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Summary:

In October 2018, the US Council of Economic Advisers has published a study entitled the
Opportunity Costs of Socialism. That study, with an obvious focus on which reform options
should not be considered for the US, looks at per capita consumption levels in 2016 and
compares the US with Nordic European countries. The CEA’s conjecture that the US has a
30% lead vis-a-vis most of the Nordic Countries is as misleading as the alleged 18% lead
vis-a-vis Norway: If one considers not just the year 2016 in isolation but the concept of an
effective lifetime per capita consumption which takes into account the value of leisure time
and expected life expectancy plus the transatlantic gap in out-of-pocket health care
expenditures relative to income — about 1 point higher in the US than in Western and
Northern European countries — the key finding is: Nordic countries (except Norway) face an
effective lifetime consumption gap of 12%, not of 30% as claimed by the CEA. Meanwhile,
Norway’s effective lifetime consumption actually exceeds that of the US by 2%. While the
CEA publication apparently argues that the US should not consider Europe as a point of
reference for systemic reforms, the effective lifetime figures for consumption per capita and
income per capita suggest just this. The EU should export its Social Market Economy,
whereby Asian countries in particular would be wise to study some of the leading EU
countries.

Acknowledgements: | am very grateful to comments by Hans Wijkander, Stockholm
University. | also gratefully acknowledge editorial support from Samir Kadiric, and David
Hanrahan (EIIW); Tobias Zander has provided valuable research assistance. The usual
caveat applies.
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1. Introduction

e The following analysis is based on CEA (2018): The Opportunity Costs of Socialism,
Washington DC

I The Council of Economic Advisers, an agency within the Executive Office of the
President, is charged with offering the President objective economic advice on the

formulation of both domestic and international economic policy. The Council bases
its recommendations and analysis on economic research and empirical evidence,
using the best data available to support the President in setting our nation's economic,
QIS (website whitehouse.gov)

Countries often look for comparative orientation and hence international comparisons of real
per capita income, per capita consumption or other variables can be useful; this holds for
both leading OECD countries as well as countries with relatively weaker economic
performance. In October 2018, the US Council of Economic Advisers published a study
titled The Opportunity Costs of Socialism in which the CEA presents some comparisons
with Venezuela (which thus bizarrely becomes a point of reference in the political debate in
the US, despite the fact that no candidate in the 2016 primaries recommended the US to
follow Venezuela’s irresponsible policy and politics). Moreover, there are broader
comparisons made between the US and the Nordic European countries which, strangely, are
classified as quasi-socialist countries although European economists would apply this term
only to North Korea, Cuba, Venezuela, the former Soviet Union and its eastern European
satellite countries which had centralized planning, a monopoly export sector within a
government-owned special system with a state-administered foreign exchange rate,
government-owned firms — with some exceptions, for example in Poland in part of the
agricultural sector — and fully state-administered prices (outside the socialist shadow
economy).

Comparing the US to Cuba and Venezuela as the CEA does looks like an anomalous
ideological exercise or would any candidate for Congress or the presidential primaries really
favor the introduction of a socialist dictatorship? Obviously not. The comparative analysis
of the CEA — under Chairman Hassett — with Northern European countries is analyzed
subsequently; the main finding of the analysis is that the CEA study is biased and inadequate:
misleading for the President and the US public.

If one wants to compare per capita consumption and economic welfare, respectively, there
are several critical points to consider:

e Should one only consider private consumption or also add part of public services as
has been suggested e.g. by a Canadian approach (WOLFF ET AL., 2012)?

e |If one emphasizes only private consumption, it would obviously be appropriate to
include the quasi-consumption value of leisure; if countries i and j differ in this
respect, the international comparison only makes sense if one includes the
opportunity cost of leisure hours which, in turn, can be approximated by the figure
of consumption per hour (or per capita value-added). Only if there is involuntary
unemployment one would have to make the modification that only part of the leisure
advantage of Northern European or Western EU countries would be included into an
enhanced per capita consumption figure. It is clear that political preferences for
public goods and the type of social welfare system desired will affect the average and

1



marginal income tax rates, respectively — countries with a population that has a high
preference for public goods/social welfare will have relatively high taxes and
therefore are likely to also have lower working hours in the official economy (higher
tax rates are observed in many European countries compared to the US).

e International differences in health care expenditures should be taken into account so
that, for example, high out-of-pocket health care expenditures in the US and the
lower private health care expenditure of households in Nordic countries or Germany
and France should be considered. With 11.1% of out-of-pocket expenditures relative
to total US health care expenditures — itself standing for about 17% of GDP - effective
consumption per capita is reduced in the US by 1.87% while a 9.7% out-of-pocket
health care expenditure ratio in France means that (with 11% overall health care
expenditures relative to GDP in France) effective disposable income and therefore
consumption in France is reduced by 0.76% (on healthcare expenditures, see selected
statistics in Appendix 2); with consumption being proportionate to income, one may
argue that France effectively has almost a 1 percentage point health care related
advantage in transatlantic per capita comparisons. For Germany, the advantage vis-
a-vis the US is smaller as Germany’s out-of-pocket health care ratio is higher than in
France while the overall health care expenditure-GDP ratio for Germany was the
same in Germany as in France in 2016/2017.

e The size of the economy matters, not just the type of economic (and political) system.
A big economy such as the US or the Eurozone — with both the $ and the €
representing leading global reserve currencies — should naturally have a higher per
capita consumption than a small country which usually do not enjoy reserve currency
status (with Switzerland being a notable exception). The advantage of having a global
reserve currency effectively amounts to a certain amount of free imports of goods;
the effectively free import of consumption goods in the US is about 1% of GDP, in
the Eurozone about 0.5% of GDP. This implies, for example, that one should
anticipate that countries such as Sweden, Denmark or Norway - which are not part
of the Eurozone - would naturally face a transatlantic consumption per capita gap of
about 0.5%. Hence, if the US per capita income position were 100 and that of
Sweden, Denmark or Norway would be 99.5, one could not argue that the economic
system of the US is better than that of these Nordic countries.

e A specific aspect of comparing per capita income (or per capita consumption) across
countries concerns total income in the sense that both official income and unofficial
income have to be considered. While in the US the share of the shadow income
relative to official income — as measured by the System of National Accounts — was
9% in early 21 century, that share in France and Germany was 16% and in the high
tax Nordic European countries the relevant figure was close to 20% according to the
research of MEDINA/SCHNEIDER (2017) — for more see Appendix 5. It is clear
that a serious international comparison of income or per capita consumption should
consider at least basic aspects of the shadow economy across market economies; and
if one compares Western market economies and socialist Eastern European countries,
relevant findings from the capitalist and socialist shadow economies should also be
taken into account.

