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Abstract 

This paper analyses economic developments in the eurozone since its inception in 1999. In doing so, we 

document a process of economic divergence and polarisation among those countries that joined the 

eurozone during its first two years, which fits a typical ‘core – periphery’ pattern. We show how this 

polarisation process first manifested in increasing current account imbalances before the crisis, before it 

translated unto the level of general macroeconomic development after the crisis. Empirically, we 

demonstrate how this divergence is tied to a ‘structural polarisation’ in terms of the sectoral composition 

of eurozone countries: specifically, the emergence of export-driven growth in core countries and debt-

driven growth in the European periphery coincides with differences in technological capabilities and firm 

performance. Pushing for convergence within Europe requires the implementation of three intertwined 

policy programmes: macroprudential financial regulation, active industrial policies aiming at a 

technological catch-up process in periphery countries, and progressive re-distributional policies to 

sustain adequate levels of aggregate demand throughout the eurozone. 

 

Keywords: polarisation, European Monetary Union, industrial policy, financial regulation, growth 

trajectories 
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1. Introduction 

Nearly twenty years after the introduction of the European Monetary Union in 1999 and about ten years 

after the outbreak of the financial crisis of 2007/2008, economic developments within the eurozone 

remain remarkably uneven. Germany, for instance, has turned from being the 1990s ‘sick man of 

Europe’ to a dominant economic power of today: it has not only bounced back from the financial crisis 

but has also been able to accumulate large current account surpluses (Simonazzi et al., 2013; Storm 

and Naastepad, 2015b; Stockhammer and Wildauer, 2016). Real output in Germany increased by 24.1 

percentage points between 1999 and 2016, which stands in stark contrast to the developments in other 

eurozone countries like Italy, where real output increased only by 4.6 percentage points, Portugal (+ 

8.2 pp) or Greece (+ 1 pp).1 Such a casual inspection of current macroeconomic statistics indicates that 

the euro’s alleged role as a ‘convergence machine’ (e.g. Gill and Raiser, 2012) has been contradicted by 

a reality of accelerated divergence – at least for the countries joining the euro during the first two years 

since its inception in 1999. In this paper, we will study the mechanisms underlying this divergence. 

While a large literature has studied the causes of the present crisis in Europe (e.g. Baldwin et al., 2015; 

Stockhammer, 2015) and stressed the shortcomings of an institutional architecture in a European 

Monetary Union without fiscal and political union (e.g. De Grauwe, 2012; Boyer, 2013), this paper offers 

two novel perspectives on said issues. First, we provide a unified framework for analysing polarisation in 

the eurozone with a special consideration of the impact of the financial crisis to demonstrate the 

continuity of the underlying polarisation process. Second, we relate the emergence of divergent 

macroeconomic development paths across the eurozone to technological capabilities and firm 

performance in different countries to gain a better understanding of developmental prospects in Europe. 

The importance of our first contribution derives from the fact that the polarisation process in Europe has 

hardly been visible before the outbreak of the financial crisis in terms of commonly used macroeconomic 

indicators; instead interest rates, unemployment and GDP growth were all developing in a similar way in 

both core as well as periphery (Figure 1, Panels a,b,c). In Figure 1 as well as throughout the paper, our 

distinction between core and periphery follows the recent literature (e.g. Simonazzi et al., 2013; Baldwin 

et al., 2015; Storm and Naastepad, 2015c). Core countries include: Austria, Belgium, Finland, 

Luxembourg, Germany, and Netherlands; and periphery countries include: Greece, Ireland, Italy, 

Portugal, and Spain.2 

Before the crisis, only the increase in current account imbalances (Figure 1, Panel d) indicates 

divergence between core and periphery countries: while the population-weighted average of the current 

account in the core rose from about 0.3% in 2000 to more than +6.5% of GDP in 2007, the weighted 

 

1
  Source: AMECO data on real GDP; authors’ calculations. 

2
  Notably, our definitions of core and periphery countries include all eurozone members which joined during the first to 

years of the European Monetary Union with the exception of France. 
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average of current account deficits in the periphery more than doubled from -3.2% at the start of the 

euro project to -6.3% before the financial crisis.3 

Figure 1 / The hidden polarisation in the eurozone 

 

*The plots show the population-weighted means with the area +/- 1 standard deviation around the weighted mean being 
shaded.  
Source: AMECO (for the economic indicators) and UN (for the population size); authors’ own calculation. 

Our second contribution aims at extending past works by Simonazzi et al. (2013) as well as Storm and 

Naastepad (2015a, 2015b, 2015c), who emphasise that divergences in eurozone industry structures are 

crucial for understanding the macroeconomic developments within the eurozone. However as these 

studies largely focus on pre-crisis years, they do not embed their analysis in a broader account of 

structural polarisation in the eurozone as a process that has continued in post-crisis years. This paper 

closes this gap in the literature by proposing a framework that allows for linking firm performance in core 

and periphery countries of the eurozone to the macroeconomic literature on ‘export-led’ and ‘debt-led’ 

growth models (e.g. Stockhammer and Wildauer, 2016). Furthermore, parts of our empirical analysis 

also shed light on the underlying reasons for the observed economic divergence, namely the unequal 

distribution of technological capabilities. 
 

3
  Mainstream economists and European policy-makers overwhelmingly interpreted these imbalances as a positive side-

effect of an on-going convergence process triggered by the euro (e.g. Blanchard and Giavazzi, 2002; Giavazzi and 
Spaventa, 2010). 
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To identify the mechanisms underlying European polarisation, we proceed as follows: The next section 

develops a theoretical framework that integrates the dynamics on the macro and microeconomic sphere 

into a consistent view on European divergence. Section 3 provides empirical evidence for the 

mechanisms highlighted by this framework. Section 4 summarises our argument and discusses its policy 

implications. 
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2. Imbalances and macroeconomic fragility: 
A theoretical framework capturing structural 
polarisation in Europe 

This section provides a theoretical framework that allows for identifying the major dynamics of structural 

polarisation on both the micro- and macroeconomic level. In short, we argue that divergence across 

eurozone countries before the financial crisis manifested itself in the emergence of two different growth 

trajectories – one trajectory ‘(private) debt-led’, the other one ‘export-led’. The structural ramifications 

arising from these two growth trajectories were hardly visible by inspecting typical macroeconomic 

indicators until the debt-led trajectory turned unsustainable with the unfolding of the financial crisis of 

2007-2008. While the crisis has made obvious even to casual observers that European countries are 

diverging from a macroeconomic point of view, we argue that patterns of sectoral specialisation already 

established before the advent of the crisis play a major role in the unfolding of imbalances within the 

eurozone. 

