world trade flows, the trade balance in goods and services has swung 



 

from an average surplus of 2% of GDP in the second half of the 1990s to a deficit of nearly 2% of GDP 
in 2007. The growing role of export-oriented emerging countries in world trade, the appreciation of the 
euro, and the worsening of the energy balance cannot by themselves explain this pattern. Indeed, this 
evolution is in contrast with that of the best-performing industrialised countries. Over the same period, 
Germany’s trade surplus rose sharply, from 1% to 7% of GDP, while other euro area countries moved from 
a surplus of 2% to virtual equilibrium. In 2007, before the global downturn and international trade collapse, 
among OECD countries, half recorded a surplus, though eight others had bigger deficits than France 
(Figure 1). An analysis of the trade balance excluding energy shows that between 2002 and 2007 its 
deterioration was mainly driven by a few product categories (Usciati, 2008). These included automotive 
products, under the combined effect of falling exports and rising imports; consumer electronic goods, for 
which Asian imports rose sharply; and non-ferrous metals and organic chemicals and mining products, 
where rising raw material prices pushed up the price of imports. 

Figure 1. Trade balance in international comparison in 2007 
Goods and services, FOB-FOB, in percentage of GDP 
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Source: OECD, Economic Outlook No. 86 database. 
 

 The deterioration of the trade balance has been accompanied by a fall in France’s export 
performance as attested by pronounced losses of export market share (Figure 2). The French share in 
global exports of goods and services by value (volume) retreated on average by 3.0% (3.5%) each year 
between 2000 and 2007. This was one of the steepest drop of all OECD countries, with the exception of 
major raw-material exporters such as Canada, Australia and Norway. At the same time, and in an identical 
economic and monetary setting, other euro-area countries have also incurred losses in market shares, 
though to a smaller extent, while Germany has been an exception with its shares rising in value and volume 
terms. Indeed, the Euro-12 area (excluding France and Germany) recorded an average annual loss that was 
close to three (two) percentage points in value (volume) terms less than France’s. Yet, existing empirical 
evidence shows that the performance gap between France and Germany does not seem to be related to 
differences in geographic and sectoral specialisation. Indeed, the sectoral structure and geographic 
orientation of trade, at various levels of disaggregation, do not reveal any major differences between 
France and Germany in terms of specialisation (Boulhol and Maillard, 2006; Fontagné and Gaulier, 2008). 
Thus, a pure performance effect would explain most of the discrepancy in the two countries’ export 
outcomes. 



 

Figure 2. Market shares by value and volume in world exports of goods and services 
Average annual growth rate, 2000-07 
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Source: OECD, Economic Outlook No. 86 database. 
 
 The generalised losses of export market share would result not from an inopportune international 
specialisation but from a relative inability to satisfy foreign demand. French industry was unable to 
respond fully to the accelerating worldwide demand for its products (i.e. its export market) between 2003 
and 2007 (Figure 3). In fact, the export market was growing at around 7.0% annually until 2007, but actual 
export growth was slightly below 4.0%. 
 

Figure 3. France’s exports and export market1 
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1. The export market measures the worldwide demand addressed to a country and is defined as domestic exports that would be 

expected if its market shares by volume remained at their value for the reference year, here 2005. 
Source: OECD, Economic Outlook No. 86 database. 
 
 The analysis of price and cost competitiveness indicators usually makes it possible to better work 
out a diagnosis of export performance. France has very good price competitiveness, similar to that of 
Germany and significantly better than the positions held by Italy and Spain (Figure 4). However, when 
introduced into an export equation, this variable cannot explain the decline in export market shares in the 
current decade (Villetelle and Nivat, 2006; Cochard, 2008; Blot and Cochard, 2008).  



 

Figure 4. Price competitiveness: export prices relative to all competitors 
2000 = 100 
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Source: OECD, Economic Outlook No. 86 database.  
 

3. Major explanations of export underperformance 
 From the technical point of view several explanations have been suggested for interpreting the 
loss of explanatory power of the price competitiveness indicator in export equations (Fontagné and 
Gaullier, 2008). First, it gives a very imperfect reflection of ex ante performance, to the extent that there is 
a selection effect prior to export. In fact, this variable captures only the prices of “surviving” exporters, 
i.e. those who are more efficient or who face less competition in their markets. Second, French exporters, 
who are obliged to “price to market”, are constrained in their ability to reflect changes in costs or exchange 
rates in their prices, making the adjustment rather through lower margins. 

 More fundamentally, previous empirical research pointed to various explanatory factors of weak 
export performance and difficulties in supplying overseas markets. 

 First, relatively sustained domestic demand can be viewed as one possible explanation of the 
attractiveness of serving overseas markets (Erkel Rousse and Sylvander, 2007, 2008), which can indicate 
that exporting firms encounter a broad range of supply constraints (Cochard, 2008). 

 Second, because their sectoral specialisation and the geographic orientation of trade are so 
similar, France and Germany would be in direct competition not only in their own domestic markets but 
also on export markets. In 2005, Germany was France’s prime competitor on the market for goods, 
followed by the United States, Italy, the United Kingdom and Spain, with China appearing only in ninth 
position (IMF, 2008). In 2004, competitive pressure was less severe in the case of services, with Germany 
ranking fourth among the main competitors. Overall, these elements help to explain why the two countries 
pursue noticeably comparable export pricing policies, as evidenced by the great similarity of their 
respective price competitiveness indicators (Figure 4). 

 The head-to-head competition with Germany has been even more intense as the latter country has 
improved its cost competitiveness position significantly between 2004 and 2007, while some erosion has 
happened in France, but to a much smaller extent than in the case of Italy and Spain (Figure 5).2 This boost 
to German competitiveness was made possible by very significant cuts in unit labour costs, under the 

                                                      
2 Germany’s enhanced cost competitiveness and the tendency to erosion by France must be viewed in 

perspective. Indeed, the 1990s saw the competitiveness of the two countries diverge, under the impact of 
the competitive disinflation strategy in France and the wage inflation that took place in Germany in the 
wake of reunification. Over the long term, however, cost competitiveness patterns would tend to even out 
(see Figure 5). By the end of 2007, Germany had largely restored its cost competitiveness to 
pre-unification levels, while France still benefited from a net advantage compared to the situation in 1991. 