Subsequently, it will be assumed that the transatlantic difference in out-of-pocket health care
expenditures is (on average) 1% of income in favor of Northern and Western European
countries.



International per capita differences can have many explanations where productivity
differentials typically play a major role. The productivity advantage in certain fields in favor
of the US could be explained, for example, by such factors as capital intensity, land intensity,
human capital intensity, endowment with infrastructure and weak labor market regulations
(making people work harder in the US) as well as strong entrepreneurship.

2. CEA Conjenctures an a Comparison of Per Capita Income

between US and Nordic Countries

As regards the CEA’s comparisons made with Norway, Sweden, Finland and Denmark,
these are biased when the CEA writes about the health care system and the relative per capita
consumption (at purchasing power parity). The CEA presents the following table on per
capita consumption for the US and the Nordic Countries (Table 1).

Table 1: Actual Individual Per Capita Consumption at Current Price and
Purchasing Power Parity, United States = 100
Countries 2016
Denmark 69
Finland 70
Iceland 69
Norway 82
Sweden 68
United States 100

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, National Accounts.

Note: Actual Individual Consumption (AIC) consists of the consumption goods and services acquired
by individual households. According to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development, AIC is the sum of three components: 1) “The value of households’ expenditures on
consumption goods or services including expenditures on nonmarket goods or services sold at prices
that are not economically significant”; 2) “The value of the expenditures incurred by government
units on individual consumption goods or services provided to households as social transfers in
kind”; and 3) “The value of the expenditures incurred by NPISHs on individual consumption goods
or services provided to households as social transfers in kind.”

Source: CEA (2018): The Opportunity Costs of Socialism, Washington DC, p. 36

The CEA does not consider several key points:

e Life expectancy in the Nordic countries is higher and infant mortality is lower than
in the US which is obviously partly related to a better health care system — e.g.
pregnant women, including those from low income strata, have regular precautionary
checkups with physicians which helps to achieve a lower infant mortality in the
Nordic countries compared to the US.

e Working hours per year in the Nordic countries are shorter than in the US so that
Nordic countries have an extra quasi-income from more leisure time which is roughly
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the equivalent of 1/20™ of annual income; and as consumption is proportionate to
income it is adequate to correct OECD per capita consumption figures in line with
the leisure volume — unless higher leisure figures largely reflect involuntary
unemployment; this caveat plays a role in France, but not in Germany and also not
in the Nordic countries (with a minor caveat vis-a-vis Finland).

e Health care expenditures relative to GDP in Nordic countries is about 6 percentage
points lower than in the United States. Transatlantic welfare comparisons naturally
have to take this into account, particularly since life expectancy in Norther Europe
and Western Europe is higher than in the US. Out-of-pocket health care expenditures
in the US — relative to income — are often higher than in Western and Northern
European countries. The near monopsonist wage-setting in the EU health sector tends
to undervalue health care consumption in Europe relative to the US (studies on this
issue are missing in the literature). There are also big transatlantic differences in day-
care services for children in the US and for instance Sweden: Swedish day-care
services are almost free for private households, while in the US one would have to
pay market prices which in turn makes transatlantic effective per capita consumption
comparisons rather difficult; as most EU countries provide partially tax-financed
day-care services for children, there is a relative over-estimation of per capita
consumption in favor of the US if one considers OECD consumption data. Sweden
is also interesting for transatlantic comparisons in other fields, including both the
pension system, which represents a fairly large partially private pillar of social
security and in Sweden there are many schools which are run by private companies
but financed by government, and these firms are not allowed to charge students.

The following Table 2 presents some key findings for the USA and Northern European
countries (without Iceland) plus Germany, France and the UK. As regards the unemployment
rates figures were relatively high in both Finland (8.8 percent) and France (10 percent) so
that the lower figure for hours worked in both countries — relative to the US — cannot be
taken to fully represent desired leisure in 2016. In France, a uniform national high minimum
wage which has no differentiation across regions seems to be one explanation for the high
unemployment rate. Price levels differ across regions so that 10 € per hour might be adequate
in Paris and Nice (with high regional price levels) but is 20% too high in regions with a price
level that is 20% below that of these two cities.

Table 2: Life Expectancy, Infant Mortality, Hours Worked in the US, Nordic
Countries, the UK, Germany and France, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, 2015, 2016
us NOR | SWE FIN DNK UK GE FR

1995 | Life 75.7 76.7 77.9 76.6 75.3 76.7 76.6 78.1
Expectancy
Infant
Mortality 7.6 4 4.1 3.9 5.1 6.2 5.3 5
Hours 1840 | 1488 | 1481 | 1668 | 1419 | 1563 | 1528 | 1590.67
Worked

2000 | Life 76.7 77.9 78.8 77.7 76.9 77.9 78.2 79.2
Expectancy
Infant
Mortality 6.9 3.8 3.4 3.8 5.3 5.6 4.4 45
Hours 1832 | 1455 | 1483 | 1636 | 1466 | 1539 | 1452 | 1549.98
Worked




2005 | Life 77.6 79.2 80.3 79.1 78.3 79.2 79.4 80.4
Expectancy
Infant
Mortality 6.9 3.1 2.4 3 4.4 5.1 3.9 3.8
Hours 1794 | 14228 | 1449 | 1504 | 1451 | 1515 | 14113 | 1527.35
Worked

2010 | Life 78.6 80.6 81.2 80.2 79.3 80.6 80.5 81.8
Expectancy
Infant
Mortality 6.1 2.8 25 23 3.4 42 3.4 36
Hours 1773 | 14153 | 1476 | 1566 | 1422 | 1476 | 1389.9 | 1527.96
Worked

2015 | Life 78.7 81 82.4 81.6 80.8 81 80.7 82.4
Expectancy
Infant
Mortality 5.9 23 25 1.7 3.7 3.9 33 3.7
Hours 1785 | 14239 | 1454 | 1537 | 1407 | 1501 | 1367.8 | 1509.43
Worked