2.1. MAIN MACROECONOMIC TRENDS 

We start with the generally accepted stylised fact that inequality has been increasing in most Western 

countries, including the EU’s member countries (Atkinson et al. 2011). An increase in inequality leads to 

a decrease in effective demand, which weakens the economic outlook for the affected countries 

(Stockhammer, 2015). The question whether such a weakening represents an existential threat to 

economic development depends upon a number of other circumstances, including the reaction of the 

government, the impact of economic openness and the role of financial markets (see Table 1 for a 

summary). 

First, the government could increase fiscal spending to stabilise aggregate demand by compensating the 

decrease in private spending. However, in much of contemporary Europe the Stability and Growth Pact 

restricts expansionary fiscal policies. Also, the pre-crisis roots in the eurozone’s countries lie not in 

expansionary fiscal policies leading to excessive fiscal deficits and public debt (Lane, 2012). Rather the 

inverse proposition holds, namely the costs of the crisis (related to bailing-out the banking system, 

decreases in tax revenues and increases in unemployment-related spending) have created sovereign 

debt problems from 2010 onwards (e.g. Shambaugh, 2012; Baldwin et al., 2015). 

Second, aggregate demand for domestic goods might nonetheless increase if firms manage to increase 

their exports relative to current imports to substitute domestic demand with foreign demand, leading to 

net capital outflows as one side-effect (Hobza and Zeugner, 2014). Germany is the archetypical example 

for a country with an increasing export share and net foreign lending (Simonazzi et al., 2013), but the 

Netherlands or Austria also fall into this category. Because their current account is positive, these 

countries are called ‘surplus countries’ and, at least within the currency region, they are also creditor 

countries. 
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A third possibility is that the implied decrease in disposable income is compensated by an increase in 

the willingness of the private sector to incur debt in order to continue spending on goods in the face of 

rising income inequality (Barba and Pivetti, 2009; Gu and Huang, 2014). If such a demand for credit is 

accommodated by a corresponding credit supply, this may temporarily mask the (potential) reduction in 

demand that would result from the drop in disposable income; however, it comes at the price of 

increasing private sector debt and higher financial fragility (Kapeller and Schütz, 2015). Examples for 

countries on this trajectory are Portugal, Spain or Greece (e.g. Drudy and Collins, 2011; Ruiz et al., 

2016; Heimberger and Kapeller, 2017). 

Table 1 / A summary of potential reactions to a decrease in effective demand 

Mechanisms compensating 

for decreasing demand 

Expansionary fiscal 

policy 

Substitution of domestic with 

foreign demand 

Stabilising demand via 

debt-let private sector 

expansion 

Requirements 
Creditors (could be central 

bank) 

Competitive advantage, 

foreign import demand, capital 

outflows 

Sufficiently de-regulated 

financial markets, capital 

inflows 

Main Actor(s) Government Firms Households 

Side effects 
Increasing indebtedness of 

the national government 

Net lending, currency re-

valuation (not applicable in the 

euro area) 

Increasing indebtedness of 

private households 

Examples in the EU 
Legal institutions in the EU 

restrict this strategy. 
Germany, Austria, Netherlands Spain, Italy, Portugal, … 

Implications for current 

account 
Negative Positive Negative 

Authors’ illustration. 

Development regimes throughout the EU have been shaped by these mechanisms to different degrees, 

with export-based expansion prevailing in some countries and private debt-led compensation in others 

(Stockhammer and Wildauer, 2016; Storm and Naastepad, 2016). This constellation of growth 

trajectories led to large current account imbalances and a division into surplus countries and deficit 

countries in pre-crisis times (e.g. Giavazzi and Spaventa, 2010). However, while current account deficits 

were mostly financed by capital flows from core countries to the periphery via intra-European financial 

linkages (Hobza and Zeugner, 2014; Storm and Naastepad, 2015c), the periphery countries’ growing 

trade deficits were actually not primarily accumulated vis-à-vis eurozone countries but vis-à-vis the rest 

of the world (Chen et al., 2013; for details, see section 3.2). 

While European countries had already started to drift apart well before the financial crisis, the crisis has 

impacted the viability of stabilising demand via debt-led private sector expansion. The political reaction 

of imposing fiscal austerity from 2010 onwards has reduced demand further, especially in the Southern 

periphery, which led countries such as Spain, Portugal or Greece into a debt-deflationary cycle due to 

deficient demand. Their governments are lacking viable instruments to counter decreasing demand and 

these countries are trapped in a vicious cycle of increasing debt, low growth and high unemployment 

(Heimberger and Kapeller, 2017). 
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So far, we have articulated the main macroeconomic trends underlying polarisation in the eurozone, but 

remained silent on the question of why some countries, be it deliberately or by accident, relied more 

strongly on debt-led compensation, while other opted for export-based expansion. In order to identify 

possible reasons for this divergence and to better explain its unfolding in the pre-crisis period, we next 

focus on analysing the underlying polarisation process on the micro and meso level. 

2.2. DETERMINANTS OF DEBT-DRIVEN GROWTH 

The EU has witnessed a liberalisation period with deep structural changes in the financial sector, which 

allowed for increasing credit supply that contributed to the emergence of debt-driven growth trajectory in 

a number of countries In particular, financial deregulation allowed financial institutions already present in 

one member country to open affiliates in other member countries. This led to a significant increase in the 

size of the financial sector, going along with a rise in the supply of credit (Chmelar, 2013). Financial 

sector integration also facilitated the cross-border movement of capital, implying that sectors with above-

average rates of return experienced a steep rise in capital inflows. During the pre-crisis period, some 

industrial sectors in the Southern European periphery experienced rates of return exceeding those in the 

core countries (e.g. the Spanish construction sector). As capital became available to these sectors, it 

spurred economic expansion driven by foreign credit (Baldwin et al., 2015; Storm and Naastepad, 2016). 

In the periphery these capital flows and financial interlinkages between core and periphery countries 

contributed to debt-led booms and corresponding asset-bubbles (Chen et al., 2013; Hobza and Zeugner, 

2014). Low real interest rates in the Southern periphery were also a consequence of the monetary 

union. Having a common interest rate set by the ECB meant that countries with above average inflation 

rates (mostly the countries of the Southern periphery) nonetheless experienced declines in real interest 

rates (Baldwin et al., 2015; Storm and Naastepad, 2015c) and corresponding inducements to increase 

private sector debt. Similarly, low real interest rates on mortgages stimulated real estate booms, most 

notably in Ireland and Spain (Storm and Naastepad, 2016). 

