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It is a great pleasure for me to be here at the
Banque de France, a member of this European 
monetary family that we call the Eurosystem, 
alongside so many friends, so many eminent fi gures, 
market professionals, academics and central bankers, 
whose proportion here is extremely impressive. It is 
also a great pleasure to chair this fi rst panel. 

Let me say a few words about productivity and 
competitiveness and in particular, as Christian Noyer 
just mentioned, about the naturally obvious 
comparison between two vast continental economies, 
the euro area and the United States. Since the 1980s, 
as everyone knows, the annual real GDP growth of the 
euro area has been one percentage point below that 
of the United States. It is even more important to note 
that real GDP per capita growth has also been lower 
over this period. The lack of convergence in output 
per capita to US levels refl ects Europe’s less effi cient 
labour markets and the relatively low participation 
rate and average number hours worked. Furthermore, 
since the 1980s, or even since the fi rst oil shock, the 
gap between the US and European unemployment 
rates has widened: the European unemployment 
rate is around 3 percentage points higher than that 
of the United States. Nevertheless, we should not 
underestimate the progress made in Europe in terms of 
labour productivity up to the middle of the 1990s, when 
the catching-up process was observed. Since then, 
the reverse has been true. When we compare hourly 
productivity rates in Europe and the United States,
the turnaround in the trend in the mid-1990s is 
striking. In the 1980s, annual growth in hourly 
productivity was 2.5% in Europe and only 1.3% in 
the United States. There was therefore a positive 
gap in favour of Europe, which was in the process of 
catching up with the lag in labour productivity. But, 
and this is very surprising, over the period 1996-2004,
hourly productivity growth in the United States 
rose from 1.3% to 2.5%, whereas it fell from 2.5% to 
1.3% in Europe, i.e. exactly the same fi gures but the 
opposite way around, which means a ratio of almost 
1 to 4, growing twice as rapidly in the United States 
as in the 1980s and twice as slowly in Europe.

Jean-Claude TRICHET
President

European Central Bank

It is not up to me to provide answers but rather to ask 
certain questions. While I can understand why we 
have observed an acceleration in labour productivity 
in the United States, thanks notably to the work of the 
eminent academics seated at this table, I am however 
far more perplexed as to the spectacular decline in 
productivity gains observed in Europe, despite the 
fact that we live in the same technological world and 
the same global environment. I submit to you and the 
panellists the following conjecture: in an environment 
changing very rapidly due to globalisation and 
scientifi c and technological progress, in particular 
in the information and communication technology 
sector, the opportunity cost of a relative infl exibility 
of markets in general and the labour market in 
particular is becoming much more important than 
in the past. Perhaps this avenue could be explored 
in order to understand this development, which is
a priori surprising and, from the point of view of the 
euro area, extremely regrettable.

This brings us to considerations about competitiveness, 
which is part of the question that this panel will be 
debating. Irrespective of other very important if not 
decisive factors for competitiveness, I will simply 
focus on unit labour costs. It has been surprising to 
note in the euro area that, even in a single currency 
area, even without any possibility of adjusting the 
exchange rate or interest rates, the fl exibility of 
relative prices of the different unit production costs 
and that of the real economy is far greater than could 
have been expected. There are differences in unit 
production cost trends, due to both nominal wages 
and salaries and productivity gains, which, over 
the past six years, are greater than 20% in the case 
of the largest. We therefore naturally recommend 
that particular attention be paid to these costs.
Two conclusions can be drawn from this observation.

First, the good news: in single currency areas, 
the fl exibility may be much greater than we 
originally thought. In such areas, it is possible to 
catch up on competitiveness, or to change relative 
competitiveness.
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Second, we should naturally remain vigilant: unit 
production cost trends must be closely monitored. 
These are key indicators in a single currency area,
which will certainly not surprise any of the governors 
who attend the meetings of the ECB’s Governing 
Council or the Executive Board. Many of them

had said before joining the euro area: we are 
entering an area where there are no more exchange 
rate indicators, where there are no more interest 
rate indicators but that does not mean that we do 
not have to pay close attention to other indicators,
and in particular competitiveness indicators.
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During the second half of the 1990s the comparative 
growth performance of Europe vis-à-vis the 
United States (US) has undergone a marked change. 
For the fi rst time since World War II labour productivity 
growth in most countries that are now part of the 
European Union (EU) fell behind the US for a 
considerable length of time. Until the beginning of 
the 1970s rapid labour productivity growth in the EU 
went together with a catching-up in terms of GDP per 
capita levels on the US. A fi rst break in this pattern 
occurred in the mid 1970s. While catching-up in 
terms of labour productivity continued, the gap in 
GDP per capita levels between the EU and the US did 
not narrow any further after 1975 (see chart 1). This 
differential performance refl ects the slowdown in the 
growth of labour input in Europe, which was related 
to increased unemployment, a decline in the labour 
force participation rates and a fall in average working 
hours. The second break, which is the focus of this 
paper, occurred in the mid 1990s when the catching up 
in terms of  labour productivity also came to a standstill 
once the average EU level reached the US level. In 
fact a new productivity gap opened up since 1995. 
Whereas average annual labour productivity growth 
in the US accelerated from 1.1% during the period 
1987-1995 to 2.5% during 1995-2004, EU productivity 
growth declined from 2.1% to 1.4%.1

The urgency of the “European” problem is underlined 
by the rapid improvements in economic performance 
of countries in Central and Eastern Europe and Asia. 
Average labour productivity in the new EU member 
states increased at 4.2% from 1995-2004. In China and 
India, GDP per person employed (i.e. not corrected 
for changes in working hours) was 3.9% and 6.1% 
respectively from 1995-2004.

Europe’s productivity gap: 
Catching up or getting stuck?

Bart van ARK
Professor

University of Groningen and The Conference Board Europe

The striking acceleration in US output and productivity 
growth in the mid 1990s has been much discussed in 
the literature. A consensus has emerged that faster 
growth can at least in part be traced to the effects of 
the information and communication technology (ICT) 
revolution (Oliner and Sichel 2000, 2002; Jorgenson and 
Stiroh 2000; Jorgenson, Ho and Stiroh, 2003), which in 
turn has depended on a surge in ICT investment, strong 
productivity effects from ICT-producing industries and 
a more productive use of ICT in the rest of the economy. 
In addition the US economy has also benefi ted from 
a greater fl exibility of markets in allocating resources 
to their most productive uses. This is partly realised 
through the labour market, as the substitution of 
low-skilled for high-skilled labour has proceeded 
more smoothly and the restructuring of the economy 

NB: This paper is largely based on earlier work, including van Ark (2005) , O’Mahony and van Ark (2003), McGuckin and van Ark (2005a), Timmer and van Ark (2005) and van Ark and 
Inklaar (2005).

1 Business cycles in the US and the EU are not completely synchronised. However, the divergent trend growth rates are clear. 

Chart 1  GDP, GDP per capita
and GDP per hour, 1960-2005
(EU-15 as % of the US)
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was not hindered. It has also been realised through 
product markets, in particular through the creation 
of new opportunities for productive applications of 
ICT mainly in service industries and service-related 
activities in manufacturing. Finally, the combination 
of reforms and adoption of new technologies has 
supported creativity of fi rms and entrepreneurs to 
develop new products and services and to reshape 
the organisational and production processes by which 
these are brought to the market.

Unfortunately there is much less consensus on the 
causes of the slowdown in Europe. Indeed the reasons 
for the limited impact of technology, innovation and 
structural reforms on economic growth in Europe are 
still poorly understood. The urgency to better grasp 
the causes of the problems is underlined in the recent 
review by the Kok Commission of the Lisbon agenda 
for reform in Europe, which aims to improve Europe’s 
competitiveness (European Commission, 2004). 
Indeed, the Kok report strongly argues for a revival 
of productivity growth in Europe, in particular in the 
light of demographic trends towards a smaller labour 
force relative to the total population in Europe.