2016 | Life 786 | 812 | 85 | 8.5 | 809 | 8.2 | 8L1 | 823*
Expectancy
LE as
percent of 100 | 10331 | 104.96 | 103.69 | 102.93 | 103.31 | 103.18 | 104.71
US (=100)
Infant -
Mortality 57 2.2 25 1.9 31 38 3.4 37
Hours 1781 | 14244 | 1465 | 1535 | 1414 | 1515 | 13634 | 1502.73
Worked
HW as
percent of 100 | 7998 | 8226 | 8619 | 79.39 | 8506 | 7655 | 84.38
US (=100)
Unemploy-
ment rate 4.87 4.68 6.99 8.81 6.18 481 412 | 10.06
in percent

Source: Based on OECD Data indicators, *World Bank, EIIW calculations

All three points mentioned here are in line with the arguments presented for the comparison
between the US and Germany plus France where the US effective per capita life-time income
is the same as in Germany and France - where, however, the transatlantic income comparison
takes fully into account the difference in national health care expenditure-GDP ratios
(WELFENS, 2019; see also Table 5 in Appendix 3). The CEA’s conjecture that the per capita
consumption in the Nordic countries is 30% lower than in the United States is wrong if one
considers a meaningful comparison that goes beyond a single year. The CEA (2018, p. 36)
writes: “The only Nordic economy in which average consumption is within 20 percent of
the U.S. level is Norway, where average consumption per head is 82 percent of the U.S.
level”; the CEA table shows other Nordic countries to be at about 70% of the U.S. level in
2016 as the above table shows.

An adequate economic analysis for international comparison of consumption is not to take a
look at a single year but to consider life-time consumption. Considering life-time
consumption net of health care expenditures — to account for the considerable transatlantic
differences in health care expenditures relative to gross domestic product (or GNP) - shows
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that the figures for the US and the Nordic European countries are roughly the same where
higher leisure time in Nordic countries is assumed to be equivalent to 1/10™ of annual income
and the Nordic countries’ life expectancy leadership is equivalent to 4% (see Table above)
so that for effective life time consumption in Nordic Countries C’ — disregarding Norway -
relative to that of the US we get: C’/C’* (* for the US): C’/C**=(C/L)(1.2)(1.04)/C’* =
0.7(C*/L*)(1.2)(1.04)/C’*=0.8736/C’*; the Northern European leisure lead is reflected in
the factor 1.2, the higher life expectancy in Northern Europe is reflected in the factor 1.04.
Correcting for the transatlantic health care out of pocket expenditure ratio the corrected US
figure (initial level of per capita income C*/L*= 100) is C’*=0.99. The implication is that
based on life-time consumption, the difference of effective per capita consumption of the
US vis-a-vis Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Sweden is not 30% but 12%, while the effective
per capita life time consumption in Norway is indeed higher than in the US:

e The level of 0.82 (figure indicated by CEA) times 1.2 x 1.03 yields 1.0135 while the
figure for life time consumption in the US is 0.996 (out of pocket-disadvantage of
the US is 0.4 points).

e The effective Norwegian lifetime per capita consumption thus is 1.8% higher than
that of the US, the CEA’s claim of an 18% lead of the US vis-a-vis Norway is
extremely misleading; the order of error margin is 20% and this is not a small
haphazard difference — there is a sizable mistake.

If one would apply discounting for the additional life expectancy of people in Norway, the
figures for the US for any reasonable discounting rate would still be lower than in Norway.
Moreover, in Nordic countries (and Western EU countries) pregnant women and their
husbands/partners will have a better quasi-consumption benefit — read lower family risk -
exceeding that in the US since parents face a lower infant mortality risk for their expected
offspring. The economic welfare of the average Norwegian exceeds that of the average
American if utility functions in both countries are assumed to be the same; and if there is a
form of altruism in the family, so that children’s well-being has a positive impact on parent’s
income, the lower Nordic European (and Western European) infant mortality means an even
bigger lead of Norway vis-a-vis the US and could indeed be considered as an argument that
Northern European and Western EU countries have a lead in economic welfare over the US.
One conclusion could be summarized as follows: Asian countries should carefully consider
the model of the EU Social Market Economy and not just focus on the alleged lead of the
US; this suggestion does not mean to ignore important reform requirements in many EU
countries.

As the CEA apparently wants to use the comparison of the US to the Nordic European
countries to fend off possible future policy reforms towards a Social Market Economy — as
found in Nordic countries/Western EU countries (e.g. Germany and France) — one may state
that the careful recalculation of figures for an adequate comparative analysis indeed suggests
that there are no reasons not to move towards a variant of a modern European-style market
economy. The CEA’s below par study backfires on the Trump Administration.

Obviously, the US needs its own type of a social market economy, hopefully with a
competitive system of health insurance companies and adequate competition in the US
hospital system. However, it would be wise to study the European social market economies,
not to try pre-empting an otherwise useful transatlantic discussion of systemic reforms in
which both sides, the US and Europe, could learn from the other.



The Council of Economic Advisors shows standard inequality statistics, namely Gini
coefficients, post taxes and transfers, in the Nordic Countries to be around 0.26 while the
Gini coefficient for the US is much higher, namely 0.39 in 2015; and the Palma ratio
(P90/P50 disposable income decile ratio) is also higher in the US, namely 2.3 compared to
1.7 in the Nordic European countries. One may argue about all kind of problems which may
exist in Nordic countries but the analysis of the CEA is shockingly biased, a rather poor
piece of economic analysis which is misleading Congress, the President and the US public.
Whether or not the American public generally has less of a preference for equality than the
population in Northern European countries or the EU is at first a question for researchers.
Figures from the World Value Survey (WVS, 2014) suggest that the US population indeed
has weaker preferences for equality than societies in EU countries. However, there is no
doubt that US voters’ concern about inequality in the US has increased considerably after
2008 (LINDH/MCcCALL, 2018). A paradoxical finding of Lindh/McCall is that a majority
of US respondents holds the view that inequality is too high in the US, while a relative
majority expects that this problem should be remedied by big firms and US multinationals,
respectively — this, however, is wishful thinking in a shareholder economy and stands for a
surprising misperception on the part of the US public.

Table 3: Relative Income Inequality, 2015
Gini coefficient .
. . Palma ratio

Country (disposable Tr(;?]r;(;’rSOSt taxes and (P90/P50 disposable income decile ratio)
Denmark 0.26 1.7
Finland 0.26 1.7
Iceland* 0.25 1.7
Norway 0.26 1.7
Sweden 0.27 1.7

United States 0.39 2.3

Note: Data for Iceland are for 2014.
Source: OECD, National Accounts; CEA (2018): The Opportunity Costs of Socialism, Washington
DC, p. 37.

