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Abstract

A Beveridgean pension scheme invariably reduces the marginal return to labour, and will thus
discourage labour. A Bismarckian scheme can do so only if it is not actuarially fair, or in the
presence of credit rationing. In any case, the same pension contribution will discourage labour
less if the scheme is Bismarckian than if it is Beveridgean. A Bismarckian scheme may even
encourage labour.
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1 Introduction

The political discussion on the effects of pension policy appears to take
it for granted that a pension contribution is a tax on labour income,
and will thus discourage labour. Indeed, a series of empirical studies
finds a negative effect of pension contributions on either employment
or labour participation. See, for example, Alesina and Perotti (1997),
Scarpetta (1996), Tullio (1987). The assumption is justified, and the
empirical finding unsurprising, in countries that have given themselves
a Beveridgean pension system, because individual pension benefits are
then unrelated to individual contributions, and the latter are thus effec-
tively an earmarked tax (the social security tar). Not so, however, in
countries where the pension system is essentially Bismarckian, and thus
characterized by a close link between benefits and contributions. In such
countries, pension contributions are a form of mandatory saving, and we
can thus regard them as a tax only if, and to the extent that, they are
higher than would be required to obtain the same amount of retirement
income by other means.

The concept of an implicit pension tax dates back to Liideke (1988)
and Sinn (1990). More recently, Murphy and Welch (1998) and Orszag
and Stiglitz (2000) also have come round to the idea. This theoretical
insight has sparked-off a number of empirical studies aimed at measuring
the tax component of pension contributions; see, for example, Borsch-
Supan and Reil-Held (2001), and Fenge and Werding (2004). Disney
(2004) takes the empirical analysis further by attempting to estimate
the labour effects of the tax and the mandatory saving components of
pension contributions. The author finds that, if composition is not con-
trolled for, pension contributions reduce participation as in the earlier
empirical studies mentioned. But, if both the tax and the saving com-
ponent are used as explanatory variables, the former has a negative, and
the latter a positive effect on female participation (male participation
appears to be insensitive to either).

If the age of retirement is an object of choice, the existence of a public
pension system may affect both the length of a person’s working life,
and the amount of labour that he will supply over a working life of any
given duration. Although there are analogies between the two decisions,
the issues involved and the way of dealing with them are actually quite
different. The present note has the limited objective of analytically
deriving the labour distortion associated with compulsory participation
in a public pension scheme, assuming that the age of retirement is fixed.!

'For a theoretical analysis of the retirement decision, see Sheshinski (1978) and,
more recently, Cremer et al. (2004).



We find that, while a Beveridgean scheme will always discourage labour,
a Bismarckian one need not do so, and may even have the opposite effect.
In any case, the same pension contribution will discourage labour less if
the scheme is Bismarckian, than if it is Beveridgean.

2 Individual decisions in the absence of a public
pension system

Let I' denote the labour, ¢! the working-age consumption, and c} the
retirement-age consumption of agent ¢. His utility is assumed to be
given by

U'=uy (¢; — v (I') +us (ch), (1)
where v (') is the money-equivalent of the disutility of labour. The
functions wu, (.) are assumed increasing and concave, and the function
v (.) increasing and convex. The agent chooses (ct, ¢b, I, s*) to maximize
(1), subject to

d+s =l (2)
ch=s'r (3)

and . .
st > =0, (4)

where s denotes i’s saving, b’ his credit ration (positive or zero), w’ his
wage rate, and r the market interest factor.

Substituting (2) — (3) directly into the maximand, we can write the
first-order conditions as

v (ll) = w'. (5)
and

(W'l — v (1) — s') — A
ub (rst)

=T, (6)

where A is the Lagrange-multiplier of (4). The marginal disutility of
labour is thus equated to the wage rate. The MRS will be set equal to
r if the credit ration is not binding, higher if it is.