At the same time, however, there is also considerable 
diversity in terms of both productivity growth as well 
as comparative levels between European countries. 
Comparative growth rates of labour productivity 
between 1995 and 2004 differ between 0 per cent (for 
Spain) and 4.7 per cent (for Ireland). And there is a 
variation of plus 28 percentage points (for Belgium) 
and minus 49 per cent (for Portugal) in terms of each 
country’s productivity level relative to the US in 2004. 
Hence although there are also some common traces 
to the European growth problem, one cannot simply 
treat the European area as homogeneous.

The cross-regional diversity in productivity 
performance cannot be fully understood without 
adopting an industry perspective to output, input and 
productivity performance. Thus there is a need to go 
beneath the aggregate numbers to ascertain to what 
extent variations across countries are largely explained 
by differences in industry structure. In addition it 
needs to be considered whether these features are 
common to all or just a subset of EU countries.

This paper argues that the European slowdown 
in growth is a refl ection of an adjustment process 
towards a new industrial structure, which has 
developed more slowly in the EU than in the US. 

Rapid diffusion of new technology will facilitate 
the adjustment process in the future. However, an 
institutional environment that slows down change 
may hold up the structural adjustment process in 
Europe and inhibit the reallocation of resources to 
their most productive uses. The European economic 
environment creates too little room for good fi rms to 
excel and for failing fi rms to exit the market so as to 
free up resources for the much-needed transition. 

This paper begins with a brief review of the aggregate 
estimates of productivity and per capita income in 
order to identify the extent to which labour market 
developments rather than productivity has impacted 
the comparative performance of the EU relative 
to other regions and countries (Section 2). I then 
proceed to examine the comparative productivity 
performance of the EU and the US from the 
perspective of the contributions of the main growth 
drivers, which are ICT and “other” capital deepening 
and total factor productivity (TFP) (Section 3). Next 
I approach the differential labour productivity growth 
performance from a sectoral perspective (Section 4). 
I fi rst look at the comparative growth performance 
of the EU manufacturing sector in global perspective. 
Then I discuss the key role for market services in 
understanding Europe’s underperformance relative to 
the United States. In the fi nal section, I focus on the 
question whether the European Union should change 
or intensify its strategies to revive productivity growth 
(Section 5). I argue that policy mechanisms, such as 
macroeconomic management, existing innovation 
and reform policies and some horizontal policy 
measures (in particular education policies) should 
be reconsidered for their effects on the allocation of 
resources and their effects on productivity at industry 
and aggregate levels of the economy. 

1| Comparative productivity
and labour market 
performance

Table 1 shows the growth rates of per capita income 
(measured as GDP per capita) and labour productivity 
(measured as GDP per hour worked) for major regions 
in the world economy with a breakdown to individual 
European countries. The table shows a large variation 
in per capita income and productivity growth rates 
in European countries. Within the “old” EU-15, the 
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variation of productivity growth is between 0% (for 
Spain) and 4.7% (for Ireland) between 1995 and 2004. 
Productivity growth in the new member states is 
higher but also varies much between -0.4% (Malta) 
and 11.5% (Lithuania) from 1995-2004. 

On average EU labour productivity growth is not only 
slower than in the US, but also compared to Japan 
and other OECD countries (not shown in the table), 
in terms of GDP per capita growth, the differences are 
not as big. Between 1995 and 2004 EU-25 per capita 
income growth was only slightly lower than in the 
US and substantially higher than in Japan. Compared 
to China and India, all countries except the Baltic 

Table 1  Growth rates of per capita income and labor productivity growth, 1987-2004

GDP per capita GDP per hour worked

1987-1995 1995-2004 of which 2000-2004 1987-1995 1995-2004 of which 2000-2004

EU-15 (a) 1.8 2.0 1.3 2.3 1.4 1.1
Austria 2.1 2.0 1.0 2.3 2.4 1.3
Belgium 2.1 1.9 1.2 2.3 1.6 1.3
Denmark 1.3 1.7 1.1 2.1 1.7 1.9
Finland 0.3 3.4 2.1 2.8 2.5 2.2
France 1.5 1.8 1.2 1.9 1.8 1.9
Germany 1.8 1.2 0.5 3.1 1.9 1.3
Greece 1.2 3.6 4.0 0.8 2.7 2.8
Ireland 5.1 6.6 4.0 4.0 4.7 3.5
Italy 1.8 1.3 0.8 2.0 0.4 -0.2
Luxembourg 3.9 3.7 1.5 2.6 2.0 1.2
Netherlands 2.0 1.7 0.0 1.6 0.4 0.4
Portugal 3.1 2.0 0.0 2.8 1.4 0.3
Spain 2.5 3.2 2.6 2.1 0.0 0.2
Sweden 0.6 2.5 1.8 1.4 2.4 2.4
United Kingdom 1.7 2.5 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.0
EU-10, new (b) – 3.9 3.6 – 4.2 4.5
Cyprus – 2.8 2.4 – 2.0 1.4
Czech Republic – 2.3 3.2 – 3.2 4.4
Estonia – 6.6 7.0 – 7.1 6.6
Hungary – 4.1 3.9 – 2.7 3.2
Latvia – 7.3 8.4 – 6.1 7.3
Lithuania – 5.9 7.7 – 7.6 11.5
Malta – 2.3 -0.4 – 2.1 -0.4
Poland – 4.1 2.9 – 4.8 4.3
Slovakia – 4.0 4.5 – 4.2 4.6
Slovenia – 3.8 3.3 – 3.1 2.8
EU-25, enlarged (c) – 2.1 1.5 – 1.8 1.6
United States 1.5 2.3 1.6 1.1 2.5 2.9
Japan 2.6 1.0 0.9 2.8 2.1 1.9
Mexico (d) 0.4 2.2 -0.5 0.6 0.3 0.9
India (d) 3.9 4.5 5.2 3.7 3.9 3.1
China (d) 5.7 6.6 7.7 4.7 6.1 6.8

(a) Referring to membership of the European Union until 30 April 2004.
(b) Referring to new membership of the European Union as of 1 May 2004.
(c) Referring to all members of the European Union as of 1 May 2004 (see Table 2).
(d) Productivity in China is in term of GDP per person employed.

Sources: TCB/GGDC Total Economy Database (www.ggdc.net/dseries), based on OECD National Accounts and Labour Force Statistics.

states fall short. But it should be stressed that the 
absolute income levels in these two Asian countries 
are substantially below those of the advanced nations, 
suggesting a large “catch-up” bonus which is still to 
be realised (see Table 2).

GDP per capita growth is driven by an increased 
input of labour and/or labour productivity growth. 
Indeed one can simply show that the difference in 
the growth rates of average per capita income and 
labour productivity can be accounted for by changes 
in a range of labour market and population indicators 
(see van Ark and McGuckin, 1999; McGuckin and 
van Ark, 2005a). First, the growth in income per head 
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of the population (∆O/P) is a function of the change 
in labour productivity (∆O/H) and labour intensity, 
expressed as the number of working hours per head 
on the population (∆H/P):

 ∆O/P = ∆O/H x ∆H/P (1)

The change in working hours per person can be 
decomposed into the change in hours worked per 
person employed (∆H/E) and the change in the share 
of employment in the total population (∆E/P):2

 ∆H/P = ∆H/E x ∆E/P (2)

Table 2 shows the breakdown of per capita income 
into labour market indicators and productivity from 
the perspective of comparative levels of European 
countries relative to the United States for 2004. The 
estimates are converted on the basis of purchasing 
power parities, which take account of differences in 
relative price levels across countries. In addition to 
Europe, comparative estimates are also shown for 
Japan, Mexico, China and India.

