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In a careful and thorough empirical study, Christopher Udry (1996) shows convincingly that,
in a large sample of West African households, household resource allocations were not Pareto
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Introduction

In a careful and thorough empirical study, Christopher Udry1 shows convincingly that, in a large sample of West African households, household resource allocations were not Pareto e¢ cient. Speci…cally, plots of land farmed by women
within a household were signi…cantly less productive than plots farmed by men
in the same household, yields on "male" land were much higher than yields
on "female" land, and there would be a signi…cant increase in output if land
were reallocated from women to men.2 Since the leading theories of the household "assume Pareto e¢ ciency", this is interpreted as powerful evidence against
these theories. For example, the Nash bargaining models of Manser and Brown
(1980), McElroy and Horney (1981), Lundberg and Pollak (1993), Chen and
Woolley (2001) and Alesina et al. (2007), since they take the Nash product
as the household’s maximand, can be said to be "assuming Pareto e¢ ciency".3
Should we therefore accept Udry’s conclusion that "this [evidence] implies that
the conventional pooling model of household resource allocation is false and both
cooperative bargaining models and the more general model of e¢ cient household allocations are inadequate for describing the allocation of resources across
productive activities in households"?
One problem with this interpretation of Udry’s results is that in the existing
literature there is ambiguity, sometimes bordering on confusion, about what
precisely is meant by "assuming Pareto e¢ ciency". In this paper we …rst resolve this ambiguity and show that, convincing as it is, Udry’s evidence does
not refute the models in the way that is claimed. We then put forward a general model, which nests existing household models as special cases, use this to
analyse the resource allocation decisions that are the subject of Udry’s study,
and then derive conclusions on exactly what empirical evidence would indeed be
inconsistent with this model. The aim is not to "rescue" any particular model,
but to clarify exactly what evidence would refute it, by deriving the model’s
testable implications in the decision situation presented by Udry.
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Pareto E¢ ciency

To resolve the ambiguity concerning the meaning of "assuming Pareto e¢ ciency"
it is useful to recall the distinction, familiar in Welfare Economics, between the
Pareto property of a Bergson-Samuelson social welfare function (SWF) and the
…rst or second best Pareto e¢ ciency of a speci…c resource allocation achieved
by an economic system. Almost all forms of SWF have the Pareto property
that the function is strictly increasing in the utilities of the individuals in the
1 Udry

(1996)
study controls very carefully for variables such as soil fertility, crop type and di¤erences in production technolgy that might account for these di¤erences.
3 Although Lundberg and Pollak and Chen and Wooley, in contrast to the two earlier
papers, base the threat points on non-cooperative behaviour within the household rather than
utilities achieved within an alternative household.
2 The
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economy.4 However, whether a resource allocation that maximises the SWF is
…rst or second best Pareto e¢ cient depends on the constraints imposed on the
feasible set of resource allocations. It is perfectly possible to have a second best,
i.e. "Pareto ine¢ cient", resource allocation when maximising a SWF possessing
the Pareto property. Observed Pareto ine¢ ciency does not therefore refute the
hypothesis that the SWF possesses that property.
This is precisely the case identi…ed by Udry in his empirical analysis of
household allocations. Think of a household as a small economy.5 The models
referred to by Udry, which we call cooperative models, have the property that the
household is assumed to maximise a type of SWF, which we call the Household
Welfare Function (HWF), and this possesses the Pareto property.6 If the only
constraints considered in the household’s allocation decisions are on the technology of household production and a budget constraint, then the allocation will
be (…rst best) Pareto e¢ cient. If however there are reasons to impose further
constraints on the problem, as indeed there are in the households analysed in
Udry’s study, then we should not expect a Pareto e¢ cient outcome, but this
does not refute the hypothesis that the household maximises a HWF possessing
the Pareto property.7 To establish what would refute the hypothesis of HWF
maximisation, we have to formulate explicitly a model incorporating the second
best constraints, derive the equilibrium resource allocation, and specify testable
implications of this extended model. This is the task of the remainder of this
paper.