3 Stylized pension systems

Let us now introduce a compulsory pension system. This will reduce ¢’s
disposable income by the contribution 6° while he is of working age, and
increase it by the benefit " when he is retired. The pension contribu-
tion is typically an increasing function of labour income, such that the



marginal contribution rate is always less than 100 percent,
0' =0 (w'l'), 0<¢ (w'l') <1 (7)

If the system is of the Beveridgean type, individual benefits may be
the same for everyone, or vary with certain personal characteristics, but
are in any case unrelated to individual contributions. We shall simply
assume that

n' = (8)
for all ¢. By contrast, if the system is Bismarckian in nature, individual
benefits increase with individual contributions,

n'=n (91) . (91) > 0. 9)

The treatment of agent ¢ is said to be actuarially fair if, at the time
of retirement, the expected value of his future benefits is equal to the
capitalized value of the contributions made.? This definition is different
from the one used in the literature, mentioned in footnote 1, that deals
with the choice of retirement age.? In our two-period framework without
uncertainty, actuarial fairness simply means 7* = #r. If i’s treatment is
more than actuarially fair, n* > 6'r, this agent is getting a present from
somebody. If it is less than actuarially fair, n° < 0'r, either he is being
obliged to make a present to somebody, or the scheme is badly run.

If the system is Beveridgean, it redistributes from high to low earners.
If the system is Bismarckian, the function 7 (.) can be defined so that
the system redistributes from the rich to the poor, does not redistribute
at all, or even redistributes from the poor to the rich.

The difference between the capitalized value of the contributions and
the present value of the benefits,

=0 =0-"1T (10)
constitutes an implicit tax on individual ¢. If this difference is negative,

—¥" constitutes an implicit subsidy. It is clear that both 9" and ¥’ (91)
can be negative, zero or positive according to whether the scheme is

2This is to be interpreted as meaning that the actuarial value of future benefits is
equal to the lump sum that the agent would have got, at the date of retirement, if he
paid into into a private fund, rather than into a public pension scheme. This lump
sum will thus be net of the costs and normal profits of the private fund manager.

3n that context, a pension system is said to be actuarially fair if it does not distort
the retirement decision. In the present one, actuarial fairness cannot be defined by
reference to its effect on the decision to supply labour because, as we shall see, that
decision may be affected by factors extraneous to the design of the pension system.



less than actuarially fair, actuarially fair or more than actuarially fair
to i. In any case, however, 1’ (9’) cannot be greater than unity, because
that would imply that benefits are decreasing in contributions, and thus
contradict (9).

In view of (8), the marginal return to money paid into a Beveridgean
scheme is always zero. In view of (10), the marginal return to the money
that ¢ pays into a Bismarckian scheme,

dn’ I (pi

i [1—-9" (6], (11)
is always positive, but may be lower than, equal to, or higher than r
depending to whether the scheme is less than actuarially fair, actuarially
fair or more than actuarially fair to .

4 Labour implications of alternative pension sys-
tems

In the presence of a pension system, the budget constraints (2) and (3)
become, respectively, . . N ’
A+s =wl-0 (12)
and A
cy = S'T+n". (13)
If the system is Beveridgean, the agent supplies labour to the point

where the money equivalent of the marginal disutility of labour equals
the marginal increase in take-home pay,

o () =[1-0 (w'l)] ' (14)

Comparing (14) with (5), it is clear that the scheme will introduce a

wedge between the wage rate and the marginal take-home pay even if

the agent happens to be fairly treated.* Therefore, a Beveridgean scheme
will always discourage labour.’

The effect of a Bismarckian system is less straight-forward, because

an increase in the amount of time worked will raise not only the take-

home pay, but also the pension. Consider first the case where the benefit

41t the scheme does not redistribute between cohorts, this will be true of persons
in the middle of the earnings distribution.

5Strictly speaking, we should be saying that the introduction of a Beveridgean
scheme without compensation will always discourage labour. With our utility func-
tion, there are no income effects on labour, and we need not distinguish between
compensated and uncompensated changes. With a more general utility function,
however, there could be income effects, that would reinforce the substitution effect
for agents in the lower part of the earnings distribution, but would tend to offset it
for those in the upper part.



formula is actuarially fair to ¢. This agent will then supply labour to
the point where

r

/(1%
O e e o e e AT ey
(15)
If the agent is not credit rationed, his MRS will be equal to r, and
(15) will simplify to (5). There is then no tax wedge. Intuitively, that
is because, in the absence of credit rationing, a worker is indifferent
between receiving a unit of money now, or » when he retires.

If 7 is credit rationed, by contrast, his MRS is higher than r. As
the expression in the large round brackets on the right-hand side of (15)
is then positive and lower than unity, the whole right-hand side of the
equation is smaller than w, but larger than (1 — ') w’. Therefore, an
actuarially fair Bismarckian system does not discourage labour decisions
directly. It may do so indirectly if saving decisions are distorted by credit
rationing. In any case, however, the tax wedge and thus the labour
distortion will be smaller than if the system were Beveridgean.

