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Abstract

This study investigates in detail value chain trade of the EU and its Member States, compares it to that
of other trading blocs and regions such as NAFTA and East Asia, and delves into implications of value
chain trade on specialisation and competitiveness as well as on the declining income elasticity of trade.
The analysis of value chain (VC) trade, understood as trade that involves internationally organised
production processes, is based on the latest update of the World Input-Output Database (WIOD). It
relies to a large extent on a forward production integration measure termed re-exported domestic value
added (DVAre) which comprises exports of intermediates that cross international borders at least twice.
Results confirm the conjecture that the expansion of international value chains has come to a halt in the
post-crisis period (2011-2014). Still, the EU’s VC trade was growing at the same pace as value added
exports in general in the post-crisis years, implying that value chains were not dismantled. In contrast,
worldwide VC trade was indeed less dynamic than value added exports, which could be seen as a sign
that some value chains are on the retreat. Zooming closer into the EU, there was a marked reshuffling of
market shares of Member States in EU-wide VC trade from large Member States such as France, Italy
and the United Kingdom towards a group of Central European (CE) economies — Germany, Austria, the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia — which together form the Central European
Manufacturing Core. Looking at the question whether VC trade is rather regional in scope, VC trade is
separated into regional value chain (RVC) trade — involving only regional production partners — and
global value chain (GVC) trade — involving also extra-regional partner countries. For the EU as a whole
this split is about half-half, with only a slight move towards GVC trade between 2000 and 2014.
Strikingly, demand is strongly shaping the organisation of production: while RVCs are predominantly
producing for the EU market, GVCs are predominantly procuring for third countries. As regards
implications of value chain trade, these are harder to assess. Overall, implications for structural change
and competitiveness are rather country and context specific. Changes in attitudes towards international
value chains contributed to the significant decline in the income elasticity of trade.

Keywords: value chain trade, global value chains, regional value chains, Factory Europe, Factory
North America, Factory Asia, revealed export preferences, regional introversion index,
specialisation, competitiveness, income elasticity of trade

JEL classification: F14, F15
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Executive Summary

The emergence and intensification of international value chains and the implied cross-border production
sharing between countries has dramatically altered the international trading system. In view of the joint
cross-border production processes numerous products would deserve the designation of origin ‘Made in
the World’, as suggested by the WTO initiative of the same name — although in general there is the
perception that international value chains are predominantly regional in scope. Since the Great
Recession, however, there are concerns that the trend towards geographically-dispersed production has
come to a halt with, among other factors, re-shoring initiatives and protectionist tendencies trying to
‘bring manufacturing back’ and increase domestic value added contributions to exports. One of the
questions linked to this phenomenon relates to the extent to which international value chains have
contributed to the decline in the income elasticity of trade which is well-documented for the post-crisis
period. This leads also to the more general question of the actual impact of value chain integration and
resulting value chain trade (also referred to as ‘21% century trade’) on economic structures and
performance and to what extent these effects differ from conventional trade.

This study investigates some of these issues with data stretching until 2014 with a focus on the EU and
its Member States and occasional comparisons (where they deem insightful) with other trading blocs
and regions such as NAFTA and East Asia. The analysis relies to a large extent on a measure of
international value chain (VC) trade termed re-exported domestic value added which comprise exports
of intermediates that cross international borders at least twice. This metric accounts for about 17%
(2014) of total EU gross exports and is a forward looking production indicator, meaning that value added
originating from one country is traced forward along the value chain, passing through other countries
which are involved as production partners, until it reaches the country of final demand. Using this
re-exported domestic value added as the indicator for international VC trade confirms the conjecture that
the expansion of international value chains has come to a halt in the post-crisis period (2011-2014). This
is not to say that international value chains have been dismantled; the EU’s VC trade was still growing at
the same pace as value added exports (VAX) in general in the post-crisis years (approximately 3.3%-
3.4% when the entire economy is considered, about one percentage point less for manufacturing only).
Comparing different types of export flows — gross exports, value added exports and VC trade — in this
context reveals an interesting pattern for the EU. It is interesting because in the post-crisis period — and
in contrast to the longer-term trend — the growth of the value added exports exceeded that of gross
exports. At the same time, the VC trade component did grow at par with the value added growth. This
constellation is compatible with a situation where EU Member States manage to capture large domestic
value added in export transactions but without dismantling value chains. A more worrying trend is
discernible at the global level: worldwide VC trade was indeed less dynamic than value added exports
(except in the case of advanced manufacturing industries) which were in turn growing at a slower pace
than gross exports. This could be seen as a sign that some value chains are on the retreat. While this
would be a subject for further investigation, the data at hand are in line with the idea that the European
Single Market, due to the guaranteed free movement of goods, services and investments and
accompanying regulations such as the competition rules, acts as a reinsurance mechanism against
potential protectionist tendencies. This is not to say that the EU-28 is immune to economic nationalism;
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nevertheless, the idea that the Single Market provides an institutional anchor to safeguard also
internationally-organised production is consistent with the patterns of the post-crisis export data. This
finding is also confirmed when considering VC trade intensities of the EU, defined as the ratio of VC
trade to value added exports. The VC intensity clearly levelled off after 2011 so that the VC trade to VAX
ratio of about 26% may be considered as a peak in VC trade. Still, no signs of a massive decline in this
VC intensity are discernible for the EU-28. A related finding is that the changes in attitudes towards
international value chains contributed to the significant decline in the income elasticity of trade which is
well documented in the literature. Confirming and supplementing existing findings with in-depth gravity
estimations for gross exports, value added exports and VC trade flows (i.e. re-exported domestic value
added), the decline in the elasticity of exports with regards to both own-country and foreign-country GDP
is rather similar across the three types of export flows. If anything, the decline in this elasticity is typically
lower for VC trade, which makes it unlikely that disruptions in international value chains had a significant
impact on the lowered income elasticity of overall trade. In all likelihood there are some other structural
factors at play which caused the income elasticity of trade to fall — a fact that entails the prospect that the
current trade slowdown in the EU-28 will be a medium- to long-term phenomenon.

