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Abstract

We analyse the effect of transfer pricing regulations on trade flows. We base
our estimation on a panel gravity model, where the transfer pricing regulations
are modeled as trade costs. To abstract from any aggregate demand shocks, we
focus on intermediate goods in the car industry. Our results suggest a significant
volume effect on the exported quantity as a result of the introduction of transfer
pricing laws in the exporting country. Exports to lower tax rate countries are
reduced, whilst exports to higher tax rate countries are increased. In line with
theory, transfer pricing regulations only play a role if a tax rate difference exists

between the trading partners.
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1 Motivation

In October 2015, the OECD announced the Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS)
action plan, which aims at taxing corporations at the location where production takes
place and preventing MNEs to internationally shift profits. Multinational firms have sev-
eral possibilities to shift profit to affiliates in low tax countries. One of the predominant
tax planning strategies is the manipulation of intra-firm prices. Many countries have
introduced transfer pricing regulations to keep corporate profits within their borders.
Overall, these laws attempt to tie intra-firm prices to arm’s-length equivalents. The
empirical literature has shown that firms manipulate transfer prices for tax optimising
purposes (Bartelsman and Beetsma, 2003; Huizinga and Laeven, 2008; Clausing, 2003;
Cristea and Nguyen, 2013; Davies et al., 2015) and that they react sensitive to transfer
pricing regulations (Lohse and Riedel, 2013). While the literature has provided evidence
for the manipulation of intra-firm transfer prices exploiting the pricing mechanism, little
is known about how trade volumes are affected.

The main objective of this paper is to analyse the quantity effects on trade flows that
transfer pricing regulations might have. Under the premise that intra-firm prices did
indeed deviate from their corresponding arm’s-length prices, we assume that prices are
adjusted towards the arm’s-length price when transfer pricing regulations are introduced.
Although this change in prices influences the profits and therefore the tax bases of firms
in the respective countries, which on its own could lead to severe economic consequences,
we argue that a change in trade volume could amplify this effect. In other words, only
considering the pricing channel would lead to an underestimation of the effectiveness
of transfer pricing regulations. In the extreme case, if an affiliate was only held for
tax optimising purposes and intermediate goods were merely imported and reexported,
reoptimisation by the multinational would lead to the abandonment of the affiliate in
that country. An effect of transfer pricing regulations on traded quantities also hints at
allocative inefficiencies that are induced by taxation.!

We base our estimation strategy on the workhorse model of international trade, the
gravity model. First applied by Tinbergen in 1962, it shows that trade between two
countries can be explained by their relative force of gravity, using GDP as the weight of
the countries and distance between them as a negative correction. Baltagi et al. (2003)
develop a panel data gravity model that we adopt here for the use of intermediate goods
trade. Transfer pricing regulations enter the model as one form of trade costs. We
estimate the model using UN COMTRADE data on bilateral exports of intermediate
goods in the car industry for the period 1995 until 2012. The car industry is characterised
by high specialisation and a low share of trade between unrelated third parties, thus

IThe effect of taxation on intra-firm trade is documented in Egger and Seidel (2013).



providing ample opportunities to manipulate transfer prices. The approach taken in
this paper allows us to analyse the effect at the level where the variation in regulations
takes place. Because not all trade activities between countries can be attributed to profit
shifting behaviour, it is important to keep in mind that we will not find results at the
extensive margin of trade but rather at the intensive margin.

Our main findings are as follows: Under the assumption that transfer prices have been
manipulated, the introduction of TPR reduce (increase) trade with countries that have
a lower (higher) tax rate than the exporting country. The effect is driven by the size
of the tax rate differential. In a back-of-the-envelope calculation utilising the value of
trade, we can show that the pricing reaction in our data is in line with the literature
and that the quantity effects found in our study amplify the reaction of firms to TPR,
thus increasing the effectiveness of TPR from a host country perspective.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: We first describe our data and derive our
hypotheses, before explaining the estimation strategy. Section 5 presents and discusses
the results. The final section concludes.

2 Data

The data used in this study comes from the UN COMTRADE database as harmonised
by the CEPII in their BACI database. It provides bilateral trade data at a disaggregated,
6-digit HS goods classification level. We observe all intermediate goods, which enter the
production for motorised vehicles weighing less than 3.5t.2 Considering intermediate
goods trade has an appealing advantage over trade in final goods: It allows us to abstract
from demand shocks that are less pronounced compared to final goods. We focus on the
car industry, which relies on highly specialised intermediate goods and is characterised
by frequent trade between related parties. For example in 2012, the US exports to
related parties accounted for 58.92% of all exports in that year in the car industry?®,
which was second only to tobacco products (67.48%).* Therefore, the manipulation of
transfer prices is relatively easier and we expect a significant reaction to transfer pricing
regulations. The data were merged with information on corporate tax rates coming from
Loretz (2008) as well as KPMG. Data on GDP and economic integration were taken from
the World Bank and the EIA Database respectively.

In order to interpret the effects measured on the country level, it is crucial to under-
stand the type of data observed in the aggregated COMTRADE data. This is depicted
in Figure 1. When a firm wants to sell its products, it has several possibilities regarding

2HS-codes ranging from 870600 to 870899.
3As measured by NAICS4 code: 3361 Motor vehicles
4Data taken from: https://relatedparty.ftd.census.gov/, last accessed 12.10.2017.



Figure 1: Overview of Trade Data

Firm

National International

Local Production MNE

Unrelated Trade

Intra-firm Trade

Observed in
COMTRADE Profit shifting possible

Notes: The figure shows the types of firms that are observable in the COMTRADE data. Due to the
aggregation, we are not able to differentiate between the types of firms. The solid rectangle represents
the type of firm that is targeted by TPR.



which markets to serve. The smallest option is to remain national and only serve the
local market. As an example, think of your local bakery. These type of firms do not
engage in international trade and are therefore not observed in our data. Given that
the firm has made a decision to export, it faces two choices: produce local and sell
abroad or produce and sell abroad. The former case is a firm that only has production
within one country. These firms are observed in our data but are not able to utilise tax
rate differences, because all profits accrue within a countries borders.®> Once the firm
decides to produce and sell abroad, it turns into an MNE. The MNE can either trade
with unrelated third parties or intra-firm. Only the latter trade flow can be susceptible
to transfer mis-pricing and could show a reaction to the introduction of TPR. Keeping
this in mind, any reaction found in the data is a lower bound of the real reaction for the
relevant subgroup (intra-firm trade of MNE), given that we also observe trade between
unrelated parties that should not react to TPR.