Consider next the case where the benefit formula is not actuarially
fair to i. The condition on the choice of [’ is now

1— 9 (0 (wil'))

0= 1= (V- @y G T e

(16)
If the agent is not credit rationed, (16) simplifies to

o () = [L— 0 (0) @ (w'l)] w'. (17)

It is then clear that the system will discourage labour if ¢ is paying an

implicit tax (¥ > 0), encourage it if he is getting an implicit subsidy
(¥ < 0).

If 7 is credit rationed, his MRS is greater than r. There are then two
possibilities. One is that the marginal return to money paid into the
pension scheme, [1 — 9’ (0 (w'l"))] r, is smaller than r. As the product
between the expression in the large round brackets on the right-hand
side of (16) and €' (w'l") is positive, we can interpret this product as a
tax wedge. That will necessarily be the case if ¢ is paying an implicit
tax, but may be the case also if he is getting an implicit subsidy, and the
marginal return to money paid into the scheme is not sufficiently large.
The other possibility is that ¢ is getting an implicit subsidy, and that
the marginal return to the contributions paid is high enough to make
the expression in the large round brackets on the right-hand side of (16)
change sign. If the expression becomes zero, there is no tax wedge. If
it becomes negative, the product between this expression and 0’ (w'l’) is

5

) g (wizi)} i,

) g (wili)} i,



not a tax wedge, but a labour premium. The system has then the effect
of encouraging labour, rather than discouraging it. Intuitively, that is
because the agent would like to equate his MRS to the marginal return
to money paid into the pension scheme, which is higher than the interest
factor. As he cannot borrow more from the market because his credit
is rationed, however, the only way he can finance this lucrative form of
investment is by working more. In the presence of credit rationing, an
implicit pension tax will thus discourage labour, but an implicit pension
subsidy may (rather than will as in the absence of rationing) encourage
it.

The effects of the two types of pension system are illustrated in Figure
1 under the assumption that i’s pension contribution is a fixed propor-
tion of his earnings, and his pension benefit is a fixed proportion of his
contribution. The curve labelled MC' is the plot of v/ (I*). The curve
marked M B° plots the right-hand side of (14). Those labelled M B" and
MB" plot the right-hand side of (16) for (1 —9')r respectively "low"
and "high". Since the MRS is decreasing in [°, the expression in the
large round brackets on the right-hand side of (16) gets smaller as we
move from left to right. The efficient amount of labour (the amount
supplied in the absence of a pension scheme, or if the benefit formula is
actuarially fair, and credit is not rationed) is denoted by [*. The amount
supplied in the presence of a Beveridgean pension system is denoted by
[°. That supplied in the presence of a Bismarckian one is denoted by
I'if (1 —9")r is smaller than the agent’s MRS, by [” if it is larger. A
Beveridgean system will induce the agent to supply an inefficiently low
amount of labour. A Bismarckian one may induce the agent to supply
either an inefficiently low, or an inefficiently high amount of labour. In
the second case, however, the distortion is likely to be small, because
the marginal disutility of labour increases with the amount worked.

5 Discussion and conclusion

We have found that public pensions will necessarily discourage labour
only if the system is of the Beveridgean type. As individual pension
benefits are independent of individual contributions, the marginal return
to labour does in fact coincide with the marginal take-home pay, and any
pension contribution will thus reduce the incentive to supply labour. If
the scheme is of the Bismarckian type, by contrast, the marginal return
to labour is higher than the take-home pay. The labour decision can
then be distorted only if the scheme is not actuarially fair, or if the
agent is credit rationed. In either case, the labour distortion may take
either sign.

In the absence of credit rationing, a Bismarckian pension system will



induce the agent to supply less labour if he is paying an implicit pension
tax (i.e., if he is less than fairly treated), more labour if he is getting
an implicit pension subsidy (i.e., if he is more than fairly treated). In
the presence of credit rationing, a Bismarckian system will induce a
person to supply less labour if the marginal return to the money paid in
contributions is lower than his marginal rate of substitution of present
for retirement consumption. That will always be the case if this person is
not getting an implicit pension subsidy, and may be the case even if he is.
A Bismarckian system will induce a person to supply more labour if the
implicit pension subsidy is large enough to make the marginal return to
this person’s contribution higher than his marginal rate of substitution.

