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1 Introduction!

The causal effect of increased life expectancy on the rise of investment in human
capital has been extensively studied. The evidence is mixed: Acemoglu and John-
son (2006) and Lorentzen, McMillan and Wacziarg (2008), using cross-country
regressions, find no systematic relation. Bilos and Klenow (2000) and Manuelli
and Seshodri (2005) find a positive relation, although of different magnitudes.

The theoretical reason why such a relation is expected was first formulated by
Ben-Porath (1967), followed by a number of studies in the development literature
(e.g. Cervellati and Sunde (2005) and Hall and Jones (1999)). The argument is
that "falling mortality. .. raises the rate of return on investments in a child’s human
capital and thus can induce households to make quality-quantity trade-off" (Galor
and Weil (1999)). Hazan (2009) observes that the higher returns to education have
to be realized via a longer working life. He therefore hypothesizes that higher life
expectancy leads to larger investment in education accompanied by an increase in
lifetime labor supply. However, his time-series study of American and European
men (1840-1970) finds no relation between life expectancy and lifetime labor.

The motivation for this paper is to provide an explanation for this gap be-
tween these hypotheses, which form the conventional wisdom on the subject, and
the empirical evidence. On the basis of an individual lifetime model with uncertain
longevity, it is demonstrated that the above relations cannot be based solely on
rises in life expectancy. Rather, they require specific conditions on the changes
in survival probabilities. The salient feature of this paper is a representation of
uncertain longevity by an age-dependent survival function. When survival prob-
abilities rise at all ages, behavioral response depends crucially on the change in
the Hazard-Rate. An increase in life expectancy may lead to different decisions
about investment in education and retirement age, depending on the change in the
Hazard-Rate at different ages. We demonstrate that this is the missing feature in
previous studies of individuals’ response to higher longevity.

Section 2 introduces survival functions, their associated life expectancy and
the hazard-rate. It characterizes the relation between a shift of a survival function

and the change in the hazard-rate.

T want to thank my colleague Moshe Hazan for suggesting the question analyzed here, a
natural extension of Sheshinski (2008).



In Section 3 we build a standard lifetime model with uncertain longevity,
where the individual chooses the lifetime consumption path, the length of time
devoted to education, followed by a period of work and then the age of retirement.
Perfectly competitive insurance markets are assumed to be available. Three propo-
sitions provide sufficient conditions to enable in some cases a determination of the
effects of a rise in longevity on consumption, the level of education and retirement.

Section 4 conducts the same analysis under the assumption that no annuity
markets are available. While a limited number of private annuity products are
available in advanced economies, their market is characterized by adverse selection
and moral hazard. It is worth, therefore, to study individuals’ response in the
absence of this market. The results in this case are similar, and even ’'sharper’,
than in previous sections.

The general conclusion that emerges from this paper is that while a rise in life
expectancy is inadequate to explain the increased investment in education, certain

(testable) conditions formulated in the paper may confirm conventional wisdom.

2 Survival Functions and Longevity Changes

Age is a continuous variable, z, whose range is from 0 to maximum lifetime, 7.
Formally, it is possible to allow T"= co. Age 0 should be interpreted as the age at
which individuals make decisions about consumption, an initial period of education
followed by a working period and then retirement. Uncertainty about longevity,
that is the age of death, is represented by a survival distribution function, F(z, «),
which is the probability of survival to age z. The exogenous parameter a represents
factors which affect longevity, such as health and family circumstances. The focus
is on how individuals respond to changes in these factors.

The function F(z,«) satisfies F(0,«) = 1, F(T,a) = 0 and F(z,a) strictly
decreases in z, for any a?. We shall assume that F(z,«) is differentiable in 2 and
« and hence the probability of death at age z, f(z,«), which is the density of

OF(z,a)
0z

function of 1 — F(z, a), exists for all z, f(z,a) = >0,0<z<T.

2Thus, when T is finite it generally depends on a.



Life expectancy, denoted Z, is given by

T

zZ(a) = /zf(z,a)dz
0
or, integrating by parts,

T

= /F(z,a)dz (1)
0

A commonly used survival function is
e~ _ €_aT

F(Z,a,T)ZW

0<z<T (2)

is a function of two parameters, « > 0 and T" > 0. When T" = oo this becomes the
1

well known exponential function F(z, ) = e~ ** for which z = —.