We hand collected data on introduction of transfer pricing regulations from Deloitte
(2015); Ernst&Young (2014); KPMG (2014) and PWC (2016). For some countries, the
publications offer different years of enactment of transfer pricing regulations and we
chose the most common. When several dates were offered in one publication, we chose
the point in time where mandatory documentation requirements came into place. Table
(1) shows the years in which the exporting countries in our sample introduced transfer
pricing regulations.

We concentrate on data from 1995 until 2012, a period in which many countries in-
troduced transfer pricing regulations, which gives us the variation for identification. We
focus on the 14 most important exporting countries with the largest car industries as
measured by production in 1995 and assess their trade with all other countries of the
world. This gives us confidence that our model captures a great share of worldwide inter-
mediate goods trade in the car industry.® The BACI data provides us with information
on actual trade flows, but omits zero trade flows. For our analysis however, it is import-
ant to also account for trade flows that did not take place, as these could potentially be
caused by the existence of transfer pricing regulations. Therefore we rectangularise our
data set so that we have observations for each exporter-importer-year combination. All
new observations are assigned a quantity and a value of zero, assuming that if we do not
observe a trade flow, there was none. In an extension, we could explore the possibility

of misreporting by the exporting country by analysing imports of the partner country,

5We are abstracting from within-country differences in corporate taxation that appear in a few federal
countries like Germany, the US and Switzerland, where taxation rights lie with a lower than national
authority.

6The 14 countries had a share in excess of 95% of total car production in 1995(https:
//www.rita.dot.gov/bts/sites/rita.dot.gov.bts/files/publications/national_
transportation_statistics/html/table_01_23.html_mfd. Last accessed 18.06.2017).



Table 1: Transfer Pricing Regulations

Country TP Regulations
Brazil 1997
Canada 1998
China 2008
France 1996
Germany 2003
India 2001
Italy 2010
Japan 1986
Mexico 1997
Russia —
South Korea 1996
Spain 2006
United Kingdom 1999
United States 1994

which we can use to verify our procedure. We are left with a total of 153 importing
countries for which we have obtained all variables.

3 Hypotheses

To stress the quantity effect and why allocative distortions could exist, consider a rep-
resentative MNE active in the three countries A, B and C. To produce the final good,
only trade in intermediaries from A to B is required. In the absence of taxation or
in the case that all countries set the same corporate tax rate, we would only observe
trade from country A to country B, with country C playing no role. In the presence of
tax rate differences, however, intermediate goods are exported from A to C' and then
from C' to B for tax optimising purposes. The existence of more intra-firm trade in the
presence of differences in the corporate tax rate is also shown theoretically in Egger and
Seidel (2013). Figure 2 shows such a situation. In order to minimise the tax burden, the
MNE would like profits to accrue in country C'. This can be facilitated by undervaluing
exports from A to C' and overvaluing exports from C' to B.

Now suppose country A introduces transfer pricing regulations. Because C' has a lower
tax rate, the exports from country A to country C' are undervalued to minimise profits in
A and maximise profits in C. The regulations will force companies in A to increase their

prices, therefore again making the trade via C' relatively more expensive. This is the



Figure 2: Three Country Model with Tax Rate Differences
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situation that is analysed in the empirical application of this paper.” This simple illus-
tration shows that no matter which country imposes transfer pricing regulations, there
are incentives for firms to alter the volumes traded between countries, given sufficiently
high trade costs.

A priori, we would expect MNEs to utilise tax rate differences and therefore export
more to countries that have a lower tax rate than the home country. This would indicate
that we should see a negative coefficient for the tax rate difference, when it is non-positive
and a positive coefficient when the tax rate difference is positive. The introduction of
transfer pricing regulations should bring the effects closer together and we expect this to
be strongly driven by the size of the tax rate difference. This corresponds to a positive
coefficient on the interaction of tax rate difference and transfer pricing regulations for
non-positive tax rate differences and a negative effect for this interaction for importers

with a lower tax rate than the exporting country.

4 Estimation Strategy

The gravity model of trade was first introduced by Tinbergen (1962). It applies Newton’s
law of gravity from physics to economics and explains trade between two countries as
proportional to their economic size (GDP) and inversely proportional to the distance
between the two countries. Although the gravity model in its simplest form is able to
explain a substantial amount of trade already, several extensions to the base model exist,
most notably the introduction of trade costs as a second deterring factor of trade and

the inclusion of multilateral resistance terms (Anderson and Van Wincoop, 2003). In

"Transfer pricing regulations in B will require the company in B to pay an arm’s-length price for the
intermediate good imported from C'. This will increase profits in B and decrease profits in C', which
also lowers the attractiveness of exporting via country C. Country C benefits from the manipulation
of transfer prices and therefore has no incentive to introduce TPR.



empirical applications, these are controlled for by adding country fixed effects to the
estimation.

We analyse the relationship between transfer pricing regulations and trade flows using
a gravity-type model of the following form:

Xijt = @li)z\emyttz‘ﬂjta (1)
which follows Baltagi et al. (2014) and where X j; denotes the exports (quantity or value)
from country ¢ to country j at time ¢. Baltagi et al. (2014) define l;; and m; as exporter-
time-specific and importer-time-specific factors respectively. t;;; broadly reflects trade
costs that can possibly vary across all dimensions and A\, u andf are measures for the
partial elasticity of trade flows with respect to the respective parameters.

To estimate the model, we impose a logarithmic transformation on Equation (1) and

follow Baltagi et al. (2014) in defining the following set-up for our estimation equation:
ln(Xl-jt) =+ tgjtﬁ + )\l,t + KM gt + Ui + (515 + Eijts (2)

where u;; are country-pair fixed effects, d; represent time fixed effects and ¢;;; is an
error term. To avoid endogeneity problems, it is important that the equation consists
of some components that are exporter-time-specific and importer-time-specific, i.e. [
and mj; from Equation (1) respectively. Baltagi et al. (2003) propose a generalised
model that accounts for this endogeneity by adding exporter-time and importer-time
fixed effects instead of the simple year fixed effects in Equation (2). A drawback from
this approach, however, is that it does not allow to separately identify the effect of
time-invariant variables. In our application, the variable of interest - transfer pricing
regulations - varies at the exporter-year or importer-year level, that is it would drop from
the estimation due to collinearity. We account for exporter-time-specific and importer-
time-specific factors by including control variables that are either independent of the ¢
dimension, representing importer-year-specific factors, or the j dimension, representing
exporter-year-specific factors. Furthermore, trade costs are represented by the tax rates
and a transfer pricing regulation dummy, as well as an interaction term between the

two. Our estimation equation thus takes on the following form:

ln(XZ-jt) = + 51 111 Tit + 52 lIl Tjt + 63TPth + 54 hl Tit * TPth—l- (3)
EIAijt —+ Aln GDPZt -+ /th GDPJt -+ Uiy + (St -+ Eijts

where 7;; and 7;; represent the statutory corporate tax rates in country ¢ and j at time ¢,
respectively, T PR;; is a dummy indicating whether transfer pricing regulations were in
place in the exporting country at time ¢ and E'1A,j; controls for the strength of economic



integration between ¢ and j through a set of dummies. GDPF;; and GDPj; are GDP in
the exporting and importing country at time ¢.8