3

The Model

A. Background
Udry analyses a rich dataset giving information on landholdings, input quantities and output yields for a large sample of households in the West African
country of Burkino Faso. The plots of land farmed by a given household can
be divided into those controlled by the men in the household and those by the
women. By comparing inputs and yields of plots planted to the same crop by the
same household in a given year, he is able to show that the gender of the person
controlling the land exerts a signi…cant in‡uence on the yield: Men’s plots yield
signicantly higher outputs than women’s plots. Pareto e¢ ciency would therefore require a reallocation of inputs across plots. However, it is not possible for
this reallocation to be brought about by contracts. If for example women’s land
4 The Rawlsian form is the exception: the function is weakly increasing in all utilities and
strictly increasing only in the utility of the worst-o¤ member.
5 This idea goes back at least to Samuelson (1956).
6 For further discussion of this point see Apps and Rees (2007a) and (2007b).
7 Another example of this is the Nash bargaining model of Chen and Woolley, which does
not have a Pareto e¢ cent allocation even though the maximand possesses the Pareto property.
This is essentially because bargaining is constrained to be about income shares rather than
consumption allocations, and, given their income shares, individuals choose contributions to
a household public good non-cooperatively.
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were to be worked by men, it would come to be seen as land under the men’s
control. To retain their rights over the land, women are constrained to work it
themselves. This seems to be the essential constraint, arising out of an absence
of contractual possibilities, that creates the second best situation.
The initial allocation of land appears to be determined by the marriage
market, and control over land appears to be what determines the individual’s
in‡uence over the household resource allocation - for example, her bargaining
power if we are working within the framework of a bargaining model. That
is, the amount of land under one’s control is an extrahousehold environmental
parameter (EEP) in the terminology of McElroy (1990). Thus, the reason a
woman would not let a man take over the working of her land is that it would
consequently worsen her position within the household. Even though it would
increase the total value of household output, and so, given her initial power
within the household, could increase her immediate consumption, in the future
this power would decline and the subsequent worsening of her consumption share
deters her from agreeing to the transfer of land in the …rst place.
We model the situation described by Udry in a simpli…ed way, which however is meant to capture its essential espects. The household consists of one
man and one woman8 It seeks to maximise a HWF de…ned on their utilities,
with exogenously given land ownership entering as variables that determine the
household’s preference ordering over the utility pairs of its members. Each supplies a …xed amount of labour to farming.9 The crop is partly consumed in the
household and partly sold on the market, and the revenue …nances purchases of
a market consumption good and the other factor of production, fertiliser.10 The
HWF possesses the Pareto property, but the allocation of land is not Pareto ef…cient: marginal and average productivities of land farmed by men exceed those
of women at the exogenously given land allocation. We characterize this second
best equilibrium, and show what must be true empirically if this equilibrium
is indeed to result from the model. This then suggests what data need to be
collected and how these should be used to test whether this model is to be
rejected.
B. Model
The individual utility functions are ui (xi ; yi ); i = f; m; with x a numeraire
market good and y consumption of the good produced by the household,
which
P
is also a cash crop. The amounts qi of this good are produced and i (qi yi ) > 0
is sold on the market at the given price p. The individual outputs are given by
qi = h(li0 ; ai ; zi )

i = f; m

(1)

where h(:; :) is an increasing, concave production function, li0 is the …xed labour
time spent working the land, ai is the amount of land cultivated by i = f; m
8 In fact, in the sample, each man has on average 1.8 wives, and children also work on the
land.
9 There is no outside labour market.
1 0 Udry shows that much more fertiliser is used on land farmed by men than by women.
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and z is the amount of fertiliser, bought at price w: We normalise total land
supply to 1, so that am = 1 af : Finally the household budget constraint is
X
X
(qi yi )
(2)
(xi + wzi ) p
i=f;m

i=f;m

It has no non-labour income.
To capture the idea that a current transfer of land cultivation from women
to men reduces a woman’s future in‡uence over the household resource allocation, we take a two period model, with t = 1; 2 denoting the time period. As
Udry argues, there are no capital markets available, and so we rule out any
borrowing or lending between the two periods. We assume that in each period
the household maximises its HWF given by H(uf ; um ; af ): The HWF11 is quasiconcave in utilities for every af 2 [0; 1], and possesses the Pareto property
Hi > 0; i = f; m: A further important property is
@ Hf
[
]>0
@af Hm

(3)