Table 2  Labour productivity and income: Differences in ranking, 2004

Productivity (per hour) Effect of 
working 

hours

Productivity (per worker) Effect of 
employment/ 

pop. ratio

Per capita income

US dollars % US US dollars % US US dollars % US

EU-15 (a) 40.51 91 -13 63,311 78 -6 27,666 72
Luxembourg 56.84 128 -24 83,959 104 37 53,993 141
France 50.08 113 -24 72,065 89 -14 28,956 76
Belgium 48.12 109 -13 76,890 95 -18 29,826 78
Ireland 46.26 104 -10 76,274 95 -3 35,021 91
Netherlands 44.48 100 -26 60,278 75 3 29,766 78
Austria 43.81 99 -17 65,646 81 -2 30,466 79
Germany 43.22 97 -20 62,349 77 -7 27,076 71
Denmark 41.65 94 -17 62,364 77 3 30,746 80
Finland 39.60 89 -8 65,414 81 -4 29,545 77
United Kingdom. 39.28 89 -10 63,676 79 -1 29,935 78
Italy 39.27 89 -11 62,930 78 -8 26,714 70
Sweden 39.24 88 -12 61,789 77 0 29,517 77
Spain 32.59 73 -1 58,583 73 -8 24,763 65
Greece 28.14 63 3 53,978 67 -11 21,326 56
Portugal 22.53 51 -3 38,715 48 1 18,909 49
EU-10, new (b) 18.18 41 3 35,729 44 -8 13,817 36
Malta 26.76 60 4 52,124 65 -17 18,105 47
Slovenia 25.65 58 5 50,812 63 -9 20,592 54
Cyprus 22.72 51 8 47,836 59 -8 19,814 52
Hungary 22.46 51 0 40,563 50 -10 15,589 41
Czech Republic 20.55 46 3 39,430 49 -2 18,027 47
Slovakia 17.62 40 3 34,508 43 -7 13,805 36
Poland 17.16 39 3 34,029 42 -10 12,169 32
Lithuania 13.57 31 6 29,402 36 -6 11,779 31
Estonia 13.12 30 4 26,895 33 -3 11,521 30
Latvia 10.99 25 4 23,593 29 0 11,172 29
EU-25, enlarged (c) 36.51 82 -9 59,236 73 -7 25,397 66
United States 44.34 100 0 80,660 100 0 38,345 100
Japan 32.74 74 -3 57,263 71 3 28,460 74
Mexico 13.46 30 5 28,400 35 -10 9,598 25
India (d) (2003) 9 -2 7
China (d) (2003) 14 2 15

(a) Referring to membership of the European Union until 30 April 2004 (see Table 1).
(b) Referring to new membership of the European Union as of 1 May 2004 (see Table 1).
(c) Referring to all members of the European Union as of 1 May 2004 (see Table 1).
(d) No productivity (per hour) available. Output converted to USD at 1990 GK PPPs. Figures refer to 2003.
Sources: TCB/GGDC Total Economy Database (www.ggdc.net/dseries), based on OECD National Accounts and Labour Force Statistics, with 
GDP converted to USD at 2002 EKS PPPs.

2 The change in the employment/population ratio (E/P) can be further broken down into the number of persons employed relative to the total labour force (i.e., employed persons 
plus registered unemployed persons) (E/L), the ratio of the labour force to all persons aged 15 to 64 (i.e., the working age population) (L/P1564) and the share of the working age 
population in the total population (P1564/P): ∆E/P = ∆E/L * ∆L/P1564 * ∆P1564/P (see van Ark and McGuckin, 1999; McGuckin and van Ark, 2005a)
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It is clear from Table 2 that the comparative levels of 
labour productivity in the “old” EU-15 countries were 
substantially higher relative to the United States
than the relative per capita income levels. This is 
mainly due to the substantially lower number of 
working hours per employed person and, in addition, 
to a lower ratio of employed persons relative to the 
total population.

The relative high levels of labour productivity in 
Europe have been pointed at by various scholars 
as an indication of a “European model” that deals 
differently with the trade-off between labour intensity 
and productivity than the US model. According to, 
for example, Blanchard (2004) and Gordon (2004) 
the European preference for more leisure would 
be offset against a lower level of per capita income. 
Moreover, Gordon argues that a signifi cant portion of 
higher American GDP per capita is required to create 
decent living conditions in a much harsher natural 
environment (requiring a greater use of energy for 
heating and air-conditioning), to fi ght crime and to 
travel longer distances across huge metropolitan 
areas. Prescott (2004) argues that tax systems explain 
most of the differences in labour supply between 
Europe and the United States making work more 
costly relative to leisure. Alesina et al. (2005) explain 
Europe’s preference for leisure through the effect 
of worksharing agreements in declining industries, 
which have not created more employment but have 
increased returns to longer vacations leisure through 
a social multiplier effect.

While there may be some truth in all these 
arguments, one should be cautious not to speak 
too easily of one “European model” for the labour 
market. Firstly, Table 2 shows large differences in 
the effects of working hours and participation on 
per capita income. For example, participation 
effects are much more negative in Belgium, France 
and Greece than in Denmark, the Netherlands 
and Sweden. In contrast, average working hours 
are much higher in the Southern European states 
than, for example, in France, Luxembourg and 
the Netherlands. Secondly, Sapir (2005) clearly 
indicates that Europe may be characterized by at 
least four social models, distinguished by region 
(Nordic, Anglo-Saxon, Continental European and 
Mediterranean). Thirdly, and in line with Table 2 
and Sapir’s observations, European countries have 
made progress to different degrees in terms of raising 
labour participation substantially during the 1990s.

In reality, slow productivity growth due to increased 
participation is primarily a short term phenomenon. 
For example, in an extensive empirical study for 
almost all OECD countries, McGuckin and van Ark 
(2005b) fi nd that the negative productivity response 
elasticity to a 1% rise in participation is less than 0.3 
and peters out in less than fi ve years. A too strong 
focus on the “trade-off” issue can easily lead to the 
mistaken view that this is a predetermined reality 
for Europe in the coming decades. The main source 
of productivity differentials between countries 
in the longer run, however, is not due to a lack in 
terms of work effort but primarily because of an 
underperformance of capital and technology, which 
is the focus of the next section.

2| The differential in sources
of growth between Europe
and the US

Labour productivity growth can be decomposed 
into the contributions of capital and technology 
using a growth accounting framework (Solow 1957,
Jorgenson 1995). Although such decompositions are 
only possible on the basis of certain assumptions, 
cost-minimizing producers, competitive factor 
markets, well-measured inputs and output, and 
constant returns to scale (which are unlikely to be 
fully satisfi ed), it provides a simple and consistent 
method which can be used as a starting point to 
identify the contributions of the sources of growth.

In the decomposition below, we focus explicitly on 
the contributions of information and communication 
technology (ICT) to productivity. As a general 
purpose technology, ICT may be expected to have 
a long-lasting effect on productivity growth, and it 
may therefore be a possible source of productivity 
differentials between countries in the longer run. 
The contribution of ICT to productivity can be 
traced through three transmission channels, namely 
through investment in ICT, the production of ICT, 
and possible “spillovers” from the use of ICT. In a 
neo-classical framework, the contribution from 
ICT investment is well defi ned: fi rms will invest in 
ICT up to the point where further output gains are 
equal to the marginal cost of the investment. This 
way the contribution from growth in ICT capital
per hour worked to labour productivity growth can 
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be identifi ed. Total factor productivity (TFP) growth 
in ICT producing industries will quite naturally 
contribute to aggregate TFP growth and hence labour 
productivity growth. The fi nal channel, which is 
TFP growth due to ICT use, is the hardest to identify 
separately and it also raises some conceptual issues. 
The underlying idea of spillovers from ICT, is that 
ICT enables new organizational models and other 
innovations in the production process, as well as the 
production of new goods and services. So although 
new ICT investment goods are standard products, they 
make it possible for fi rms to innovate and accumulate 
fi rm-specifi c capital (see e.g. Brynjolfsson and Hitt, 
2000 and OECD, 2004). Insofar as these innovations 
yield additional output gains, they may show up as 
additional total factor productivity growth in ICT 
using industries and may be labelled as “spillovers”.