 

combined effect of wage moderation and the development of a “bazaar economy”, aimed at breaking up 
the value chain so that activities that make more use of unskilled labour could be subcontracted to Eastern 
European countries (Sinn, 2006; Boulhol, 2006; Gaulier, 2008; Erkel Rousse and Sylvander, 2008). Such 
an offshore outsourcing strategy has also improved firms’ margins through a lower cost of intermediate 
inputs. Indeed, in the context of an appreciation of the exchange rate, although export margins have 
remained stable in the German case, French exporters have had to trim their margins significantly in order 
to offset the upward pressure from their relative unit labour costs and simultaneously maintain their price 
competitiveness. 

Figure 5. Cost competitiveness: unit labour costs relative to all competitors 
Manufacturing, 2000 = 100 
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Source: OECD, Economic Outlook No. 86 database. 

 

 Third, pressures over price and cost competitiveness may have dampened investment spending in 
general, and on R&D in particular, in the French export sector, thus leading to tighter supply-side 
constraints and an insufficient non-price competitiveness. In particular, the investment rate of the 
manufacturing industry declined in the first half of the decade and this for various sizes of firms (Conseil 
économique et social, 2008). Recent empirical studies confirm that the innovation deficit, as measured by a 
relatively low level of R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP, has been a drag on the country’s foreign 
trade performance (Cochard, 2008). Various survey measures also point to the existence of an innovation 
deficit of French products. According to an “image” survey conducted by Coe-Rexecode, French goods 
provide good value for money (Coe-Rexecode, 2006, 2007 and 2008). However, the non-price aspect such 
as the technological innovation content of both consumer and capital goods lags behind that of German, 
Italian and Japanese products. Moreover, the evolution of this criterion over time suggests that 
competitiveness has declined. Notwithstanding the erosion of export margins that may have dampened 
R&D efforts, this weakness may also reflect a framework and conditions that so far have not been 
sufficiently propitious for promoting the rapid development of innovation (OECD, 2009).  

 Fourth, in contrast to the “bazaar economy” model developed by Germany, France has opted for 
a strategy of offshoring the entire production process which has a negative impact on the trade balance. 
In 2006, the two French carmakers for the first time produced more vehicles abroad than in France 
(Fresson-Martinez, 2007). This policy was intended not only to serve growing foreign markets more 
readily, but also to supply the domestic market, while benefiting from reduced production costs. 
Between 2004 and 2007, automobile imports from countries where the main French carmakers have set up 
shop (Central and Eastern Europe, Turkey and Spain) accounted for around 60% of the average growth of 
total vehicle imports to France (Usciati, 2008). Hence, it is likely that when the trade balance is “corrected” 
using the methodology proposed by Schaff et al. (2008), where the criterion is the ownership rather than 
the location of firms, the trade deficit would have been lower. Viewed from that angle, market share losses 



 

may have been smaller than what the geographic definition of trade would suggest.3 If this is the case, it 
would indicate that firms are suffering not so much from poor performance per se as from the poor 
competitiveness of the French territory where they have to operate. However, carmakers have also lost 
domestic and foreign market shares due to the competition of major industrialised countries (Italy, 
the United Kingdom, and especially Germany). These difficulties suggest supply-side problems relating to 
the production of models that are at the end of their life cycle or that are not in tune with demand 
(Bauer, 2008). If this is the case, it raises the question of non-price competitiveness and, as already 
suggested, the role of innovation policies in strengthening French industry’s product range. 

 Fifth, difficulties that exporting SMEs have in growing and achieving critical size for export may 
be another explanation (Artus and Fontagné, 2006), notably because tax, financial and regulatory 
conditions are also critical for determining trade competitiveness (OECD, 2009). Indeed, the probability 
that a firm will become an exporter rises with its size, as measured by the number of employees (Ceci and 
Valersteinas, 2006). Nearly 70% of French firms with more than 250 employees make sales abroad, versus 
slightly more than 20% of SMEs with between 10 and 249 employees, and only 2% of very small 
enterprises. In the absence of sufficient numbers of manufacturing-sector SMEs, as compared with 
Germany in particular, the French export sector is highly concentrated: large firms with more than 
250 employees are responsible for the majority of trade (55%), but they represent barely 3% of exporters. 
At the other extreme, very small enterprises with fewer than 20 employees account for more than 70% of 
exporters, but only 20% of total export sales. 

 In the rest of the paper, we investigate an additional explanation of the French export 
underperformance by highlighting whether changes in the allocation of labour and capital between tradable 
(manufacturing) and non-tradable (construction and real estate activities) sectors could have contributed to 
explain the deterioration of external competitiveness prior to the emergence of the current downturn. 

4. House prices and resource reallocation: some stylized facts 
 Between 2000 and 2007, the number of exporting firms declined by around 10 000 (or 10%), and 
this coincided with pronounced market–share losses. The “selection effect” of international competition 
can lead to a greater concentration of firms engaged in external trade, as only the most productive 
exporters will be able to maintain their position on foreign markets. However, the available statistics show 
that the number of exporters rose significantly and steadily following 1995, and did not stop growing 
until 2000 or later. Moreover, the subsequent retreat affected all sizes of firms, including the largest ones. 
It would seem, then, that exporting has become less attractive overall. More specifically, among the 
various factors affecting France’s export performance in the first decade of the new century, it is possible 
that existing resources have been reallocated among different sectors, or that new resources have been 
allocated in favour of a given sector. Such effects are likely to have worked to the detriment of the 
manufacturing sector, which is highly exposed to international competition, and in favour of the 
construction sector, which is largely sheltered from foreign rivalry and has benefited from the booming 
real estate market. There are several stylised facts that would corroborate this hypothesis. 

 Since 2000 and until 2007, the French construction sector faced a very tight labour market, and 
this situation was very likely reinforced by the introduction of the 35-hour week. France had in fact one of 
the most severe labour shortages in this sector among the major EU countries (Figure 6). Yet it is striking 
to note that countries such as Spain, Ireland and the United Kingdom have faced very few constraints in 

                                                      
3 Schaff et al. (2008) define a “corrected” trade balance for the United States, taking into account the 

strategies of American firms. To do so, they treat as exports the local sales of American subsidiaries abroad 
and consider as imports the purchases they make locally. Conversely, sales made by subsidiaries of foreign 
groups to Americans are recorded as imports for the United States, while the purchases they make locally 
are treated as exports. According to the authors’ calculations, such a methodological change reduces the 
US current account deficit by one-third. 