This simply says that the household’s marginal rate of substitution between the
utilities of its members depends on the land allocation: In the (uf ; um )-plane
a reduction in af ‡attens the household’s indi¤erence curves, along any one of
which the value of H is constant. This means for example that holding constant
the utility possibility set of the household, with utility functions chosen such that
the upper boundary of this set is strictly concave, a reallocation of land from f
to m leads to a new household equilibrium in which f ’s utility is reduced and m’s
utility increased. On the other hand of course, if this land reallocation increases
production e¢ ciency, it shifts the utility possibility frontier outward. Whether
f ends up better or worse o¤ as a result depends on the relative distributional
and e¢ ciency e¤ects, while m will certainly be better o¤. We interpret the
allocation observed by Udry as corresponding to the case in which the household
does not to make this land reallocation, because f is made worse o¤ and her
initial ownership of land gives her su¢ cient power within the household to be
able to refuse to make the land reallocation. We now formalize this idea and
investigate what observations would have to be made to reject this hypothesis.
Status Quo:
In this case, the one we claim is observed by Udry, f retains her land endowment in both periods. Since we assume no changes in preferences or technology
over time, there is the same Pareto ine¢ cient household resource allocation in
both periods.
The optimal production decision of the household can be found by solving:
X
max =
(pqi wzi ) s:t: qi = h(li0 ; a0i ; zi ) i = f; m
(4)
zi

i=f;m

1 1 Of course in general both of the a would enter this function, but given the relationship
i
between them it is su¢ cient to include only af :
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where a0i are the exogenously given initial land allocations. We denote the
resulting maximised net income by 0 : Clearly only the fertiliser input will satisfy the condition for e¢ cient input allocation, phzi = w: Empirically, we have
0
0
that ham (lm
; a0m ; zm
) > haf (lf0 ; a0f ; zf0 ); where zi0 are the second best optimal
fertiliser inputs, and so land should be reallocated from women to men on ef…ciency grounds, since this would shift out the household’s budget constraint,
which can now be written as
X
0
(xi + pyi )
(5)
i=f;m

The household chooses its consumptions by maximising
H(uf 1 ; um2 ; a0f ) + H(uf 2 ; um2 ; a0f )

(6)

subject to this budget constraint in each period, yielding the optimal consumptions x0i ; yi0 ; which are the same in each period. Here, represents the relative
length of the two periods.12 Denote by u0i1 ; u0i2 ; i = f; m the utilities achieved
at the solution to this problem in periods 1 and 2 respectively.
Pareto E¢ ciency:
In this case, the household always chooses the land allocation e¢ ciently, by
solving the problem
X
X
max =
(pqi wzi ) s:t: qi = h(li0 ; ai ; zi ) i = f; m
ai = 1 (7)
zi ;ai

i=f;m

i=f;m

0
Denote the e¢ cient land allocations by ai ; satisfying haf (lf0 ; af ; zf ) = ham (lm
; am ; zm );
and the resulting net income by : This de…nes in each period the budget constraint
X
(xi + pyi )
(8)
i=f;m

Now, while in the …rst period f 0 s initial endowment of land a0f still determines
the distribution of consumption in the household, both parties realise that if m
takes control of the Pareto e¢ cient land quantity am > a0m in the …rst period,
it is the land quantity 1 am = af < a0f that will enter the HWF in the second
period. Thus the household’s problem can be written as
max H(uf 1 ; um1 ; a0f ) + H(uf 2 ; um2 ; af )

(9)

subject to the budget constraint (8) in each period. Denote the utilities resulting
from solution of this problem by ui1 ; ui2 ; i = f; m: If in reality the status quo
prevails, this must imply that the loss of utility to f in the second period, as
compared to the status quo, is not compensated by the gain she would make
1 2 If future utilities are discounted,
can be thought of as an annuity factor, otherwise
simply as the relative length of time over which f ’s power would be reduced if she agreed to
the land reallocation.
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from sharing in the fruits of the greater e¢ ciency in production. Formally, the
status quo is a household optimum if and only if
(1 + )H(u0f 2 ; u0m2 ; a0f )

H(uf 1 ; um1 ; a0f ) + H(uf 2 ; um2 ; af )

(10)

It is clearly an empirical matter as to whether this inequality will hold, but it is
0
0
also clear that it is a priori possible that it does not hold when ham (lm
; a0m ; zm
)>
0
0
0
haf (lf ; af ; zf ): Thus it is in principle testable. The evidence must show that
the inequality in (10) did not hold when the status quo was observed, if it is to
reject the model.