In the context of explaining the increase in the demand for debt in the eurozone, it is well established 

that people’s perception of what is a decent material standard of living is influenced by past consumption 

patterns as well as observations of peers such as neighbours, friends and relatives. Hence, falling or 

unequally distributed income creates an incentive to close the gap between obtained income and 

aspired consumption by acquiring private credit.4 Hence, increasing inequality implies a higher demand 

for household credit, which is exactly what we observe in the data: personal inequality has been found to 

be a main driver of private credit in the U.S. (Christen and Morgan, 2005) as well as in an international 

comparison of countries (Gu and Huang, 2014). Furthermore, and consistent with our framework, the 

eurozone countries with the highest levels of national income inequality in 1995 were (in ascending 

order) Ireland, Italy, Spain and Greece (Hoffmeister, 2009), i.e. exactly those countries that once 

monetary and financial sector integration took place experienced a period of rapid private credit 

expansion, which allowed for an expansion of aggregate demand. 

  

 

4
  This tendency is further supported in case of increasing asset prices and the existence of corresponding wealth effects 

(Stockhammer and Wildauer, 2016). 
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2.3. EXPORT-DRIVEN GROWTH: COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE AND FIRM 
PERFORMANCE 

In contrast to the debt-led growth trajectory, the export-led trajectory builds on compensating losses in 

aggregate demand by increasing exports instead of expanding private credit. However, such an increase 

in net exports can hardly be realised by all European countries at the same time as increases in net 

exports in some countries require corresponding increases in net imports elsewhere. Hence, as long as 

the rest of the world does not fall into a frenzy of buying European goods, expectations of an overall 

export-based growth pattern for Europe are misguided. In what follows, we argue that countries 

populated by firms lacking in international competitiveness will find it more difficult to mitigate inadequate 

domestic demand by generating additional revenues from exports (see Table 1). Hence, we hypothesise 

that differences in firm structure contributed to the emergence of different growth trajectories across 

Europe. 

When discussing the determinants of firm competitiveness in international trade, it seems noteworthy 

that only a limited share of firms actually participate in those markets (e.g. Bernard and Jensen, 2006; 

Bernard et al., 2007) and that those firms tend to exhibit higher productivity (e.g. Bernard et al., 2007; 

van Biesenbroeck, 2007). Mainstream economic models relate these patterns either to a selection effect 

(e.g. Melitz, 2003), which asserts that only more successful firms are able to trade internationally, or to a 

treatment effect (e.g. Krugman, 1979), which reverses the selection argument by assuming that activity 

on international markets renders firms more productive. 

As the mainstream approach basically equates ‘exporting’ with ‘competitive’ and thus broadly with 

‘better’ (in terms of wages or productivity), it often loses sight of the question: what determines 

competitiveness of firms in the first place? While the existence of such a competitive advantage can take 

very different forms – such as the presence of natural resources, advanced technology, the provision of 

lower regulatory standards and specific legislation or the availability of cheap input factors – much of the 

existing literature focuses on the role of (unit) labour costs for explaining competitiveness (e.g. 

Stockhammer, 2011; Gabrisch and Staehr, 2014), while others emphasise the importance of regulatory 

issues (Kapeller et al., 2016) and natural endowments (Dicken, 2014), especially in a global context. 

While these studies focus on the country level, a significant body of literature has analysed the sources 

of competitiveness by looking at the importance of factor costs and technological capabilities on the 

sectoral level. In this context, the level of technological capabilities is found to be more important than 

differences in factor costs (echoing Kaldor, 1978), especially in sectors characterised by higher degrees 

of technical sophistication (e.g. Carlin et al., 2001; Storm and Naastepad, 2015b). In these 

circumstances, relative unit labour costs only play a minor role in determining current export 

performance in comparison to technological capabilities. However, low unit labour costs might serve to 

attract foreign investment and, hence, may facilitate technological upgrading.5 

Other studies disaggregate the data further to study the role of cost and technological competitiveness 

at the firm level. The results do not differ fundamentally from those at the sector level: there is no clear 

evidence that lower labour costs are a significant determinant for international competitiveness across 

firms, while technological capabilities and innovativeness are key (Dosi et al., 2015). These results align 
 

5
  This case seems to apply for the CEE countries (Popescu, 2014; Stögmüller, 2016), but is largely outside the scope of 

this paper as the CEE countries joined the eurozone rather late (Slovenia and Slovakia) or not at all. 
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well with those of Manova and Zhang (2012) who argue that products of higher quality can enter foreign 

markets more easily, and that it is more important for single firms to participate in those markets than to 

be cost-efficient. Finally, the result that labour costs play a marginal role in determining international 

competitiveness in many sectors and contexts is well in line with the fact that changes in unit labour 

costs have a negligible impact on gross output prices for internationally marketed goods (Storm and 

Naastepad, 2015b). 

Summing up, while low factor costs cannot guarantee for the success of firms on international markets, 

technological capabilities are of key importance: the competitiveness of a country’s population of firms is 

determined by its relative technological capabilities rather than by its relative unit labour cost (Dosi et al., 

1990; Dosi et al., 2015). This result is largely supported by evidence from the eurozone: Germany’s 

export success, for instance, is not primarily a consequence of relatively low wages; instead, it is due to 

superior ‘non-price competitiveness’ by German firms, while the eurozone’s periphery countries have 

stayed behind in terms of their technological capabilities (Simonazzi et al., 2013; Storm and Naastepad, 

2015a, 2015c). The role played by wage restraint is important in a different way: it has been crucial in 

terms of keeping consumption demand and thereby import demand in check. Thus, low wage growth 

has contributed to Germany’s ‘current account success’ without providing much of a boost to exports 

(Simonazzi et al., 2013; Storm and Naastepad, 2015b). However, as the countries under study – those, 

which joined the eurozone in the first two years since its inception – are rather homogenous, the finding 

of a technological priority in determining international competitiveness seems only appropriate for the 

case at hand and should also be taken with a grain of salt as its applicability to a more heterogeneous 

set of (advanced and/or developing) countries should not be taken for granted. 
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3. Dimensions of structural polarisation in the 
eurozone 

Against the background of this framework for analysing polarisation in the eurozone, we now turn to the 

empirical dimensions of divergence between core and periphery. Keeping in mind that economic 

polarisation largely remained concealed before the advent of the financial crisis (Figure 1), we 

empirically illustrate the role of private-debt dynamics and the production and export structures. 

3.1. DIVERGING TRENDS IN PRIVATE DEBT 

The recent years have seen a steady increase in debt across Europe. This increase, however, has been 

shared unequally. Considering the development of debt held by the real sector, i.e. excluding the 

financial sector, we see that from 1999 until 2016 several countries (Ireland, Luxemburg, Portugal and 

Greece) saw their non-financial sector debt rise to more than 170% of GDP, whereas Germany more or 

less managed to keep its level of debt at the 1999 level (see Figure 2). Moreover, despite the heavy 

emphasis in the public discourse on the rise in government debt as the alleged root of the crisis, it was 

instead private sector debt of households and non-financial firms that contributed substantially to the rise 

in debt in nearly all eurozone countries. Additionally, while the major part of the increase in government 

debt occurred post-crisis (due to financial sector bailouts, unemployment benefits, tax losses and fiscal 

stimulus programmes), the rise in household debt occurred before the crisis (Figure 3). 