The Council of Economic Advisors also suggests that the US university system is much
better than that in Nordic countries where students typically do not have to pay tuition fees.
Additionally, there are links between the access of various strata to higher education and
inequality. Moreover, in this respect one can find, for example, interesting comparisons
between Denmark and the US, but the CEA (2018) does not quote the relevant literature. In
a broader view, this debate is also related to preferences for income redistribution and such
preferences are partly related to per capita income and other personal or household
characteristics - the reader is referred here to WELFENS/UDALOV (2018) and the related
literature (e.g. special issue of the Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 2018). In the
Northern European countries there is often a view that income redistribution policies
combined with “active” education policy will help to bring about more efficiency as well as
a more equitable society; Scandinavian countries are often considered as being good



examples of this. However, LANDERS@/HECKMAN (2017) in their comparison between
social mobility in the US and Denmark have shown a differentiated view: Denmark is a
rather mobile society in terms of income mobility, but not when measured by indicators for
effective educational mobility.

High Danish income mobility is largely due to redistributional tax, generous transfers and
wage compression policy. Social policies for children generate more favorable cognitive test
scores for disadvantaged children in Denmark but they do not result in more favourable
educational outcomes — this to some extent is due to disincentives to acquire sufficient
education, as Danish redistributional policies undermine incentives for income mobility.
Thus, the comparison between Denmark and the US indeed suggests some advantages of the
US system and certain limitations of the Danish system to the extent that university
education is considered to be an element for achieving less inequality. It seems that the US
system is largely open to all strata of society and in any case provides stronger incentives for
endogenous human capital formation than Denmark. It is not clear how the situation is in
comparison to other Scandinavian countries or Germany/France/Netherlands and the US.

3. Conslusion and Research Perspectives

At the bottom line, one may conclude that the CEA study on the Opportunity Costs of
Socialism is a rather ideological piece of work. It is not very related to the relevant literature
and certainly not very convincing when it comes to making a meaningful transatlantic
comparison of per capita consumption and economic welfare, respectively. As a reader, one
can get the main impression that this institution, which is part of the Administration, gives
confusing advice to the president and the US public and seems to suggest with very poor
arguments that the US government should not consider Northern European countries as a
model for systemic reform. Comparing the US and these countries in a meaningful long-
term perspective, the statistics presented by the CEA partly suggest the opposite of what the
CEA has written. Critical aspects of the shadow economy also are not included (see
Appendix 1).

As regards the Trump Administration’s orientation for systemic reform, it seems that the US
wants a protectionist and more nationalist policy on the one hand, on the other hand the
Administration refuses to consider European countries with high per capita income as a
model: It is obvious that the Council of Economic Advisers’ (CEA, 2018) per capita
consumption comparisons US versus Nordic European countries are biased — the CEA
claims, for example, an 18% US lead, while the effective lifetime consumption of people in
Norway is actually slightly higher than in the US; moreover, the infant mortality rate in
Norway and indeed in Northern European countries and in Western EU countries is lower
than in the US so that “utility spillovers” within young family suggests further advantages
of European economic systems.

As regards comparisons between effective lifetime income for the US and Germany plus
France the results show that the two western EU countries are on par with the US
(WELFENS, 2019). In this comparison, income has been corrected for the transatlantic
health care differential as well as differences in leisure.



A serious problem in many OECD countries concerns gaps in the coverage of real national
income (Z). Z is the sum of real GDP (Y) and net factor income from abroad. It seems that
statistics for the case of Spain clearly indicate that the wealth of rich Spanish citizens is
partially held abroad and concealed (MARTINEZ-TOLEDANO, 2017) which in turn
implies hidden profit income from abroad to be a problem for the accuracy of GNP statistics
and foreign direct investment statistics; the implication is that for 2012, official Spanish
outward FDI figures are underestimated; the hidden outward FDI flows can be calculated to
be € 2.4 billion or 0.2% of Spain’s GDP; this in turn is more than 1/6" of Spain’s official
FDI outflow (WELFENS, 2019). Such statistical problems regarding the outward FDI
figures of Spain — and possibly also other OECD countries — could also explain the global
and national mismatches in terms of FDI outward flows and FDI inward flows; thus,
cumulated FDI outflows are not accurate for Spain and possibly for other OECD countries -
and for Newly Industrialized Countries to the extent that tax evasion problems play a similar
role as in OECD countries as well. For an international comparison of both per capita wealth
and per capita income data, such problems require further research. This in turn means that
globalization is not assessed correctly. One also has to consider that global outward FDI
flows (according to UNCTAD figures) were US$ 1,369.508 billion so that an
underestimation of 17% - assuming the Spanish figures to apply to all countries — implies an
underestimation of $232.9 billion; since global outward FDI stock was $20,786.2 billion in
2012, the same underestimation of 17% implies an underestimation of the global stock of
$3,873.6 billion. Since corporate tax revenues in OECD countries are about 3% of GDP (see
Appendix 4), there is an implied gap in corporate income revenues of about 0.5% of GDP.
The assumption here is that the concealed outward FDI stock would normally translate only
into higher corporate tax revenues — but in reality the tax revenue gap could well concern
mainly income tax revenues.

Moreover, it has been shown for the case of Switzerland that the main driver of the recent
increase of the top 1% of Swiss income earners is related to cases where individuals have
income from abroad (FOELLMI/MARTINEZ, 2017). One may state the hypothesis that
income from abroad in a world of sharp international tax competition is very often taxed at
lower effective rates than income from domestic sources. If these income streams from
abroad are mainly capital income, the on-going rise of foreign direct investment — relative
to domestic capital formation — implies that modern globalization goes along with increasing
functional income inequality in the main source countries of foreign direct investment.
Finally one should not ignore the role of the shadow economy in a comparison of capitalist
and socialist systems. Some basic points are covered in Appendix 1. There is a need for
further research; one may also emphasize that the CEA (2018) report partly is very much
flawed.
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Appendix 1: Role of the Shadow Economy in Socialist Countries

and Capitalist Countries

A broad comparison of consumption in the socialist systems of Eastern Europe (say Poland,
German Democratic Republic, Hungary etc.) would not only have to look at the official
economy, but also at the unofficial shadow economy. There are also additional insights with
respect to the capitalist shadow economy whose size differs across OECD countries (on
estimates of the size of the capitalist shadow economy in OECD countries see F.
SCHNEIDER, 2006); “effective full per capita consumption” would have to also account
for the size of the shadow economy and the implied additional consumption related to this
and it could possibly also look into the role of the self-service economy.