4

An Example: Nash Bargaining

We now make this argument more concrete, and clarify the data that would be
required to reject the model, by taking a speci…c example of a HWF that has
appeared prominently in the literature, the case of Nash bargaining. In this
case the HWF takes the form
H = [uf

vf (af )][um

vm (af )]

(11)

where the vi (af ) are threat points to be determined. For simplicity we take
identical Cobb-Douglas utility functions of the form ui = xyi ; i = f; m; where
x is now taken as a household public good13 We solve the model in three steps:
Consumption allocation: For arbitary values of af and and for given threat
points, maximising the HWF in (11) subject to the budget constraint
x + p(yf + ym )

(12)

gives the consumption allocations
x =

2

; yf =

4p

+

(vf

vm )

; ym =

(vf
4p

vm )

(13)

Thus asymmetries in consumption depend directly on inequalities in the threat
points. We can then write the indirect HWF as
2

=[

8p

1
(vf + vm )]2
2

(14)

Production allocation: We simplify the earlier more general model by assuming that labour and land are the only inputs, and so write the production
functions as
qi = ki0 ai
2 (0; 1)
(15)
0
with kf0 < km
: Thus the ki0 represent the …xed contributions to output of the
labour used in production14 , those of males having higher productivity than
1 3 This simpli…es the modelling of the way in which gains from cooperating in the household
can be achieved.
1 4 They can be thought of as (l0 ) i ; i = f; m; with
i 2 (0; 1). Then higher male productivity
i
0 > l0 and
could re‡ect one or both of lm
m > f:
f
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those of females. Since Udry has shown that the greater productivity of plots
farmed by males is not due to di¤erences in soil fertility etc., we take the exponent on land, ; the same for both male and female land. We denote by qi0 the
outputs resulting from using the given amounts of land a0i in production, and
0
the associated net income. The optimal land allocation is found by solving
X
X
max = p
ki0 ai s:t:
ai = 1
(16)
ai

i

i

giving the optimal allocations
am = (1 + )

1

; af = (1 + )

where
(

1

= am

kf0 1
)1
0
km

(17)

(18)

is an index of relative productivities of males and females. Udry’s …ndings tell
us that
af
a0f
= < 0
(19)
am
am
We denote by
the value of net income when the optimal land allocation is
chosen, given by
X
=p
ki0 ai
(20)
i

Threat Points: We assume that failure to agree implies simply that each consumes the bundle of goods that can be produced from his or her own resources,
implying of course that the household public good is excludable even though
nonrival. Thus we de…ne
0
0 0
(21)
i = pki ai
as being the income each earns when producing with the initial land allocation
a0i ; and
0
(22)
i = pki ai
when doing so with the Pareto e¢ cient allocations ai : Solving the problem
max xi yi s:t: xi + pyi
for

i

2f

0
i;

ig

i

(23)

gives the threat point indirect utilities
vi (ai ) =

p 0
(k a )2
4 i i

(24)

with ai 2 fa0i ; ai g
Then, de…ning:
00
as the value of the HWF when a0f determines both the consumption
allocation and the net income 0 , as under the status quo in both time periods;
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0

as the value of the HWF when a0f determines the consumption allocation
but af determines the net income ; as in the …rst period of Pareto e¢ ciency;
as the value of the HWF when af determines both the consumption
allocation and the net income
as in the second period of Pareto e¢ ciency,
we need to test the counterpart of (10), the inequality
00

(1 + )

0

+

(25)

To do this, note …rst that it is equivalent to15
(

00

0

)

00

>0

(26)

which gives the necessary condition
00

>0

(27)