Asin (2), we take an increase in « to decrease survival probgbilities at all ages:

OF (z,a)

O
0z

% >

It will be seen that individuals’ response to a change in « depends on the

< 0, for all 0 < z < T. Clearly, a decrease in « increases life expectancy,

0.

magnitude of the changes in survival probabilities in different ages. Notice, for
example, that in (2), changes in o and in T" have very different effects on F'(z, o)
(Figure 1).

F(ZaaaTO)

1, >1,

Figure 1
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A change in « affects mainly medium ages while a change in T affects largely
older ages.
Each survival function has an associated Hazard-Rate, the conditional proba-

bility of dying at age z: f(z,«)/ F(z,«). The effect of a change in a on the hazard

rate is:
0 (flz,a)\  Oul(z,«)
Do (F(z,&)) ~ da
where
Hiz ) = F(zl, Q) aFéZ 2 )

The function p(z,«) (< 0) is the relative decrease of survival probability at
age z due to a small increase in . The shape of this function plays an important
role in our analysis. In particular, individual behavior will be shown to depend on
whether p(z, «) increases or decreases with z.

Figure 2 displays the case when p(z, a) decreases in z, which means that the

relative increase in survival probabilities due to a decrease in « rises with age.

H(Zsao)

Figure 2

Notably, the historical pattern of 1(z, ) has been uneven. Cuttler, Deaton and
Lleras-Muney (2006) and others distinguish three phases in modern history: in the
early 20th century, infants’ survival probabilities improved dramatically, followed
in mid century by major improvements of survival probabilities in middle-ages (50-
70) due to the cardio-vascular revolution. During recent decades, improvements

of life prospects due to new medical technologies focused mainly on the old and
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the very old®. These historical phases suggest that models in which longevity is
represented only by life expectancy are missing the important relation between the

rise in survival probabilities at different ages.

3 Lifecycle Model with Longevity Risk

Denote consumption at age z by c(z). Utility of consumption, u(c), is assumed
to be positive, independent of age, strictly increasing and concave: u'(c) > 0,
u”(c) < 0. Assume further that when working the individual provides 1 unit of
labor. Disutility of work, a(z), is independent of consumption and increasing with
age, a’(z) > 0. Individuals spend ages 0 to e in education. The focus is on the pro-
ductivity enhancing value of education disregarding its possible direct consumption
value.

With no subjective discount rate (time preference) and no bequest motive,

expected lifetime utility, V, is

T R
V= /u(c(z))F(z,a)dz - /a(z)F(z)dz (4)

0 e
When working, an individual with a level of education e receives a wage of
w(z, e) at age z. Education is productive and has diminishing marginal productiv-

~Ow(z,e) D*w(z,e)

ity: 50 wy(z,e) >0, 507

= wyy(z,e) < 0.

With a zero rate of return on non-annuitized assets and perfectly competitive
insurance markets that allow annuitization of savings (including contingent loans?),

the individuals’ budget constraint is®

7C<Z)F(z, e)dz — 7w(z, e)F(z,e)dz = 0 (5)

3The incorporation of direct utility from education would essentially not affect the results
below.

4Tn Section 4 we discuss the case when such annuitization is not available.

>We disregard tuition fees for e. Adding such fees would not affect the results below.



Maximization of (4) s.t. (5) w.r.t. ¢(z) yields an optimum constant consump-
tion flow, ¢(z) = ¢, 0 < z < T. The level of ¢ depends, via the budget constraint,
(5), on e and R:

c== (6)

Consumption equals expected wages divided by life expectancy.

The first order condition for an optimum retirement age, R, is
u'(c)w(R,e) —a(R) =0 (7)

At the optimum, the marginal benefit of a small postponement in retirement
is equal to marginal labor disutility.

The condition for the optimum level of education, e, is

R
1
u'(c) Fle.a) /w(z, e)F(z,a)dz — u'(c)w(e,e) +ale) =0 (8)
ow(z, a) , . o
where wy(z,a) = 5 At the optimum, the marginal benefit of an additional

investment in education, equal to the marginal utility of the conditional expected
increase in lifetime wages, is equated to the marginal cost, which is the marginal
utility times the wage at e less the disutility of work.