 

terms of labour availability, despite the much stronger construction booms they experienced during 2000s 
(Figure 7). Greater resort to foreign workers from Eastern Europe (in Ireland and the United Kingdom) or 
from North Africa and Latin America (in Spain) may help explain this paradox, while the French labour 
market was relatively closed at the same time, with temporary restrictions on labour mobility imposed on 
the new member countries of the European Union until May 2006.  

 In the wake of sizeable labour shortages, the construction industry has seen upward pressure on 
wages: the basic hourly wage for construction workers has been rising faster since 2002 than in the tertiary 
sector and in manufacturing (Figure 8). Similarly, since the end of 2002, the basic monthly salary for 
managers has also been rising somewhat faster in construction, although this comparison is limited by 
possible discrepancies in the number of hours worked. Upward wage pressure was to some extent 
attenuated with the opening of the building market to workers from Eastern Europe as of May 2006.4 In 
any case, differentials in wage growth cannot be explained by productivity gaps. On the contrary, 
productivity has stagnated in construction since the year 2000, while it has increased steadily in 
manufacturing. Diverging wage trends have prompted a reallocation of labour between these two sectors, 
even if it is true that the skills demanded are not necessarily the same. Between 2000 and 2007, the 
construction industry’s share of aggregate employment rose by nearly one percentage point, with the sector 
accounting for a quarter of the French economy’s new job creation over that period. Nevertheless, the high 
productivity growth of the manufacturing sector helped free up some labour with no detrimental effect on 
output. Likewise, the construction industry might have been also able to draw labour from the primary and 
tertiary sectors and not solely from manufacturing. 

Figure 6. Labour availability as a constraint on activity1 
Construction industry survey 
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1. Share of respondents pointing to the shortage of the labour force as the main factor limiting building activity. 
Source: European Commission. 

                                                      
4 The opening of the French market to workers from eight countries of Eastern Europe (Estonia, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Czech Republic, Slovak Republic and Slovenia) was done selectively, initially 
(as of May 2006) to address labour shortages in seven sectors and 61 trades, including the building trades. 
However, the effect of the announced partial liberalisation of access to the French labour market was 
probably weaker than in the case of the full opening decided by Spain as of June 2006. France did not take 
this step until 1 July 2008. 



 

Figure 7. Construction sector outputFehler! Textmarke nicht definiert. 
By volume, seasonally adjusted, 2000 = 100 

70

80

90

100

110

120

130

140

150

160

70

80

90

100

110

120

130

140

150

160

1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007

France Spain

Ireland Italy

UK Denmark

 
Source: Eurostat. 

 

Figure 8. Basic hourly wages of manual workers in France 
Year-on-year growth rate 
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 The labour factor would not be able to shift significantly towards a given sector if the capital 
input had not reallocated as well. Data of the French statistical office (INSEE) on the creation of 
enterprises seem to confirm the key role that housing and construction activities played in channelling 
capital: between 2000 and 2007, on average, slightly more than one-fourth of new enterprises were created 
in these two sectors, whereas manufacturing (excluding agribusiness) accounted for only 5%. Over the 
same period, the average rate of business creation was more than 12% in construction, and this rate reached 
nearly 14% in real estate activities, versus slightly under 7% for manufacturing and slightly over 8% for all 
sectors combined.5 In eight years, the net stock of enterprises grew by around one-fourth in the 
construction industry and more than doubled in real estate activities, but remained stable overall in 
manufacturing. In terms of the number of firms, in 2007, the first two sectors combined outweighed the 
manufacturing sector by a factor of three-to-one, versus two-to-one eight years earlier. 

                                                      
5 The rate of enterprise creation is the ratio of the number of enterprises created in a year to the stock of 

enterprises at 1 January of that year. It is therefore an indication of the renewal of the productive fabric. 



 

 There remains the question as to the factors that have steered capital in these directions. It would 
seem that the profit outlook had a determinant role. Picart (2004) has shown that construction offered very 
high net operating profit margins (28%) – the highest of any French sector. At the same time, other sectors 
had an average net operating profit margin of 10.5%.6 Although these figures relate only to the year 2001, 
it is very likely that, until the end of the pre-crisis period at least, construction remained in the lead among 
the most profitable sectors of the French economy. This profitability resulted not from productivity gains 
but from the sustained rise in real estate prices. Indeed, like the pattern observed in a number of other 
countries, house prices trended sharply upwards relative to manufacturing-sector production prices in the 
2000s (Figure 9). According to OECD estimates, they also diverged significantly from their long-term 
trend relative to household income growth and rent trends. In the fourth quarter of 2007, the ratio of house 
prices to households’ income was 41% above the long-term average, and the price-to-rent ratio was 62% 
above its equivalent benchmark (OECD, 2008). Profitability fed by rising house prices thus attracted 
capital and allowed new jobs to be created. However, with limited resources available (existing and new), 
and in the context of weak and slowing potential growth, this phenomenon may have worked against the 
manufacturing sector, and ultimately had a negative impact on French export performance. We test the 
occurrence of such effects in France by capturing them through the ratio of house prices relative to 
producer prices in the manufacturing sector. 

Figure 9. House prices and producer prices in the manufacturing sector 
2000 = 100 
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Source: OECD. 
 
 Although expansionary lending activities of banks and increased credit availability over and 
above what various indicators of real activity would suggest could have fuelled house price developments 
(Kierzenkowski and Oung, 2007), policies aimed to support home ownership might also have played a role 
as well. Indeed, various such measures have been introduced or strengthened, thus contributing to the 
buoyancy of the real estate market in the boom phase of the cycle. Their counterproductive effects on 
property prices were all the more likely when the price elasticity of supply was low. They have been added 
to the existing range of traditional incentives such as the housing savings account (Compte épargne 
logement), the housing savings plan (Plan d’épargne logement), conventional loans (prêt conventionné) 
and 1% housing loans (prêt 1% logement). These new measures included: 

• The creation in 1993 of loans for low–income buyers (prêt à l’accession sociale) aimed at low 
and middle-income households; 

                                                      
6 For example, net operating profit in the mechanical engineering and automotive industries stood at 

between 11.5% and 13%. 