A basic theoretical partial equilibrium approach for both the socialist shadow economy (in
Eastern Europe) and the capitalist shadow economy is offered here which shows that the
price in the “tax-free” capitalist shadow economy is lower than in the official economy while
the equilibrium price in the socialist shadow economy is higher than in the official economy.
The subsequent graph shows the official economy in the capitalist economy in a) and the
capitalist shadow economy in b) where goods are offered with the burden of taxation, social
security and regulations relevant in the official economy (marginal costs k’ which are
assumed to be positive are rather low therefore); and also the socialist system is summarized,
namely by pointing to the official economy where a certain amount of goods is produced
and allocated to a certain group of demanders at a state-administered price P° (P° in turn
could reflect marginal cost; assumption here for simplicity: no fixed costs); the demand in
the shadow economy is the unsatisfied demand in the official economy and goods are sold
at the price PS; this price in the market economy is lower than in the official economy, in the
socialist system it is higher than in the official system so that — other things equal — the
effective price level P= (P%)°(PS)'? (here b is the share of goods consumed in the official
economy) in a market economy is lower than in a socialist economy. In a market economy,
the demand is satisfied from above since those with the highest willingness to pay will get
the respective good (everybody on the arch A to point E on the demand curve in a)). In a
socialist economy, on the other hand, there is a government-organized allocation of inputs
and of goods produced; they are offered/sold to some targeted group: say the military and
those working in the export sector — this is the arch C to E in the subsequent graph for the
socialist economy (the state-administered official price p° is rather low and contains an
element of subsidization in many sectors). Thus the shadow economy’s demand curve is a
kinked demand curve (DD%). The supply in the socialist shadow economy is based on input
diverted from the official sector and there is also a risk premium in the supply curve; plus
corruption payments, for example to official bureaucrats or police officers. This leads to an
equilibrium point in the shadow economy which typically will bring a shadow economy
price that is above that of the official economy.
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Figure 1: Socialist Economy: (a) Official economy; b) Shadow Economy
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Figure 2: Capitalist Economy: (a) Official economy; b) Shadow Economy
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Appendix 2: Health Care Expenditures Statistics for Selected

Countries
Table 4: Health Care Expenditures Relative and Out of Pocket Expenditures
(rel. to GDP) in the US, Nordic Countries, the UK, Germany, France, and Japan
(2016)
Difference vis-a-
Health Care Out of Pocket . . Out of EOCket
. , vis the US in Expenditures
Country | Expenditures Expenditures
Percentage (rel. to Total Health
(rel. to GDP) (rel. to GDP) ] .
Points Care Expenditures)
United 17.07 1.89 i 11.07
States
Norway 10.50 1.53 -0.36 14.57
Sweden 10.94 1.67 -0.22 15.27
Finland 9.49 1.93 0.04 20.34
Denmark 10.35 1.42 -0.47 13.72
Germany 11.14 1.38 -0.51 12.39
France 11.54 1.13 -0.76 9.79
Japan 10.84 n.a. n.a. n.a.
United 9.76 1.48 041 15.16
Kingdom

Source: OECD, EIIW own calculations.

13



Appendix 3: Relative Effective* Disposable Nominal Income of

Germany+France and the US, 1995-2015

Table 5: Relative Effective* Disposable Nominal Income (y’; yearly data) of
Germany + France Relative to the US, 1995-2015, (‘000 US $ Purchasing Power
Parity (PPP))

Country 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 | Life Expectancy (L) L’xy¢
France 14,244 | 16,741 | 19,549 | 22,909 | 24,576 82.4 | 2,025,056
Germany 15,221 | 17,894 | 19,643 | 23,580 | 25,855 81.1 | 2,096,881
United States | 15,706 | 19,639 | 22,154 | 23,826 | 26,302 78.6 | 2,067,298
Average
E?lfference; 6 12 12 9 4
in percent
(FR+DE)/US

*Note: Here, “effective” means corrected for transatlantic differences in holiday time and health
care expenditures: For Germany and France, annual nominal income has been multiplied by 1.1 to
reflect a month of extra holiday in these countries, compared to the US; the official US figures have
been reduced by 18 percent (expected US health care expenditures relative to GDP) and those of
Germany and France by 11 percent (health care expenditures relative to GDP in France and
Germany in 2017). The last column multiplies the 2015 annual effective income with life expectancy;
this overestimates somewhat the EU advantage and the lead of Germany and France, respectively,
since future income should in normal circumstances be discounted by some adequate discount factor.
Source: WELFENS (2019), The Global Trump, London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Appendix 4: Corporate Tax Revenues as a Percentage of

GDP, Selected OECD Countries 2010-2017

Table 6: Corporate Tax Revenues as a Percentage of GDP of Respective
Country, Selected OECD Countries (2010-2017)
Country / Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
France 2.3 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.3
Germany 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.7 2.0 2.0
Italy 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.2 2.0 2.1 2.1
Japan 3.1 3.2 3.5 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.7 4.0
Korea 3.2 3.7 3.7 3.4 32 3.3 36 3.8
Luxembourg 5.8 5.0 5.1 4.8 4.3 4.4 4.6 5.2
Switzerland 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 3.0 3.1 3.3
United Kingdom 2.9 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.7 2.8
United States 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.1 2.0 1.9

Source: Own representation of OECD Revenue Statistics Database, 1200 Taxes on Income, Profits
and Capital Gains of Corporates.
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Appendix 5: Shadow Economy Estimates for Selected

Countries
Table 7: Average Size of the Shadow Economy over 1991 — 2015 for the US,

Nordic Countries, Germany, France, Italy and the UK

Country Estimated average size of the shadow economy in % of GDP

United States 9.4

Denmark 18.6

Finland 19.1

Norway 20.5

Sweden 19.9

Germany 15.6

France 16.0

Italy 29.6

United Kingdom 13.3

Source: Shadow Economies around the World: New Results for 158 Countries over 1991-2015,
Medina and Schneider (2017), CESIFO WORKING PAPER NO. 6430.

15



EIIW Diskussionsbeitrage
EIIW Discussion Papers

ISSN 1430-5445:

Die Zusammenfassungen der Beitrage finden Sie im Internet unter:
The abstracts of the publications can be found in the internet under:

http://www.eiiw.eu

No.
No.
No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.
No.
No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.
No.