If this is satis…ed, then whether or not (25) holds depends on whether T
00
( 0
)=( 00
); and if it is not satis…ed, then for all the model is
rejected. Using (14), we can write (27) as
P
P
(p i ki0 ai )2
(p i ki0 a0i )2
1 pX 0 0 2 2
1 pX 0
[
(ki ai ) ]g > [
[
(k a )2 ]g2
f
8p
2 4 i
8p
2 4 i i i
(28)
Assuming the terms in curly brackets are greater16 than 1, this simpli…es right
down to
a0f a0m > af am
(29)
The left hand side is exogenously given and takes on its maximum value of 1/4
at a0f = 1=2: The right hand side is the ratio =(1 + )2 and therefore depends
0
on the values of kf0 =km
and : The following table gives, for a reasonable range
0
0
of values of kf =km and ; critical values of a0f such that (29) is satis…ed for any
a0f greater than that shown in the table.
0
and
Table 1 Critical values of a0f for given values of kf0 =km
0
0
kf =km = 0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
= 0:3
0.46 0.42 0.38 0.33 0.27 0.21 0.15 0.07
0.4
0.46 0.41 0.36 0.30 0.24 0.18 0.12 0.06
0.5
0.45 0.30 0.33 0.27 0.20 0.14 0.08 0.04
0.6
0.44 0.37 0.29 0.22 0.15 0.09 0.05 0.02
The table shows that the model is refutable: for any given cell in the table, a
lower value of the initial landholding a0f than that appearing in that cell would
imply rejection of the model. Given the assumptions on model structure, we
see that essentially all that is required to test the model would be the data on
actual landholdings a0f and estimates of the production function, since these
0
and :
would yield the values of kf0 =km
1 5 The

second inequality holds here because an increase in production e¢ ciency and therefore
with threat points …xed always increases the value of the Nash product at the optimum.
1 6 Analysis of the converse case proceeds along the same lines.
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5

Conclusions

The basic contention of this paper is that observation of the Pareto ine¢ ciency
of a household resource allocation does not in itself refute the hypothesis that
it chooses this resource allocation by maximising some form of HWF possessing
the Pareto property, subject to whatever constraints it in fact faces. To refute
that hypothesis it is necessary to show that the observed allocation does not
represent a second best optimum. For this it will in turn be necessary to specify
functional forms for the HWF, individual utility functions, and the production
functions, as well as the nature of the second best constraints, and to show that
the estimated parameters of these lie in a region of the parameter space for
which the second best optimality of the allocation does not hold. Even then of
course, it would only be that speci…c model with its assumptions on functional
forms that would have been rejected. However, since the set of models that have
been proposed in the literature is reasonably small, the testing process would
seem to be manageable, given availability of the required data.

References
[1] Alesina, A., A. Ichino and L.Karabarbounis, (2007), "Gender based taxation and the division of family chores", NBER Working Paper No. 13638.
[2] Apps, P.F., and R. Rees, (2007a). "Cooperative household models". IZA
Discussion Paper 3127.
[3] Apps, P.F., and R. Rees, (2007b). "Household Models: An Historical Perspective". CESifo Discussion Paper 2172.
[4] Chen, Z., and F. Woolley, (2001). "A Cournot-Nash model of family decision making". Economic Journal, 111 (474), 722-748.
[5] Lundberg, S. and R. A. Pollak, (1993). "Separate spheres bargaining and
the marriage market". Journal of Political Economy, 101, 988-1010.
[6] McElroy, M. B. and M. Horney,. (1981). "Nash-bargained decisions: Towards a generalization of the theory of demand". International Economic
Review, 22, 333-349.
[7] McElroy, M. B. (1990). "The empirical content of Nash bargained household behaviour". Journal of Human Resources, (25)4, 559-583.
[8] Manser, M., and M. Brown,. (1980). "Marriage and household decision
making: A bargaining analysis". International Economic Review, 21 (1),
31-34.
[9] Samuelson, P. A. (1956). "Social indi¤erence curves". Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 70, 1-22.

10

[10] Udry, C., (1996), "Gender, agricultural production, and the theory of the
household". Journal of Political Economy 104, 1010-1046.