 

• The introduction in September 1995 of interest-free housing loans (prêt à 0%) for the purchase of 
new dwellings by first-time home buyers; these loans were extended to the purchase of existing 
dwellings in February 2005. In February 2006, the income thresholds were raised, in particular in 
the areas where real-estate prices had posted a particularly pronounced increase. More recently, the 
amount of interest-free loans for the purchase of new homes has been doubled under the economic 
recovery plan announced at the beginning of December 2008. 

• Various regional loans, such as interest-free housing loans introduced by the Paris City Council 
on 1 March 2004 to help Parisian households finance the acquisition of new or existing dwellings, 
with or without renovation; 

• In early 1999, the “Besson scheme” replaced the “Périssol scheme”, providing, under certain 
conditions, tax incentives for homebuyers who have purchased an existing or new unfurnished 
property in order to let it as a principal residence. As regards the purchase of new apartments, the 
“Besson scheme” was subsequently replaced by two other schemes: the “Robien” in 2003 and the 
“Borloo populaire” in 2005. The latter two were replaced in turn by the “Scellier” regime at end-
2009 introduced as of January of that year. 

• The tax deductions for mortgage interest adopted in mid-2007 as part of the TEPA law (loi en 
faveur du travail, de l'emploi et du pouvoir d'achat); 

 Social housing and urban renewal programmes are an important component of efforts to address 
the problem of poverty and social exclusion. However, shoring up the construction industry by providing 
more direct support for the sector in times of crisis can also slow the redeployment of labour and capital 
resources to other sectors, even more so if the sector had become oversized. This can not only prolong the 
adjustment period (and hence its cost), but the implication of this paper is that it may also impede the 
performance and growth prospects of other sectors of the economy. For instance, one element in the 
economic recovery plan adopted by the French government at the beginning of 2009 was to begin 
construction on 70 000 social housing units, of which 30 000 would be reserved for renting to households 
with the lowest incomes and 40 000 would be rented to middle-class families, with an option to buy. This 
programme came in addition to the State's purchase of 30 000 dwellings from developers who were unable 
to begin construction because of the market downturn.  

5. Testable equations 
 A reduced-form export equation for the French economy is estimated using quarterly data over 
the period from 1978Q1 to 2007Q2 (118 observations). Except for producer prices in the manufacturing 
sector which are calculated by combining different sources, all other variables (including house prices) 
come from OECD databases and are defined as indices taking the base value of 100 in the year 2000. The 
data are then taken in natural logarithms. 

 In a first step, the estimation is done by evaluating the usual drivers of the volume of exports (X) 
that is indicators of export market volume (EM) and price competitiveness (PC). The standard export 
equation has the following form (Model 1): 

 

tttt PCEMX εβββ +++= 210

 

 (1) 

 0,0where 21 <> ββ

 
The export market variable measures the worldwide demand for France’s output and is defined as exports 
that would be expected if its market shares by volume remained at their value for the reference year 2005 
(a standard assumption made by the OECD for all member countries since mid-2008). 

 As already mentioned in the previous section, measures of price competitiveness are not very 
reliable to capture export performance. In order to better capture the competitive position of an economy, it 
is therefore preferable to decompose prices into costs and margins. However, when the latter variable is 



 

calculated as a difference between price and cost competitiveness indicators (Figures 4 and 5), the 
corresponding coefficient in the export regression is not statistically significant, probably due to the 
aforementioned limitations in measuring export prices. As a result, in a second specification of the model, 
the price competitiveness variable is replaced by the cost competitiveness (CC) measure only (Model 2): 

 

tttt CCEMX εβββ +++= 210

 

 (2) 

 

0,0where 21 <> ββ

 
 The final specification of the export equation is an augmented version of Model 2 that includes 
the prices of houses relative to those of producers in the manufacturing sector (REL). While this ratio was 
rising slowly between 1978 and 1998, it rose sharply thereafter, under the impact of growing house prices 
(Figure 9). It is meant to capture the resource movement of labour and capital from the manufacturing 
sector to construction and real estate activities. The estimated model has the following form (Model 3):  

 

ttttt RELCCEMX εββββ ++++= 3210

 

 (3) 

 

0and,0where 321 <> βββ

 
 

6. Econometric issues 
 We carry out time series cointegration analysis. This is motivated by the willingness to capture 
factors driving the level of exports in France and because the series are integrated of order 1. Whether or 
not the series are cointegrated is analysed in three different ways. First, a two-step Engle-Granger 
procedure is used: unit root tests are employed on the residuals computed on the basis of the long-run 
coefficients β . The critical values are calculated using the following formula: 
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∞ ++= TTTpCk βββ  where p and T are the significance level and the sample size 
respectively, and the betas are parameters of response surface estimates provided in MacKinnon (1991). 
The long-term coefficients are estimated using the dynamic ordinary least squares (DOLS) estimator 
proposed by Stock and Watson (1993). The DOLS includes leads and lags of the regressors in first 
differences to account for the endogeneity of the regressors and serial correlation in the residuals: 
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with k1 and k2 denoting respectively leads and lags, and n being the number of regressors. 

 Second, we also make use of the error correction term as a test of cointegration as Kremers, 
Ericsson and Dolado (1992) argue that it is more powerful than the residual based Dickey-Fuller test. 
Third, the Johansen cointegration technique is used, which is an efficient tool of testing for the number of 
cointegrating vectors in a VAR (vector autoregressive) framework:  
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where Y represents the vector including exports and the set of fundamentals. The VAR-based Johansen 
approach relies on the trace statistic that is compared to the critical values tabulated by Osterwald-Lenum 
(1992). The detection of a single long-term relationship that turns out to be stable over time then validates 
results of the single-equation methods. 