Conditions (6)-(8) jointly determine optimum consumption, retirement age
and the level of education, denoted (c*, R*, e*).

To facilitate the subsequent analysis, we shall make two simplifying (inessen-
tial) assumptions. First, let wages be independent of age, w(z,e) = w(e) (w'(e) >
0, w”(e) < 0). Second, assume that there is no labor disutility at the beginning of
the working phase: a(e) = 0°. With these assumptions, (6)-(8) are rewritten:

c= = (9)

o(R,e;a) = v (c)w(e) —a(R) =0 (10)

6Tt seems reasonable that labor disutility at age e does not play a significant role, compared
to income effects, in the marginal benefit-cost between education and work.
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w'(e)

Fi(e,a)

O(R,e:0) = /F(z, a)dz — w(e) = 0 (11)

e

where in (10), ¢ is substituted from (9). Given «, the functions ¢ and 1 are curves
in the (R, ¢) plane. In the Appendix it is shown that they are both upward sloping
and, by the second-order conditions, ¢ is steeper than 1) at the unique intersection
point (R*, e*) (Figure 3).

(P(Rae;(X‘O) =0

Y (R,e;0,) =0

v

0 R
Figure 8

Generally, R* and e* depend on «a. The following proposition provides a suf-

ficient condition which enables determination of the direction of this dependence:

dh <0 and de

< 0.
« da

Proposition 1 When p(z, ) strictly decreases in z, then

Proof. Appendix m

The result in Proposition 1 is depicted in Figure 4. As shown in the Appendix,

a decrease in « shifts the curve ¢ = 0 downward and to the right. The curve ¢ =0
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shifts upward and to the left. The new solution, (R**,e**), has R** > R* and

e > e*.

0(R,e;0)=0 ¢(R,e;0,)=0
i Y (Y Y (R,e;0)=0

Y (R,e;0,) =0

sk

ol 2

0 R R

Figure 4: a3 < ayg

Proposition 1 seems to confirm the conventional wisdom (see Hazan (2009))
that, abstracting from other effects, increased life expectancy causes, a rise in

investment in human capital (i.e. education). However, it is shown below that
de* dR*
and is
a da
indeterminate. The implication is that the conventional wisdom has to be qualified:

when the condition in Proposition 1 does not hold then the sign of

an increase in life expectancy, Z, may or may not lead to a rise in e, the direction
depending on additional conditions.

It is always possible to predict the direction of the change in e* when re-
tirement age is held constant. Specifically, the opposite assumption to the one in
Proposition 1 is shown to lead to the opposite result w.r.t. e*:

Proposition 2 Holding retirement age constant, when p(z, o) increases (decreases)

d
in 2 then = > (<)0.
o




Proof. Appendix. m

Proposition 2 takes retirement age as given and therefore is more limited than
Proposition 1. The explanation for this restriction is the following. As proved in
the Appendix, when p(z, @) increases in z then a decrease in « shifts the curve 1)
downwards and to the right. It follows that holding R constant (in particular at
R*), optimum e decreases. The opposite result obtains when pu(z, a) decreases in
z, as assumed in Proposition 1. When p(z, ) increases in z, the direction of the
shift in ¢ is indeterminate. If ¢ shifts upward and to the left then, in contrast to
the result in Proposition 1, R* and e* both decrease. If, however, ¢ shifts downward
and to the right then R* and e* may increase or decrease. The only impossible
configuration is a decrease in R* coupled with an increase in e*. This is the formal
reason why Proposition2 is restricted to a constant R. The economic explanation
is straightforward. When improvements in survival probabilities are concentrated

at younger ages, conditional expected length of work decreases as longevity rises

R

Fle.a) [F(z,a)dz decreases as o decreases). Hence, the marginal benefit
e,a),

from education decreases, leading to a reduction in the investment in education.