161
162
163

164

165

166

167

168
169
170

171

172

173

174

175

176
177

Welfens, P.J.J.: Portfolio Modelling and Growth, January 2009
Bartelmus, P.: Sustainable Development — Has It Run Its Course? January 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.: Intégration Européenne et Mondialisation: Défis, Débats, Options,
February 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.: HKOHOMUYECKUM POCT, MTHHOBALIMU U ITPUPOIHLIE
PECVYPCEBI, February 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.; Vogelsang, M.: Regulierung und Innovationsdynamik in der EU-
Telekommunikationswirtschaft, February 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.: The International Banking Crisis: Lessons and EU Reforms,
February 2009

Schréder, C.: Financial System and Innovations: Determinants of Early Stage Venture
Capital in Europe, March 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.: Marshall-Lerner Condition and Economic Globalization, April 2009
Welfens, P.J.J.: Explaining Oil Price Dynamics, May 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.; Borbély, D.: Structural Change, Innovation and Growth in the Single
EU Market, August 2009

Welfens, P.J.J.: Innovationen und Transatlantische Bankenkrise: Eine
ordnungspolitische Analyse, August 2009

Erdem, D.; Meyer, K.: Natural Gas Import Dynamics and Russia’s Role in the Security
of Germany’s Supply Strategy, December 2009

Welfens P.J.J; Perret K.J.: Structural Change, Specialization and Growth in EU 25,
January 2010

Welfens P.J.J.; Perret K.J.; Erdem D.: Global Economic Sustainability Indicator:
Analysis and Policy Options for the Copenhagen Process, February 2010

Welfens, P.J.J.: Rating, Kapitalmarktsignale und Risikomanagement: Reformansatze
nach der Transatlantischen Bankenkrise, Februar 2010

Mahmutovic, Z.: Patendatenbank: Implementierung und Nutzung, Juli 2010

Welfens, P.J.J.: Toward a New Concept of Universal Services: The Role of Digital
Mobile Services and Network Neutrality, November 2010

16


http://www.eiiw.eu/

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200

Perret J.K.: A Core-Periphery Pattern in Russia — Twin Peaks or a Rat’s Tail, December
2010

Welfens P.J.J.: New Open Economy Policy Perspectives: Modified Golden Rule and
Hybrid Welfare, December 2010

Welfens P.J.J.: European and Global Reform Requirements for Overcoming the Banking
Crisis, December 2010

Szanyi, M.: Industrial Clusters: Concepts and Empirical Evidence from East-Central
Europe, December 2010

Szalavetz, A.: The Hungarian automotive sector — a comparative CEE perspective with
special emphasis on structural change, December 2010

Welfens, P.J.J.; Perret, K.J.; Erdem, D.: The Hungarian ICT sector — a comparative
CEE perspective with special emphasis on structural change, December 2010

Lengyel, B.: Regional clustering tendencies of the Hungarian automotive and ICT
industries in the first half of the 2000’s, December 2010

Schraéder, C.: Regionale und unternehmensspezifische Faktoren einer hohen
Wachstumsdynamik von IKT Unternehmen in Deutschland; Dezember 2010

Emons, O.: Innovation and Specialization Dynamics in the European Automotive Sector:
Comparative Analysis of Cooperation & Application Network, October 2010

Welfens, P.J.J.: The Twin Crisis: From the Transatlantic Banking Crisis to the Euro
Crisis? January 2011

Welfens, P.J.J.: Green ICT Dynamics: Key Issues and Findings for Germany, March
2012

Erdem, D.: Foreign Direct Investments, Energy Efficiency and Innovation Dynamics,
July 2011

Welfens, P.J.J.: Atomstromkosten und -risiken: Haftpflichtfragen und Optionen
rationaler Wirtschaftspolitik, Mai 2011

Welfens, P.J.J.: Towards a Euro Fiscal Union: Reinforced Fiscal and Macroeconomic
Coordination and Surveillance is Not Enough, January 2012

Irawan, T.: ICT and economic development: Conclusion from 10 Analysis for Selected
ASEAN Member States, November 2013

Welfens, P.J.J.; Perret, J.: Information & Communication Technology and True Real
GDP: Economic Analysis and Findings for Selected Countries, February 2014

Schréder, C.: Dynamics of ICT Cooperation Networks in Selected German ICT
Clusters, August 2013

Welfens, P.J.J.; Jungmittag, A.: Telecommunications Dynamics, Output and
Employment, September 2013

Feiguine, G.; Solojova, J.: ICT Investment and Internationalization of the Russian
Economy, September 2013

Kubielas, S.; Olender-Skorek, M.: ICT Modernization in Central and Eastern Europe,
May 2014 Trade and Foreign Direct Investment New Theoretical Approach and
Empirical Findings for US Exports & European Exports

Feiguine, G.; Solovjova, J.: Significance of Foreign Direct Investment for the
Development of Russian ICT sector, May 2014

Feiguine, G.; Solovjova, J.: ICT Modernization and Globalization: Russian
Perspectives, February 2012

Syraya, O.: Mobile Telecommunications and Digital Innovations, May 2014

17



No.
No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.
No.

No.

No.

No.
No.

No.

No.
No.

No.

No.

201
202

203

204

205

206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

214
215

216

217

218
219

220

221
222

223

224

Tan, A.: Harnessing the Power if ICT and Innovation Case Study Singapore, March 2014

Udalov, V.: Political-Economic Aspects of Renewable Energy: Voting on the Level of
Renewable Energy Support, November 2014

Welfens, P.J.J.: Overcoming the EU Crisis and Prospects for a Political Union, March
2014

Welfens, P.J.J.; Irawan, T.: Trade and Foreign Direct Investment: New Theoretical
Approach and Empirical Findings for US Exports and European Exports, November 2014

Welfens, P.J.J.: Competition in Telecommunications and Internet Services: Problems
with Asymmetric Regulations, December 2014

Welfens, P.J.J.: Innovation, Inequality and a Golden Rule for Growth in an Economy
with Cobb-Douglas Function and an R&D Sector

Jens K. Perret.: Comments on the Impact of Knowledge on Economic Growth across the
Regions of the Russian Federation

Welfens, P.J.J.; Irawan T.: European Innovations Dynamics and US Economic Impact:
Theory and Empirical Analysis, June 2015

Welfens, P.J.J.: Transatlantisches Freihandelsabkommen EU-USA: Befunde zu den
TTIP-Vorteilen und Anmerkungen zur TTIP-Debatte, Juni 2015

Welfens, P.J.J.: Overcoming the Euro Crisis and Prospects for a Political Union, July
2015