A regression of Equation (3) using the full sample could be problematic, because the
incentives to shift profits (and possibly quantities) differ depending on the sign of the
tax rate difference between two trading partners. If a positive tax rate difference exists,
firms in country ¢ will have an incentive to shift profits to country 7 by manipulating the
transfer price downwards, whilst in the case that a negative tax rate difference exists, the
transfer prices should be manipulated upwards. Looking at both cases together could
cancel out any effects of transfer pricing regulations, as we expect opposite reactions
depending on the sign of the tax rate difference. We therefore split the sample into
cases where 7; > 7; (positive tax difference) and cases where 7, < 7; (negative tax
difference) and explicitly exclude the case where the tax rates are equal, as profit shifting
opportunities only arise, when a tax rate difference can be utilised.

When analysing worldwide trade, the number of country pair fixed effects to be es-
timated increases rapidly. Also, log-linearisation of the model that is common in the
literature could lead to biased estimates, for example through the mishandling of zero
trade flows. Silva and Tenreyro (2006) propose a Poisson Pseudo Maximum Likelihood
(PPML) estimator that incorporates the multilateral resistance terms and circumvents
the problems arising from log-linearising the model. The results suggest some funda-
mental differences with parameters estimated using the traditional fixed effects method
on log-linearised data. For example, the effect of GDP is not close to one but signific-
antly lower and the effect of geographical distance as well as colonial ties are greatly
exaggerated in the classical log-linearised model. We will therefore report results of es-
timating a traditional fixed effects log-linear gravity model as well as a PPML model
and discuss potential differences between the models.

5 Results

5.1 Effect on Quantities

The baseline results of estimating Equation (3) are shown in Table 2. The observational
unit is a bilateral trade flow from exporting country ¢ to importing country j. In total,
we observe N = 26,419 such pairs. In the first two columns, we regress the logarithm of

quantity only on the logarithm of the tax rates in 7 and j as well as the control variables.’

8We do not include distance or other time-invariant country pair characteristics that are familiar from
earlier gravity models, because they are collinear to the country pair fixed effect u;j.

9Throughout all estimations in this section, the coefficients for In GD P, /j are positive and significant,
as suggested by economic theory. We cannot report estimates for other common control variables
in the trade literature such as distance, common language or contiguity, because they are captured



Column (1) shows the results for all country pairs, where the exporting country i has
a higher tax rate than the importing country j. The positive and significant coefficient
on the own tax rate indicates on the one hand that countries with higher tax rates tend
to export more and on the other hand also shows that ceteris paribus i.e. for a given
tax rate of the importing country, an increase in the exporting country’s tax rate leads
to more trade. From an economic point of view, this is a plausible result, because as we
are looking at the sample where 7; > 7;, any increase in 7; will ultimately increase the
tax difference and therefore the incentive to shift profits. The reverse is true for the case
where we have a negative tax difference (7; < 7;) and this can be seen in column (2)
with the positive coefficient for 7;. The cross tax rates are both negative, which further
enhances the effect of the tax rate difference, but both coefficients are statistically not
distinguishable from zero, thus suggesting that trade flows depend more on the country
with the higher tax rate. The results furthermore show that trade flows differ in a world
where taxation exists from trade flows in a world without (distortive) taxation.

In columns (3) and (4), we introduce a dummy indicating whether TPR were in
place in country ¢ at time ¢. In case of a positive tax rate difference, transfer pricing
regulations lead to a slight increase in trade. This seems puzzling at first, because we
would have assumed that more quantity was traded than optimally required, prior to
the introduction of TPR and therefore, a reduction of the traded quantities should be
expected. However, the reduction should take place especially with countries that have
a substantially lower tax rate than the exporting country and as trade with the very low
tax rate importing countries declines, trade with the importing countries that are close
to the exporting country in terms of the tax rate could increase. This suggests that the
effect is possibly driven by the tax rate and therefore in columns (5) and (6), we interact
the TPR dummy with the tax rate of the exporting country (5) and importing country
(6) respectively.

by the country-pair fixed effects.

10
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Table 2: The Effect of Transfer Pricing Regulations on Quantity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Ty > Tj Ti < Tj Ty > Tj Ti < Tj Ti > Tj T < Tj T > Tj T < Tj
Dependent Variable: Log of Exports Ezports
Ti 1.472%*  -0.618 1.770"* -0.644  3.357***  -0.750 0.449 2.146
(0.538) (1.836) (0.543) (1.825) (0.604) (1.809)  (0.461)  (1.305)
Tj -0.365  3.215**  -0.380  3.190**  -0.289  4.461**  -0.002 1.058
(0.478)  (1.323) (0.474) (1.313) (0.459)  (1.751)  (0.477)  (1.494)
TPR; 0.154***  0.062  2.545***  0.871 1.198**  -0.073
(0.045)  (0.085)  (0.309) (0.604)  (0.288)  (0.547)
7; - TPR; -7.984*** -3.334***
(1.009) (0.841)
7j - TPR; -2.583 -0.008
(1.826) (1.223)
N 19,300 7,119 19,300 7,119 19,300 7,119 18,827 6,670
R? 0.227 0.123 0.228 0.124 0.237 0.124 - -
F —Test - - - - 0.000 0.035 0.000 0.339

Notes: Columns (1)-(6): Fixed effects regressions of Equation (3). 7; and 7; are in logarithms, also in the interaction
term. Columns (7) and (8): PPML estimation. Cluster-Robust standard errors on the country-pair level are in
parentheses. All estimations include the logarithm of GDP for both countries, a set of dummies controlling for
economic integration and year fixed effects as control variables. Coefficients are omitted for brevity. F-Test shows
the p-value for a test of joint significance of the tax rate and the interaction term. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***

p <0.01.