(in (11),

When retirement is also endogenous, one has to consider the interaction of
increased longevity with optimum retirement. Given R and e, a decrease in « in-
creases life expectancy, z, and expected lifetime work. From the budget constraint,
(5), consumption increases if the former rises more than the latter and vice-versa.
Two effects are at work: on the one hand, expected lifetime is based on a longer
time span than expected lifetime work. On the other hand, by assumption, im-
provements in survival probabilities are concentrated at the younger working ages.
As seen from (10), the change in consumption affects the marginal benefit of post-
poning retirement. Consequently, since the direction of the change in consumption
is indeterminate so is the age of retirement. This ambiguity feeds, in turn, on the
conditional expected lifetime work.

The general conclusion that emerges from the above discussion is that be-
havioral response to a rise in longevity, in particular investment in education and
age of retirement, depends on the age-related changes in survival probabilities,
specifically, changes in hazard rates at different ages.

Another conventional wisdom is that "...as individuals live longer, they invest

more in human capital, if and only if, their lifetime labor supply increases” (Hazan,
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2009). The logic of this conclusion is clear: starting at an initially optimum level of
education, additional investment in education is justified only when future earnings
rise by extending then over a longer period.

As stated, this conclusion may be incorrect. The reason is that it is not the
length of the working life that is correlated in the level of education, but rather
the conditional expected lifetime work. Consider an example of equations (10)-(11).
Let F(z,a) = €%, 0 < z < oo. For this function, u(z,a) decreases with z. Let
a(R) be highly inelastic around R* and let w(e) = €, 3 a constant, 0 < 3 < 1. The
solution to (10)-(11) can be seen to have ae* constant while R* is approximately
constant, independent of o. Thus, a reduction in « raises e* proportionately while
R* is approximately unchanged. Clearly then, the length of the working period,
R* — e*, decreases as longevity increases.

We now write formally the correct statement about the relation between in-

vestment in education and expected lifetime labor supply:

Proposition 3 Optimum education, e*, is positively correlated with conditional
expected lifetime work.
Proof. From eq.(11), since w”(e) < 0, the sign of the change in e* is the same

1 K

as the sign of the change in conditional lifetime work: Fle.a) [F(z,a)dz. =
e*, a) o

4 No Annuities

Perfect annuitization of savings, assumed in previous sections, is not always avail-
able. Let us conduct the analysis in the absence of longevity insurance markets.
It is assumed that borrowing and lending is possible, hence we disregard liquidity

constraints’. The individual is constrained by a lifetime budget,
T

/c(z)dz —w(e)(R—e)=0 (12)

0

"The assumption that the interest rate on non annuitized assets is zero is not realistic since
the death of borrowers may leave lenders with unpaid loan balances. However, incorporation of
a positive interest rate in (12) will not change essentially the following analysis. Note also that
there are now unintended bequests, and hence the analysis below cannot be carried-over to the
economy as a whole without explicitly addressing this issue.
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which replaces (5). The F.O.C. w.r.t. ¢(z) is now
u(c(2))F(z,a) = A=0, 0<z<T (13)
for A > 0 constant: A = u/(¢(0)). Differentiating (13) w.r.t. z,

o) _ _1J(z0) .
i) oFa) b 0szsT (14)

u’(c)e
u'(c)

where 0 = — > 0 is the coefficient of relative risk aversion. In general, o

depends on c.

In the absence of insurance, risk aversion leads the individual to decrease

consumption with age. The rate of decrease is inversely proportional to ¢ and
1)
F(z)
To simplify the subsequent analysis, we specialize to u(c) = Inc. With o = 1,

(14) and (12) solve for the optimum c(2)®, denoted &(z),

proportional to the hazard-rate,

w(R —e)
Z(a)

The F.O.C. w.r.t. R and e, become, respectively

é(z) = F(z,a) (15)

co) = ?a) —a(R) =
les0) = o () =0 (16
and (with a(e) = 0)
P(R,e) =w'(e)(R—e) —w(e) =0 (17)

As before, these conditions equate marginal benefits and costs of changes
in R and e. Denote the solution to (16)-(17) by (R,é). Importantly, ¢ is now

independent of . This enables a sharper result than in Propositions 1 and 2:

Proposition 4 In the absence of annuities, when u(z, o) decreases (increases) in

z, a decrease in « increases (decreases) R and é.