Gross domestic product (Y) is produced from 
aggregate factor inputs X, consisting of ICT capital 
services (KICT), non-ICT capital services (KN) and 
labour services (L). Total factor productivity (A) is 
represented as a Hicks-neutral augmentation of the 
aggregate inputs. The aggregate production function 
has the following format:

 Y = AX (L, KN, KICT) (3)

Under the assumption of cost-minimizing producers, 
competitive factor markets and constant returns to scale, 
total factor productivity growth is derived as the growth 
of output minus a share weighted growth of inputs: 

∆ln A = ∆ln Y – vL∆ln L – vN∆ln KN – vICT∆ln KICT  (4)

where ∆ refers to fi rst differences  and v ’s denote 
the two-period average shares in total factor 
income and because of constant returns to scale: 
vL + vN + vICT = 1 . By rearranging equation (4) 
average labour productivity growth, defi ned as 
y = Y/L, can be decomposed into the ratio of capital 
services to hours worked, k = K/L, and TFP growth. 
Another useful distinction can be made between 
TFP growth originating in manufacturing industries 
producing ICT goods (Aprod) and that from other 
industries, “other” TFP (Aother)

∆ln y = vN∆ln kN + vICT∆ln kICT + ∆ln Aprod + ∆ln Aother  (5)

The estimates on the comparative growth 
performance of the EU-15 and the US presented 
here are an update to 2001-2004 from earlier work 
by Timmer and van Ark (2005). Data on investment, 
GDP and labour compensation are typically derived 
from national accounts. However, substantial 
additional work was required to construct separate 
investment time series for three ICT assets (offi ce and 
computing equipment, communication equipment, 
and software) as well as three non-ICT assets
(non-ICT equipment, transport equipment and
non-residential structures). The resulting real 
investment series are used to derive capital service 
growth rates which, in combination with growth 
rates on total hours by employees (mainly obtained 
from labour force surveys), give the growth of capital 
services per hour worked. The contribution of each 
capital asset to growth was estimated using the 
share of capital compensation of each asset in total 
GDP as weights. Aggregate total factor productivity 
growth (TFP) was derived as a residual from labour 
productivity growth minus the contribution of capital 
deepening to GDP growth. To obtain separate TFP 
estimates for ICT-producing industries from “other” 
TFP, we assume that TFP growth rates for each
of the three ICT-industries (offi ce, accounting and 
computing equipment, communication equipment 
and electronic components manufacturing) in 
the US also apply to the European countries.3

To measure the ICT industry contributions to total 
factor productivity growth, Domar weights for the 
individual countries were used.4

Table 3 presents the results for the EU-15 and the 
US for the periods 1987-1995, 1995-2000 and (the 
updated period) 2000-2004. The table shows a 
decomposition of labour productivity growth into 
the effects of ICT capital deepening and TFP growth 
from ICT-producing industries, and two other sources 
of growth, namely non-ICT capital deepening and 
TFP growth other than that from ICT production. 
Our main fi ndings are that the EU-15 as a whole 
has been lagging behind the US in terms of ICT 
capital deepening throughout all periods. Both the 
EU-15 and the US show a strong acceleration of ICT 
capital deepening during the late 1990s. However, 
this investment boom was mostly transitory, with 
ICT capital deepening returning to pre-1995 levels 
after 2000 in both the EU-15 and the US. However, 

3 Of course one would ideally use capital service measures at the industry level for individual European countries. To date such detailed TFP estimates are only available for the US and 
a few European countries. We use these more detailed estimates in Section 4.

4 The Domar weight of an industry is defi ned as the industry’s gross output divided by aggregate value added. In general, these weights sum to more than one.
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since 2000 US labour productivity accelerated further, 
while the EU-15 suffered additional slowdown. This 
divergence between Europe and America mainly 
relates to TFP growth outside the ICT producing sector. 
In Europe, TFP growth in outside ICT-production was 
effectively zero after 2000, while in the US “other” 
TFP growth added almost 1.5 percentage point to 
labour productivity growth.5

On the basis of this evidence, it may be hypothesized 
that the faster growth and acceleration in “other” TFP 
in the United States may be due to a greater degree 
of spillovers created by the use of ICT. However, one 
has to be very cautious in interpreting this evidence. 
Firstly, there is no strong statistical evidence about a 
positive relationship between ICT capital deepening 
and “other” TFP (Stiroh, 2002; van Ark and Inklaar, 
2005). Secondly, there are many more differences 
that affect TFP growth differences between countries 
such as, for example, differences in market structure 
and fl exibility of product, labour and capital 
markets between countries.6 Thirdly, without TFP 
growth estimates for individual industries there is 
no good way of identifying such spillovers, as the 
aggregate TFP residual may include a whole range of 
unmeasured contributions (or detractions) to output 

growth which are diffi cult to distinguish at aggregate 
level. Hence the next section of this paper focuses on 
industry estimates of productivity growth.

3| An industry perspective 
 on productivity growth

In this section we look at productivity performance 
from an industry perspective. Although many of the 
policy issues related to the slowdown of productivity 
growth in Europe are more of a generic nature rather 
than industry specifi c, the sector perspective is useful 
for several reasons. Firstly, it is important to pinpoint 
in which industries or industry groups the slowdown 
occurs and to examine whether it is confi ned to a few 
sectors or whether it is more widespread. Secondly, 
under the infl uence from both intra-EU economic 
integration and the on-going globalisation of product 
markets and factor markets, the industry structure is 
under continuous pressure from competitive forces. 
It is important to establish how these changes have 
affected the overall performance of the economy. 
Finally, the opportunities for new technological 
applications may have very different implications 
for industries. Indeed the absorptive capacity for 
ICT differs highly across industries, and has very 
different impacts on output, employment and 
productivity performance. 

For an analysis of productivity growth in Europe 
and the US at industry level, the GGDC developed 
a database which contains information on value 
added and employment by industry (see van Ark 
et al., 2003a; O’Mahony and van Ark, 2003). This 
so-called “60-industry database” has been updated to 
the year 2003.7 On the basis of this dataset, measures 
of labour productivity growth and the contribution of 
individual industries to aggregate productivity growth 
can be calculated. These contributions are calculated 
using a shift-share approach. Table 4 summarizes 
the contributions of three major industry groups 
(ICT-producing industries, other producing industries 
and other market services) and a reallocation effect 

5 Estimates for individual countries can be obtained from http://www.ggdc.net/dseries/growth-accounting.html. Although there is much variation in TFP not related to ICT, the trend 
is generally downwards with the exception of Sweden and the United Kingdom. 

6 See, for example, Hall (1988) and Roeger (1995).
7 The updated measures will be released on the GGDC website (www.ggdc.net/dseries/60_Industry.shtml) in November 2005. The main source of this database is the new OECD 

STAN Database of national accounts, but greater industry detail is provided through the use of industry surveys and censuses. As discussed above, we ultimately would like to have 
estimates of TFP growth for individual industries, in addition to the aggregate fi gures presented above. Only then it is possible to see which industries are heavy ICT investors and 
whether these industries have higher TFP growth. This can help determine whether ICT spillovers are an important source of growth differences between Europe and the United States. 
At this moment such estimates are only available for four major European countries (France, Germany, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom) and the United States. See also below 
(Table 8) and Inklaar et al. (2005) and van Ark and Inklaar (2005).