Figure 2 / Change in debt relative to initial GDP between 1999 and 2016  

 

Source: OECD, data set ‘FIN_IND_FBS’, retrieved July 2017; author’s own calculation 
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Figure 3 shows that, beside the fact that the levels of household debt peaked around the crisis, the rise 

in household debt was much more pronounced in the periphery compared to the core and was 

concentrated in the pre-crisis phase, while non-financial corporate debt does not show the same pattern, 

but rather increases constantly across time in both, core and periphery. 

Figure 3 / Average evolution of household-debt as a percentage of GDP among core and 

periphery countries  

 

Source: OECD, data set ‘FIN_IND_FBS’, retrieved July 2017; authors’ calculations. 

While periphery countries initially started out with significantly lower levels of household debt, they 

surpassed core country levels in 2005, while the periphery never surpassed the core in terms of 

corporate debt. In this view, household indebtedness emerges as a prime indicator for detecting and 

understanding unsustainable debt-based growth models, which marked pre-crisis developments in the 

eurozone.6 With household debt at historically high levels and a financial sector unwilling to lend during 

crisis, after the start of the crisis a sharp decline in private demand was the inevitable consequence in 

the periphery. In conjunction with EU’s fiscal regulatory framework (e.g. Lane, 2012), there was no way 

to avoid deep recessions and economic stagnation in the periphery. 

3.2. DIVERGENCE OF PRODUCT DIVERSIFICATION AND TRADE FLOWS 
WITH THE REST OF THE WORLD 

In this section, we show that there are two main channels of polarisation in terms of production and 

export structures: one related to the destination of exports, the other to the kind of products being 

exported. 

3.2.1. Polarisation in terms of export markets 

We now turn to an analysis of whether polarisation is also visible in trade data. Figure 4 is based on 

bilateral trade flows of Germany, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Greece and Spain from 1999 to 2016. The data 

depicted in Figure 4 clearly indicate a polarisation process between Germany and the periphery 

 

6
  In addition, the growth of non-financial corporate debt is most probably partly due to processes of financialisation, as 

investment did not increase in the same proportion. Its impact on aggregate demand is, therefore, more dubious. 
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countries (excluding Ireland).7 Several points are worth highlighting. First, the periphery countries’ trade 

balances were already on a path of deterioration well before the outbreak of the crisis, mainly due to 

rising imports (e.g. Chen et al., 2013). Second, the periphery countries’ trade balances improved from 

2007 to 2016, but this development is to a large extent due to the slump in imports, caused by fiscal 

consolidation and deflationary wage policies after the crisis (e.g. Stockhammer and Sotiropoulos, 2014). 

Third, Germany’s trade surplus was already increasing before the start of the crisis; between 1999 and 

2007, the trade balance vis-à-vis the rest of the world increased much more than vis-à-vis the eurozone. 

In fact, Germany’s trade balance vis-à-vis the eurozone has declined by more than 2 percentage points 

since reaching a peak in 2007; in fact, the German trade balance vis-à-vis the eurozone has recorded 

values close to zero since 2012. At the same time, however, Germany’s trade balance vis-à-vis the rest 

of the world has continued to grow since the start of the crisis, standing at 7.8% of GDP in 2016. Hence, 

an important part of Germany’s growth story seems to be that over the last 20 years, German firms have 

managed to diversify their export markets, thereby recording strong export growth in regions with sub-

par economic growth. At the same time, the periphery countries have clearly not managed to do the 

same, as can be seen from the evolution of the periphery’s trade balance vis-à-vis the rest of the world 

since 1999. 

Figure 4 / The evolution of trade balances in Germany and in the periphery of the eurozone 

(in % of GDP) 

 

Source: Direction of trade (IMF), World Economic Outlook (IMF); own calculations; ROW: Rest of the world. Data includes 
only goods and no services. 

 

7
  Note that the line for the periphery countries in Figure 4 excludes Ireland, as Ireland’s model of attracting large 

multinationals by introducing low corporate taxes comes with a spike in exports that should be contrasted with a 
corresponding rise in income attained by foreign firms and individuals. However, this latter task cannot be performed 
with the data at hand. 
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3.2.2. Polarisation in terms of exported products 

The previous section has highlighted that while the periphery countries’ trade balance had already 

started to deteriorate well before the financial crisis, German firms have managed to diversify their 

export destinations over the last 20 years: a significant share of German trade relationships are with 

emerging, fast-growing economies, particularly in Asia. But we do not only observe polarisation with 

respect to export destination, but also a persistent difference with regard to the kinds of products 

exported by core and periphery countries. This is important because ‘what a country exports matters’ 

(Hausmann et al., 2006). More specifically, quantitative measures such as indices of economic 

complexity (Hidalgo et al., 2007; Hidalgo and Hausmann, 2009; Tacchella et al., 2012) suggest that 

countries that are able to produce and export more complex products generally enjoy a favourable 

development in terms of rising incomes (Hidalgo et al., 2007; Hidalgo and Hausmann, 2009; Cristelli et 

al., 2015). Figure 5 is based on import and export data for the period 2000-2015; it illustrates that the 

capabilities to produce complex products is distributed very unequally among European countries, a 

persistent fact that we suggest to be a major root of the polarisation patterns we observe at the macro 

level. 

Figure 5 / Inequality in terms of the complexity of the products exported by the euro 

countries between 2000 and 2015 

 

Inequality is measured by the Gini index, which has been weighted by the total exports of the countries. The shaded area 
indicates the 25 and 75 percentile of the yearly Ginis.  
Source: Simoes and Hidalgo (2011) in its 07-2017 version; authors’ own calculation. 

To make this argument precise we compare the export baskets of various countries and measure their 

diversity with the Gini index. We observe that the export of those products with very low and very high 

complexity is distributed unevenly among the countries, whereas the export of products of medium 

complexity is more equally distributed. This finding implies that while virtually all eurozone countries 

export products of medium complexity– represented by a low Gini index for products with a product 

complexity index (PCI) between -1.5 and 0.5 –, the export of very simple products (PCI below -1.5) and 
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very complex products (PCI above 1.0) is more concentrated. Given that such inequality cannot be 

observed with regard to imported products, this fact underscores important differences with regard to the 

production structure and technological capabilities in different eurozone countries – with the largest 

differences between Germany and the periphery. Specifically, this asymmetry not only explains why high 

degrees of technological capabilities come with competitive advantage (fewer competitors, but constant 

demand), but also allows to align volatile macroeconomic trends with persistent differences in 

technological capabilities: indeed, the emergence of some form of economic polarisation is no surprise 

in an economic regime that relies on fostering international competitiveness, if one main source of 

competitiveness is distributed so unequally. 