The reaction is indeed driven by the tax rate, as indicated by the statistically signi-
ficant negative coefficient on the interaction variable in column (5). Moreover, we find
that the positive effect of the tax rate on exported quantities found in columns (1) and
(3) was biased downward by country-pairs affected by TPR. An increases in 7; of one
percent leads to an increase in exported quantities of 3.36 percent when no TPR are
in place. Likewise, when TPR are in place, an increase of one percent in 7; leads to a
decrease in traded quantities of 4.63 percent. When 7; < 7; though, TPR in country ¢
do not seem to affect traded quantities as shown in column (4). The interaction effect
with the tax rate of the importing country shows a slight decrease in the quantities
traded when TPR are in place: An increase in the profit shifting incentive of one per-
cent is associated with an increase in traded quantities of 1.88 percent as opposed to
4.46 percent without TPR, but in contrast to the case where 7; > 7;, the effect remains
positive. A test for joint significance reveals that 7; and the interaction term are jointly
significant at the five percent level. To account for the bilateral trade flows over time,
we have relied on clustering the data at the country-pair level. However, as the vari-
ation in our treatment dummy comes from the exporting country side only, we ideally
would like to use cluster-robust standard errors at the exporting country level. Due to
the small number of exporting countries in our sample, standard clustering techniques
are not suited and we employ randomisation inference in the spirit of Fisher (1935) to
calculate valid p-values. The idea behind this inference technique is based on standard
permutation methods: by reassigning treatment randomly across clusters many times,
one gets a self-made distribution under the null hypothesis of no effect.!® This distri-
bution is then used to calculate p-values. Note that in our study, it is the sequence of
the treatment dummy that has to be resampled and not the treatment dummy alone
to avoid unrealistic transfer pricing histories where countries randomly seem to switch
transfer pricing regulations on and off.

Using the specifications from columns (5) and (6) of Table 2, we ran 10,000 replications
to construct a valid distribution of the t-values. From the results, we cannot identify a
robust effect for importing countries that exhibit a higher tax rate than the exporting
country, with the p-value for the interaction between the tax rate and the transfer
pricing regulations being 0.602. But for the opposite case, we find a highly statistically
significant (p = 0.005) reduction of the traded quantities from the exporting countries
to countries with a lower tax rate once transfer pricing regulations are in place.

The estimations in columns (1) to (6) of Table 2 were conducted on log-linearised data
and as pointed out by Silva and Tenreyro (2006), due to Jensens inequality, estimates
could be severely biased as additional heterogeneity is introduced into the data that not

only affects the variance but also biases the point estimate. Therefore, we follow the

0For a detailed description see Barrios et al. (2012); Ho and Imai (2006).
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recent advances in the literature and estimate the gravity model in its multiplicative
form, utilising the PPML estimator proposed by Silva and Tenreyro (2006). The results
from this exercise are presented in columns (7) and (8). The result from the column
(5) is confirmed that 7; has a negative effect once TPR are in place, indicating that less
trade commences when the tax rate difference increases. The effect is smaller in size,
-2.89 percent compared to the -4.63 percent from column (5) for a one percent increase
in 7;, but still statistically and economically significant. The difference in coefficient
size is a common finding when comparing results from log-linearised models to models
estimated by PPML and has been at the heart of the critique by Silva and Tenreyro
(2006). Column (8) indicates no effect of TPR on quantities for cases where 7; < ;.
This somewhat contrasts the earlier findings and lets us conclude that the significantly
smaller sample size for this relationship affects the OLS estimate. This finding is in line
with Egger and Seidel (2013), who also struggle to find significant results for trade with
countries that exhibit a higher tax rate than the US, due to the significantly smaller
sample size. In summary, the PPML results confirm the qualitative results from the
log-linearised model, namely the importance of TPR as an anti-avoidance measure when
7; > 7, whilst the expected effect for the reverse case cannot be identified from the data.
The coefficients are smaller in size, which is in line with the findings of previous authors
regarding differences between log-linearised models estimated via OLS and multiplicative
models estimated via PPML.

5.2 Effect on Value

The COMTRADE data also include the value of an export. Value is defined as the
product of price and quantity and therefore, the results should show a mixture of the
price and the quantity reaction to the introduction of TPR. Given the way previous
studies have identified the pricing reaction (Clausing, 2003; Lohse and Riedel, 2013),
we would expect to see a decrease in the magnitude of the effect for value when com-
pared to the quantity reaction alone. This is because the pricing and quantity reaction
should have opposite signs: Following the introduction of TPR, prices should be reduced
(increased) and quantities increased (reduced) when exports were overvalued (underval-
ued), Table 3 shows a replication of the quantity regressions from Table 2. The negative
influence of TPR is also visible in column (3) where 7; > 7;, but no value reaction can be
inferred for the opposite case. As expected from theory, the reduction in value (2.18%)
is smaller than the reduction in quantities (4.63%) following a one percentage point
increase in the tax difference.

Because of the differences found between OLS estimates and PPML estimates in Table
2, we proceed to re-estimate columns (3) and (4) using PPML. The results in columns

13



Table 3: The Effect of Transfer Pricing Regulations on Value
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Ti > Tj Ti < Tj Ti > Tj T < Tj Ty > Tj T < Tj

Dependent Variable: Log of Exports FExports
Ti 2.683***  2.008  4.402*** 1.903 -0.138 0.278
(0.577)  (1.969) (0.657)  (1.947) (0.372) (1.218)
Tj -1.580***  2.626* -1.526™* 3.515**  -0.452 -1.066
(0.561)  (1.384)  (0.545)  (1.773) (0.467)  (1.055)
TPR; 2.182***  0.650  0.505** -0.924**
(0.332)  (0.631) (0.242)  (0.361)
7 - TPR; -6.584*** -1.370**
(1.082) (0.689)
7j - TPR; -1.859 1.863**
(1.940) (0.838)
N 19,300 7,119 19,300 7,119 18,827 6,670
R? 0.309 0.145 0.316 0.145 - -
F —Test - - 0.000 0.131 0.052 0.063

Notes: Columns (1)-(4): Fixed effects regressions of Equation (3) using the logarithm of
value instead of quantity as the dependent variable. 7; and 7; are in logarithms, also in the
interaction term. Columns (5) and (6): PPML estimation. Cluster-Robust standard errors on
the country-pair level are in parentheses. All estimations include the logarithm of GDP for
both countries, a set of dummies controlling for economic integration and year fixed effects as
control variables. Coefficients are omitted for brevity. F-Test shows the p-value for a test of
joint significance of the tax rate and the interaction term. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 4: Price Reaction to TPR
PPML OLS

Ti>7-j T,L'<Tj TZ'>Tj Ti<Tj

Quantity Reaction -2.885 1.050 -4.627 1.878

Value Reaction -1.508 0.797 -2.182 1.656
Derit 0.52 0.76 0.47 0.88
Price Reaction >0 <0 >0 <0

Notes: The table shows estimated signs of the price reaction to
the introduction of TPR. The price reaction is conditional on the
price being larger than p.,.;.