Proof. Appendiz. m

f(z, ) _ _dInF(z,0)
F(z,a) dz

8Using
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As shown in the Appendix the curves ¢ and v are upward sloping with ¢
steeper than ¢ at the unique intersection point, (R, é). AA decrease in « shifts ¢
downward and to the right, hence the new solution has R>R aEd e>e (Figure
5a). When p(z, o) increases in z this obtain an opposite result: R < R and e<e
(Figure 4b).

en (P(R,e,(lo) (P(R,@,(Xl) ea (p(Rae:al) (P(RaeaO(‘O)

(b)

Figure 5: a3 < o

In the absence of contingent savings, the optimum level of education is deter-
mined by equating (17), the rise in the wage rate caused by a small increase in e
times the length of the working phase, with the marginal costs, namely the wage
rate. While annuity prices depend on survival prospects, these do not affect directly
the budget constraint (12). A change in « affects the optimum e only through its
effect on the age of retirement. The optimum consumption path depends on the
hazard-rate which changes with «.

We conclude that in the absence of annuitization, conventional wisdom that
rise in longevity causes an increase in education may be wrong but, as see in (17),

an increase in the investment in education always leads to a longer work phase,

~

R—e.
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Appendix

Two equations determine the optimum (R*,e*) :

p(R,e;a) = u/(c)w(e) —a(R) =0 (A1)
and
V(R ¢;0) = - (; = / F(z, )dz — :j((‘;)) (A.2)
where Re
w(e) [F(z, e)dz
cm (A.3)

T
and z is expected lifetime z(a) = [F(z, e)dz.
0

The functions ¢ and 1 are the first-order conditions for maximization of V,
(4), wr.t. R and e, respectively. Using (A.1) and (A.2), second-order conditions

are (subscripts denote partial derivatives):

or=—u'(c)w(e) | o F(&,a) + @(R) <0 (A.4)

7F(z, a)dz 4(R)

u’(c)c

u'(c)

where 0 = — > 0 is the coefficient of relative risk aversion;

_w(e) (w'(e) File,a))
vo= e (g~ Fremy) <0 )

Since Fi(e,«) < 0, a sufficient condition for 1, to be negative is that the term

"
F;
in brackets is negative: wie) Flea) < 0.
w'(e)  Fle,a)

The cross partial derivatives are:

14



A sufficient condition for ¢, > 0is o < 1 for all c.
When (A.2) holds (at (R*,e*)), (A.5) simplifies to

0, =u'(c)w'(e) >0 (A.6)
The cross partial of 1 is
F(R,«a)
= A.
¢R F(e, Oé) >0 ( 7)

: F(R,a) | d(R) w(e) (File,a) w"(e)
A = u(c)w(e) o~ + 2+ — - — -
R e (e )
Q) F(R.0)
w(e) Fle, a) } (A.8)

Using (A.2) it can be seen that sufficient conditions for A > 0 are 20 — 1 > 0
w”’(e)  Fi(e, )

, - < 0.
w'(e)  Flea)

and the condition on (A.5)

Expressions (A.4)-(A.7) imply that the curves ¢ and v are upward sloping
de __90R>0 de __¢R
dR| ¢=0 ~— o, " dR|¢v=0 4,

than ¢ = 0 at (R*, e*). Hence, (R*, €*) is unique.

> 0) and that ¢ = 0 is steeper

How do the curves ¢ and 1 shift as a changes? Differentiating ¢ partially

w.r.t. a,

where (R, e; ) = ?Mdz/ TF(Z, a)dz — ZMdz/ }F(z,oz)dz.

15



T F T F T
Since for any e > 0, fa 2 0) /sz a)dz > faa—za)dz/fF(z,a)dz,
0 « 0

it follows that n(T,e; ) > 0. Calculatmg the change in n w.r.t. R:

R
on(R,e;a)  F(R,a) [ 1 0F(z,a) 1 8F(z,a)] F(z, ) "
OR R F(R, oo F(z, ) R
JF(z, a)dz" (R,a)  Oa (z0)  Oa [F(z a)dz
) ©(A10)
When p(z, ) = — 1 9F(@z.0) decreases in z, the term in square brackets
F(z,a) O

in (A.10) is negative for all z. Hence, g—; < 0 for all R. Since n(T,e;a) > 0, it
follows that n(R,e;a) >0 forall 0 < R < T.

n(Rae;a()) = O

Figure A.1

By (A.9) it now follows that ¢, < 0. This explains why in Figure 3, ¢ shifts
upwards and to the left as a decreases.