In order to gain a more nuanced view of these persistent level differences we can look at the different 

countries explicitly. Panel a) of Figure 6 highlights the deviations of actual exports of 10 eurozone 

countries from the exports that we would expect based on the respective country’s total export activity if 

exports of a certain complexity type were distributed equally amongst all exporters.8 

In the period 2000-2015 about 38.9% of total exports in the EU came from Germany, only 7.9% from 

Spain. In addition to the difference in the amount of goods exported, there is an important difference with 

regard to the kind of products exported. While during this period the share of German exports of 

products with a complexity index above 1 was much larger than 38.9%, Germany’s export share for 

simpler products was substantially smaller than 38.9%. With regard to more complex products (here: 

products with a PCI above 1.0), Germany exports on average 30% more than we would have expected 

based on the share of Germany’s exports of EU exports. For Spain we can observe the exactly opposite 

pattern: for products with a PCI below 1, Spain exports much more than we would expect based on its 

export share, and for more complex products Spain exports 40 % less than we would expect. Thus, the 

Spanish economy is comparatively ‘good’ in producing simple goods, but comparatively ‘bad’ in 

producing complex products. Panels (b) and (c) of figure 6 indicate that there has not been any 

qualitative change in these level differences before and after the crisis: Ireland is the only country that 

has managed to break the export dominance of Germany in the category of the most complex products. 

The observation that a persistent gap on the level of production structures causes a growing polarisation 

on the macro structure is consistent with the evidence discussed by Hidalgo and Hausmann (2009), who 

conclude that ‘countries tend to approach the level of income associated with the capability set available 

in them’ (p. 10570). 

In total, these developments illustrate the persistent level differences in diversification of the 

manufacturing structure across European countries, with Germany dominating as a highly diversified 

export economy even within the group of core countries. As indicated by our empirical analysis, 

 

8
  More precisely: If we take ܺܧ௖௬௉஼ூ as the total exports of country c in year y of products with a particular product 

complexity index (PCI) we can write ߜ௖௬ ൌ
ா௑೎೤

ು಴಺ಭభାா௑೎೤ು಴಺ರభ

∑ ா௑೎೤
ು಴಺ಭభ

೎ ା∑ ா௑೎೤
ು಴಺ರభ

೎
 as the share of exports by country c from EU-wide exports 

in year y. Based on these numbers, we would expect the export share of country c for products with a PCI above/below 
1 to be ॱሺܺܧ௖௬௉஼ூவଵሻ ൌ ௖௬ߜ ∙ ா௎,௬ܺܧ

௉஼ூவଵ and ॱ൫ܺܧ௖,௬௉஼ூஸଵ൯ ൌ ௬௖ߜ ∙ ா௎,௬ܺܧ
௉஼ூஸଵ respectively. The absolute difference between the 

expectation and absolute exports, i.e. ߟ௖௬௉஼ூவଵ ൌ ॱ൫ܺܧ௖௬௉஼ூவଵ൯ െ ௖௬௉஼ூஸଵߟ ௖௬௉஼ூவଵ andܺܧ ൌ ॱ൫ܺܧ௖௬௉஼ூஸଵ൯ െ  ௖௬௉஼ூஸଵ, of this class ofܺܧ
products tells us to what extent the country ‘over-performs’ (if ߟ௖௬௉஼ூவଵ ൐ 0 ) or ‘under-performs’ (if ߟ௖௬௉஼ூவଵ ൏ 0) in terms of 

the complexity of the products it exports. To make the numbers more comparable, we use 
௖௬௉஼ூவଵߟ

ॱሺܺܧ௖௬௉஼ூவଵሻ
൘ , i.e. we 

divide by what we would have expected the countries to export. Figure 6 plots the sums of this once we aggregate over 
time. 
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structural polarisation is rooted in an unequal distribution of technological capabilities that manifests in 

striking core-periphery patterns in terms of the product complexity of exported products. 

Figure 6 / Rel. mean deviation from expected exports (PCI >1,2000 – 2015) 

 

Deviations from the export volume of countries with a product complexity index (PCI) above 1 that would be expected based 
on the total export share of the countries. The y-axis shows the aggregated divergence of the expected mean in relation to 

the exports of the country we would have expected for products with a PCI above one (i.e. ∑

ۏ
ێ
ێ
ێ
ۍ
௖௬௉஼ூவଵߟ

ॱሺܺܧ௖௬௉஼ூவଵሻ
൘

ے
ۑ
ۑ
ۑ
ې

௬ ). The 

whiskers indicate the 25 and 75 percentile of the data. Source: Simoes and Hidalgo (2011) in its 07-2017 version; authors’ 
own calculation. 

In this context, we cannot expect a natural convergence process to happen as the emergence of a 

structural advantage in terms of technological capabilities (e.g. in Germany’s case) rests on increasing 

returns to production, which itself have their roots in – inter alia - geographic specialisation (Fujita et al. 

1999), the presence of business communities and social ties among entrepreneurs and managers 

(Banerjee and Munshi, 2004), and trust and innovation clusters (Elsner et al., 2015). All the mentioned 

factors have been at the heart of the classical arguments on circular cumulative causation and 

backwash effects (Myrdal, 1958), and cumulative causation and export-led growth (Kaldor, 1970; 

Thirlwall, 1980). Given the path dependency that is usually implied by increasing returns, it is likely that 

the current trajectory represents a ‘lock-in’ in terms of industrial specialisation and, thus, economic 

development, which cannot be broken without coordinated policy interventions. 
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4. Conclusions 

We have introduced a theoretical framework that sheds light on the mechanisms underlying the 

polarisation in the eurozone by integrating both micro and macroeconomic perspectives into a systemic 

view. Based on the framework we have shown empirically that macroeconomic divergence between 

core and periphery countries is driven by the co-existence of two different growth trajectories, which 

themselves are the result of a ‘structural polarisation’ in industrial structures manifesting in level 

differences in technological capabilities: the emergence of export-driven growth in the core and debt-

driven growth in the periphery is linked to the micro level of technological capabilities and firm 

performance. 