The trade slowdown, including the reduced dynamic in VC trade, is not a trend specific to the EU. While
the EU-28 was clearly underperforming in terms of economic growth and much of Member States’ trade
in intra-EU trade, the EU was relatively successful in defending global export market shares given that
with China and other emerging economies there appeared a number of important new players in the
international trade arena. This is equally true for VC trade and becomes visible when comparing the 1
percentage point loss in the world market share in VC trade of the EU with the corresponding losses of
the United States and Japan which amounted to 8 percentage points and 5 percentage points,
respectively (2000-2014) when an extended manufacturing sector comprising also business services is
considered. Zooming closer into the EU and at individual Member States reveals VC trade
developments that are well-known from overall trade developments. In particular, there was a marked
reshuffling of market shares of Member States in EU-wide VC trade from large Member States such as
France, Italy and the United Kingdom towards a group of Central European (CE) economies — Germany,
Austria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia — which together form the Central European
Manufacturing Core. By 2014 this CE Manufacturing Core accounted for 35% of the EU’s entire VC
trade, a more than 5 percentage points increase since 2000. Noticeably, all members of this group
contributed to this positive trend which continued into the post-crisis years.

The complexity of VC trade implies that more than one partner countries are involved. In addition to the
source country, which is the origin of the value added, an immediate production partner and the ultimate
production partner, i.e. the last link in the production chain, can be identified plus the destination country
where the value added is absorbed. By identifying the production partners that are involved in VC trade
as value added from the source is shipped to other countries, processed and further re-exported, such
VC trade can be separated in regional value chain (RVC) trade and global value chain (GVC) trade. The
former includes all VC trade which involves only partners from within the region of the source country.
The approach consists of defining the EU as the ‘European region’, so that European RVCs include VC
trade where only EU Member States act as producers. In contrast, all GVC trade is VC trade involving
also third countries as production partners. This way of defining the regional scope of value chains is
arguably more precise than existing approaches in the literature, but also relatively restrictive, and
challenges to some extent the stylised fact that cross-border production cooperation is predominantly
regional in scope. According to this definition the split between RVC trade and GVC trade for the EU-28
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is about half-half. The shift between RVC trade and GVC trade in the period 2000 to 2014 was modest,
moving slightly towards more GVC trade so that European value chains indeed became more global but
only slightly more so, with the share of GVC trade in total VC trade increasing from 49.4% to 51.1%
when all industries in the economy are considered (numbers are similar for manufacturing).

One of the most striking results in the context of RVCs and GVCs is the extent to which demand is
shaping the organisation of production. In models of offshoring, the extent of production relocation and
hence cross-border production sharing is typically determined by the trade-off between the coordination
costs of offshoring and the advantages resulting from the wage differential. The empirical data, however,
suggest that the demand patterns are strongly influencing the decisions where to locate production.
Qualitatively this result is not surprising but quantitatively it is. Splitting VC trade not only into RVCs and
GVCs (determined by producers) but also by type of final demand, distinguishing between extra-EU and
intra-EU demand (determined by the country of absorption), reveals that the EU’s RVC trade serving
intra-EU demand accounts for 33% of total EU VC trade compared to only 16% destined for extra-EU
markets. For GVC trade exactly the opposite is true: More than 40% of total VC trade is GVC trade
serving extra-EU demand while less than 10% of GVC trade involves value added destined for EU
markets. In short, RVCs are predominantly producing for the EU market while GVCs are predominantly
producing for third countries. Setting the focus on the RVC trade part, which can also be labelled
‘Factory Europe’, and looking at production linkages between Member States shows the expected
picture: Germany emerges as the central hub which is the key production partner for basically all other
Member States. Furthermore, the cross-tables of production linkages within Factory Europe reveal that
the other large Member States, France, the United Kingdom and ltaly, are key production partners of
other EU Member States. The most prominent feature in this context is that for Germany, apart from the
larger Member States, also the members of the CE Manufacturing Core are key production partners,
which underlines once more the tight production integration within this country group.

The established patterns regarding production linkages are to a large extent driven by the economic size
of Member States. One way to eliminate the influence of country size is to turn to revealed export
preference which — applied to VC trade — indicates the intensity of joint production with a specific partner
relative to how much the world average produces with that partner. The revealed export preferences
RXP document a strong tendency of Member States to engage in joint production with other EU Member
States, highlighting the role of geographic proximity. The exceptions here are Greece, which is actually
less involved in RVC trade than the average country, and Ireland, which has also only a small positive
RXP index. But distance is not the whole story as the example of Switzerland clearly shows. Located
amidst EU Member States, its RXP index is strongly positive but still much lower than that of all its
neighbouring countries such as Austria, Germany, France and Italy. This suggests that the Single
Market, in addition to geographic proximity, facilitates cross-border production sharing, possibly due to
lower non-tariff barriers within the Single Market.

Putting European RVC trade in perspective by comparing it with ‘Factory North America’ (comprising the
United States, Canada and Mexico) and ‘Factory Asia’ (comprising Japan, Korea, China, Indonesia and
Taiwan) shows that in absolute terms ‘Factory Europe’ is by far the largest of the three regional
factories. In fact, with a size of EUR 463 billion it is about five times larger than Factory North America.
For comparison, the EU’s total VC trade is only about twice as large as that of NAFTA members. Again,
this comparison is biased in the sense that the numbers strongly reflect the size of the respective trading
bloc and also the number of members. To remedy this issue, the regional introversion index (RII), which
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is equal to the RXP index applied to trade within a region, is used. This metric establishes a clear
ranking, which has Factory North America at the top with an RIl of more than 0.70 when considering the
entire economy, followed by Factory Europe with an index hovering around 0.6 over time and finally
Factory Asia where the RIl dropped significantly from about 0.5 to below 0.4 between 2000 and 2014.
This constellation lends itself to the interpretation that, while being large and globally important, the EU
is not a closed bloc by international standards.