Table 3  Sources of labour productivity growth 
in the EU-15 and US, 1987-2004

1987-1995 1995-2000 2000-2004

European Union-15
Aggregate labour 
productivity growth 2.3 1.8 1.1
of which:
ICT capital deepening 0.4 0.6 0.3
Non-ICT capital deepening 0.8 0.4 0.5
ICT-production TFP 0.2 0.4 0.2
Other TFP 0.9 0.4 0.0
United States
Aggregate labour 
productivity growth 1.2 2.3 2.8
of which:
ICT capital deepening 0.5 1.0 0.6
Non-ICT capital deepening 0.1 0.2 0.5
ICT-production TFP 0.4 0.7 0.3
Other TFP 0.2 0.4 1.4

Source: van Ark and Inklaar (2005)
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to labour productivity growth in the market sector
of the economy.8

Table 4 shows that differences in the performance 
of ICT-producing industries (which include 
ICT-producing manufacturing and services industries) 
explain part of the aggregate productivity growth 
differential between Europe and the US.

The larger contribution from ICT production in 
the US is primarily due to the greater share of ICT 
producing industries in US value added (the “between 
industry” effect). Although productivity growth rates for 
ICT producing industries (the “within industry” effect) 
are roughly the same between the EU-15 and the US, 
12.6 per cent of US value added in the market economy 
consists of ICT production, including IT hardware, 
communication equipment, telecommunications and 
computer services (including software), compared to 
5.3 per cent in the EU-15. This equals 2.7 per cent 
and 1.5 per cent of value added in the manufacturing 
sector of the US and the EU-15 respectively.

There is no role for other production industries, 
which mainly includes manufacturing (excluding 
ICT production), in explaining the aggregate growth 
differential. Instead, most of the labour productivity 
acceleration in the US can be traced to faster 

productivity growth in other market services. This 
difference has become even more striking since 2000: 
the contribution of other market services to labour 
productivity growth almost disappeared in the EU-15 
whereas it accelerated further in the US.

For manufacturing, Europe should look towards
the East

When focusing on manufacturing, however, it is not 
suffi ciently informative to focus the comparison 
only on Europe versus the United States. Table 5 
looks at comparative productivity performance in 
aggregate manufacturing for the EU-15, Japan and the 
United States, and the new EU-10 member states, India 
and China from 1987-1995 and from 1995-2003. The 
fi gures show a clear dichotomy between the advanced 
and the emerging economies. The EU-15, Japan and 
the United States show productivity growth rates of 
between 3 and 4 per cent (although the US shows a 
strong acceleration after 1995) and the new EU-10 
countries, India and China which all show productivity  
of between 6 and 8 per cent. Hence it is not only wage 
competition but also “productivity competition” that 
the advanced countries are faced with.

Table 6 compares relative levels of manufacturing 
productivity for the same three advanced and three 
emerging economies as in Table 5. The table shows 
that productivity levels in the emerging economies 
are considerably lower than in the advanced 
economies: the three new EU member states in 
Central & Eastern Europe perform at about 20 per cent 
of the US manufacturing productivity level which 
equals 26 per cent of the EU-15 productivity level. 

Table 4  Industry contributions to market 
economy labour productivity growth, 1987-2003

1987-1995 1995-2000 2000-2003

European Union-15
Market economy labour 
productivity growth 2.7 2.2 1.1
of which:
ICT production (a) 0.5 0.8 0.5
Production industries (b) 1.3 0.8 0.6
Market services (b) 0.8 0.6 0.1
Reallocation 0.2 0.0 -0.1
United States
Market economy labour 
productivity growth 1.4 3.4 3.6
of which:
ICT production (a) 0.8 1.2 1.1
Production industries (b) 0.3 0.5 0.9
Market services (b) 0.5 1.8 2.0
Reallocation -0.2 -0.1 -0.3

(a) Includes ICT manufacturing, telecom and software services.
(b) Excludes ICT producing industries.
Source: van Ark and Inklaar (2005)

Table 5  Manufacturing value added 
per hour worked
(annual average growth rates)

Advanced economies

EU-15 US Japan
1987-1995 4.0 2.9 3.9
1995-2003 3.2 4.7 3.8

Emerging economies
new EU-10 (a) China (b) India (b)

1987-1995 6.5 5.7
1995-2003 6.5 8.2 6.1

(a) Average for Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia.
(b) Per person employed, 1987-1994 and 1994-2002.
Sources: TCB/GGDC and OECD STAN database.

8 The ICT producing industries include producers of IT hardware, communication equipment, telecommunications and computer services (including software). The distinction is based  
on an OECD classifi cation (see OECD 2002).
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In India and China, productivity in manufacturing is 
a fraction of that in the advanced world, i.e. 2 per cent 
of the US level in India and 5 per cent of the US level 
in China.

However, as manufacturing goods are primarily 
tradeables it is useful to compare not only 
productivity but also the cost of inputs in the 
production process. A well-known measure of 
international competitiveness combines labour cost 
and productivity into a single measure of labour 
cost per unit output. Unit labour cost is defi ned as 
the cost of labour required to produce one unit of 
output. As wage cost in the emerging economies 
are also lower than in the advanced countries, the 
differences in terms of unit labour cost are much 
smaller than for productivity. Table 6 shows that 
lower labour compensation more than offsets lower 
productivity levels in the emerging economies. As 
a result, the manufacturing cost competitiveness in 
the advanced economies is considerably worse than 
in the emerging economies.

Indeed it is questionable whether advanced countries 
can ever compete solely on costs. Hence the call for 
an acceleration of R&D investment (for example, the 
3% R&D intensity target for the EU) and for more 
innovation in general seems to be the obvious way 
forward for manufacturing activity in advanced 
countries. However, even in this area advanced 
countries face increased competition from emerging 
economies. Recent OECD fi gures on the number of 
researchers, for example, show that China already 
has almost 900 thousand researchers as compared 
to 1.3 million researchers in the US, 1 million in the 

EU-15 and 650 thousand in Japan. The share of 
researchers in total employment is still highest in 
Japan and the US, but the Russian Federation, Korea 
and Taiwan already show a higher researcher intensity 
than the EU-15. The share of business enterprise 
researchers in the total number of researchers is 
highest in the US, Japan and Korea, but comparable 
between China, the EU-15 and the Russian Federation 
(OECD, 2005).

In sum, manufacturing competition from emerging 
economies is not exclusively a cost matter, but also 
related to the capabilities of economies to generate 
innovation and raise R&D. In this respect, Europe 
is in a somewhat disadvantageous position relative 
to other advanced economies, because it has a 
lower value added share in high-tech activities, 
such as ICT, pharmaceuticals, etc., against a 
higher share in medium-tech industries, such as 
machinery and transport equipment (O’Mahony 
and van Ark, 2003).

For services, Europe should look towards the West

Table 4 has shown that market services account for 
the largest part of the EU-15-US productivity growth 
gap since 1995. It is therefore important to get a 
better understanding of the sources of the much 
faster productivity growth in market services in the 
United States relative to the EU-15. 

To get a clearer view on this, we fi rst look in some more 
detail at the contribution from individual market services 
industries to the aggregate EU-15-US productivity 
growth gap in the market economy. Here one can 
distinguish again between a “within industry” effect 
due to faster productivity growth in the US than in the 
EU, and a “between industry” effect which relates to a 
higher share of rapidly growing industries in the US.