It is generally assumed that pay-as-you-go pension systems, as all
public ones effectively are, cannot offer returns comparable with those
available in the capital market — except perhaps at the very start, when
the early cohorts might be granted full pension benefits despite not hav-
ing paid contributions for a full working life, or at all — and thus that
participation in any such scheme inevitably entails paying an implicit
tax. Available estimates indeed show that mature pension systems im-
pose an implicit tax on the average participant.® Even so, it may still be
the case that some participants are getting an implicit subsidy. These
will invariably be among low paid workers if the system is Beveridgean,
but not necessarily if it is Bismarckian.” In a Beveridgean system, how-
ever, everybody is discouraged from supplying labour, irrespective of
whether he is taxed or subsidized. In a Bismarckian one, by contrast,
those who pay an implicit tax are discouraged, but those who get an
implicit subsidy may be encouraged.

Irrespective of whether the labour distortion is positive or negative,
a distortionary pension system is always a source of inefficiency. If the
labour distortion is positive, however, it is likely to be small, because
the marginal disutility of labour increases with the amount supplied.

6 References

Alesina, A. and R. Perotti (1997), Welfare State and Competitiveness,
American Economic Review 61, 477-494
Borsch-Supan, A. and A. Reil-Held (2001), How Much is Transfer

See Fenge and Werding (2004).

"In a Bismarckian system, it may happen that some of the poor pay an implicit
tax, and some of the the rich get an implicit subsidy. That, however, is likely to
be a historical accident (different categories of workers may have been provided with
pension cover at different dates, and have kept separate pensions schemes) rather than
the outcome of deliberate policy. Some recent reforms of national pension systems
had as a one of their aims that of eliminating such regressive features.



and How Much is Insurance in a Pay-as-You-Go System? The German
Case, Scandinavian Journal of Economics 103, 507-526

Cremer, H., J-M Lozachmeur and P. Pestieau (2004), Social Secu-
rity, Variable Retirement Age and Optimal Income Taxation, Journal of
Public Economics 88, 2259-2281

Disney, R. (2004), Are Contributions to Public Pension Programmes
a Tax on Employment?, Economic Policy, July 2004, 269-311

Fenge, R. and M. Werding (2004), Ageing and the Tax Implied in
Public Pension Schemes: Simulations for Selected OECD Countries, Fis-
cal Studies 25, 159-200

Liideke, R. (1988), Staatsverschuldung, Intragenerative Redistrib-
ution und Umlagefinanzierte Rentenversicherung, in J. Klaus and P.
Klemmer (eds.), Wirtschaftliche Strukturprobleme und Soziale Fragen,
Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 167-181

Murphy, K. and F. Welch (1998), Perspectives on the Social Security
Crisis and Proposed Solutions, American Economic Review 88, 142—150

Orszag, P. and J. E. Stiglitz (2000), Rethinking Pension Reform:
Ten Myths About Social Security Systems, in: R. Holzmann and J. E.
Stiglitz (eds.), New Ideas About Old Age Security: Toward Sustainable
Systems, Washington D.C.: The World Bank, 17-56

Scarpetta, S. (1996), Assessing the Role of Labour Market Policies
and Institutional Settings on Unemployment: A Cross-Section Study,
OFECD Economic Studies 26

Sheshinski, E. (1978), A Model of Social Security and Retirement
Decision, Journal of Public Economics 10, 337-360

Sinn, H.-W. (1990), Korreferat zum Referat von K. Jaeger, in B.
Gahlen, H. Hesse and H. J. Ramser (eds.), Theorie und Politik der
Sozialversicherung, Tiibingen: Mohr—Siebeck, 99-101

Tullio, G. (1987), Long-Run Implications of the Increase in Taxa-
tion and Public Debt for Employment and Economic Growth in Europe,
European Economic Review 31, 741-780



CESifo Working Paper Series

(for full list see www.cesifo-group.de)

1709 Helge Berger and Stephan Danninger, The Employment Effects of Labor and Product
Markets Deregulation and their Implications for Structural Reform, May 2006

1710 Michael Ehrmann and Marcel Fratzscher, Globa Financial Transmission of Monetary
Policy Shocks, May 2006

1711 Carsten Eckel and Hartmut Egger, Wage Bargaining and Multinational Firmsin General
Equilibrium, May 2006

1712 Mathias Hoffmann, Proprietary Income, Entrepreneurial Risk, and the Predictability of
U.S. Stock Returns, May 2006

1713 Marc-Andreas Muendler and Sascha O. Becker, Margins of Multinational Labor
Substitution, May 2006

1714 Surgjeet Chakravarty and W. Bentley MacLeod, Construction Contracts (or “How to
Get the Right Building at the Right Price?’), May 2006