While this close investigation of international value chain trade has established rather clear results
regarding recent developments, the relative importance of RVC trade and GVC trade as well as the role
of demand in this, the implications of VC trade for structural change and competitiveness are much
harder to assess. The question here is to what extent VC trade is indeed qualitatively different from
overall trade, which can be answered by looking at the economic impact of the VC trade intensity, i.e.
the ratio of VC trade over VAX. In this context structural change is measured by changes in the value
added share of manufacturing in total GDP, while labour productivity and world market shares in value
added exports serve as measures of competitiveness. The key insight is that there seem to be little extra
effects from VC trade in addition to the effects of overall trade. Clearly, VC trade is conducive to labour
productivity growth in Member States, but so is value added trade (i.e. overall trade). Hence, there are
no additional productivity gains to be expected from VC trade relative to trade in general. With regards to
structural change, there is one interesting results which points to the fact that higher VC trade intensity is
not fostering the manufacturing sector across Member States in general. However, there is a positive
effect of VC trade intensity for the members of the CE Manufacturing Core which seems to stem from
the GVC part of VC trade. Arguably, there is also a slight positive impact of VC trade suggested for the
same country group on world market shares of VAX, but this effect is not robust. The main insight from
these outcomes is probably that the expectations towards international value chains, both regional and
global, should be scaled down given the wide-spread view that integration in international VCs
necessarily facilitates structural upgrading and guarantees a stronger presence in global export markets.
Certainly, this may be the case and the CE Manufacture Core demonstrates that there are examples
where VC integration makes a difference, but it should not be seen as an automatism. Rather the
implications of VC trade and the ‘additionality’ of VC trade in comparison to trade in particular general
are country and context specific.
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1. Introduction

This study focuses on value chain trade of EU Member States and the EU as a whole. One of the key
elements to be addressed is the more recent, i.e. post-crisis, development in the international
organisation of production. This sheds light on the question whether value chain trade (VC trade) has
peaked (Veenendaal et al., 2015) in the aftermaths of the ‘Great Trade Collapse’ or even before. The
analysis is based on the latest update of the World Input-Output Database (Timmer et al., 2016). The
trends of the past 15 years are investigated at the global level but also separately for the EU and
individual Member States (or groups thereof).

The analysis of value chain trade, understood as trade that involves internationally organised production
processes, requires a proper definition and, given the plethora of measures for value chain trade
proposed in the literature, also requires making a choice (Section 2). The analysis in this study relies
strongly on a forward production integration measure which is referred to as re-exported domestic value
added (DVAre) and used synonymous with the term value chain trade. General trends in value chain
trade are depicted for the EU as a whole, its main competitors and for individual EU Member States
(Section 3).

A specific challenge in the context of value chain trade is the definition of the regional scope of the value
chain involved for which a plausible method is suggested to identify regional and global value chains
(despite the awareness of the technical limitations in this respect). Essentially, international value chains
are split into trade involving only regional production partners and which consequently constitute

regional value chains (RVCs) on the one hand and global value chains (GVCs) on the other hand which
involve also extra-regional partner countries. Hence, in contrast to the bulk of the literature the term GVC
in the context of this study denotes only a subset of international value chains. RVCs and GVCs together
constitute international value chains. The importance of distinguishing between RVCs and GVCs
becomes evident against the background of observation such as the one in Baldwin and Lopez-
Gonzalez (2013) who argue that GVC trade is a misnomer for ‘21* century trade’ (Baldwin, 2011) given
that the international organisation of production is predominantly regional in scope. Consequently, the
developments of RVC trade compared to GVC trade of the EU over time are traced with a focus on the
post-crisis period (Section 4). While the EU and its individual Member States, respectively, are centre
stage in this analysis, some comparisons with other regions are made in this section as well, in particular
with respect to RVC trade in other trading blocs such as NAFTA and the main trading nations in the
South East Asian region, notably Japan, China and Korea.

Turning to the implications of value chain trade, a section (Section 5) of this study explores the
relationship between countries’ involvement in value chains and the implied value chain trade, on the
one hand, and international competitiveness and structural change, on the other hand. Regarding
competitiveness, two different concepts are considered: the first one, which in line with the firm-level
literature associates competitiveness with productivity, whereas in the second concept competitiveness
is interpreted as success in international markets, which allows making use of world market shares as
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an appropriate measure.’ The analysis of structural change emphasises the impact of value chain trade
on the value added share of manufacturing. The implicit assumption in this analysis is that
manufacturing, due to its particular characteristics, is of central importance for the economy such that an
increase in the manufacturing share is considered as ‘positive structural change’. The econometric
models used in both the competitiveness and the structural change analysis are applied to the entire
sample of countries available in the World Input-Output Database (WIOD, 2016 release). Additionally,
individual effects for the EU or sub-groups of Member States, notably the Central European (CE)
Manufacturing Core, are identified.

The final section (Section 6) addresses the issue of the decline in the trade-to-GDP elasticity since the
Great Recession (cf. Freund, 2009; Constantinescu et al., 2015). The updated WIOD comprises five
post-crisis years (2010-2014) which allows tackling this question with both gross and value added based
measures of trade in a gravity framework. This extends available analysis by analysing both reporter and
partner specific elasticities as well as distinguishing between intra- and extra-EU trade flows as a proxy
for differences between RVCs and GVCs.

The analysis does not make use of the admittedly broader and more comprehensive concepts of competitiveness such
as the one suggested in Aiginger et al. (2013) where competitiveness is defined as the ‘ability of a country (region,
location) to deliver the beyond-GDP goals for its citizens today and tomorrow’(p. 13). The reason is that such a broad
holistic concept, which is closer to the notion of welfare than the common understanding of competitiveness, lacks
precision and, above all, it is difficult to make it operational.
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2.Defining value chain trade

2.1. RELATION TO THE EXISTING LITERATURE

Following the growing importance of international value chains and the geographically-dispersed
organisation of production as a real world phenomenon, empirical measures and indicators for this type
of trade have mushroomed. The first generation statistics for measuring offshoring (Feenstra, 2016)
relied on the share of imported intermediate inputs in costs (Feenstra and Hanson, 1999). These were
soon supplemented with second generation statistics which are derived from inter-country input-output
(10) tables; most of the recent research on international value chains and offshoring employs such inter-
country 10-based measures. The reason is that the information contained in inter-country 10 tables is
more suitable for analysing international production linkages (Feenstra, 2016). Thanks to various
research endeavours, several inter-country 1O datasets have become available in recent years. This
study builds on one of the most recent initiatives in this area, which is the comprehensive update of the
WIOD, Release 2016 (Timmer et al., 2016). The WIOD update includes an enlarged country sample
(covering also Croatia, Norway and Switzerland)? and a larger number of industries (from previously 35
to 56) based on the NACE Rev. 2 industry classification and according to the SNA2008/ESA2010
methodology. Importantly, the WIOD Release 2016 provides international input-output tables for the
years 2000-2014, thus encompassing the crisis years and a sufficient number of post-crisis years.