A number of important policy implications follow from our findings. First, as long as core and periphery 

countries remain mired in structural polarisation and follow two different growth trajectories, 

macroeconomic divergence will continue. Second, a set of active policy interventions is required to 

change the underlying export-led and debt-led growth patterns. Against the background of our 

framework, such policies should simultaneously address (i) the lack of financial regulation through 

macroprudential policies, (ii) the divergence of production structures and export regimes through 

European industrial policies, and (iii) the increasing inequality in European economies through a 

macroeconomic policy programme based on public investment and redistribution. 

With regard to financial sector policy, our framework suggests the promotion of macroprudential 

regulation (see e.g. Fischer, 2014) by improving the international cooperation of national supervisors, 

ensuring an interdisciplinary approach to financial supervision and increasing the regulation of 

insufficiently regulated financial institutions (e.g. investment funds). 

Overcome polarisation in terms of production structures in Europe requires an active industrial policy 

that aims at fostering a catching-up process in terms of innovative activity and technological capabilities 

for firms in the European periphery (Mazzucato, 2013; Bahar et al., 2014; Cimoli and Dosi, 2017; Noman 

and Stiglitz, 2017). These policies must provide incentives for technological capabilities to diffuse more 

freely from the European core to the periphery, and they must entail investments into knowledge policies 

that support technological, organisational and institutional innovations in the periphery. Such policies 

could, for example, subsidise entrepreneurs, which are the players that help an economy to discover its 

cost and opportunity space (Hausmann and Rodrik, 2003). Since this discovery process leads directly to 

public knowledge and production techniques that can be imitated by others, entrepreneurial activity in 

the face of true uncertainty represents a social learning process that should be facilitated by government 

policies. Finally, macroprudential regulation of the financial sectors and industrial policies should be 

accompanied by public investment and redistribution policies (Noman and Stiglitz, 2017) to counteract 

the rise in income inequality, which is the ultimate root of polarisation mechanisms in Europe. 

 



16 REFERENCES 
   Working Paper 136  

 

References 

Amable, B. & Verspagen, B., 1995. The role of technology in market shares dynamics. Applied Economics, 

27(2), pp. 197-204. 

Amendola, G., Dosi, G. & Papagni, E., 1993. The dynamics of international competitiveness. 

Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 129(3), pp. 451-471. 

Atkinson, A.B., Piketty, T. & Saez, E., 2011. Top Incomes in the Long Run of History. Journal of Economic 

Literature, 49(1), pp. 3-71. 

Bahar, D., Hausmann, R. & Hidalgo, C.A., 2014. Neighbors and the evolution of the comparative advantage of 

nations: Evidence of international knowledge diffusion? Journal of International Economics, 92(1),  

pp. 111-123. 

Baldwin, R., Beck, T., Benassy-Quere, A., Blanchard, O., Corsetti, G., de Grauwe, P., den Haan, W., 

Giavazzi, F., Gros, D., Kalemli-Ozcan, S., Micossi, S., Papaioannou, E., Pesenti, P., Pissarides, C., Tabellini, 

G. & Weder di Mauro, B., 2015. Rebooting the Eurozone: Step 1 – agreeing a crisis narrative (CEPR Policy 

Insight No. 85). 

Banerjee, A. & Munshi, K., 2004. How Efficiently is Capital Allocated? Evidence from the Knitted Garment 

Industry in Tirupur. Review of Economic Studies, 71(1), pp. 19-42. 

Barba, A. & Pivetti, M. 2009. Rising household debt: Its causes and macroeconomic implications – a long-

period analysis. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 33, pp. 113-137. 

Blanchard, O. & Giavazzi, F., 2002. Current Account Deficits in the Euro Area: The End of the Feldstein 

Horioka Puzzle?. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 33(2), pp. 147-210. 

Bernard, A.B. & Jensen, J.B., 2006. Why Some Firms Export. dx.doi.org, 86(2), pp. 561-569. 

Bernard, A.B. et al., 2007. Firms in International Trade. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 21(3), pp. 105-130. 

Bibow, J., 2012. The Euro Debt Crisis and Germany’s Euro Trilemma. Levy Economics Institute, Working 

Papers Series. 

Boyer, R., 2013. The euro crisis: undetected by conventional economics, favoured by national focused polity, 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, 37(3), pp. 533-569. 

Carlin, W., Glyn, A. & Van Reenen, J., 2001. Export Market Performance of OECD Countries: An Empirical 

Examination of the Role of Cost Competitiveness. The Economic Journal, 111, pp. 128-162. 

Chen, R., Milesi-Ferretti, G. M. & Tressel, T., 2013. Eurozone external imbalances. Economic Policy, 28 (73), 

pp. 101-142. 

Chmelar, A., 2013. Household Debt and the European Crisis. ECRI Working Paper No. 13, June 2013. 

Christen, M., Morgan, R. M., 2005. Keeping up with the Joneses: analyzing the effect of income inequality on 

consumer borrowing, Quantitative Marketing and Economics, 3, pp. 145-173. 

Cimoli, M. & Dosi, G., 2017. Industrial Policies in Learning Economies. In A. Noman & J. E. Stiglitz, eds. 

Efficiency, Finance, and Varieties of Industrial Policy. New York, NY, pp. 23-64. 

Cristelli, M., Tacchella, A. & Pietronero, L., 2015. The Heterogeneous Dynamics of Economic Complexity. 

PLoS ONE, 10(2), e0117174. 



 
REFERENCES 

 17 
 Working Paper 136   

 

DeGrauwe, P., 2012. The Governance of a Fragile Eurozone, Australian Economic Review, 45(3),  

pp. 255-268. 

Dicken, P., 2014. Global Shift, London et al.: Sage. 

Dosi, G., Grazzi, M. & Moschella, D., 2015. Technology and costs in international competitiveness: From 

countries and sectors to firms. Research Policy, 44, pp. 1795-1814. 

Dosi, G., Pavitt, K. & Soete, L., 1990. The Economics of Technical Change and International Trade, 

Washington Square, NY: New York University Press. 

Drudy, P. & Collins, M., 2011. Ireland: from boom to austerity, Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and 

Society, 4, pp. 339-354. 

Elsner, W., Heinrich, T. & Schwardt, H., 2015. The Microeconomics of Complex Economies: Evolutionary, 

Institutional, Neoclassical, and Complexity Perspectives, Amsterdam et al.: Elsevier/Academic Press. 

Fischer, S., 2014. Financial Sector Reform: How Far Are We?, Speech delivered at the Martin Feldstein 

Lecture of the National Bureau of Economic Research, 10 July 2014. 

Fujita, M., Krugman, P. & Venables, A.J., 1999. The Spatial Economy, Cambridge, MA and London, UK: MIT 

Press. 

Gabrisch, H. & Staehr, K., 2014. The Euro plus Pact: Cost Competitiveness and External Capital Flows in the 

EU Countries, ECB Working Paper No. 1650. 