Welfens, P.J.J.: Schumpeterian Macroeconomic Production Function for Open
Economies: A New Endogenous Knowledge and Output Analysis, January 2016

Jungmittag, A.; Welfens, P.J.J.: Beyond EU-US Trade Dynamics: TTIP Effects Related
to Foreign Direct Investment and Innovation, February 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.: Misleading TTIP analysis in the 6th/7th May 2016 issue of DER
SPIEGEL, May 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.: TTIP-Fehlanalyse im SPIEGEL Heft 6. Mai 2016, Mai 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.; Irawan, T.; Perret, J.K.: True Investment-GDP Ratio in a World
Economy with Investment in Information & Communication Technology, June 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.: EU-Osterweiterung: Anpassungsprozesse, Binnenmarktdynamik und
Euro-Perspektiven, August 2016

Perret, J.K.: A Spatial Knowledge Production Function Approach for the Regions of the
Russian Federation, June 2016

Korus, A.: Currency Overvaluation and R&D Spending, September 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.;: Cameron’s Information Disaster in the Referendum of 2016: An Exit
from Brexit? September 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.: Qualitatswettbewerb, Produktinnovationen und Schumpetersche
Prozesse in internationalen Markten, October 2016

Jungmittag, A.: Techno-Globalisierung, October 2016

Dachs, B.: Techno-Globalisierung als Motor des Aufholprozesses im 6sterreichischen
Innovationssystem, October 2016

Perret, J.K.: Strukturwandel in der Européischen Union am Beispiel ausgewéhlter
Leitméarkte mit besonderem Bezug auf die Innovationstatigkeit der Mitgliedslander,
October 2016

Irawan, T.; Welfens, P.J.J.: ICT Dynamics and Regional Trade Bias in Asia: Theory
and Empirical Aspects, October 2016

18



No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.
No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.
No.

No.

No.

225

226

227

228

230

231

232

233

234
235

236

238

239

240

241

242

243

244

245

246
247

248

249

Korus, A.: Erneuerbare Energien und Leitmarkte in der EU und Deutschland, October
2016

Dachs, B.; Budde, B.: Fallstudie Nachhaltiges Bauen und Lead Markets in Osterreich,
October 2016

Welfens, P.J.J.: eHealth: Grundlagen der Digitalen Gesundheitswirtschaft und
Leitmarktperspektiven, October 2016

Korus, A.: Innovationsorientierte 6ffentliche Beschaffung und Leitmérkte: Politische
Initiativen in der EU, October 2016

Nan, Yu: Innovation of renewable energy generation technologies at a regional level in
China: A study based on patent data analysis, December 2016

Welfens, P.J.J; Debes, C.: Globale Nachhaltigkeit 2017: Ergebnisse zum EIIW-vita
Nachhaltigkeitsindikator, Mérz 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: Negative Welfare Effects from Enhanced International M&As in the
Post-BREXIT-Referendum UK, April 2017

Udalov, V.; Welfens, P.J.J.: Digital and Competing Information Sources: Impact on
Environmental Concern und Prospects for Cooperation, April 2017

Welfens, P.J.J.: The True Cost of BREXIT for the UK: A Research Note, October 2017

Welfens, P.J.J.; Hanrahan, D.: BREXIT: Key Analytical Issues and Insights from
Revised Economic Forecasts, January 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: Techno-Globalisierung, Leitmarkte und Strukturwandel in
wirtschaftspolitischer Sicht, August 2017

Welfens, P.J.J.: Foreign Financial Deregulation under Flexible and Fixed Exchange
Rates, June 2017

Welfens, P.J.J.; Kadiric, S.: Neuere Finanzmarktaspekte von Bankenkrise, QE-Politik
und EU-Bankenaufsicht, July 2017

Welfens, P.J.J.; Hanrahan, D.: The BREXIT Dynamics: British and EU27 Challenges
after the EU Referendum, May 2017

Welfens, P.J.J.; Baier, F.: BREXIT and FDI: Key Issues and New Empirical Findings,
January 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: International Risk Management in BREXIT and Policy Options, March
2018

Korus, A.; Celebi, K.: The Impact of Brexit on the British Pound/Euro Exchange rate
The Impact of Brexit on the British Pound/Euro Exchange rate, April 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.; Yushkova, E.: IKT-Sektor in China und Wirtschaftsbeziehungen zu
Deutschland, April 2018

Udalov, V.: Analysis of Individual Renewable Energy Support: An Enhanced Model,
June 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: Lack of International Risk Management in BREXIT? July 18 2018

Xiong, T.; Welfens, P.J.J.: The Effects of Foreign Direct Investment on Regional
Innovation Capacity in China, June 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: New Marshall-Lerner Conditions for an Economy with Outward and
Two-Way Foreign Direct Investment, July 2018, Updated February 2019

Welfens, P.J.J.; Xiong, T.: BREXIT Perspectives: Financial Market Dynamics, Welfare
Aspects and Problems from Slower Growth, September 2018

19



No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

250

251

252

253

254

255

256

257

Welfens, P.J.J.; Udalov, V.: International Inequality Dynamics: Issues and Evidence of
a Redistribution Kuznets Curve, September 2018

Kadiric, S.; Korus, A.: The Effects of Brexit on Corporate Yield Spreads: Evidence
from UK and Eurozone Corporate Bond Markets, September 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: Import Tariffs, Foreign Direct Investment and Innovation: A New View
on Growth and Protectionism, December 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.: Explaining Trumpism as a Structural US Problem: New Insights and
Transatlantic Plus Global Economic Perspectives, October 2018

Baier, F.J.; Welfens, P.J.J.: The UK’s Banking FDI Flows and Total British FDI: A
Dynamic BREXIT Analysis, November 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.; Yu, N.; Hanrahan, D.; Schmuelling, B; Fechtner, H.: Electrical Bus
Mobility in the EU and China: Technological, Ecological and Economic Policy
Perspectives, December 2018

Welfens, P.J.J.; Baier, F.; Kadiric, S.; Korus, A.; Xiong, T.: EU28 Capital Market
Perspectives of a Hard BREXIT: Theory, Empirical Findings and Policy Options, March
2019

Welfens, P.J.J.: Council of Economic Advisers: Biased Per Capita Consumption
Comparison of the US with Europe, March 2019

20



Weitere Beitrage von Interesse:
Titels of related interest:

Paul J.J. Welfens (2017), Macro Innovation Dynamics and the Golden Age, New Insights into
Schumpeterian Dynamics, Inequality and Economic Growth, Springer Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (Nov. 2016), Brexit aus Versehen: Europaische Union zwischen Desintegration und neuer
EU, Springer Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Jens K. Perret; Tony Irawan; Evgeniya Yushkova (2015), Towards Global
Sustainability, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; A. Korus; T. Irawan (2014), Transatlantisches Handels- und Investitionsabkommen:
Handels-, Wachstums- und industrielle Beschéftigungsdynamik in Deutschland, den USA und
Europa, Lucius & Lucius Stuttgart

Paul J.J. Welfens (2013), Grundlagen der Wirtschaftspolitik, 5. Auflage, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2013), Social Security and Economic Globalization, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2012), Clusters in Automotive and Information & Communication Technology, Springer
Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2011), Innovations in Macroeconomics, 3rd revised and enlarged edition, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2011), Zukunftsfahige Wirtschaftspolitik fiir Deutschland und Europa, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Cillian Ryan, eds. (2011), Financial Market Integration and Growth, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Raimund Bleischwitz; Paul J.J. Welfens; Zhong Xiang Zhang (2011), International Economics of
Resource Efficiency, Physica-Verlag Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; John T. Addison (2009), Innovation, Employment and Growth Policy Issues in the EU
and the US, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Suthiphand Chirathivat; Franz Knipping (2009), EU — ASEAN, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Ellen Walther-Klaus (2008), Digital Excellence, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Huub Meijers; Bernhard Dachs; Paul J.J. Welfens (2008), Internationalisation of European ICT
Activities, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Richard Tilly; Paul J.J. Welfens; Michael Heise (2007), 50 Years of EU Economic Dynamics, Springer
Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Mathias Weske (2007), Digital Economic Dynamics, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Franz Knipping; Suthiphand Chirathivat (2006), Integration in Asia and Europe,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Edward M. Graham; Nina Oding; Paul J.J. Welfens (2005), Internationalization and Economic Policy
Reforms in Transition Countries, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Anna Wziatek-Kubiak (2005), Structural Change and Exchange Rate Dynamics,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg

21



Paul J.J. Welfens; Peter Zoche; Andre Jungmittag; Bernd Beckert; Martina Joisten (2005),
Internetwirtschaft 2010, Physica-Verlag Heidelberg

Evgeny Gavrilenkov; Paul J.J. Welfens; Ralf Wiegert (2004), Economic Opening Up and Growth in
Russia, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

John T. Addison; Paul J.J. Welfens (2003), Labor Markets and Social Security, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Timothy Lane; Nina Oding; Paul J.J. Welfens (2003), Real and Financial Economic Dynamics in Russia
and Eastern Europe, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Claude E. Barfield; Gunter S. Heiduk; Paul J.J. Welfens (2003), Internet, Economic Growth and
Globalization, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Thomas Gries; Andre Jungmittag; Paul J.J. Welfens (2003), Neue Wachstums- und Innovationspolitik in
Deutschland und Europa, Physica-Verlag Heidelberg

Hermann-Josef Bunte; Paul J.J. Welfens (2002), Wettbewerbsdynamik und Marktabgrenzung auf
Telekommunikationsmarkten, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Ralf Wiegert (2002), Transformationskrise und neue Wirtschaftsreformen in Russland,
Physica-Verlag Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Andre Jungmittag (2002), Internet, Telekomliberalisierung und Wirtschaftswachstum,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2002), Interneteconomics.net, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

David B. Audretsch; Paul J.J. Welfens (2002), The New Economy and Economic Growth in Europe and
the US, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2001), European Monetary Union and Exchange Rate Dynamics, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2001), Internationalization of the Economy and Environmental Policy Options, Springer
Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (2001), Stabilizing and Integrating the Balkans, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Richard Tilly; Paul J.J. Welfens (2000), Economic Globalization, International Organizations and Crisis
Management, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Evgeny Gavrilenkov (2000), Restructuring, Stabilizing and Modernizing the New
Russia, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Klaus Gloede; Hans Gerhard Strohe; Dieter Wagner (1999), Systemtransformation in
Deutschland und RuRland, Physica-Verlag Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Cornelius Graack (1999), Technologieorientierte Unternehmensgriindungen und
Mittelstandspolitik in Europa, Physica-Verlag Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; George Yarrow; Ruslan Grinberg; Cornelius Graack (1999), Towards Competition in
Network Industries, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1999), Globalization of the Economy, Unemployment and Innovation, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1999), EU Eastern Enlargement and the Russian Transformation Crisis, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

22



Paul J.J. Welfens; S. Jungbluth; H. Meyer; John T. Addison; David B. Audretsch; Thomas Gries;
Hariolf Grupp (1999), Globalization, Economic Growth and Innovation Dynamics, Springer
Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; David B. Audretsch; John T. Addison; Hariolf Grupp (1998), Technological
Competition, Employment and Innovation Policies in OECD Countries, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

John T. Addison; Paul J.J. Welfens (1998), Labor Markets and Social Security, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Axel Borsch-Supan; Jirgen von Hagen; Paul J.J. Welfens (1997), Wirtschaftspolitik und Weltwirtschaft,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; George Yarrow (1997), Telecommunications and Energy in Systemic Transformation,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Jurgen v. Hagen; Paul J.J. Welfens; Axel Bérsch-Supan (1997), Springers Handbuch der
Volkswirtschaftslehre 2, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Holger C. Wolf (1997), Banking, International Capital Flows and Growth in Europe,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1997), European Monetary Union, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Richard Tilly; Paul J.J. Welfens (1996), European Economic Integration as a Challenge to Industry and
Government, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Jirgen v. Hagen; Axel Bérsch-Supan; Paul J.J. Welfens (1996), Springers Handbuch der
Volkswirtschaftslehre 1, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1996), Economic Aspects of German Unification, Springer Berlin Heidelberg
Paul J.J. Welfens; Cornelius Graack (1996), Telekommunikationswirtschaft, Springer Berlin Heidelberg
Paul J.J. Welfens (1996), European Monetary Integration, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Michael W. Klein; Paul J.J. Welfens (1992), Multinationals in the New Europe and Global Trade, Springer
Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1992), Economic Aspects of German Unification, Springer Berlin Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1992), Market-oriented Systemic Transformations in Eastern Europe, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens (1990), Internationalisierung von Wirtschaft und Wirtschaftspolitik, Springer Berlin
Heidelberg

Paul J.J. Welfens; Leszek Balcerowicz (1988), Innovationsdynamik im Systemvergleich, Physica-Verlag
Heidelberg

23