Table 7 shows that most of the difference in market 
services productivity growth between 1995 and 2003 
can be traced to six industries, concentrated in trade 
and fi nance industries. Part of the difference can be 
explained by the fact that wholesale trade, retail trade 
and securities trade are larger sectors in the US than 
in Europe, but faster productivity growth within 
each industry is by far the most important factor. 
For Europe, there is only a limited compensation 
due to faster productivity growth in European 
telecommunication industries and construction. 
Furthermore despite faster productivity growth in 

Table 6  Manufacturing value added 
per hour worked and unit labour cost
(annual average growth rates ; US = 1.000)

Value added 
per hour worked

(PPP adjusted)

Unit labour cost 
(exchange rate

adjusted)
Advanced economies

EU-15 0.788 0.905
Japan 0.661 1.195
US 1.000 1.000

Emerging economies
New EU-10 (a) 0.205 0.724
China (b) 0.053
India (b) 0.023 0.495

(a) Average for Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia.
(b) Productivity (per person employed).
Sources: TCB/GGDC and OECD STAN database.
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US banking, the somewhat lower share of this sector 
in Europe partly offsets this effect. Since 2000 (not 
shown separately in the table) the contribution
of business services to aggregate productivity 
growth has also improved in the US. In contrast, in
European countries these service industries mostly 
show a productivity slowdown –or at best stability– 
since 2000.

Unfortunately our knowledge about why these large 
differences in productivity growth between the 
EU-15 and the US arise is still limited. Van Ark (2005) 
investigates the validity of a number of explanations 
including:

• problems with the measurement of service 
performance, 

• a genuine shortfall in innovative capacity of service 
industries in Europe,

• a lack of reforms to exploit the productivity potential 
of service innovation.

Below follows a brief summary of these sources of 
uncertainty.

Measurement problems in services

In the past few years there have been increasing 
concerns about whether the macroeconomic statistics 
correctly trace the changes at industry level. In practice, 
the quality of measures of output and productivity 
differs highly across industries and between countries. 
Griliches (1994) showed a striking difference between 
the acceleration of labour productivity growth in 
“measurable” sectors of the US economy (agriculture, 
mining, manufacturing, transport and communication, 
and public utilities) and the slowdown in “immeasurable” 
sectors (like construction, trade, the fi nancial sector, 
“other” market services and government) over past 
decades. Apart from an increase in measurement 
error at the aggregate level due to shift towards the 
immeasurable sectors of the economy, one may also 
observe an increase in measurement problems in the 
“immeasurable” sector itself. This component of the 
rise in measurement problems may –at least in part– 
be related to the increased use of ICT. 

In practice the largest measurement problems relate 
to the measurement of output in the service sector. 
The current methodology of splitting the change in 
output value into a quantity component and a price 
component is diffi cult to apply to many service 
activities, as often no clear quantity component 
can be distinguished. Moreover, possible changes in 
the quality of services are also diffi cult to measure. 
These problems are not new, and improvement in 
measurement of service output has been a topic 
on the agenda of statisticians and academics for a
long time.9 In many service industries information 
on inputs (such as labour income) was and still is 
used as a proxy for output. However, the increased 
importance of ICT may have accelerated quality 
changes in services and raised the potential for 
productivity growth in services, which was previously 
not envisaged.10 However, to include those quality 
aspects in the output measure, multiple dimensions 
of a service need to be taken into account, for 
example, the service concept, the type of client 

Table 7  Percentage point contribution of market 
service industries to productivity growth gap 
between EU-15 and the United States, 1995-2003

% point

contribution 
to 

productivity 
gap

of which
within 

industry 
(“productivity”) 

effect

between 
industry 

(“share”) 
effect

Wholesale trade 0.387 0.315 0.073
Retail trade 0.296 0.269 0.027
Securities trade 0.361 0.244 0.117
Banking 0.181 0.230 -0.049
Other business
services 0.113 0.113 0.000
Motor vehicle trade 0.108 0.085 0.023
Professional services 0.068 0.067 0.001
Hotels & catering 0.051 0.052 -0.001
Transport services 0.032 0.051 -0.020
Air transport 0.048 0.037 0.010
Renting of mach. & eq. 0.017 0.032 -0.015
Computer services 0.022 0.016 0.006
R & D 0.000 0.000 0.000
Social & 
personal services -0.006 -0.005 -0.001
Inland transport -0.024 -0.014 -0.010
Water transport -0.030 -0.018 -0.012
Insurance -0.037 -0.019 -0.019
Communications -0.014 -0.059 0.045
Construction -0.068 -0.064 -0.004

Source: van Ark and Inklaar (2005)

9 See, for example, Griliches (1992), Wölfl  (2003) and Triplett and Bosworth (2004).
10 See, for example, Baumol (2004) and Triplett and Bosworth (2002).
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interface and the service delivery system (den Hertog 
and Bilderbeek, 1999). This implies that the real 
output of a particular service cannot be measured 
on the basis of one single quantity indicator. New 
measurement methods make use of various volume 
measures in, for example, fi nancial services (e.g., in 
the Netherlands and in the United States) and health 
services and other government services (e.g., in the 
United Kingdom). Even though such changes in 
measurement methods have not exclusively led to 
upward adjustments of real output, on balance the 
bias is probably towards an understatement of the 
growth in real service output (Triplett and Bosworth, 
2004). There is no evidence, however, that this bias is 
in any way bigger in Europe than in the US. 

A lack of innovation in services?

It is sometimes claimed in the literature that slower 
productivity growth in services in Europe is related 
to a lack of innovation. However, there is little direct 
evidence to substantiate this claim.

As documented in Section 3, ICT investment is an 
important enabler of innovation and productivity 
growth. When focusing on market services it 
is clear that the US has been more successful in 
obtaining productivity effects from ICT investment 
in services than EU. Table 8 shows growth 
accounting results for fi ve countries (namely 
France, Germany, The Netherlands, the UK and
the US), for which the contribution of market

services to aggregate productivity growth can 
be measured (Inklaar et al., 2005; van Ark and 
Inklaar, 2005). The results show that faster labour 
productivity growth in US market services is partly 
due to a faster growth in ICT capital deepening in the 
US, but much more so due to an improvement in TFP 
growth. Since 1995 TFP has contributed as much to 
labour productivity growth as ICT capital deepening.
ICT capital contributes much less to productivity 
growth in market services in all European countries, 
and TFP growth is even negative with the exception 
of the UK.

But what the TFP residual essentially represents has 
remained somewhat unclear. Clearly it might include 
the positive effects from unmeasured factor inputs in 
services, notably the effects from non-technological 
innovation and intangible investments in human 
capital, organizational capital and knowledge creation. 
Indeed the productive use of ICT investment in 
services is strongly dependent on various dimensions 
of non-technological innovations.

There are different ways to go about measuring 
non-technological innovation and its impact on 
productivity growth. For example, van Ark (2005) looks 
at ways to organize the industry data on the basis of type 
of innovation in the industry. A crucial consideration 
for such a service innovation typology is the way in 
which suppliers of inputs (machines, computers, and 
human capital), the service company and its customers 
(consumers of intermediary users) interact.