 

7. Empirical results 
 All three tests of cointegration indicate the absence of a long-run cointegration relationship at 
conventional significance levels for the standard model, including indicators of worldwide demand 
addressed to France’s producers and price competitiveness (Table 1, Model 1). This is in accordance with 
the findings in the literature on France’s export performance (Villetelle and Nivat, 2006; Cochard, 2008; 
Blot and Cochard, 2008). The tests yield similar results for Model 2 that includes cost competitiveness 
instead of price competitiveness. By contrast, in Model 3, the error–correction terms and Johansen’s trace 
statistic show that export is linked to world demand, cost competitiveness and the relative price of house 
prices related to that of manufactured goods prices via a long–term cointegration relationship. In the later 
case, the error–correction terms is statistically significant and has a negative sign, whereas the trace 
statistic is able to reject the null of no cointegration against the alternative hypothesis of one cointegrating 
vector, but cannot reject the null of one cointegrating vector against the alternative of two cointegrating 
vectors.  

Table 1. Estimation results, 1978:Q1-2007: Q2 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Cointegration tests 
Residual-based tests    
   Test statistic -0.79 -2.221 -2.522 
Error–correction term -0.025 -0.067 -0.142** 
Johansen cointegration test    
    Model selected using SIC m4 m3 m2 
    H0: r=0 31.96 20.85 55.97** 
    H0: r=1 12.63 6.30 19.33 
    H0: r=2 4.09 1.90 8.43 
    H0: r=3   2.97 

Long-run coefficient estimates (DOLS and VECM) 
Model DOLS VECM DOLS VECM DOLS VECM 
      Constant 3.205** 7.891 5.298** 7.058 4.621** 5.095*** 
      World demand (EM) 0.822** -0.451 0.736** 0.696*** 0.825** 0.861*** 
      Price competitiveness (PC) -0.518** -0.677**     
      Cost competitiveness (CC)   -0.882** -1.224*** -0.684** -0.768*** 
      Relative price (REL)     -0.140** -0.176*** 
R-squared adjusted 
(error–correction model) 

0.388  0.348  0.382  

R-squared adjusted 
(long–run equation) 

0.996  0.996  0.996  

No. of obs. 117 116 117 116 117 116 
Notes: *,** and *** denote respectively statistical significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels. m2= no linear trend in the I(1) series, constant in the 
cointegrating vector, m3= linear trend in the I(1) series and constant in the cointegrating vector, m4= linear trend in the I(1) series and in the 
cointegrating vector. r=0, r=1, r=2, r=3 refer to the number of cointegrating vectors under the null hypothesis. The Schwartz information criterion 
(SIC) is used to determine the optimal length of lags and leads for DOLS and lags for the VAR model. The maximum lag length is set to equal 4. 
Source: Authors’ calculations. 
 
 Replacing the price competitiveness variable in Model 1 by the cost competitiveness indicator 
and adding the relative price variable in Model 3 results in significant coefficient estimates that all have the 
expected signs. An increase in world demand for exports is associated with an increase in observed export 
volumes. Higher costs reduce exports, and, importantly, higher relative prices also lead to a drop in 
exports. This latter finding confirms our hypothesis that a booming construction sector may draw resources 
from the manufacturing sector that in turn penalises exports. 

 Another way of comparing the models is to look at the actually observed export series with those 
derived from the long-run export equations. Figure 10 shows that Model 1 based on the price 



 

competitiveness variable clearly fails to replicate the pattern of exports from 2003 to mid-2007. This 
confirms earlier findings in the literature. Model 2 includes cost competitiveness instead of price 
competitiveness. The fit of this model is considerably better as it significantly reduces the unexplained part 
at the end of the sample period. Finally, adding relative house prices (Model 3) explains very well the 
evolution of French exports during this decade. The fact that Model 3 provides a better fit mainly in the 
current decade should not come as a surprise as a genuine disconnection of house prices occurred only over 
the last ten years or so (Figure 9).  

Figure 10. Observed and estimated exports 
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Source: Authors’ calculations. 
 
 Our findings withstand the test of a number of robustness checks. First, the results do not depend 
on the choice of the estimators. Indeed, the coefficient estimates have the same size and sign irrespective 
whether the DOLS estimator or the VECM is used (Table 1). Second, the results remain robust to 
alternative specifications. They do not change if the maximum number of lags is set to 2 or 6 and if the 
sample period is extended to the fourth quarter of 2008. 

8. Extending the empirical analysis to other OECD countries 
 A panel of OECD countries is used to analyse the extent to which the results obtained for France 
can be generalised. For this purpose are selected OECD countries that were not able to fully meet the world 
demand for their exports. These include Australia, Canada, France, the United Kingdom, Italy, Norway, 
New Zealand and the United States. Figure 11 shows a growing deterioration of their export performance 
in the period immediately preceding the recent crisis. Moreover, it is noteworthy that this pattern went 
hand in hand with significant increases in house prices relative to manufactured goods prices. 

 Our panel analysis involves two steps. First, the existence of a cointegration relationship between 
exports and the potential explanatory variables is analysed on the basis of the residual-based cointegration 
tests proposed by Pedroni and Kao and using the Johansen cointegration method tailored for panel data. 
Second, the long-run coefficients are estimated using a fixed-effect homogenous dynamic OLS estimator. 



 

Figure 11. Exports, world demand for exports and relative prices 
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Note: REL is the ratio of prices of houses relative to those of producers in the manufacturing sector. 
Source: OECD Economic Outlook No. 86.  
 
 Model 1 estimated for the seven countries seems to fare equally well as Models 2 and 3: 
cointegration can be established and the long-run coefficient estimates are highly significant with the 
expected signs.7 However, this is due to composition issues. While the fit of Model 1 for the last ten years 
is poor for Canada, France, Italy, New Zealand and the US, it appears to be very good after 2000 for 
Australia and Norway. A look at the underlying data indeed shows that price competitiveness declined 
dramatically in these two countries, the reason why Model 1 performs well for them and at the aggregate 

                                                      
7 These results are not reported here but are available upon request. 



 

level. We therefore exclude Australia and Norway from our sample as there is no need to search for 
unconventional explanation of an export underperformance of these two countries. 

 Table 2 shows that the estimation results obtained for Models 1 to 3 for the panel of five 
remaining countries corroborates the times series analysis for France. First, cointegration tests give more 
support for the existence of cointegration for Models 2 and 3 than for Model 1. Second, the coefficient 
estimates are statistically significant, correctly signed and of comparable magnitude. Third, Model 3 is 
selected over Models 1 and 2 on the basis of the adjusted R-squared and two information criteria.8 These 
findings imply that previous estimates obtained for France also hold for a wider set of OECD countries, for 
which an increase in house prices relative to goods prices in the manufacturing sector can be associated 
with a decrease in exports.  