(5) and (6) differ in size from their OLS counterparts, complementing the findings in
the quantity regressions. Most notably is the joint significance of the tax rate and TPR
in cases where 7; < 7;. Column (6) shows a significant positive effect of the tax rate
difference on the value of exports that are attributable to the introduction of TPR. This
indicates that the pricing reaction is stronger than the quantity reaction that was not
statistically different from zero in column (8) of Table 2.

5.3 Effect on Prices

Having estimated the effects of TPR on the quantity and value of exports, we would
like to validate that the pricing effect, which is implicitly in the value effect, has the
expected sign. The pricing effect is expected to be positive (negative) when 7, > 7;
(r; < 7;). The magnitude of the value effects is smaller in absolute terms than the
quantity effects in both settings. Table 4 shows the estimated effects that a tax rate
increase has, given that TPR are in place. The coefficients for the PPML columns are
taken from columns (7) and (8) of Table 2 (Quantity) and columns (5) and (6) of Table
3 (Value) respectively. The OLS results are taken from columns (5) and (6) of Table 2
(Quantity) and columns (3) and (4) of Table 3. The difference between the quantity

and the value effect is driven by the pricing reaction to taxation. Because

v(T) = p(7) - q(7), (4)

1We focus on the discussion of the PPML results, although the results for OLS are similar and the
arguments brought forward apply idem dito.

15



we can decompose the effect of an increase in 712 on v(7) by the total differential to
obtain:

_ Ovdp  Ovdq
“opor " ogor ()

The partial derivatives of the value with respect to price and quantity are just g(7)

dvo(T)

and p(7) respectively and both strictly non-negative. Implicitly, we abstract from cross
elasticities of prices and quantities, which should play a smaller role in intermediate
goods trade than in trade in final goods. Additionally, we can justify this by the large
share of intra-firm trade in intermediate goods trade, which amassed to around 45% for
the US in 2013.13 The reaction of the quantity to an increase in 7, measured by % in
Equation (5), is known from the quantity regressions and displayed in the row Quantity
in Table 4. Likewise, the total reaction of the value is also known and displayed in the
row Value of the table. Taking all information together, we can show that the pricing

effect in the case of 7; > 7; is given by

Op  2.885p — 1.508
or, q

(6)

and for the opposite case by

op  0.797 — 1.05p

SR "
As soon as p surpasses its critical value of p..;; = 0.52 in Equation (6) or pe.; = 0.76
in Equation (7), we can unambiguously derive the sign of the pricing reaction. In the
former case, g—f_’i is positive, indicating that prices are corrected upwards when 7; increases,
following the introduction of TPR. This is in line with the ex ante manipulation of prices
and the undervaluation of exports in cases where the tax rate of the partner country
is lower than the tax rate of the exporting country. In the latter case, g—f_’j is negative,
which hints at an overvaluation of exports prior to the introduction of TPR. Back-of-
the-envelope calculations of the average prices in our sample (we simply assume p = v/q)
indicate that only around 0.4% of all prices are below the critical value when 7; > 7; and
3.9% in the opposite case. In other words, for nearly all observed trade flows, we find
that TPR must have the expected effect on pricing behaviour, namely price increases

when exports are undervalued and price decreases when exports are overvalued.

12Qubscripts ¢ and j have, without loss of generality, been dropped for brevity. When 7; > 7j, the
exposition refers to 7; and in the opposite case to 7;.

130wn calculation on the basis of data from BEA (intra-firm trade in manufacturing) and WITS (total
trade in intermediate goods).
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5.4 Discussion

The results presented here indicate a substantial response in traded quantities following
the introduction of TPR. They show the presence of allocative inefficiencies through
exploitation of tax rate differentials by MNEs. Our results are consistent with the
hypothesis that TPR help to partly correct these misallocations, as we find a reduction
in traded quantities with countries that have a lower tax rate than the exporting country.
This suggests that part of the trade in intermediate goods between two countries was
purely driven by tax considerations. Following the introduction of TPR, this channel
became unprofitable and we observe relatively more trade with countries that exhibit
a higher tax rate than the exporting country. Egger and Seidel (2013) report a 7%
increase in intra-firm trade as a reaction to a one percentage point increase in the tax
gap between the US and the average host country in their reduced form estimation. The
fact that we find a smaller decrease (2.89%) as a reaction to the introduction of TPR
suggests that TPR fail to fully combat the distortive effects that taxation has on traded
quantities.

Our findings confirm the results from earlier studies on the misuse of transfer prices
on the firm level: Clausing (2003) reports significant distortions of prices and Davies
et al. (2015) find low internal prices for low tax trading partners, especially very low tax
trading partners such as tax havens. We add to this by showing that quantities were
distorted as well, amplifying the effect of TPR. Whilst the manipulation of transfer
prices is de facto a manipulation of bookkeeping, manipulation of quantities can have
real economic consequences such as labour market responses and any regulatory changes
should therefore carefully consider the reaction in quantities.

In line with Lohse and Riedel (2013) and Beer and Loeprick (2015), we can identify
that TPR have a dampening effect on profit shifting behaviour, which is also visible in
traded quantities. Thus, we are able to show that following the introduction of TPR,
quantities exported to lower tax countries are reduced. This could in turn lead to
negative real responses in the respective low tax countries, at least from a global welfare
perspective.

Next to analysing the effect of TPR on quantities in a log-linearised model, we also
showed results from estimations of a multiplicative model via PPML. As advocated by
Silva and Tenreyro (2006), OLS estimates of the log-linearised model could be severely
biased and although we found significant quantitative differences in the estimated coef-
ficients arising from this, the qualitative results remain the same. This is in line with
several previous studies from the international trade literature that compared OLS and
PPML results, such as Baltagi et al. (2014), Gémez-Herrera (2013) and Silva and Ten-
reyro (2011).
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Utilising the value of exports, we were able to identify the sign of the pricing reaction.
In cases where there was an incentive to undervalue exports in order to minimise profits
accrued in the exporting country, we find a positive pricing reaction following the intro-
duction of TPR. Likewise, when an incentive existed to overvalue exports, because the
exporting nation was the country with the lowest tax rate, TPR seem to correct prices
downward. Both results resemble the findings of earlier studies, for example Lohse and
Riedel (2013), Zinn et al. (2014) or Cristea and Nguyen (2013).