Note that under the alternative assumption, namely, that p(z,«) increases

0
8_;7% > (0. Hence, while n(T,e;«) > 0, it is impossible to infer whether 7 is

in z,

16



positive for all R and, consequently, it is impossible to determine the direction of
the change in ¢.
Calculating the direction of the shift in ¢ due to a change in « yields, after

some manipulations:

. F(e,a){F(z,a)dz7 { 1 0F(z ) B 1  JF(e, ) F(z, ) ds
« F(e, ) | [F(z0) o Fle,a)  da ?F(z a)dz

e

(A.11)
When p(z, ) decreases in z, the term in square brackets in (A.11) is negative.
It follows that 1 shifts downward and to the right. When u(z, o) increases in z, v

shifts in the opposite direction. This proves Propositions 1 and 2.

Proposition 2 considers the case that p(z, a) increases with z, but the propo-
sition is restricted to a given R. The reason why the joint effect of a change in «
on (R*,e*) is indeterminate in this case is because the direction of the shift in ¢ is

in determinate.

17



References

Acemoglu, D. and S. Johnson (2006) "Desease and Development: The Effect of life
Expectancy on Economic Growth", NBER WP 12269.

Ben-Porath, Y. (1967) "The Production of Human Capital and the Life Cycle of
Earnings", Journal of Political Economy, 75, 352-365.

Bils, M. and P. Klenow (2000) "Does Schooling Cause Growth?" American Eco-
nomic Review, 90(5), 1160-1183.

Cervellati, M. and U. Sunde (2005), "Human Capital Formation, Life Expectancy
and the Process of Economic Development", American Economic Review, 95, 1653-
1672.

Cutler, D. A. Deaton and A. Lleras-Muney (2006) "The Determinations of Mor-
tality", NBER WP (1963).

Galor, o. and D. Weil (1999) "From Malthusian Stagnation to Modern Growth",
American Economic Review, 89(2), 150-154.

Hall, R. and C. Jones (1999) "Why Do Some Countries Produce So Much More
Output Per Worker Than Others", Quarterly Journal of Economics, 144, 83-116.

Hazan, M. (2009) "Longevity and Lifetime Labor Supply: Evidence and Implica-

tions", forthcoming in Fconometrica.

Lorentzen, P., J. McMillan and R. Wacziarg (2008) "Death and Development"
Journal of Economic Growth, 13, 81-124.

Manuelli, R. and A. Seshordi (2005) "Human Capital and the Wealth of Nations",

University of Wisconsin.

Sheshinski, E. (2008) The Economic Theory of Annuities (Princeton).

18



CESifo Working Paper Series

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

2721 Thushyanthan Baskaran and Lars P. Feld, Fiscal Decentralization and Economic
Growth in OECD Countries: Is there a Relationship?, July 2009

2722 Nadia Fiorino and Roberto Ricciuti, Interest Groups and Government Spending in Italy,
1876-1913, July 2009

2723 Andreas Wagener, Tax Competition, Relative Performance and Policy Imitation, July
2009

2724 Hans Fehr and Fabian Kindermann, Pension Funding and Individual Accounts in
Economies with Life-cyclers and Myopes, July 2009

2725 Ernesto Reuben and Arno Riedl, Enforcement of Contribution Norms in Public Good
Games with Heterogeneous Populations, July 2009

2726 Kurt Schmidheiny and Marius Brilhart, On the Equivalence of Location Choice
Models: Conditional Logit, Nested Logit and Poisson, July 2009

2727 Bruno S. Frey, A Multiplicity of Approaches to Institutional Analysis. Applications to
the Government and the Arts, July 2009