Table 2. Panel estimation results, 1978:Q1-2007:Q2 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Panel cointegration tests 
Pedroni H0: no cointegration 
  p-values  
    Panel v 0.361 0.136 0.043** 
    Panel rho 0.386 0.018** 0.025** 
    Panel PP 0.306 0.009** 0.002** 
    Panel ADF 0.823 0.173 0.110 
    Group rho 0.689 0.035** 0.087* 
    Group PP 0.519 0.006** 0.001** 
    Group ADF 0.961 0.220 0.208 
Kao H0: no cointegration 
  p-values 0.037** 0.004** 0.000** 
Panel Johansen cointegration tests 
  p-values    
    H0: r=0 0.030** 0.028** 0.050** 
    H0: r=1 0.797 0.967 0.858 
    H0: r=2 0.296 0.392 0.949 
    H0: r=3   0.928 

Long-run coefficient estimates (DOLS) 
      World demand (EM) 0.789** 0.774** 0.853** 
      Price competitiveness (PC) -0.571**   
      Cost competitiveness (CC)  -0.460** -0.392** 
      Relative prices (REL)   -0.175** 
Adj. R-sq. 0.979 0.983 0.985 
AIC -2.594 -2.806 -2.922 
SIC -2.496 -2.708 -2.792 
No. of countries 5 5 5 
No. of obs. 580 580 568 

Note : * and ** denote statistical significance at the 10% and 5% levels. The panel includes Canada, France, the United Kingdom, 
Italy, New Zealand and the United States. 
 

9. Conclusion 
 This paper confirms the findings in the literature that a standard export equation estimated for 
France, comprising indicators of export market growth and price competitiveness, does not have good 
statistical properties and does not capture the pattern of export developments. Replacing the price 

                                                      
8  The results do not change if time fixed effects are included on top of country fixed effects. 



 

competitiveness variable by the cost competitiveness indicator improves the quality of the model and leads 
to a reduction of the gap between observed and simulated exports. Subsequently, alongside indicators of 
export market growth and cost competitiveness, the paper considers a relative price variable aimed at 
capturing the resource movement of labour and capital between the manufacturing sector on the one hand, 
and sectors of construction and real estate activities on the other hand. This is done by including the ratio 
of house prices relative to producer prices in the manufacturing sector in a standard export equation. While 
this ratio was relatively stable in France between 1978 and 1998, it rose sharply thereafter, under the 
impact of rising house prices. The model integrating this indicator is robust and has a stronger explanatory 
power of the evolution of French exports, in particular between 2004 and mid-2007. The robustness of this 
finding is confirmed by similar results identified for a group of OECD countries that underwent a boom in 
the real estate sector and a deterioration of export performance, with the latter being unexplained by 
traditional export models. 

 Variations in real estate prices can affect the allocation of production factors, especially if capital 
and labour are scarce and growth potential low. The main economic policy implication that follows from 
this paper is to avoid creating distortions that could have counterproductive effects on price movements 
(amplifying rises or impeding declines), thereby negatively impacting the export sector. The risk of such 
effects can be induced by measures directly supporting the construction sector or by schemes aimed at 
promoting home ownership as they could ultimately lead to or maintain an oversized real estate sector. The 
ongoing downward adjustment of house prices should contribute to reduce the size of the latter and hence 
to free up resources that could be used in export activities going forward. 

 
References 
Artus, P. and L. Fontagné (2006), Évolution récente du commerce extérieur français, Conseil d’analyse 

économique. 

Bauer, A. (2008), “La fierté bafouée de Renault-Sandouville”, Les Échos, 25 September. 

Blot, C. and M. Cochard (2008), “L’énigme des exportations revisitée : que faut-il retenir des données de 
panel?”, Revue de l’OFCE, No. 106, July. 

Boulhol, H. (2006), “Le bazar allemand explique-t-il l’écart de performance à l’export par rapport à la 
France ?”, in P. Artus and L. Fontagné, Évolution récente du commerce extérieur français, Conseil 
d’analyse économique. 

Boulhol, H. and L. Maillard (2006), “Analyse descriptive du décrochage récent des exportations 
françaises”, in P. Artus and L. Fontagné, Évolution récente du commerce extérieur français, Conseil 
d’analyse économique. 

Bover, O. and J. Jimeno (2007), “House Prices and Employment Reallocation: International Evidence”, 
Bank of Spain Working Papers, No. 0705 and CEPR Discussion Paper, No. 6543. 

Ceci, N. and B. Valersteinas (2006), “Structure et comportement des entreprises exportatrices françaises”, 
Diagnostics Prévisions et Analyses Économiques, No. 102, March. 

Cochard, M. (2008), “Le commerce extérieur français à la dérive ?”, Revue de l’OFCE, No. 106, July. 

Coe-Rexecode (2006), “La compétitivité française en 2006”, Document de travail, No. 1, December. 

Coe-Rexecode (2007), “La compétitivité française en 2007”, Document de travail, No. 3, December. 

Coe-Rexecode (2009), “La compétitivité française en 2008”, Document de travail, No. 6, January. 

Conefrey, T. and J. FitzGerald (2009), “Blowing Bubbles – and Bursting Them: The case of Ireland and 
Spain”, The Economic and Social Research Institute, Dublin. 



 

Conseil économique et social (2008), Dynamiser l’investissement productif en France, Conseil 
économique et social, March. 

Erkel-Rousse, H. and M. Sylvander (2008), “Externalisation à l’étranger et performances à l’exportation de 
la France et de l’Allemagne”, in L. Fontagné and G. Gaulier, Performances à l’exportation de la 
France et de l’Allemagne, Conseil d’analyse économique. 

Fontagné, L. and G. Gaulier (2008), Performances à l’exportation de la France et de l’Allemagne, Conseil 
d’analyse économique. 

Fresson-Martinez, C. (2007), “L’industrie automobile française en perte de vitesse en 2006”, INSEE 
Première, No. 1149, July. 