Giavazzi, F. & Spaventa, L., 2010. Why the Current Account Matters in a Monetary Union: Lessons from the 

Financial Crisis in the Euro Area (CEPR Discussion Paper 8008). 

Gu, X. & Huang, B., 2014. Does Inequality Lead to a Financial Crisis? Revisited, Review of Development 

Economics, 18(3), pp. 502-516. 

Hallak, J.C. & Levinsohn, J., 2004. Fooling Ourselves: Evaluating the Globalization and Growth Debate. 

NBER Working Paper Series, pp. 1 27. Available at: http://www.nber.org/papers/w10244. 

Hausmann, R. & Rodrik, D., 2003. Economic development as self-discovery. Journal of Development 

Economics, 72(2), pp. 603-633. 

Hausmann, R., Hwang, J. & Rodrik, D., 2007. What you export matters. Journal of Economic Growth, 12(1), 

pp. 1 25. 

Heimberger, P. & Kapeller, J., 2017. The performativity of potential output: Pro-cyclicality and path 

dependency in coordinating European fiscal policies, Review of International Political Economy, forthcoming. 

Heimberger, P., 2017. Did Fiscal Consolidation Cause the Double-Dip Recession in the Euro Area?. Review 

of Keynesian Economics, 5(3), pp. 439-458. 

Hidalgo, C.A. et al., 2007. The Product Space Conditions the Development of Nations. Science, 317(7),  

pp. 482-487. 

Hidalgo, C.A. & Hausmann, R., 2009. The building blocks of economic complexity. Proceedings of the 

National Academy of Sciences, 106(26), pp. 10570-10575. 

Hobza, A. & Zeugner, S., 2014. The ‘imbalanced balance’ and its unraveling: current accounts and bilateral 

financial flows in the euro area (European Economy – Economic papers 520). 

Hoffmeister, O., 2009. The spatial structure of income inequality in the enlarged EU. Review of Income and 

Wealth, 55(1), pp. 101-127. 

Kaldor, N., 1970. The case for regional policies. Scottish Journal of Political Economy, 17(3), pp. 337-348. 

Kaldor, N., 1978. The effect of devaluations on trade in manufactures, London, UK: Duckworth. 



18 REFERENCES 
   Working Paper 136  

 

Kapeller, J. & Schütz, B., 2014. Debt, boom, bust: a theory of Minksy-Veblen cycles, Journal of Post 

Keynesian Economics, 36(4), pp. 781-813. 

Kapeller, J., Schütz, B. & Tamesberger, D., 2016. From Free to Civilized Trade: A European Perspective. 

Review of Social Economy, 74(3), pp. 320-328.  

Krugman, P., 1979. A Model of Innovation, Technology Transfer, and the World Distribution of Income. 

Journal of Political Economy, 87(2), pp. 253-266. 

Lane, P., 2012. The European Sovereign Debt Crisis. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 26, pp. 49-68. 

Laursen, K., 2002. The relative importance of international vis-a-vis national technological spillovers for market 

share dynamics. Industrial and Corporate Change, 11(4), pp. 875-894. 

Laursen, K. & Meliciani, V., 2010. The role of ICT knowledge flows for international market share dynamics. 

Research Policy, 39(5), pp. 687-697. 

Mazzucato, M., 2013. The Entrepreneurial State. Debunking Public vs. Private Myths in Risk and Innovation, 

London: Anthem Press.  

Melitz, M.J., 2003. The Impact of Trade on Intra-Industry Reallocations and Aggregate Industry Productivity. 

Econometrica, 71(6), pp. 1695-1725. 

Myrdal, G., 1958. Economic Theory and Underdeveloped Regions, Bombay, India: Vora & Co Publishers. 

Noman, A. & Stiglitz, J.E. eds., 2017. Efficiency, Finance, and Varieties of Industrial Policy, New York, NY: 

Columbia University Press.  

Gill, I. & Raiser, M., 2012. Golden Growth: Restoring the Lustre of the European Economic Model, 

Washington DC: World Bank. 

Ruiz, J., Stupariu, P. & Vilarino, A., 2016. The crisis of Spanish savings banks. Cambridge Journal of 

Economics, 40(6), pp. 1455-1477. 

Simoes, A. & Hidalgo, C., 2011. The Economic Complexity Observatory. MIT Press. 

Simonazzi, A., Ginzburg, A. & Nocella, G., 2013. Economic Relations Between Germany and Southern 

Europe. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 37, pp. 653-675. 

Shambaugh, J., 2012. The Euro’s Three Crises, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 43, pp. 157-231. 

Stockhammer, E., 2011. Peripheral Europe’s Debt and German Wages. The Role of Wage Policy in the Euro 

Area. Research on Money and Finance Discussion Papers, 29.  

Stockhammer E.; Sotiropoulos, D., 2014. Rebalancing the Euro Area: The Costs of Internal Devaluation, 

Review of Political Economy, 26(2), pp. 210-233. 

Stockhammer, E., 2015. Rising inequality as a cause of the present crisis. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 

39, pp. 935-958. 

Stockhammer, E. & Wildauer, R., 2016. Debt-driven growth? Wealth, distribution and demand in OECD 

countries. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 40(6), pp. 1609-1634.  

Stöllinger, R., 2016. Structural Change and Global Value Chains in the EU. Empirica, 43(4), pp. 801-829. 

Storm, S. & Naastepad C.W.M., 2015a. Europe’s Hunger Games: Income Distribution, Cost Competitiveness 

and Crisis. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 39, pp. 959-986. 

Storm, S. & Naastepad C.W.M., 2015b. Crisis and recovery in the German economy: The real lessons. 

Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 32, pp. 11-24. 

Storm, S. & Naastepad C.W.M., 2015c. NAIRU economics and the Eurozone crisis. International Review of 

Applied Economics, 29(6), pp. 843-877. 



 
REFERENCES 

 19 
 Working Paper 136   

 

Storm, S. & Naastepad C.W.M., 2016. Myths, Mix-ups and Mishandlings: Understanding the Eurozone Crisis. 

International Journal of Political Economy, 45, pp. 46-71. 

Tacchella, A. et al., 2012. A New Metrics for Countries' Fitness and Products' Complexity. Scientific Reports, 

2(723), pp. 1-7. 

Thirlwall, A.P., 1980. Balance-of-payments theory and the United Kingdom Experience. London and 

Basingstoke, UK: MacMillan Press. 

van Biesenbroeck, J., 2007. Robustness of Productivity Estimates. Journal of Industrial Economics, 55(3),  

pp. 529-569. 