2728 Giovanni Villani, A Strategic R&D Investment with Flexible Development Time in
Real Option Game Analysis, July 2009

2729 Luca Di Corato and Michele Moretto, Investing in Biogas: Timing, Technological
Choice and the Value of Flexibility from Inputs Mix, July 2009

2730 Gilad D. Aharonovitz, Nathan Skuza and Faysal Fahs, Can Integrity Replace
Institutions? Theory and Evidence, July 2009

2731 Michele Moretto and Sergio Vergalli, Managing Migration through Conflicting
Policies: an Option-theory Perspective, July 2009

2732 Volker Nitsch, Fly or Cry: Is Airport Noise Costly?, July 2009

2733 Francesco Cinnirella and Joachim Winter, Size Matters! Body Height and Labor Market
Discrimination: A Cross-European Analysis, July 2009

2734 Samuel Bowles and Sandra Polania Reyes, Economic Incentives and Social
Preferences: A Preference-based Lucas Critique of Public Policy, July 2009

2735 Gary Burtless, Lessons of the Financial Crisis for the Design of National Pension
Systems, July 2009



2736 Helmuth Cremer, Firouz Gahvari and Pierre Pestieau, Fertility, Human Capital
Accumulation, and the Pension System, July 2009

2737 Hans Jarle Kind and Frank Stéhler, Market Shares in Two-Sided Media Industries, July
2009

2738 Pamela Campa, Alessandra Casarico and Paola Profeta, Gender Culture and Gender
Gap in Employment, August 2009

2739 Sebastian Gechert, Supplementary Private Health Insurance in Selected Countries:
Lessons for EU Governments?, August 2009

2740 Leif Danziger, Endogenous Monopsony and the Perverse Effect of the Minimum Wage
in Small Firms, August 2009

2741 Yan Dong and John Whalley, A Third Benefit of Joint Non-OPEC Carbon Taxes:
Transferring OPEC Monopoly Rent, August 2009

2742 Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro and Massimo Tavoni, Climate Change Mitigation
Strategies in Fast-Growing Countries: The Benefits of Early Action, August 2009

2743 Christina Felfe, The Willingness to Pay for Job Amenities: Evidence from Mothers’
Return to Work, August 2009

2744 Jorg Franke, Christian Kanzow, Wolfgang Leininger and Alexandra Véth, Effort
Maximization in Asymmetric N-Person Contest Games, August 2009

2745 Bruno S. Frey and Paolo Pamini, Making World Heritage Truly Global: The Culture
Certificate Scheme, August 2009

2746 Frank N. Caliendo, Is Social Security behind the Collapse of Personal Saving?, August
2009

2747 Caterina Liesegang and Marco Runkel, Corporate Income Taxation of Multinationals
and Fiscal Equalization, August 2009

2748 Chrysovalantou Milliou and Apostolis Pavlou, Upstream Horizontal Mergers and
Efficiency Gains, August 2009

2749 Rudiger Pethig and Christian Wittlich, Interaction of Carbon Reduction and Green
Energy Promotion in a Small Fossil-Fuel Importing Economy, August 2009

2750 Kai Carstensen, Oliver Hulsewig and Timo Wollmershéuser, Monetary Policy
Transmission and House Prices: European Cross-country Evidence, August 2009

2751 Olaf Posch, Explaining Output Volatility: The Case of Taxation, August 2009
2752 Beatrice Scheubel, Daniel Schunk and Joachim Winter, Don’t Raise the Retirement

Age! An Experiment on Opposition to Pension Reforms and East-West Differences in
Germany, August 2009



2753 Daniel G. Arce, Dan Kovenock and Brian Roberson, Suicide Terrorism and the
Weakest Link, August 2009

2754 Mario Larch and Wolfgang Lechthaler, Comparative Advantage and Skill-Specific
Unemployment, August 2009

2755 Horst Raff and Nicolas Schmitt, Buyer Power in International Markets, August 2009

2756 Seppo Kari, Hanna Karikallio and Jukka Pirttila, The Impact of Dividend Taxation on
Dividends and Investment: New Evidence Based on a Natural Experiment, August 2009

2757 Mirco Tonin and Michael Vlassopoulos, Disentangling the Sources of Pro-social
Behavior in the Workplace: A Field Experiment, August 2009