Gaulier, G. (2008), “L’essor des importations européennes de biens intermédiaires depuis des pays à bas 
salaires. Des modèles différents d’externalisation au « Sud »”, Bulletin de la Banque de France, 
No. 173, May-June. 

IMF (2008), “Competitiveness in the Southern Euro Area: France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain”, 
IMF Working Paper 08/112, International Monetary Fund, April. 

Kierzenkowski, R. and V. Oung (2007), “L’évolution des crédits à l’habitat en France : une grille 
d’analyse en termes de cycles”, Banque de France Working Paper Series, NER ‐ E # 172, July. 

Kremers, J., N. Ericsson and J. Dolado (1992), “The power of cointegration tests”, Oxford Bulletin of 
Economics and Statistics, Vol. 54, No. 3, August. 

MacKinnon, J. (1991), “Critical values for co-integration tests”, in R.F. Engle and C.W.J. Granger (eds.). 
Long-run economic relationships, Oxford University Press, 267-276. 

OECD (2008), Economic Outlook, No. 83, OECD publishing, Paris. 

OECD (2009), OECD Economic Surveys: France 2009, OECD publishing, Paris. 

Osterwald-Lenum, M. (1992), “A note with quantiles of the asymptotic distribution of the maximum 
likelihood cointegration rank test statistics”, Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 54, 
No. 3, August. 

Picart, C. (2004), “Rentabilités d’exploitation sectorielles : La construction et l’industrie pharmaceutique 
en tête en 2001”, INSEE Première, No. 989, October. 

Saint-Etienne, C. (2008), “Reconstruire un État fort”, Sociétal, No. 62, 4th Quarter. 

Schaff, C., O. Passet and K. Lemoine (2008), “Réalités et apparences du déficit extérieur américain”, La 
note de veille, No. 94, Centre d’analyse stratégique, March. 

Sinn, H.-W. (2006), “The Pathological Export Boom and the Bazaar Effect – How to Solve the German 
Puzzle”, The World Economy, Vol. 29, No. 9, September. 

Stock, J. and M. Watson (1993), “A simple estimator of cointegrating vectors in higher order integrated 
systems”, Econometrica, Vol. 61, No. 4, July. 

Usciati, B. (2008), “D’où vient la dégradation du solde commercial français hors énergie ? Une analyse par 
types de produits”, Bulletin de la Banque de France, No. 173, May-June. 

Villetelle, J.-P. and D. Nivat (2006), “Les mauvaises performances du commerce extérieur de la France 
sont-elles liées à un problème de demande ?”, Bulletin de la Banque de France, No. 146, February. 



CESifo Working Paper Series 
for full list see Twww.cesifo-group.org/wp T 
(address: Poschingerstr. 5, 81679 Munich, Germany, office@cesifo.de) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2985 Francesca Barion, Raffaele Miniaci, Paolo M. Panteghini and Maria Laura Parisi, Profit 

Shifting by Debt Financing in Europe, March 2010 
 
2986 Alexander Haupt and Magdalena Stadejek, The Choice of Environmental Policy 

Instruments: Energy Efficiency and Redistribution, March 2010 
 
2987 John Komlos and Marek Brabec, The Trend of BMI Values among US Adults, March 

2010 
 
2988 Emanuele Massetti and Lea Nicita, The Optimal Climate Policy Portfolio when 

Knowledge Spills across Sectors, March 2010 
 
2989 Helmut Rainer and Thomas Siedler, Family Location and Caregiving Patterns from an 

International Perspective, March 2010 
 
2990 Toru Kikuchi and Ngo Van Long, A Simple Model of Service Offshoring with Time 

Zone Differences, March 2010 
 
2991 Assaf Razin, Efraim Sadka and Benjarong Suwankiri, Migration and the Welfare State: 

Dynamic Political-Economy Theory, March 2010 
 
2992 Bård Harstad, Buy Coal! Deposit Markets Prevent Carbon Leakage, March 2010 
 
2993 Axel Dreher, Stephan Klasen, James Raymond Vreeland and Eric Werker, The Costs of 

Favoritism: Is Politically-driven Aid less Effective?, March 2010 
 
2994 Sven Neelsen and Thomas Stratmann, Effects of Prenatal and Early Life Malnutrition: 

Evidence from the Greek Famine, March 2010 
 
2995 Claude Hillinger and Bernd Süssmuth, The Quantity Theory of Money: An Assessment 

of its Real Linchpin Prediction, March 2010 
 
2996 Matthew M. Chingos and Martin R. West, Do More Effective Teachers Earn More 

Outside of the Classroom?, March 2010 
 
2997 Laurence Jacquet and Dirk Van de gaer, A Comparison of Optimal Tax Policies when 

Compensation or Responsibility Matter, March 2010 
 
2998 Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro, Romain Duval and Massimo Tavoni, What Should we 

Expect from Innovation? A Model-Based Assessment of the Environmental and 
Mitigation Cost Implications of Climate-Related R&D, March 2010 