There are numerous second generation statistics measuring trade flows that are part of cross-country
production sharing. One of the first of these measures was the foreign value added in exports (FVAIE)
(see Koopman et al., 2014). This indicator belongs to the so-called ‘backward’ production integration
measures because it singles out foreign value added embodied in a country’s export vector. By
definition, the foreign value added that forms part of a country’s exports must have previously been
exported too. Hence, starting from a country’s gross exports, the FVAIE measure allows tracing
backwards the origin of the foreign value added contained therein. The backward production integration
measure is interesting because it reflects the extent to which countries have managed to link into
international production networks.

An issue surrounding measures of backward production integration, however, is that they can lead to
misleading interpretations. Usually, a rising FVAIE is considered as being a positive development.
However, a high FVAIE implies that the domestic value added content of exports is relatively lower.
Since countries have an interest in capturing a large domestic value added share, especially in
innovative, high-productivity industries, a lower FVAIE would actually be preferable. For this reason the
interpretation of the development of FVAIE is ambiguous.®

For the full list of countries see Appendix.

The ambiguity problem in interpreting the FVAIE (or any other backward measure) stems from the fact that it is unknown
whether a growing FVAIE reflects (i) a situation where domestic content is replaced by foreign content (e.g. due to
offshoring) or (ii) a situation where new additional exports are stimulated by activities of foreign firms, for example due to
inward FDI, where the newly created export capacity also contains a high share of foreign value added.
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Due to the ambiguity problem of backward production indicators, this study relies on a forward
production integration measure: the re-exported domestic value added, or DVAre for short. Measures of
forward production integration comprise exclusively domestic value added. This makes the interpretation
easier as a high DVAre can generally be considered to be positive as it indicates that countries capture
a growing share of value chain-related trade. The DVAre indicator comprises all value added of a
country that is exported and crosses borders at least twice. Wang et al. (2016) also use this criterion to
define ‘deep international production sharing’, which is synonymous with value chain trade (VC trade).
The DVAre measure is similar to the vertical specialisation (VS1) measure initially suggested by
Hummels et al. (2001) and defined mathematically by Koopman et al. (2012) but it avoids the double
counting included in the VS1 measure (see Koopman et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2013).

2.2. RE-EXPORTED DOMESTIC VALUE ADDED AS A MEASURE OF
INTERNATIONAL VALUE CHAIN TRADE: AN ILLUSTRATION

The DVAre, defined as the domestic value added embodied in a country’s intermediate exports that
cross borders at least twice, includes three components. These components are the value added of
reporting country r embodied in its exports of intermediates to a partner country — the immediate
production partner (ipp) — which are then (i) finally shipped to the destination country (dest) — either
directly or via another production partner — the ultimate production partner (upp) — in the form of final
goods; (ii) finally shipped to the destination country (dest) in the form of intermediates); or (iii) shipped
back to the country of origin r in the form of either intermediates or final goods*.

Figure 1/ Decomposition of EU-28 gross exports, 2014

(a)
® Value added exports m Re-imports m Foreign value added in exports

(and double counted terms)

Decomposition of 3,635 53 1,749

gross exports (67%) (1%) (32%)

T
Gross exports: EUR 5,438 bn
(b)
m Re-exported DVA - final goods m Re-exported DVA - intermediates Re-imported DVA
components of the 434 53

DVAre CYIR | (1%)

l_'_l

Re-exported domestic value added: EUR 947 bn (17.4% of gross exports)

Note: Values refer to economy-wide value added exports of EU Member States to all countries in the world. Including intra-
EU trade. Converted into euro using Eurostat's EUR/USD exchange rate (yearly averages).
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

See Appendix for details.
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The DVAre part of gross export flows is illustrated in Figure 1 using EU-28 exports in 2014 as an
example. In this illustrative example, the EUR 5.4 trillion of gross exports can be decomposed into the
well-known value added exports (VAX), which comprise the value added originating in EU Member
States that is absorbed by other countries (Johnson and Noguera, 2012), exported value added that
returns home, i.e. re-imports, and foreign value added that is embodied in domestic exports (panel a).
The criterion of two border-crossings for defining VC trade implies that not the entire 3.6 trillion of VAX
enter the DVAre indicator. Rather only two parts thereof, namely EUR 459 billion worth of re-exported
domestic value added that is shipped to the destination country as final goods and the EUR 434 billion
worth of re-exported domestic value added that is shipped to the destination country as intermediates,
enter the definition of the DVAre (panel b). In addition, DVAre includes also the re-imports, that is value
added that has been exported by the country of origin and is re-exported back to that country after some
processing. All three components taken together make up the DVAre which in 2014 amounted to EUR
947 billion, accounting for about 17.4% of gross exports.

2.3. OTHER METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS: NORMALISATION AND THE
DEFINITION OF INDUSTRIES

While the DVAre measure as the main indicator for VC trade emerges from the decomposition of gross
exports, it is preferable to use the VAX (or alternatively value added) for normalisations. The reason is
that the DVAre is a value added-based measure. Hence, it is methodologically consistent to relate it to
another value added-based indicator. The normalisations are needed especially in cross-country
comparisons but are equally employed in the econometric work.

With regard to the industry split-up, there are several possibilities to disaggregate value chain trade due
to the large number of dimensions emerging in complex trade transactions. The most basic distinction is
between defining the industry (or sector) as the industry of origin of the value added that is exported or,
alternatively, as the industry of export, i.e. the industry which records the gross export flow. In the latter
case, since there are multiple export transactions involved in VC trade flows, the question arises which
of these flows defines the export sector. However, throughout the entire study, all analyses of sector
respectively industry level follow the sector of origin approach. More specifically, the industry aggregates
that are considered, apart from the entire economy comprising all industries, are the manufacturing
sector®, advanced manufacturing industries and an extended manufacturing sector which includes
manufacturing plus business services®.

2.4. DEFINING EUROPEAN VALUE CHAINS

A second crucial dimension for the analysis of international VC trade is the definition of regional value
chains (RVCs) as opposed to global value chains (GVCs). For the purpose of this analysis RVC trade
refers to the situation where two or more EU Member States are jointly involved in producing for some
other country or for themselves (i.e. the source country of value added and the production partner(s) are
EU Member States)’. In contrast, GVC trade refers to inter-regional production sharing, i.e. the situation

®  As defined in NACE Rev. 2 by NACE section C.