2758 Nicole Grunewald and Inmaculada Martinez-Zarzoso, Driving Factors of Carbon
Dioxide Emissions and the Impact from Kyoto Protocol, August 2009

2759 Yu-Fu Chen and Michael Funke, Booms, Recessions and Financial Turmoil: A Fresh
Look at Investment Decisions under Cyclical Uncertainty, August 2009

2760 Jan-Egbert Sturm and Jakob de Haan, Does Central Bank Communication really Lead
to better Forecasts of Policy Decisions? New Evidence Based on a Taylor Rule Model
for the ECB, August 2009

2761 Larry Karp, Sacrifice, Discounting and Climate Policy: Five Questions, August 2009

2762 Marianna Belloc and Samuel Bowles, International Trade, Factor Mobility and the
Persistence of Cultural-Institutional Diversity, August 2009

2763 Charles Noussair and Fangfang Tan, Voting on Punishment Systems within a
Heterogeneous Group, August 2009

2764 Birgit Bednar-Friedl and Karl Farmer, Internationally Coordinated Emission Permit
Policies: An Option for Withdrawers from the Kyoto Protocol?, August 2009

2765 Pierre M. Picard and David E. Wildasin, Labor Market Pooling, Outsourcing and Labor
Contracts, August 2009

2766 Stefan Voigt and Lorenz Blume, The Economic Effects of Federalism and
Decentralization — A Cross-Country Assessment, August 2009

2767 David S. Jacks, Christopher M. Meissner and Dennis Novy, Trade Booms, Trade Busts,
and Trade Costs, August 2009

2768 Mario Jametti and Thomas von Ungern-Sternberg, Hurricane Insurance in Florida,
August 2009

2769 Alessandro Balestrino, Kind of Black: The Musicians’ Labour Market in Italy, August
2009



2770 Yosr Abid Fourati and Cathal O’Donoghue, Eliciting Individual Preferences for Pension
Reform, August 2009

2771 Christian Breuer and Chang Woon Nam, VAT on Intra-Community Trade and Bilateral
Micro Revenue Clearing in the EU, August 2009

2772 Choudhry Tanveer Shehzad, Jakob De Haan and Bert Scholtens, Growth and Earnings
Persistence in Banking Firms: A Dynamic Panel Investigation, August 2009

2773 Erdal Yalcin, Uncertain Productivity Growth and the Choice between FDI and Export,
August 2009

2774 Klaus Abberger, Wolfgang Nierhaus and Shynar Shaikh, Findings of the Signal
Approach for Financial Monitoring in Kazakhstan, September 2009

2775 Sascha O. Becker, Francesco Cinnirella and Ludger Woessmann, The Trade-off
between Fertility and Education: Evidence from before the Demographic Transition,
September 2009

2776 Thomas Aronsson and Erkki Koskela, Optimal Income Taxation, Outsourcing and
Policy Cooperation in a Dynamic Economy, September 2009

2777 Joel Slemrod, Old George Orwell Got it Backward: Some Thoughts on Behavioral Tax
Economics, September 2009

2778 Cagri Seda Kumru and Athanasios C. Thanopoulos, Social Security Reform and
Temptation, September 2009

2779 Alessandro Bucciol and Roel M. W. J. Beetsma, Inter- and Intra-generational
Consequences of Pension Buffer Policy under Demographic, Financial and Economic
Shocks, September 2009

2780 Eduardo Strube and Marcelo Resende, Complementarity of Innovation Policies in the
Brazilian Industry: An Econometric Study, September 2009

2781 Henry Tulkens and Vincent van Steenberghe, “Mitigation, Adaptation, Suffering”: In
Search of the Right Mix in the Face of Climate Change, September 2009

2782 Maria L. Loureiro, Anna Sanz-de-Galdeano and Daniela Vuri, Smoking Habits: Like
Father, Like Son, Like Mother, Like Daughter, September 2009

2783 Momi Dahan, Tehila Kogut and Moshe Shalem, Do Economic Policymakers Practice
what they Preach? The Case of Pension Decisions, September 2009

2784 Eytan Sheshinski, Uncertain Longevity and Investment in Education, September 2009