Table 8  Contributions of market services and underlying sources to market economy labour 
productivity growth, 1987-2003

France Germany Netherlands United Kingdom United States

1987-1995
Market economy labour productivity growth 2.4 2.6 1.7 3.0 1.4
Contribution of market services 0.5 0.9 0.5 1.0 0.5
of which:

ICT capital deepening 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4
Non- ICT capital deepening 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.1
Labour quality growth 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.2
Total factor productivity growth 0.0 0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.1

1995-2003
Market economy labour productivity growth 1.8 2.1 1.4 2.6 3.5
Contribution of market services 0.1 0.3 0.6 1.3 2.0
of which:

ICT capital deepening 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.8
Non- ICT capital deepening 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.3
Labour quality growth 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
Total factor productivity growth -0.4 -0.2 -0.3 0.2 0.8

Source: van Ark and Inklaar (2005)
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Using the service innovation typology, van Ark (2005) 
showed that the innovation process in services is 
strongly dependent on innovations by suppliers and 
users in the value chain. For example, the estimates 
for the US show a strong acceleration in productivity 
growth in those services which depend most strongly 
on innovation by their suppliers. For example, the 
retail industry has benefi ted strongly from productive 
exploitation of ICT. For example, the introduction of 
barcode scanning allowed for more effi cient check-out 
systems and enabled a reorganization of the supply 
chain and the introduction of new shopping concepts. 
ICT also supported the introduction of complementary 
technologies (such as RFID, transportation technology) 
and organizational change (new shopping concepts, 
adjustment in the logistic chain of supplying the shops 
more frequently, etc.). The strong improvement in 
US retail trade has also gone together with strong 
productivity growth in wholesale trade, which 
explains the US advantage in client led services. These 
industries benefi ted from the supply of ICT, but have 
also undergone signifi cant organizational innovations. 
Indeed in industries that are primarily characterized 
by organizational innovations, US performance has 
also strongly improved, in particular in banking. 

Within the EU, the experiences in service 
productivity growth are mixed across industries and 
countries (van Ark et al., 2003a). Although services 
will be an important engine for future productivity 
improvements, the exploitation of the potential for 
productivity growth will be strongly dependent on 
national circumstances, including the nature of the 
innovation system and the working of product and 
labour markets.

A lack of market reform in services?

There has been much discussion in the literature about 
the link between, on the one hand, the performance 
of product and labour markets and, on the other hand, 
innovation and productivity. The basic argument has 
been that regulation restricts competition to a much 
greater extent in Europe than in the United States. 
Quantifying these differences is diffi cult, but a wide 
variety of evidence suggests that regulation does 
indeed matter in reducing productivity growth.11

However, explaining sluggish productivity growth 
in Europe by broadly casting it as overregulated 

and uncompetitive is not very useful analytically. 
There is much variety and subtlety in the way by 
which regulation affects service productivity and 
innovation. It is essential to understand if and how 
regulation constrains productivity. Instead of giving 
an overall view of the interaction, it may be preferable 
to focus on specifi c industries.

For example, McGuckin et al. (2005) provide a detailed 
discussion of productivity, innovation and regulation 
in retail trade. The study shows that US retailers
and wholesalers have been able to boost their 
overall operational effectiveness in a way that fi rms 
in many European countries have not. US retailing 
was transformed from a low-technology sector 
to one of the most intense users of information
and communication technologies (ICT). The 
technologies used in this sector rewarded scale 
and scope, enabling large centralised chains and 
big stores to expand rapidly. US fi rms, which were 
relatively unaffected by regulation and custom, 
have taken advantage of the opportunity to combine
new technologies and organizational change to 
generate rapid productivity growth. 

European retailers and wholesalers have also been 
investing in ICT capital at similar rates to US fi rms in 
recent years. But the IT share of overall investment 
is still considerably lower than in the United States. 
A likely reason is that the incentives to invest in 
ICT are lower given the burdensome regulatory 
environment in Europe. There are three categories 
of regulation that can be logically associated with 
slow productivity growth in European retailing –store 
opening hours, land usage restrictions (especially
on large stores), and labour laws–. 

But the situation in Europe is changing rapidly. 
Product market regulations have been eased in many 
countries, and competitive incentives for change are 
increasing. Some of the slow TFP growth of the late 
1990s may be due to the actual adjustments being 
made. As many European countries quickly increase 
their IT infrastructures, they will be better positioned 
to exploit the effi ciencies of the new retail business 
models once the effects of deregulation kick in.

In sum, while the overall picture points in the directions 
of regulations hampering productivity growth in 
services in Europe, there are many subtleties in how it 

11 See, for example, Nicoletti and Scarpetta (2003). 
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exactly impacts on productivity growth. There are large 
differences between EU countries. In fact the lack of a 
harmonised regulation system in itself is often cited as 
a major diffi culty in building cross-border operations 
within Europe. It should also be stressed that complete 
deregulation is not always the best way to raise 
productivity growth. Moreover, there is a substantial 
time lag in reforms impacting on productivity. In this 
respect, it remains an important question whether 
the European slowdown is just a refl ection of a lagged 
reform process, or that rigid institutions and regulations 
hamper the adjustment process.

4| Policy issues

On balance, this paper suggests that the European 
slowdown in productivity growth is a refl ection of an 
adjustment process towards a new industrial structure, 
which has developed more slowly in the EU than in 
the US. But with some delay, rapid diffusion of new 
technology may ultimately facilitate the adjustment 
process towards a faster growth track in Europe. After 
all, the United States has also gone through a phase
of slow productivity growth during the 1980s.12 
However, an institutional environment that slows 
down change may hold up the structural adjustment 
process in Europe and inhibit the reallocation of 
resources to their most productive uses. 

In a market economy the main way for public policy 
makers to promote and support faster productivity 
growth is to try and encourage private enterprises 
to move in a productivity-enhancing direction. 
Governments can use a mix of four main policy 
mechanisms, which are only partly directly targeted 
towards productivity-enhancing measures.

The fi rst mechanism concerns macro-economic 
management, which infl uences the relative prices 
of capital and labour inputs and hence determines 
the choice of technology. It may be argued that wage 
moderation policies and active labour market policies 
(which have been applied in a different mix and 
intensity in European countries) have lowered the 
price of labour relative to capital in Europe. Although 
conclusive evidence on the precise relationship is 
still lacking, the relative decline in the price of labour 
may have impacted the slowdown in the growth

12 See, for example, Dertouzos et al. (1989).

of the capital-labour ratio during the 1990s. For many 
European countries this slowdown can be clearly 
observed and is an important source for the slower 
growth in labour productivity.

An important explanation for the slowdown in 
Europe comes from slower growth in total factor 
productivity, i.e. productivity growth corrected for 
the change in capital-labour ratios (Timmer and 
van Ark, 2005). Slow TFP growth may therefore 
be related to failing innovation. The second policy 
mechanism, which includes measures directed to 
support technological change and innovation, is 
therefore very popular with governments. However, 
direct support of particular industries or technology 
areas easily raises questions on whether governments 
are able to make the right choices. Moreover, the 
scope to directly infl uence innovation activities in 
services is limited, as most innovations arise in the 
value chain through market interaction between 
suppliers and clients. Nevertheless it is clear that 
governments have a responsibility for creating the 
“rules of the game” concerning technology creation 
and diffusion. “Technology creating” measures are 
of particular importance for moving the productivity 
frontier and improving best practices, and include 
measures such as R&D policy and the creation of 
effective patent systems. “Technology diffusing” 
measures play a major role in reducing the 
productivity gap between average and best practice 
fi rms, including best practices abroad. They involve 
the facilitating of training programmes, support of 
innovation platforms and other ways of co-operation 
between government and business.

The investment decisions concerning tangible and 
intangible capital, and the (re)allocations of these 
inputs to business processes, are taken by fi rms in an 
environment, governed by markets in which supply 
and demand for factor inputs (labour and capital 
markets) and product and services (product markets) 
are matched. Governments play an important role 
in setting the “rules of the game” (or institutions) 
of these markets, which is the third main policy 
mechanism. In the past many existing institutional 
settings or regulatory arrangements have originally 
been set up with the motivation to smooth the 
functioning of the markets, by streamlining rules 
on competition, business conduct, labour markets, 
consumer protection, public safety, health and so on.
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However, regulations may have become a drag to 
the extent that they limit the effi ciency of market 
functioning, reduce entry of new fi rms and delay exits. 
There has been an increasing awareness of the need 
for an innovation-specifi c focus on (de)regulation and 
its impact on growth and productivity performance in 
the knowledge economy. The opportunities to exploit 
new technologies are to a large extent determined 
by the regulatory environment. There is much 
evidence that higher entry and exit rates of fi rm 
within industries are supportive of faster productivity 
growth (OECD, 2003). 