®  For the definition of these sectors see Appendix.

" Thatis, the term ‘European’ refers here to the EU-28. A ‘European’ value chain is defined to comprise EU-28 countries

only because it facilitates the comparison wither other trading blocs such as NAFTA.
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where at least one EU Member State and at least one third country is involved in internationally
organised production. This approach is illustrated in Figure 2 taking Germany’s involvement in value
chain trade as an example.

Figure 2 / lllustrative example: Germany’s involvement in RVCs and GVCs

source of immediate production ultimate production final destination
value added partner partner
Finland
Norway <
Poland Canada
Hungary
Estonia <
China
Germany
Italy
Switzerland <
Switzerland
Russia
. Germany
Russia ~<
Turky

Source: wiiw’s own representation.

In tracing the value added from some source country (or reporting country) to its final destination, the
methodology allows the identification of four ‘functions’ that a country can take within an international
value chain. It can be (i) the source of the value added that is traced (taking a forward perspective) -
which in the example is always Germany; (ii) the immediate production partner; (iii) the country where
the last production step takes place, i.e. the ultimate production partner; and (iv) the final destination
country which is the country absorbing the value added. Obviously, a particular country can take several
functions in a trade transaction. For example, in the case of a re-export of domestic value added in the
form of intermediate goods, the destination country is also the ultimate production partner. In Figure 2
the sequence Germany — Russia — Switzerland — Switzerland would be such a transaction. For the
definition of European value chains in the context of VC trade, it is necessary to identify which countries
take which functions in the value chains. This approach allows tracing the value chains in more detail
than, for example, in the approach by Baldwin and Lopez-Gonzalez (2013) who — while using input-
output information — only focus on the bilateral relationships between source country and the
neighbouring country in the supply chain. What this means is that in their approach, for example, value
added originating from Germany that is re-exported by Poland (as in the upper part of Figure 2) would
be part of the EU value chain. This is a legitimate approach but neglects the possibility that this German
value added passes through additional production partners before arriving at the destination country.
The sequence Germany — Poland — Norway — Finland could serve as an illustrative example for this. In
this case, it is not fully adequate to consider the German value added that is re-exported by Poland as
an element of a pure EU value chain. Instead, it is more accurate to define trade constellations as part of
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the European value chain trade® whenever the functions (i)-(iii), i.e. source country, immediate
production partner and ultimate production partner, which all act as ‘producers’, are occupied by EU
Member States. Among the illustrated production relations in Figure 2 only one satisfies this criterion
which is the triplet Germany — Poland — Estonia. In this example, the joint production between Germany
(as source country), Poland (as immediate production partner) and Estonia (as ultimate production
partner) satisfies either Hungarian or Chinese final demand. In general, the DVAre indicator, in addition
to allowing for a distinction between RVCs and GVCs, can also identify whether an international VC
produces to satisfy intra-EU demand (with Hungary as the destination in this example) or for satisfying
extra-EU demand (with China as the destination in this example). Note that in both cases, the last trade
flow is an export of final goods out of Estonia involving by then German, Polish and Estonian value
added.

The figure shows several other trade relations involving re-exported German value added which by the
above criterion all constitute GVCs because they involve EU Member States as well as third countries as
producers.

With regards to the distinction between re-exports in the form of intermediates on the one hand and re-
exports in the form of final goods on the other hand, only the sequence Germany — Russia — Switzerland
— Switzerland represents a re-export of intermediates. All other cases involve the re-export of a final
good in the last export transaction which is discernible from the fact that the ultimate production partner
is different from the destination country. With a view to the number of border crossings, in the sequence
Germany — Russia — Switzerland — Switzerland as well as in the sequences Germany — Russia — Russia
— Germany and Germany — Russia — Russia — Turkey there are two border crossings while in the other
cases there are three border crossings. Two more comments on the illustrated trade flows may be
warranted. Firstly, the second to last trade relation shows Germany as the destination. This is a German
re-import of value added via Russia (involving two border crossings). The last trade flow, involving
Germany and Russia as producers — the latter having the function of both immediate and ultimate
production partner — is a common constellation which is characterised by two border crossings®.

Remember that European value chains are those involving EU Member States only as production partners.

Strictly speaking there are at least two border crossings in the former cases and at least three border crossings in the
latter cases. This is because the methodology for identifying the countries fulfilling the various functions in these trade
relations makes use of the so-called global Leontief Inverse, which reflects both direct and indirect production linkages.
Therefore, in all the examples shown in Figure 2, there may be other countries involved between the immediate and the
ultimate production partner.
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3.Global and European trends in value chain

trade: the post-crisis era

3.1. RECENT TRENDS IN VALUE CHAIN TRADE: HAS VALUE CHAIN TRADE
PEAKED?

Despite widespread fears of incipient protectionism and the dismantling of international value chains
(e.g. Baldwin and Evenett, 2009; Evenett, 2013), which in some instances are accompanied by political
attempts to trigger such a development by initiating ‘reshoring’ initiatives'?, little is known about the post-
crisis trends in value chain trade. Here evidence on exports and VC-related exports is presented for the
EU-28. For the purpose of this analysis the 15-year time span under consideration is divided into 4 sub-
periods: a pre-crisis period (2000-2008), the crisis years (2008-2009), the recovery phase (2009-2011)
and the post-crisis period (2011-2014).

Figure 3/ VC trade and value added exports growth of the EU-28, total economy, 2000-2014
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Note: Values refer to economy-wide exports of EU Member States to all countries in the world. Including intra-EU trade.
Converted into euro using Eurostat's EUR/USD exchange rates (yearly averages).
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

Figure 3 tracks the development of VC trade growth rates — proxied by re-exported value added
originating in the EU-28 (DVAre) introduced in the previous section — over the period 2000-2014. The
figure refers to value added generated across all industries of the economy. As can be seen, the year-
on-year growth rate of VC trade follows closely the movements of value added export (VAX) growth. An

0 See, for example, the ‘UK Reshore’ initiative; https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-government-support-to-

encourage-manufacturing-production-back-to-the-uk
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interesting aspect in this co-movement is that for almost all years, the growth rate of VC-related exports
(DVAre) was slightly higher than that of the VAX. Likewise, during the great trade decline of 2009 the
drop in VC trade'" was more pronounced than that of the VAX. In recent years, however, the two lines
have narrowed and in 2014, the growth rate of VAX was even slightly above that of VC trade. This
convergence of growth rates for the different types of export flows occurred in the context of
comparatively modest export growth that characterises the post-crises period (2011-2014) which
amounted to 2.8% for VC trade and 3.3% for VAX in 2014 (all in nominal terms denoted in euro)'.
These numbers are considerably lower than the corresponding longer-term (2000-2014) average growth
rates which amounted to 4.9% and 3.9% respectively.