11

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

T

2261 J. Atsu Amegashie and Marco Runkel, The Paradoxes of Revenge in Conflicts, March
2008
2262 Hans Jarle Kind, Marko Koethenbuerger and Guttorm Schjelderup, Efficiency
Enhancing Taxation in Two-sided Markets, March 2008
2263 M. Hashem Pesaran, Til Schuermann and L. Vanessa Smith, Forecasting Economic and
Financial Variables with Global VARs, March 2008
2264 Volker Grossmann, Entrepreneurial Innovation and Sustained Long-run Growth without
Weak or Strong Scale Effects, March 2008
2265 Robert S. Chirinko and Huntley Schaller, The Irreversibility Premium, March 2008
2266 Andrea Galeotti and José Luis Moraga-González, Platform Intermediation in a Market
for Differentiated Products, April 2008
2267 Torben M. Andersen and Michael Svarer, The Role of Workfare in Striking a Balance
between Incentives and Insurance in the Labour Market, April 2008
2268 Harald Badinger, Cyclical Fiscal Policy, Output Volatility, and Economic Growth, April
2008
2269 Thomas Aronsson and Erkki Koskela, Outsourcing and Optimal Nonlinear Taxation: A
Note, April 2008
2270 Gary E. Bolton, Claudia Loebbecke and Axel Ockenfels, How Social Reputation
Networks Interact with Competition in Anonymous Online Trading: An Experimental
Study, April 2008
2271 Nikolaus Wolf, Scylla and Charybdis. Explaining Europe’s Exit from Gold, January
1928 – December 1936, April 2008
2272 Michael Funke and Marc Gronwald, The Undisclosed Renminbi Basket: Are the
Markets Telling us something about where the Renminbi – US Dollar Exchange Rate is
Going?, April 2008
2273 Thor Olav Thoresen and Annette Alstadsæter, Shifts in Organizational Form under a
Dual Income Tax System, April 2008
2274 Helge Berger and Volker Nitsch, Too many Cooks? Committees in Monetary Policy,
April 2008
2275 Yin-Wong Cheung and Eiji Fujii, Deviations from the Law of One Price in Japan, April
2008

2276 Michael S. Michael, Sajal Lahiri and Panos Hatzipanayotou, Integrated Reforms of
Indirect Taxes in the Presence of Pollution, April 2008
2277 Bas Jacobs, Is Prescott Right? Welfare State Policies and the Incentives to Work, Learn
and Retire, April 2008
2278 Burkhard Heer and Alfred Maußner, Value Function Iteration as a Solution Method for
the Ramsey Model, April 2008
2279 Jarko Fidrmuc and Christa Hainz, Integrating with their Feet: Cross-Border Lending at
the German-Austrian Border, April 2008
2280 Kristof Dascher and Alexander Haupt, The Political Economy of Regional Integration
Projects at Borders where Rich and Poor Meet: The Role of Cross-Border Shopping and
Community Sorting, April 2008
2281 Katrin Assenmacher-Wesche and M. Hashem Pesaran, A VECX* Model of the Swiss
Economy, April 2008
2282 Christophe Rault, Robert Sova and Ana Maria Sova, Modeling International Trade
Flows between CEEC and OECD Countries, April 2008
2283 Timo Boppart, Josef Falkinger, Volker Grossmann, Ulrich Woitek and Gabriela
Wüthrich, Qualifying Religion: The Role of Plural Identities for Educational
Production, April 2008
2284 Armin Falk, David Huffman and W. Bentley MacLeod, Institutions and Contract
Enforcement, April 2008
2285 Axel Dreher and Stefan Voigt, Does Membership in International Organizations
Increase Governments’ Credibility? Testing the Effects of Delegating Powers, April
2008
2286 Xavier Freixas and Bruno M. Parigi, Lender of Last Resort and Bank Closure Policy,
April 2008
2287 Regina Dionisius, Samuel Muehlemann, Harald Pfeifer, Günter Walden, Felix
Wenzelmann and Stefan C. Wolter, Cost and Benefit of Apprenticeship Training – A
Comparison of Germany and Switzerland, April 2008
2288 Francesco Daveri and Cecilia Jona-Lasinio, Off-Shoring and Productivity Growth in the
Italian Manufacturing Industries, April 2008
2289 Mikael Priks, Do Surveillance Cameras Affect Unruly Behavior? A Close Look at
Grandstands, April 2008
2290 Marianna Belloc and Daniela Federici, A Two-Country NATREX Model for the
Euro/Dollar, April 2008
2291 Nicolas Treich, The Value of a Statistical Life under Ambiguity Aversion, April 2008