6 Conclusion

We analyse the effect of transfer pricing regulations on international trade flows in in-
termediate goods. We exploit bilateral trade data for the automobile industry from the
BACI database for the years 1995 to 2012, as well as information on the introduction
of transfer pricing regulations. We find evidence that is in line with the ex ante ma-
nipulation of transfer prices for tax optimising reasons. This reduces trade quantities
for importing countries with higher tax rates than the exporting country and signific-
antly increases trade quantities with countries that exhibit lower tax rates. The effects
are strongly driven by the tax rate difference, which is as expected given that the tax
rate difference represents the incentive to manipulate transfer prices for profit shifting
purposes.

A potential shortcoming of our study is the focus on one industry. The automot-
ive industry is characterised by highly specialised products that are seldomly traded
with unrelated third parties, thus providing ample opportunities for the manipulation
of transfer prices. We would thus expect the effectiveness of TPR to decrease or even
vanish when looking at less specialised or more open sectors. Especially when looking
at intermediate goods trade as a whole, the positive effects of TPR on the reduction of
transfer mispricing in cases where the opportunities are manifold could be confounded
by the insignificance of TPR for other sectors of the economy.'* Given the significant
economic burden on companies and the tax administration, social desirability of TPR
depends on the extent of sectors present in an economy that have the opportunity to
excessively manipulate transfer prices. Our study adds to the discussion on the effect-
iveness of TPR that the allocative distortions through quantity reactions need to be

considered on top of the pricing reactions.

14 This is confirmed in a specification that includes all industries. Here, no significant effect of TPR on
traded quantities can be found. Results are available from the author upon request.
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UND REGULIERUNG UNABHANGIGER
VERSICHERUNGSVERMITTLER
19-2010  Frauke Lammers, CONTRACT DESIGN AND INSURANCE FRAUD: AN HCM
Jorg Schiller EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION
20-2010  Martyna Marczak, REAL WAGES AND THE BUSINESS CYCLE IN GERMANY ECO
Thomas Beissinger
21-2010 Harald Degner, FOREIGN PATENTING IN GERMANY, 1877-1932 IK
Jochen Streb
22-2010  Heiko Stuber, DOES DOWNWARD NOMINAL WAGE RIGIDITY ECO
Thomas Beissinger DAMPEN WAGE INCREASES?
23-2010  Mark Spoerer, GUNS AND BUTTER — BUT NO MARGARINE: THE IMPACT OF ECO

Jochen Streb

NAZ| ECONOMIC POLICIES ON GERMAN FOOD
CONSUMPTION, 1933-38



Nr. Autor Titel CcC
24-2011 Dhammika EARNINGS SHOCKS AND TAX-MOTIVATED INCOME-SHIFTING: ECO
Dharmapala, EVIDENCE FROM EUROPEAN MULTINATIONALS
Nadine Riedel
25-2011  Michael Schuele, QUALITATIVES, RAUMLICHES SCHLIEREN ZUR ICT
Stefan Kirn KOLLISIONSERKENNUNG UND KOLLISIONSVERMEIDUNG
AUTONOMER BDI-AGENTEN
26-2011  Marcus Miller, VERHALTENSMODELLE FUR SOFTWAREAGENTEN IM ICT
Guillaume Stern, PUBLIC GOODS GAME
Ansger Jacob and
Stefan Kirn
27-2011  Monnet Benoit, ENGEL CURVES, SPATIAL VARIATIQN IN PRICES AND ECO
Patrick Gbakoua and DEMAND FOR COMMODITIES IN COTE D’IVOIRE
Alfonso Sousa-Poza
28-2011 Nadine Riedel, ASYMMETRIC OBLIGATIONS ECO
Hannah Schildberg-
Horisch
29-2011  Nicole Waidlein CAUSES OF PERSISTENT PRODUCTIVITY DIFFERENCES IN IK
THE WEST GERMAN STATES IN THE PERIOD FROM 1950 TO
1990
30-2011 Dominik Hartmann, MEASURING SOCIAL CAPITAL AND INNOVATION IN POOR IK
Atilio Arata AGRICULTURAL COMMUNITIES. THE CASE OF CHAPARRA -
PERU
31-2011  Peter Spahn DIE WAHRUNGSKRISENUNION ECO
DIE EURO-VERSCHULDUNG DER NATIONALSTAATEN ALS
SCHWACHSTELLE DER EWU
32-2011 Fabian Wahl DIE ENTWICKLUNG DES LEBENSSTANDARDS IM DRITTEN ECO
REICH — EINE GLUCKSOKONOMISCHE PERSPEKTIVE
33-2011  Giorgio Triulzi, R&D AND KNOWLEDGE DYNAMICS IN UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRY IK
Ramon Scholz and RELATIONSHIPS IN BIOTECH AND PHARMACEUTICALS: AN
Andreas Pyka AGENT-BASED MODEL
34-2011 Claus D. Mdller- ANWENDUNG DES OFFENTLICHEN VERGABERECHTS AUF ICT
Hengstenberg, MODERNE IT SOFTWAREENTWICKLUNGSVERFAHREN
Stefan Kirn
35-2011  Andreas Pyka AVOIDING EVOLUTIONARY INEFFICIENCIES IK
IN INNOVATION NETWORKS
36-2011 David Bell, Steffen WORK HOURS CONSTRAINTS AND HEALTH HCM
Otterbach and
Alfonso Sousa-Poza
37-2011  Lukas Scheffknecht, A BEHAVIORAL MACROECONOMIC MODEL WITH ECO
Felix Geiger ENDOGENOUS BOOM-BUST CYCLES AND LEVERAGE
DYNAMICS
38-2011  Yin Krogmann, INTER-FIRM R&D NETWORKS IN THE GLOBAL IK

Ulrich Schwalbe

PHARMACEUTICAL BIOTECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY DURING
1985-1998: A CONCEPTUAL AND EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS



Nr. Autor Titel CC
39-2011  Michael Ahlheim, RESPONDENT INCENTIVES IN CONTINGENT VALUATION: THE ECO
Tobias Bérger and ROLE OF RECIPROCITY
Oliver Fror
40-2011  Tobias Bérger A DIRECT TEST OF SOCIALLY DESIRABLE RESPONDING IN ECO
CONTINGENT VALUATION INTERVIEWS
41-2011  Ralf Rukwid, QUANTITATIVE CLUSTERIDENTIFIKATION AUF EBENE IK

Julian P. Christ

DER DEUTSCHEN STADT- UND LANDKREISE (1999-2008)



Nr. Autor Titel CC
42-2012  Benjamin Schon, A TAXONOMY OF INNOVATION NETWORKS IK
Andreas Pyka
43-2012  Dirk Foremny, BUSINESS TAXES AND THE ELECTORAL CYCLE ECO
Nadine Riedel
44-2012  Gisela Di Meglio, VARIETIES OF SERVICE ECONOMIES IN EUROPE IK
Andreas Pyka and
Luis Rubalcaba
45-2012  Ralf Rukwid, INNOVATIONSPOTENTIALE IN BADEN-WURTTEMBERG: IK
Julian P. Christ PRODUKTIONSCLUSTER IM BEREICH ,METALL, ELEKTRO, IKT*
UND REGIONALE VERFUGBARKEIT AKADEMISCHER
FACHKRAFTE IN DEN MINT-FACHERN
46-2012  Julian P. Christ, INNOVATIONSPOTENTIALE IN BADEN-WURTTEMBERG: IK
Ralf Rukwid BRANCHENSPEZIFISCHE FORSCHUNGS- UND
ENTWICKLUNGSAKTIVITAT, REGIONALES
PATENTAUFKOMMEN UND BESCHAFTIGUNGSSTRUKTUR
47-2012  Oliver Sauter ASSESSING UNCERTAINTY IN EUROPE AND THE ECO
US - IS THERE A COMMON FACTOR?
48-2012  Dominik Hartmann SEN MEETS SCHUMPETER. INTRODUCING STRUCTURAL AND IK
DYNAMIC ELEMENTS INTO THE HUMAN CAPABILITY
APPROACH
49-2012  Harold Paredes- DISTAL EMBEDDING AS A TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION IK
Frigolett, NETWORK FORMATION STRATEGY
Andreas Pyka
50-2012  Martyna Marczak, CYCLICALITY OF REAL WAGES IN THE USA AND GERMANY: ECO
Victor Gébmez NEW INSIGHTS FROM WAVELET ANALYSIS
51-2012  André P. Slowak DIE DURCHSETZUNG VON SCHNITTSTELLEN IK
IN DER STANDARDSETZUNG:
FALLBEISPIEL LADESYSTEM ELEKTROMOBILITAT
52-2012  Fabian Wahl WHY IT MATTERS WHAT PEOPLE THINK - BELIEFS, LEGAL ECO
ORIGINS AND THE DEEP ROOTS OF TRUST
53-2012  Dominik Hartmann, STATISTISCHER UBERBLICK DER TURKISCHEN MIGRATION IN IK
Micha Kaiser BADEN-WURTTEMBERG UND DEUTSCHLAND
54-2012  Dominik Hartmann, IDENTIFIZIERUNG UND ANALYSE DEUTSCH-TURKISCHER IK
Andreas Pyka, Seda  INNOVATIONSNETZWERKE. ERSTE ERGEBNISSE DES TGIN-
Aydin, Lena Klauf3, PROJEKTES
Fabian Stahl, Ali
Santircioglu, Silvia
Oberegelsbacher,
Sheida Rashidi, Gaye
Onan and Suna
Erginkog
55-2012  Michael Ahlheim, THE ECOLOGICAL PRICE OF GETTING RICH IN A GREEN ECO

Tobias Bérger and
Oliver Fror

DESERT: A CONTINGENT VALUATION STUDY IN RURAL
SOUTHWEST CHINA



Nr. Autor Titel CC
56-2012  Matthias Strifler FAIRNESS CONSIDERATIONS IN LABOR UNION WAGE ECO
Thomas Beissinger SETTING — A THEORETICAL ANALYSIS
57-2012  Peter Spahn INTEGRATION DURCH WAHRUNGSUNION? ECO
DER FALL DER EURO-ZONE
58-2012  Sibylle H. Lehmann TAKING FIRMS TO THE STOCK MARKET: ECO
IPOS AND THE IMPORTANCE OF LARGE BANKS IN IMPERIAL
GERMANY 1896-1913
59-2012  Sibylle H. Lehmann, POLITICAL RIGHTS, TAXATION, AND FIRM VALUATION — ECO
Philipp Hauber and EVIDENCE FROM SAXONY AROUND 1900
Alexander Opitz
60-2012  Martyna Marczak, SPECTRAN, A SET OF MATLAB PROGRAMS FOR SPECTRAL ECO
Victor Gébmez ANALYSIS
61-2012  Theresa Lohse, THE IMPACT OF TRANSFER PRICING REGULATIONS ON ECO

Nadine Riedel

PROFIT SHIFTING WITHIN EUROPEAN MULTINATIONALS



Nr. Autor Titel CcC

62-2013  Heiko Stiiber REAL WAGE CYCLICALITY OF NEWLY HIRED WORKERS ECO

63-2013  David E. Bloom, AGEING AND PRODUCTIVITY HCM
Alfonso Sousa-Poza

64-2013  Martyna Marczak, MONTHLY US BUSINESS CYCLE INDICATORS: ECO
Victor Gémez A NEW MULTIVARIATE APPROACH BASED ON A BAND-PASS

FILTER

65-2013  Dominik Hartmann, INNOVATION, ECONOMIC DIVERSIFICATION AND HUMAN IK
Andreas Pyka DEVELOPMENT

66-2013  Christof Ernst, CORPORATE TAXATION AND THE QUALITY OF RESEARCH ECO
Katharina Richter and AND DEVELOPMENT
Nadine Riedel

67-2013  Michael Ahlheim, NONUSE VALUES OF CLIMATE POLICY - AN EMPIRICAL STUDY ECO
Oliver Fror, Jiang IN XINJIANG AND BEIJING
Tong, Luo Jing and
Sonna Pelz

68-2013  Michael Ahlheim, CONSIDERING HOUSEHOLD SIZE IN CONTINGENT VALUATION ECO
Friedrich Schneider STUDIES

69-2013  Fabio Bertoni, WHICH FORM OF VENTURE CAPITAL IS MOST SUPPORTIVE CFRM
Tereza Tykvova OF INNOVATION?