1715 David Encaoua and Y assine Lefouili, Choosing Intellectual Protection: Imitation, Patent
Strength and Licensing, May 2006

1716 Chris van Klaveren, Bernard van Praag and Henriette Maassen van den Brink,
Empirical Estimation Results of a Collective Household Time Allocation Model, May
2006

1717 Paul De Grauwe and Agnieszka Markiewicz, Learning to Forecast the Exchange Rate:
Two Competing Approaches, May 2006

1718 Sijbren Cnossen, Tobacco Taxation in the European Union, May 2006

1719 Marcel Gérard and Fernando Ruiz, Interjurisdictional Competition for Higher Education
and Firms, May 2006

1720 Ronald McKinnon and Gunther Schnabl, China's Exchange Rate and International
Adjustment in Wages, Prices, and Interest Rates: Japan Déja Vu?, May 2006

1721 Paolo M. Panteghini, The Capital Structure of Multinational Companies under Tax
Competition, May 2006

1722 Johannes Becker, Clemens Fuest and Thomas Hemmelgarn, Corporate Tax Reform and
Foreign Direct Investment in Germany — Evidence from Firm-Level Data, May 2006

1723 Christian Kleiber, Martin Sexauer and Klaus Waelde, Bequests, Taxation and the
Distribution of Wealth in a General Equilibrium Model, May 2006



1724 Axel Dreher and Jan-Egbert Sturm, Do IMF and World Bank Influence Voting in the
UN General Assembly?, May 2006

1725 Swapan K. Bhattacharya and Biswa N. Bhattacharyay, Prospects of Regional
Cooperation in Trade, Investment and Finance in Asiaa An Empirical Analysis on
BIMSTEC Countries and Japan, May 2006

1726 Philippe Choné and Laurent Linnemer, Assessing Horizontal Mergers under Uncertain
Efficiency Gains, May 2006

1727 Daniel Houser and Thomas Stratmann, Selling Favors in the Lab: Experiments on
Campaign Finance Reform, May 2006

1728 E. Maarten Bosker, Steven Brakman, Harry Garretsen and Marc Schramm, A Century
of Shocks: The Evolution of the German City Size Distribution 1925 — 1999, May 2006

1729 Clive Bell and Hans Gersbach, Growth and Enduring Epidemic Diseases, May 2006

1730 W. Bentley MacLeod, Reputations, Relationships and the Enforcement of Incomplete
Contracts, May 2006

1731 Jan K. Brueckner and Ricardo Flores-Fillol, Airline Schedule Competition: Product-
Quality Choice in a Duopoly Model, May 2006

1732 Kerstin Bernoth and Guntram B. Wolff, Fool the Markets? Creative Accounting, Fiscal
Transparency and Sovereign Risk Premia, May 2006

1733 Emmanuelle Auriol and Pierre M. Picard, Government Outsourcing: Public Contracting
with Private Monopoly, May 2006

1734 Guglielmo Maria Caporale and Luis A. Gil-Alana, Modelling Structural Breaks in the
US, UK and Japanese Unemployment Rates, May 2006

1735 Emily J. Blanchard, Reevaluating the Role of Trade Agreements. Does Investment
Globalization Make the WTO Obsolete?, May 2006

1736 Per Engstrom and Bertil Holmlund, Tax Evasion and Self-Employment in a High-Tax
Country: Evidence from Sweden, May 2006

1737 Erkki Koskela and Mikko Puhakka, Cycles and Indeterminacy in Overlapping
Generations Economies with Stone-Geary Preferences, May 2006

1738 Saku Aura and Thomas Davidoff, Supply Constraints and Housing Prices, May 2006

1739 Balézs Egert and Ronald MacDonald, Monetary Transmission Mechanism in Transition
Economies: Surveying the Surveyable, June 2006

1740 Ben J. Heijdra and Ward E. Romp, Ageing and Growth in the Small Open Economy,
June 2006



1741 Robert Fenge and Volker Meier, Subsidies for Wages and Infrastructure. How to
Restrain Undesired Immigration, June 2006