These trends are further analysed in Table 1, which shows the compound annualised growth rate for the
four sub-periods, the pre-crisis years (2000-2008), the crisis (2008-2009), the recovery phase (2009-
2011) and the post-crisis years (2011-2014), as well as the average rate over the entire time span
(2000-2014).

In addition to the economy-wide flows of exported value added (panel a) — for VC trade (comprising both
RVC trade and GVC trade), VAX and gross exports respectively — the table also shows the
corresponding numbers for exported value added that is restricted to value added originating from the
manufacturing sector (panel b), advanced manufacturing industries (panel c) and an expanded
manufacturing sector which includes business services (panel d).

A first observation regarding Table 1 is that in the ‘post-crisis’ period™, the current growth rate of exports
(all types) is still below the corresponding longer-term average'®. Focusing on panel (a), which shows
the economy-wide developments, the longer-term growth rates of trade flows ranged from 3.9% for the
VAX to 4.9% for the DVAre. Looking at the corresponding averages for the ‘post-crisis’ years suggests
indeed that exports lost dynamism in the period after the Great Trade Collapse.

Most importantly, the table reveals an interesting pattern across the three types of exports: over the
longer term, gross exports grew faster than value added exports which is evidence of a growing share of
foreign value added in exports and therefore more complex trade transactions. In fact, this growing
discrepancy between gross trade flows and trade flows on a value added basis (i.e. the VAX) is the main
reason for the growing interest in analyses of trade on a value added basis. In the case of economy-
wide exports, gross exports grew by 4.6% on average compared to 3.9% recorded for VAX. This
confirms the proclaimed trend towards more complex trade transactions which is also in line with the fact
that VC trade (DVAre) has been growing faster than VAX so that VC trade accounted for an increasing
share of value added exports. This pattern is also found when considering the other aggregates (i.e.
manufacturing, advanced manufacturing and manufacturing plus business services).

Throughout the analysis the terms DVAre and VC trade are used interchangeably.

The choice of the currency — US dollar, which is the currency of the WIOD, or euro, which is the most relevant currency
at least for the euro area members — has a big impact on the resulting growth rates of the trade flows. The described
pattern of the DVAre relative to the VAX, however, remains unchanged.

The term ‘post-crisis’ should indicate that the Great Recession had more or less ended by 2011 though the eurozone
crisis was still ongoing.

In terms of US dollar, the growth rates of exports in the post-crisis period appears to be even more depressed,
amounting to only approximately one third of the long-term average. This difference is due to the almost 5% devaluation
of the euro vis-a-vis the US dollar between 2011 and 2014.
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Table 1 / Annualised compound growth rates of EU-28 exports by period, 2000-2014

(a) economy long-term pre-crisis crisis recovery post-crisis

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 4.91% 6.69% -19.87% 14.68% 3.38%
VAX 3.87% 5.23% -13.81% 9.13% 3.32%
gross exports 4.58% 6.12% -16.34% 13.19% 2.77%

(b) manufacturing

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 3.65% 5.08% -22.51% 15.50% 2.43%
VAX 2.80% 4.03% -17.37% 10.24% 2.25%
gross exports 3.76% 5.76% -20.82% 14.35% 1.16%
(c) advanced manufacturing

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 3.60% 4.85% -21.16% 15.09% 2.46%
VAX 3.04% 4.33% -18.13% 11.49% 2.09%
gross exports 3.36% 5.14% -20.07% 12.82% 1.47%

(d) manufacturing and business services

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 4.48% 5.95% -21.55% 15.03% 3.88%
VAX 3.49% 4.72% -16.34% 9.90% 3.41%
gross exports 4.22% 5.97% -19.21% 14.07% 2.19%

Note: Values refer to exports of EU Member States to all countries in the world. Including intra-EU trade. Converted into
euro using Eurostat's EUR/USD exchange rates (yearly averages).
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

This pattern, however, has changed in the post-crisis period. During these years, the average growth
rate of VAX exceeded that of gross exports which would signal that the domestic value added
component in exports is gaining in importance. At the same time the growth of VC trade (3.4%) could
keep pace with (or even slightly exceed) the VAX growth. The implication is that, while domestic value
added content in exports may have risen slightly, this was not to the detriment of VC trade. Hence, the
fact that the share of VAX in gross exports was increasing marginally between 2011 and 2014 does not
per se imply that international value chains are threatened.'® Of course, given that the overall dynamic of
international trade seems to be comparatively low in the post-crisis period, it cannot be ruled out that the
identified pattern across trade flows is influenced by demand factors. At the same time it is not obvious,
why the three types of export flows in Table 1 should be affected differently by lower demand if the
attitude of firms towards offshoring and international production sharing were to remain unchanged.

Importantly, the relative growth of the different types of trade flows for the global economy is not identical
to the patterns observed for the EU-28. In particular, when considering VC trade of all reporters (EU
Member States and third countries), it seems that VC trade is indeed on the retreat, growing at a slower
pace than VAX (Table 2)."° The latter also grow faster than gross exports. In this respect the global
pattern and the pattern found for the EU-28 are identical.

' The difference between VAX in per cent of GDP and gross exports in per cent of GDP is used, for example, in the

analysis by Veenendal et al. (2015).