EVIDENCE FROM EUROPEAN BIOTECHNOLOGY COMPANIES

70-2013  Tobias Buchmann, THE EVOLUTION OF INNOVATION NETWORKS: IK
Andreas Pyka THE CASE OF A GERMAN AUTOMOTIVE NETWORK

71-2013  B. Vermeulen, A. CAPABILITY-BASED GOVERNANCE PATTERNS OVER THE IK
Pyka, J. A. La Poutré PRODUCT LIFE-CYCLE
and A. G. de Kok

72-2013  Beatriz Fabiola Lopez HOW DOES SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING EVOLVE WITH AGE? HCM
Ulloa, Valerie Mgller A LITERATURE REVIEW
and Alfonso Sousa-
Poza

73-2013  Wencke Gwozdz, MATERNAL EMPLOYMENT AND CHILDHOOD OBESITY — HCM

Alfonso Sousa-Poza,
Lucia A. Reisch,
Wolfgang Ahrens,
Stefaan De Henauw,
Gabriele Eiben, Juan
M. Fernandez-Alvira,
Charalampos
Hadjigeorgiou, Eva
Kovacs, Fabio Lauria,
Toomas Veidebaum,
Garrath Williams,
Karin Bammann

A EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVE



Nr. Autor Titel CcC
74-2013  Andreas Haas, RISIKEN AUS CLOUD-COMPUTING-SERVICES: HCM
Annette Hofmann FRAGEN DES RISIKOMANAGEMENTS UND ASPEKTE DER
VERSICHERBARKEIT
75-2013  Yin Krogmann, INTER-FIRM R&D NETWORKS IN PHARMACEUTICAL ECO, IK
Nadine Riedel and BIOTECHNOLOGY: WHAT DETERMINES FIRM’S
Ulrich Schwalbe CENTRALITY-BASED PARTNERING CAPABILITY?
76-2013  Peter Spahn MACROECONOMIC STABILISATION AND BANK LENDING: ECO
A SIMPLE WORKHORSE MODEL
77-2013  Sheida Rashidi, MIGRATION AND INNOVATION — A SURVEY IK
Andreas Pyka
78-2013  Benjamin Schon, THE SUCCESS FACTORS OF TECHNOLOGY-SOURCING IK
Andreas Pyka THROUGH MERGERS & ACQUISITIONS — AN INTUITIVE META-
ANALYSIS
79-2013  Irene Prostolupow, TURKISH-GERMAN INNOVATION NETWORKS IN THE IK
Andreas Pyka and EUROPEAN RESEARCH LANDSCAPE
Barbara Heller-Schuh
80-2013 Eva Schlenker, CAPITAL INCOME SHARES AND INCOME ECO
Kai D. Schmid INEQUALITY IN THE EUROPEAN UNION
81-2013  Michael Ahlheim, THE INFLUENCE OF ETHNICITY AND CULTURE ON THE ECO
Tobias Bérger and VALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS
Oliver Fror — RESULTS FROM A CVM STUDY IN SOUTHWEST CHINA —
82-2013  Fabian Wahl DOES MEDIEVAL TRADE STILL MATTER? HISTORICAL TRADE ECO
CENTERS, AGGLOMERATION AND CONTEMPORARY
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
83-2013  Peter Spahn SUBPRIME AND EURO CRISIS: SHOULD WE BLAME THE ECO
ECONOMISTS?
84-2013  Daniel Guffarth, THE EUROPEAN AEROSPACE R&D COLLABORATION IK
Michael J. Barber NETWORK
85-2013  Athanasios Saitis KARTELLBEKAMPFUNG UND INTERNE KARTELLSTRUKTUREN: IK

EIN NETZWERKTHEORETISCHER ANSATZ



Nr. Autor Titel CC
86-2014  Stefan Kirn, Claus D.  INTELLIGENTE (SOFTWARE-)AGENTEN: EINE NEUE ICT
Miuller-Hengstenberg HERAUSFORDERUNG FUR DIE GESELLSCHAFT UND UNSER
RECHTSSYSTEM?
87-2014  Peng Nie, Alfonso MATERNAL EMPLOYMENT AND CHILDHOOD OBESITY IN HCM
Sousa-Poza CHINA: EVIDENCE FROM THE CHINA HEALTH AND NUTRITION
SURVEY
88-2014  Steffen Otterbach, JOB INSECURITY, EMPLOYABILITY, AND HEALTH: HCM
Alfonso Sousa-Poza AN ANALYSIS FOR GERMANY ACROSS GENERATIONS
89-2014  Carsten Burhop, THE GEOGRAPHY OF STOCK EXCHANGES IN IMPERIAL ECO
Sibylle H. Lehmann- GERMANY
Hasemeyer
90-2014  Martyna Marczak, OUTLIER DETECTION IN STRUCTURAL TIME SERIES ECO
Tommaso Proietti MODELS: THE INDICATOR SATURATION APPROACH
91-2014  Sophie Urmetzer, VARIETIES OF KNOWLEDGE-BASED BIOECONOMIES IK
Andreas Pyka
92-2014  Bogang Jun, THE TRADEOFF BETWEEN FERTILITY AND EDUCATION: IK
Joongho Lee EVIDENCE FROM THE KOREAN DEVELOPMENT PATH
93-2014 Bogang Jun, NON-FINANCIAL HURDLES FOR HUMAN CAPITAL IK
Tai-Yoo Kim ACCUMULATION: LANDOWNERSHIP IN KOREA UNDER
JAPANESE RULE
94-2014  Michael Ahlheim, CHINESE URBANITES AND THE PRESERVATION OF RARE ECO
Oliver Fror, SPECIES IN REMOTE PARTS OF THE COUNTRY — THE
Gerhard EXAMPLE OF EAGLEWOOD
Langenberger and
Sonna Pelz
95-2014  Harold Paredes- RANKING THE PERFORMANCE OF NATIONAL INNOVATION IK
Frigolett, SYSTEMS IN THE IBERIAN PENINSULA AND LATIN AMERICA
Andreas Pyka, FROM A NEO-SCHUMPETERIAN ECONOMICS PERSPECTIVE
Javier Pereira and
Luiz Flavio Autran
Monteiro Gomes
96-2014  Daniel Guffarth, NETWORK EVOLUTION, SUCCESS, AND REGIONAL IK

Michael J. Barber

DEVELOPMENT IN THE EUROPEAN AEROSPACE INDUSTRY
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