2292 J. Atsu Amegashie, Socially-Tolerable Discrimination, April 2008
2293 M. Hashem Pesaran and Andreas Pick, Forecasting Random Walks Under Drift
Instability, April 2008
2294 Steven Brakman, Gus Garita, Harry Garretsen and Charles van Marrewijk, Unlocking
the Value of Cross-Border Mergers and Acquisitions, May 2008
2295 Eric O’N. Fisher and Kathryn G. Marshall, The Structure of the American Economy,
May 2008
2296 Claudia M. Buch and Martin Schlotter, Regional Origins of Employment Volatility:
Evidence from German States, May 2008
2297 Helmuth Cremer, Philippe De Donder, Dario Maldonado and Pierre Pestieau, Taxing
Sin Goods and Subsidizing Health Care, May 2008
2298 Reinhilde Veugelers and Frederick van der Ploeg, Reforming European Universities:
Scope for an Evidence-Based Process, May 2008
2299 Jon H. Fiva and Lars J. Kirkebøen, Does the Housing Market React to New Information
on School Quality?, May 2008
2300 Tina Klautke and Alfons J. Weichenrieder, Interest Income Tax Evasion, the EU
Savings Directive, and Capital Market Effects, May 2008
2301 Harald Badinger and Peter Egger, GM Estimation of Higher Order Spatial
Autoregressive Processes in Panel Data Error Component Models, May 2008
2302 Jan K. Brueckner, Slot-Based Approaches to Airport Congestion Management, May
2008
2303 Sören Blomquist, Vidar Christiansen and Luca Micheletto, Public Provision of Private
Goods and Nondistortionary Marginal Tax Rates, May 2008
2304 Dan Anderberg and Alessandro Balestrino, The Political Economy of Post-Compulsory
Education Policy with Endogenous Credit Constraints, May 2008
2305 Tomer Blumkin, Yoram Margalioth and Efraim Sadka, The Role of Stigma in the
Design of Welfare Programs, May 2008
2306 Vesa Kanniainen and Paolo M. Panteghini, Tax Neutrality: Illusion or Reality? The
Case of Entrepreneurship, May 2008
2307 Thomas Dohmen, Armin Falk, David Huffman and Uwe Sunde, The Intergenerational
Transmission of Risk and Trust Attitudes, May 2008
2308 Guglielmo Maria Caporale and Mario Cerrato, Using Chebyshev Polynomials to
Approximate Partial Differential Equations, May 2008

2309 Peter Egger and Doina Maria Radulescu, Labour Taxation and Foreign Direct
Investment, May 2008
2310 Laurent Linnemer, Dissipative Advertising Signals Quality even without Repeat
Purchases, May 2008
2311 Jordi Jofre-Monseny and Albert Solé-Ollé, Which Communities should be afraid of
Mobility? The Effects of Agglomeration Economies on the Sensitivity of Firm Location
to Local Taxes, May 2008
2312 Andreas Haufler and Ferdinand Mittermaier, Unionisation Triggers Tax Incentives to
Attract Foreign Direct Investment, May 2008
2313 Ronel Elul and Piero Gottardi, Bankruptcy: Is it enough to Forgive or must we also
Forget?, May 2008
2314 Andreas Irmen and Johanna Kuehnel, Productive Government Expenditure and
Economic Growth, May 2008
2315 Beate Henschel, Carsten Pohl and Marcel Thum, Demographic Change and Regional
Labour Markets: The Case of Eastern Germany, May 2008
2316 Gabriel Felbermayr, Wido Geis and Wilhelm Kohler, Restrictive Immigration Policy in
Germany: Pains and Gains Foregone?, May 2008
2317 Michael Hofmann, Gerhard Kempkes and Helmut Seitz, Demographic Change and
Public Sector Budgets in a Federal System, May 2008
2318 Paul De Grauwe, Macroeconomic Modeling when Agents are Imperfectly Informed,
June 2008
2319 Johann K. Brunner and Susanne Pech, Optimum Taxation of Inheritances, June 2008
2320 Thomas Eichner and Marco Runkel, Corporate Income Taxation of Multinationals in a
General Equilibrium Model, June 2008
2321 Rainald Borck and Matthias Wrede, Subsidies for Intracity and Intercity Commuting,
June 2008
2322 Patricia Apps and Ray Rees, Testing the Pareto Efficiency of Household Resource
Allocations, June 2008