' Except for the case of ‘advanced manufacturing’ industries where the two are growing at par.
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Table 2 / Annualised compound growth rates of global exports by period, 2000-2014

(a) economy long-term pre-crisis crisis recovery post-crisis

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 5.73% 6.87% -20.85% 22.88% 2.40%
VAX 4.80% 5.13% -13.41% 16.60% 3.17%
gross exports 5.14% 5.69% -16.12% 18.86% 3.01%

(b) manufacturing

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 4.13% 4.23% -19.33% 20.62% 2.55%
VAX 3.73% 3.45% -13.09% 15.44% 3.21%
gross exports 4.63% 4.84% -17.10% 19.36% 3.00%
(c) advanced manufacturing

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 3.70% 3.11% -16.99% 19.26% 3.29%
VAX 3.53% 3.03% -13.21% 15.73% 3.28%
gross exports 3.95% 3.84% -15.76% 17.53% 3.04%

(d) manufacturing and business services

2000-2014 2000-2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2011-2014
VC trade 4.67% 4.92% -18.27% 19.40% 3.47%
VAX 4.07% 3.92% -12.44% 14.60% 3.76%
gross exports 4.84% 5.03% -15.93% 18.63% 3.43%

Note: Values refer to global exports to all countries in the world. Including intra-EU trade. Converted into euro using
Eurostat's EUR/USD exchange rates (yearly averages).
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

Table 1 and Table 2 only provide first insights into trade developments in the post-crisis era for the
three-year period from 2011 to 2014. Nevertheless, the pattern for the EU-28 — if it were to persist —
could be read as a reassuring sign. This is because it could signal a situation where EU-28 economies
capture a growing share of value added embodied in exports (VAX are growing faster than gross
exports), without dismantling VC trade which keeps pace with the growth of VAX. In contrast, at the
global level the move towards growing domestic value added in exports coincides with a relative decline
of VC trade (VC trade growth is lagging behind that of VAX). This is worth mentioning because the EU
was definitely not the most dynamic economic area in the post-crisis phase and could still combine
growing domestic value added with continued growth of VC trade. This may be related to the benefits of
the Single Market which can also act as a reinsurance mechanism against potential protectionist
tendencies. This is not to say that the EU-28 is immune to economic nationalism; nevertheless, the idea
that the Single Market provides an institutional anchor to safeguard also internationally-organised
production is fully consistent with the patterns of the post-crisis trade data in Table 1.

Most of the assertions made are confirmed when switching from levels of VC trade and growth rates
thereof to a relative measure. More precisely, the ratio between VC trade (DVAre) and value added
exports shall serve as the intensity measure for an economy’s involvement in VC trade. This is a statistic
that indicates the extent to which domestic value added that is exported takes the form of VC trade.
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The picture that emerges for this intensity measure in the case of the EU-28, still considering
international VC trade (i.e. RVC trade and GVC trade combined) is one of a clear upward trend in the
longer term that was interrupted in 2009 due to the Great Recession of 2008/2009 (Figure 4). After this
crisis-related set-back, VC trade intensity recovered quickly, reaching the pre-crisis ratio already by
2011.

Figure 4 / Intensity of VC trade in the EU-28, 2000-2014
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Note: Values refer to exports of EU Member States to all countries in the world. Including intra-EU trade. Converted into
euro using Eurostat's EUR/USD exchange rates (yearly averages).
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

A potentially worrisome aspect of the development is the levelling off in the VC trade to VAX ratio in the
post-crisis period which would signal a peak in VC trade. Constantinescu et al. (2015) argue that the
expansion of global value chains lost momentum already during the 2000s. Using the re-exported
domestic value added (DVAre) as a proxy for VC trade leads to a different conclusion (at least for the
EU-28) because the share of DVAre in VAX for the EU-28 was clearly increasing during that period. The
peak in VC trade discernible in Figure 4 could not yet be identified by Veenendaal et al. (2015), who use
a similar VC trade indicator as in this analysis, to explore whether the expansion of international
production sharing has stopped.’” The reason is that their analysis is limited to 2011. It is well possible
that the levelling off of VC trade since 2011 is a short-term phenomenon, but for the time being it seems
that the long-term trend towards increasingly deeper international production sharing (Wang et al., 2016)
has come to a halt.

3.2. THE COMPETITIVE POSITION OF THE EU IN VC TRADE

The previous subsection has focused on the development of the EU-28’s VC trade. In this subsection,
these trends are compared to those in main competitor countries, including the United States, Japan,
Korea, China, Brazil, Russia, India and Switzerland, by investigating the world market shares in exports.

" See Figure 9 in Veenendaal et al. (2015), p. 175.
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As with international trade in general, the EU-28 is also a key player in VC trade. This is illustrated in
Figure 5, which shows Member States’ combined world market share in VC trade. In 2014 the EU’s
world market share'® exceeded one third of global DVAre for value added originating from all industries
in the economy; where these figures include intra-EU trade. If only value added originating from
manufacturing and business services industries is considered, the share reaches even 40%. These
figures are similar to the EU’s world market share in gross exports, which stood at 35% in 2014."°
Nonetheless, it should be noted that the world market share — both overall trade and VC trade — had
been falling over the past 15 years — in the case of economy-wide VC trade — by roughly 4 percentage
points.

Figure 5/ World market share in VC trade of the EU-28, 2000-2014
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Note: Based on global re-exported domestic value added including intra-EU trade.
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

However, this decline in world market shares reflects primarily the stronger integration of China and
other emerging economies into the world economy. This is discernible from Figure 6, which shows the
world market shares of the EU along with other major trading economies in 2000 and 2014 as well as
the changes in these shares. When considering the economy-wide value added (panel a), the 4
percentage points decline in world market shares of VC trade is relatively modest compared to the
losses experienced by the United States, which amounted to 7 percentage points. Also Japan’s drop in
world market share of VC trade exceeds that of the EU-28 despite the fact that the initial share in the
year 2000 was much lower. Gains in world market shares were recorded by the BRIC countries (Brazil,
Russia, India and China), with the lion’s share of that gain, 6.5 percentage points, being captured by
China. Qualitatively, the same picture emerges when only value added originating from manufacturing
and services industries are considered (panel b). One aspect worth mentioning is that in this case the

'®  The EU’s share here refers to value added re-exported by EU Member States, i.e. where Member States take the role of
the reporter.

For value added originating from manufacturing industries the share amounted to 36.9%, which is close to the 38.5%
reported by WTO (WTO, 2005, Table 11.27) for the EU-28 world market share in manufacturing exports. The difference
is partially due to the ‘industry of origin’ approach applied in this task which excludes services value added embodied in
exports by manufacturing industries but includes manufacturing value added exported via services (and other)
industries.
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loss in the EU’s world market share is more modest, while this is not true for the United States and
Japan.