1742 Robert S. Chirinko and Debdulal Mallick, The Elasticity of Derived Demand, Factor
Substitution and Product Demand: Corrections to Hicks' Formula and Marshall’s Four
Rules, June 2006

1743 Harry P. Bowen, Haris Munandar and Jean-Marie Viaene, Evidence and Implications of
Zipf's Law for Integrated Economies, June 2006

1744 Markku Lanne and Helmut Luetkepohl, Identifying Monetary Policy Shocks via
Changesin Volatility, June 2006

1745 Timo Trimborn, Karl-Josef Koch and Thomas M. Steger, Multi-Dimensional
Transitional Dynamics. A Simple Numberical Procedure, June 2006

1746 Vivek H. Dehgjiaand Yiagadeesen Samy, Labor Standards and Economic Integration in
the European Union: An Empirical Analysis, June 2006

1747 Carlo Altavillaand Paul De Grauwe, Forecasting and Combining Competing Models of
Exchange Rate Determination, June 2006

1748 Olaf Posch and Klaus Waelde, Natural Volatility, Welfare and Taxation, June 2006

1749 Christian Holzner, Volker Meier and Martin Werding, Workfare, Monitoring, and
Efficiency Wages, June 2006

1750 Steven Brakman, Harry Garretsen and Charles van Marrewijk, Agglomeration and Aid,
June 2006

1751 Robert Fenge and Jakob von Weizsacker, Mixing Bismarck and Child Pension Systems:
An Optimum Taxation Approach, June 2006

1752 Helge Berger and Michadl Neugart, Labor Courts, Nomination Bias, and
Unemployment in Germany, June 2006

1753 Chris van Klaveren, Bernard van Praag and Henriette Maassen van den Brink, A
Collective Household Model of Time Allocation - a Comparison of Native Dutch and
Immigrant Households in the Netherlands, June 2006

1754 Marko Koethenbuerger, Ex-Post Redistribution in a Federation: Implications for
Corrective Policy, July 2006

1755 Axel Dreher, Jan-Egbert Sturm and Heinrich Ursprung, The Impact of Globalization on
the Composition of Government Expenditures: Evidence from Panel Data, July 2006

1756 Richard Schmidtke, Private Provision of a Complementary Public Good, July 2006

1757 J. Atsu Amegashie, Intentions and Social I nteractions, July 2006



1758 Alessandro Balestrino, Tax Avoidance, Endogenous Social Norms, and the Comparison
Income Effect, July 2006

1759 @ystein Theagersen, Intergenerational Risk Sharing by Means of Pay-as-you-go
Programs — an Investigation of Alternative Mechanisms, July 2006

1760 Pascalis Raimondos-Mgller and Alan D. Woodland, Steepest Ascent Tariff Reforms,
July 2006

1761 Ronald MacDonald and Cezary Wojcik, Catching-up, Inflation Differentials and Credit
Booms in a Heterogeneous Monetary Union: Some Implications for EMU and new EU
Member States, July 2006

1762 Robert Dur, Status-Seeking in Criminal Subcultures and the Double Dividend of Zero-
Tolerance, July 2006

1763 Christa Hainz, Business Groups in Emerging Markets — Financial Control and
Sequentia Investment, July 2006

1764 Didier Laussel and Raymond Riezman, Fixed Transport Costs and International Trade,
July 2006

1765 Rafael Lalive, How do Extended Benefits Affect Unemployment Duration? A
Regression Discontinuity Approach, July 2006

1766 Eric Hillebrand, Gunther Schnabl and Yasemin Ulu, Japanese Foreign Exchange
Intervention and the Yen/Dollar Exchange Rate: A Simultaneous Equations Approach
Using Realized Volatility, July 2006

1767 Carsten Hefeker, EMU Enlargement, Policy Uncertainty and Economic Reforms, July
2006

1768 Giovanni Facchini and Anna Maria Mayda, Individual Attitudes towards Immigrants:
Welfare-State Determinants across Countries, July 2006

1769 Maarten Bosker and Harry Garretsen, Geography Rules Too! Economic Development
and the Geography of Institutions, July 2006

1770 M. Hashem Pesaran and Allan Timmermann, Testing Dependence among Serialy
Correlated Multi-category Variables, July 2006

1771 Juergen von Hagen and Haiping Zhang, Financial Liberalization in a Small Open
Economy, August 2006

1772 Alessandro Cigno, Isthere a Social Security Tax Wedge?, August 2006