 
2999 Scott Alan Carson, Nineteenth Century Stature and Family Size: Binding Constraint or 

Productive Labor Force?, March 2010 
 



 
3000 Jukka Pirttilä and Ilpo Suoniemi, Public Provision, Commodity Demand and Hours of 

Work: An Empirical Analysis, March 2010 
 
3001 Bertrand Candelon and Franz C. Palm, Banking and Debt Crises in Europe: The 

Dangerous Liaisons?, March 2010 
 
3002 Joan Costa-i-Font and Marin Gemmill-Toyama, Does Cost Sharing really Reduce 

Inappropriate Prescriptions?, March 2010 
 
3003 Scott Barrett, Climate Treaties and Backstop Technologies, March 2010 
 
3004 Hans Jarle Kind, Tore Nilssen and Lars Sørgard, Price Coordination in Two-Sided 

Markets: Competition in the TV Industry, March 2010 
 
3005 Jay Pil Choi and Heiko Gerlach, Global Cartels, Leniency Programs and International 

Antitrust Cooperation, March 2010 
 
3006 Aneta Hryckiewicz and Oskar Kowalewski, Why do Foreign Banks Withdraw from 

other Countries? A Panel Data Analysis, March 2010 
 
3007 Eric A. Hanushek and Ludger Woessmann, Sample Selectivity and the Validity of 

International Student Achievement Tests in Economic Research, March 2010 
 
3008 Dennis Novy, International Trade and Monopolistic Competition without CES: 

Estimating Translog Gravity, April 2010 
 
3009 Yin-Wong Cheung, Guonan Ma and Robert N. McCauley, Renminbising China’s 

Foreign Assets, April 2010 
 
3010 Michel Beine and Sara Salomone, Migration and Networks: Does Education Matter 

more than Gender?, April 2010 
 
3011 Friedrich Schneider, Tilman Brück and Daniel Meierrieks, The Economics of Terrorism 

and Counter-Terrorism: A Survey (Part I), April 2010 
 
3012 Friedrich Schneider, Tilman Brück and Daniel Meierrieks, The Economics of Terrorism 

and Counter-Terrorism: A Survey (Part II), April 2010 
 
3013 Frederick van der Ploeg and Steven Poelhekke, The Pungent Smell of “Red Herrings”: 

Subsoil Assets, Rents, Volatility and the Resource Curse, April 2010 
 
3014 Vjollca Sadiraj, Jan Tuinstra and Frans van Winden, Identification of Voters with 

Interest Groups Improves the Electoral Chances of the Challenger, April 2010 
 
3015 Guglielmo Maria Caporale, Davide Ciferri and Alessandro Girardi, Time-Varying Spot 

and Futures Oil Price Dynamics, April 2010 
 
3016 Scott Alan Carson, Racial Differences in Body-Mass Indices for Men Imprisoned in 19th 

Century US Prisons: A Multinomial Approach, April 2010 
 



 
3017 Alessandro Fedele, Paolo M. Panteghini and Sergio Vergalli, Optimal Investment and 

Financial Strategies under Tax Rate Uncertainty, April 2010 
 
3018 Laurence Jacquet, Take it or Leave it: Take-up, Optimal Transfer Programs, and 

Monitoring, April 2010 
 
3019 Wilhelm Kohler and Jens Wrona, Offshoring Tasks, yet Creating Jobs?, April 2010 
 
3020 Paul De Grauwe, Top-Down versus Bottom-Up Macroeconomics, April 2010 
 
3021 Karl Ove Aarbu, Demand Patterns for Treatment Insurance in Norway, April 2010 
 
3022 Toke S. Aidt and Jayasri Dutta, Fiscal Federalism and Electoral Accountability, April 

2010 
 
3023 Bahram Pesaran and M. Hashem Pesaran, Conditional Volatility and Correlations of 

Weekly Returns and the VaR Analysis of 2008 Stock Market Crash, April 2010 
 
3024 Stefan Buehler and Dennis L. Gärtner, Making Sense of Non-Binding Retail-Price 

Recommendations, April 2010 
 
3025 Leonid V. Azarnert, Immigration, Fertility, and Human Capital: A Model of Economic 

Decline of the West, April 2010 
 
3026 Christian Bayer and Klaus Wälde, Matching and Saving in Continuous Time: Theory 

and 3026-A Matching and Saving in Continuous Time: Proofs, April 2010 
 
3027 Coen N. Teulings and Nick Zubanov, Is Economic Recovery a Myth? Robust 

Estimation of Impulse Responses, April 2010 
 
3028 Clara Graziano and Annalisa Luporini, Optimal Delegation when the Large Shareholder 

has Multiple Tasks, April 2010 
 
3029 Erik Snowberg and Justin Wolfers, Explaining the Favorite-Longshot Bias: Is it Risk-

Love or Misperceptions?, April 2010 
 
3030 Doina Radulescu, The Effects of a Bonus Tax on Manager Compensation and Welfare, 

April 2010 
 
3031 Helmut Lütkepohl, Forecasting Nonlinear Aggregates and Aggregates with Time-

varying Weights, April 2010 
 
3032 Silvia Rocha-Akis and Ronnie Schöb, Welfare Policy in the Presence of Unionised 

Labour and Internationally Mobile Firms, April 2010 
 
3033 Steven Brakman, Robert Inklaar and Charles van Marrewijk, Structural Change in 

OECD Comparative Advantage, April 2010 
 
3034 Dirk Schindler and Guttorm Schjelderup, Multinationals, Minority Ownership and Tax-

Efficient Financing Structures, April 2010 



 
3035 Christian Lessmann and Gunther Markwardt, Decentralization and Foreign Aid 

Effectiveness: Do Aid Modality and Federal Design Matter in Poverty Alleviation?, 
April 2010 

 
3036 Eva Deuchert and Conny Wunsch, Evaluating Nationwide Health Interventions when 

Standard Before-After Doesn’t Work: Malawi’s ITN Distribution Program, April 2010 
 
3037 Eric A. Hanushek and Ludger Woessmann, The Economics of International Differences 

in Educational Achievement, April 2010 
 
3038 Frederick van der Ploeg, Aggressive Oil Extraction and Precautionary Saving: Coping 

with Volatility, April 2010 
 
3039 Ainura Uzagalieva, Evžen Kočenda and Antonio Menezes, Technological Imitation and 

Innovation in New European Union Markets, April 2010 
 
3040 Nicolas Sauter, Jan Walliser and Joachim Winter, Tax Incentives, Bequest Motives, and 

the Demand for Life Insurance: Evidence from two Natural Experiments in Germany, 
April 2010 

 
3041 Matthias Wrede, Multinational Capital Structure and Tax Competition, April 2010 
 
3042 Burkhard Heer and Alfred Maussner, A Note on the Computation of the Equity 

Premium and the Market Value of Firm Equity, April 2010 
 
3043 Kristiina Huttunen, Jukka Pirttilä and Roope Uusitalo, The Employment Effects of 

Low-Wage Subsidies, May 2010 
 
3044 Matthias Kalkuhl and Ottmar Edenhofer, Prices vs. Quantities and the Intertemporal 

Dynamics of the Climate Rent, May 2010 
 
3045 Bruno S. Frey and Lasse Steiner, Pay as you Go: A New Proposal for Museum Pricing, 

May 2010 
 
3046 Henning Bohn and Charles Stuart, Population under a Cap on Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, May 2010 
 
3047 Balázs Égert and Rafal Kierzenkowski, Exports and Property Prices in France: Are they 

Connected?, May 2010 