Figure 6 / World market share in VC trade, country comparisons, 2000-2014
(a) total economy
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Note: Based on global re-exported domestic value added including intra-EU trade.
Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

Comparing the dynamics in world market shares in VC trade with that of gross trade shows that the
losses in the industrialised countries and the gains in emerging economies are larger in the former than
in the latter. This constellation points to the fact that the globalisation process in large emerging markets
is partly driven by the FDI activities of multinational enterprises (MNESs). In the case of vertical FDI, these
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activities are creating additional trade flows which tend to be complex, leading to an expansion of VC
trade flows in the target countries of FDI.

3.3. DEVELOPMENTS OF THE EU’S VC TRADE BY MEMBER STATES

One reason why the EU-28 as a whole suffered a comparatively modest loss in world market shares in
VC trade — relative to the United States and Japan — is the performance of the Central and Eastern
European (CEE) Member States (Figure 7). Between 2000 and 2014 these countries could more than
double their share in EU-wide VC exports from about 5% to more 11.6%. This is worth noting, as the VC
trade indicator comprises uniquely domestic values. In the context of international value chains the CEE
Member States are typically perceived as offshore destinations with the resulting trade flows from the
offshoring activities being dominated by value added originating from the investor countries.?’ The trend
for the CEE Member States shows, however, that these countries were also successful in participating
with their domestic value added in such transactions.

Figure 7 /| Development of shares in EU-wide VC trade, total economy, 2000-2014
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Source: WIOD Release 2016. wiiw calculations.

Figure 7 also reveals a stagnating share in EU-wide VC trade for the Southern cohesion countries. This
picture is in contrast with the evidence for earlier periods for which a clear catching-up process of the
Southern cohesion countries is detectable. At the latest by 2005, this catch-up process came to a halt.
Since 2008 even a slight decline of this share is observable which is certainly linked to the severe
economic difficulties that the members of the Southern EU periphery are facing. Given the rather flat
development of the share of Southern EU Member States in EU-wide VC trade, increases in this share
for the CEE Member States mainly constitute a reshuffling of market shares from the Western and
Northern EU Member States, whose share declined by about 5 percentage points between 2000 and
2014.

% This is still true, and the CEE Member States have particularly high ratios of foreign value added in exports (see, for
example, Stehrer and Stéllinger, 2015).
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The relative success of the EU-28 as an economic block in defending global market shares in VC trade
masks a high degree of heterogeneity in performances across Member States. The country groupings in
Figure 7 are too broad to reveal the existing differences. Therefore Table 3 shows the developments of
the involvement in the EU-wide VC trade for more disaggregated country groups, including some
regroupings of countries. First of all, the four Visegrad countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and
Slovakia) are grouped together with Germany and Austria, which together build the Central European
(CE) Manufacturing Core. This CE Manufacturing Core is attracting a growing share of the
manufacturing activities undertaken in the EU (see Stehrer and Stdllinger, 2015; Stéllinger, 2016). These
agglomeration tendencies left their marks in the share in VC trade of the core countries which rose by
almost 5.4 percentage points from 2000 to reach 35% in 2014. This longer-term trend is positive for
each member of the CE Manufacturing Core, with Poland contributing most strongly to the overall gain.
Arguably, this Manufacturing Core is expanding eastwards to embrace also Romania and arguably
Bulgaria. Both these countries could increase their share in EU wide VC trade considerably.

These developments are in stark contrast to the trends in Italy, France and the United Kingdom. All three
countries are characterised by relatively strong de-industrialisation tendencies which is why they are
grouped into the ‘Western De-industrialiser’ although there are of course other Member States where
similar trends are observable (e.g. the Scandinavian countries). This structural trend is bound to affect
the export performance negatively, which is also true for VC trade as shown in Table 3. Taken together,
the three Western De-industrialisers lost almost 7.5 percentage points of their EU-wide share in VC
exports. In 2014 their share amounted to 31.5%, which is some 3 percentage points lower than that of
the CE Manufacturing Core. Back in 2000 the situation was very different, with the combined share in
VC trade of the ‘Western de-industrialisers’ surpassing that of the CE Manufacturing Core countries by a
comfortable margin.

By and large these trends seem to have continued after the crisis of 2008/2009 though the dynamics
have eased to some extent. An exception is the Southern EU, where for some of the countries, in
particular Greece and Spain, the decline in the share of EU-wide VC trade has rather accelerated.

The reason for this rather pronounced agglomeration tendencies are manifold and include spillover
effects and economies of scale coupled with geographic proximity and skill complementarities between
the members of the CE Manufacturing Core. This is not to say that these factors are not present in the
case of other EU Member States, but given the evidence in Table 3, Italy, France and the United
Kingdom could exploit these opportunities to a much lesser degree. These shifts in the competitive
positions in VC exports which are to the advantage of the (enlarged) CE Manufacturing Core and to the
detriment of Italy, France and the United Kingdom as well as the Southern EU periphery constitute one
of the greatest challenges that the EU will have to tackle in one way or the other.

Theoretically, the divergence in the shares of EU-wide VC trade may have been caused by different
outward strategies of firms in, say, Germany and France, with the latter favouring to serve foreign
markets predominantly by FDI instead of using the trade channel. Given the strong positive relationship
between VC trade and FDI, however, this is very unlikely to explain the developments in Table 3 (see
also Box 1).
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Table 3 / Development of shares in EU-wide VC trade, total economy, 2000-2014

change change

2000 2005 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2011-2014 2000-2014

CE Manufacturing Core 29.47% 32.15% 34.45% 34.55% 34.44% 34.28% 34.88% 0.33 p.p. 5.41 p.p.
AT 297% 3.09% 3.31% 3.28% 3.25% 3.19%  3.20% -0.08 p.p. 0.23 p.p.
DE 22.54% 22.91% 23.28% 23.17% 22.96% 22.73% 23.18% 0.01 p.p. 0.64 p.p.
cz 1.09% 1.74% 2.19% 2.26% 2.21% 2.19% 2.20% -0.06 p.p. 1.11 p.p.
HU 0.71%  1.13% 1.20% 1.23% 1.25% 1.30% 1.29% 0.06 p.p. 0.58 p.p.
PL 187% 2.65% 359% 3.68% 3.80% 3.90% 4.04% 0.36 p.p. 2.17 p.p.
SK 029% 063% 0.89% 093% 098% 0.98% 0.97% 0.04 p.p. 0.68 p.p.
Enlarged CEMC 0.50%  0.82% 140% 1.57% 1.53% 1.67% 1.74% 0