 

  



20 REFERENCES 
   Working Paper 136  

 

 

 



 
PUBLISHED WIIW WORKING PAPERS 

 21 
 Working Paper 136   

 

WIIW WORKING PAPERS PUBLISHED SINCE 2013 

For current updates and summaries see also wiiw's website at www.wiiw.ac.at 

No. 136 Claudius Gräbner, Philipp Heimberger, Jakob Kapeller and Bernhard Schütz: Is Europe Disintegrating? 
Macroeconomic Divergence, Structural Polarisation, Trade and Fragility, September 2017 

No. 135 Mahdi Ghodsi and Robert Stehrer: EU Trade Regulations and Imports of Hygienic Poultry, April 2017 

No. 134 Roman Stöllinger: Tradability of Output and the Current Account: An Empirical Investigation for Europe, 
January 2017 

No. 133 Tomislav Globan: Financial Supply Index and Financial Supply Cycles in New EU Member States, December 2016 

No. 132 Mahdi Ghodsi, Julia Grübler and Robert Stehrer: Import Demand Elasticities Revisited, November 2016 

No. 131 Leon Podkaminer: Has Trade Been Driving Global Economic Growth?, October 2016 

No. 130 Philipp Heimberger: Did Fiscal Consolidation Cause the Double-Dip Recession in the Euro Area?, October 2016 

No. 129 Julia Grübler, Mahdi Ghodsi and Robert Stehrer: Estimating Importer-Specific Ad Valorem Equivalents of Non-
Tariff Measures, September 2016 

No. 128 Sebastian Leitner and Robert Stehrer: Development of Public Spending Structures in the EU Member States:  
Social Investment and its Impact on Social Outcomes, August 2016 

No. 127 Roman Stöllinger: Structural Change and Global Value Chains in the EU, July 2016 

No. 126 Jakob Kapeller, Michael Landesmann, Franz X. Mohr and Bernhard Schütz: Government Policies and Financial 
Crises: Mitigation, Postponement or Prevention?, May 2016 

No. 125 Sandra M. Leitner and Robert Stehrer: The Role of Financial Constraints for Different Innovation Strategies: 
Evidence for CESEE and FSU Countries, April 2016 

No. 124 Sandra M. Leitner: Choosing the Right Partner: R&D Cooperations and Innovation Success, February 2016 

No. 123 Michael Landesmann, Sandra M. Leitner and Robert Stehrer: Changing Patterns in M&E-Investment-Based 
Innovation Strategies in CESEE and FSU Countries: From Financial Normalcy to the Global Financial Crisis, 
February 2016 

No. 122 Sebastian Leitner: Drivers of Wealth Inequality in Euro-Area Countries. The Effect of Inheritance and Gifts on 
Household Gross and Net Wealth Distribution Analysed by Applying the Shapley Value Approach to 
Decomposition, January 2016 

No. 121 Roman Stöllinger: Agglomeration and FDI: Bringing International Production Linkages into the Picture, 
December 2015 

No. 120 Michael Landesmann and Sandra M. Leitner: Intra-EU Mobility and Push and Pull Factors in EU Labour Markets: 
Estimating a Panel VAR Model, August 2015 

No. 119 Michael Landesmann and Sandra M. Leitner: Labour Mobility of Migrants and Natives in the European Union:  
An Empirical Test of the ‘Greasing of the Wheels’ Effect' of Migrants, August 2015 

No. 118 Johannes Pöschl and Katarina Valkova: Welfare State Regimes and Social Determinants of Health in Europe, 
July 2015 

No. 117 Mahdi Ghodsi: Distinguishing Between Genuine and Non-Genuine Reasons for Imposing TBTs; A Proposal Based 
on Cost Benefit Analysis. July 2015 

No. 116 Mahdi Ghodsi: Role of Specific Trade Concerns on TBT in the Import of Products to EU, USA, and China. 
June 2015 

No. 115 Mahdi Ghodsi: Determinants of Specific Trade Concerns Raised on Technical Barriers to Trade. June 2015 

No. 114 Sandra M. Leitner and Robert Stehrer: What Determines SMEs’ Funding Obstacles to Bank Loans and Trade 
Credits? A Comparative Analysis of EU-15 and NMS-13 Countries. May 2015 

No. 113 Sebastian Leitner: Effects of Income Inequality on Population Health and Social Outcomes at the Regional Level in 
the EU – Differences and Similarities between CEE and Non-CEE EU Regions. May 2015 

No. 112 Arne J. Nagengast and Robert Stehrer: The Great Collapse in Value Added Trade. April 2015 

No. 111 Michael Landesmann, Sandra Leitner and Isilda Mara: Should I Stay, Should I Go Back or Should I Move Further? 
Contrasting Answers under Diverse Migration Regimes. January 2015 

No. 110 Robert Stehrer: Does the Home Bias Explain Missing Trade in Factors? December 2014 

No. 109 Sebastian Leitner and Robert Stehrer: Labour Market Transitions of Young People during the Economic Crisis. 
November 2014 

No. 108 Neil Foster-McGregor, Johannes Pöschl and Robert Stehrer: Capacities and Absorptive Barriers for International 
R&D Spillovers through Intermediate Inputs. October 2014 

No. 107 Arne J. Nagengast and Robert Stehrer: Collateral Imbalances in Intra-European Trade?  
Accounting for the Differences between Gross and Value Added Trade Balances. July 2014 

No. 106 R. Stöllinger and M. Holzner: State Aid and Export Competitiveness in the EU. December 2013 

No. 105 N. Foster-McGregor, A. Isaksson and F. Kaulich: Importing, Productivity and Absorptive Capacity in Sub-Saharan 
African Manufacturing Firms. November 2013 



 

  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IMPRESSUM 

Herausgeber, Verleger, Eigentümer und Hersteller:  

Verein „Wiener Institut für Internationale Wirtschaftsvergleiche“ (wiiw), 

Wien 6, Rahlgasse 3 

 

ZVR-Zahl: 329995655 

 

Postanschrift: A 1060 Wien, Rahlgasse 3, Tel: [+431] 533 66 10, Telefax: [+431] 533 66 10 50 

Internet Homepage: www.wiiw.ac.at 

 

Nachdruck nur auszugsweise und mit genauer Quellenangabe gestattet. 

 

Offenlegung nach § 25 Mediengesetz: Medieninhaber (Verleger): Verein "Wiener Institut für 

Internationale Wirtschaftsvergleiche", A 1060 Wien, Rahlgasse 3. Vereinszweck: Analyse der 

wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung der zentral- und osteuropäischen Länder sowie anderer 

Transformationswirtschaften sowohl mittels empirischer als auch theoretischer Studien und ihre 

Veröffentlichung; Erbringung von Beratungsleistungen für Regierungs- und Verwaltungsstellen,  

Firmen und Institutionen. 



 

wiiw.ac.at

 

 