Finally, “horizontal policies”, which represent the 
fourth main policy mechanism, concern policies that 
are not directly related to innovation, are at least as 
important to improve service innovation activity. 
As human capital is a key input in the innovation 
process, there is a clear role for the government 
to provide an adequate formal education system. 
More specifi cally governments should support a 
higher education system that has the fl exibility to 
train excellent researchers, to support their mobility, 
and to allow business to tap into the knowledge of 
universities and other higher education institutions 
for commercial purposes. As the evidence from 
recent OECD statistics shows, emerging economies 
are becoming important challengers in terms of the 
competition for talent. 

The optimal mix of these four main policy 
mechanisms is diffi cult to determine. It depends 

on such factors as the distance relative to the world 
technology and/or productivity frontier, which may 
differ between industries. It may also depend on the 
state of institutional reform in particular markets. 
Finally, the nature of the political reality implies that 
all public policy interventions are likely to involve 
costs as well as benefi ts. 

The key to productivity improvements, however, is 
with business itself. For business there is a choice 
between a strategy focused on cost reductions through 
scrapping and postponement of investments in new 
capital goods and intangibles, or by restructuring 
through upgrading the resources and overcoming 
the bottlenecks which account for the difference 
between average and best practice in a given (local) 
market. Of course, rapid restructuring through cuts 
has been propagated as the recipe for the recovery of 
US fi rms and global fi rms in general. The fundamental 
difference is that when such a strategy is pursued in 
a market environment that is more fl exible, it may 
help to reposition the fi rm, activate the resources and 
realize the potential. Another difference between 
the EU and the US is that when entry and exit of 
fi rms is speeded up, the reallocation of resources 
to its most productive uses is strengthened. Hence 
in a more fl exible market environment the strategy 
towards restructuring can be more easily aligned 
with exploiting the potential for growth and reducing 
the gap between average and best practice through 
maximizing the returns on investments in high 
performing capital goods and intangibles.
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I would like to focus my comments on the latter part 
of Mr. van Ark’s paper. There he speaks of possible 
policy approaches to manage the risk described 
in the fi rst part of the paper: namely, the risk that 
Europe will not enjoy the economic benefi ts of higher 
productivity growth. 

Mr. van Ark points to the decline in total factor 
productivity growth as the source of the puzzling gap 
emerging between Europe and other regions. This 
residual of the process of attributing productivity 
growth to capital and to labor is often ascribed to 
innovation. As Mr. van Ark notes, a substantial 
contribution from total factor productivity growth 
has sustained US productivity growth since the 
mid-1990s, even through the 2001 recession and 
the ensuing, and very slow, recovery. Research 
in the US suggests that much of this innovation 
relates not to the automation of existing business 
processes, but rather to the re-engineering of those 
processes in light of the new functionality provided 
by technological advances. The key to productivity 
growth then becomes the fl exibility and adaptability 
of businesses and the workforce. 

What policy prescriptions make sense in this setting?  
It might be helpful to begin with an analogy to the 
analysis of development issues within segments of 
a large economy –geographic regions. Economic 
transformation is an ubiquitous process, shaped 
these days by global competition and technological 
advance. In New York State, we have a considerable 
legacy of US industrial innovation and prowess, 
starting with Thomas Edison’s fi rst electricity 
generating plant on the Hudson River in the
mid-19th century, continuing with steel and fl our 
milling along the Great Lakes in the early to mid 
20th century and reaching a high-tech apex in the 
1960s with the strengths of optics and xerography. 
By the examples I cite, it should be evident that the 

days of great industrial innovation in New York State 
appear to lie largely in the past. As a result, much of 
New York State outside New York City has struggled 
since the 1970s. What to do? 

Economists approach this issue by asking whether 
sound microeconomic policies would favor investing 
in infrastructure or investing in people.1 Where the 
opportunity for industrial or services development 
is impeded by lack of infrastructure (roads, coaxial 
cable), the private sector should be advancing the 
need for those investments and straightforward
cost-benefi t analysis should demonstrate their
necessity.2 In contrast, where economic 
opportunities in a region are shrinking because 
industries have lost competitiveness or simply 
passed into semi-obsolescence, the primary need is 
investment in people through education, whether 
there are nascent new industries in development 
or whether the optimal choice is a move to another 
region.3 Research suggests that an important 
opportunity exists in the immediate demise of an 
industry, because entrepreneurs can partner with 
workers possessing key industry skill sets to create 
smaller specialty fi rms producing high value-added. 
We’ve seen such entrepreneurship in the wake of 
layoffs at Kodak and Xerox in Rochester, New York. 
Similarly, we’ve seen a high-tech boom along the 
upper Hudson River Valley that persisted through 
the collapse of the national tech bubble thanks to 
that region’s strong educational base, layoffs at IBM 
that enabled highly skilled employees to pursue 
new opportunities, and the emergence of the state 
government as major customer.

How can the policymaker tell which sectors have 
the potential to emerge and expand and which to 
shrink? The simple answer, as you know, is that the 
policymaker can’t. Therefore, economists also point 
to the importance of leveling the playing fi eld among 

NB: The views expressed in this note are those of the author and not those of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York or the Federal Reserve System. I have benefi ted from discussions 
with Andrew Haughwout, Thomas Klitgaard, and Kevin J. Stiroh, and comments from Christopher Calabia.

1 Such a framework has been recently used for policy analysis in the wake of Hurricane Katrina in Glaeser (E.L.) (2005): “Should the Government rebuild New Orleans, or just give 
residents checks?”, The Economists’ Voice, 2:4, Article 4, or http://www.bepress.com/ev/vol2/iss4/art4.

2 See, for example, Haughwout (A.) (2002): “Public infrastructure investments, productivity and welfare in fi xed geographic areas,” Journal of Public Economics, 83, March, p. 405-425.
3 Education levels play an important role in a variety of models of productivity growth.  See, for example, Glaeser (E.L.) and Saiz (A.) (2003): “The rise of the skilled city”, Harvard 

Institute of Economic Research, 2025, December, http://post.economics.harvard.edu/hier/2003papers/HIER2025.pdf
 See also, Jorgenson (D.W.), Ho (M.S.) and Stiroh (K.J.) (2005): “Growth of US industries and investments in information technology and higher education”, In Measuring capital in 

the new economy, eds. Carol Corrado, John Haltiwanger, and Daniel Sichel, Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press
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industries. Much of what economic reform inevitably 
concerns is reducing the advantages granted to 
businesses and workers in an economic paradigm 
that no longer fi ts the economic, technological or 
competitive circumstances. Regulation can shelter 
industries from competition, weakening their 
incentive to innovate and making them prey to 
obsolescence. Worker protections can become golden 
handcuffs, discouraging workers from developing new 
skills and remaining employable. With today’s rapid 
pace of technological change, the risk to businesses 
and workers comes just as much from the substitute 
product or service as from the direct competitor, and 
with it, the circumvention of competitive barriers. 

The end result of investing in people and leveling 
the playing fi eld for industries is an economy that 
is far more fl exible. Because large regions contain 
a mix of atrophying and growing areas, a mixed 
strategy of strengthening education to enhance 
employability and identifying necessary, targeted 
public investments with social benefi ts probably best 
serves most regions as a practical matter. Investing 
in people in particular gives them an ability to go to 
where the jobs are.

The process of making an economy more fl exible is 
inherently painful. In the US, at least three forces 
that arose during the 1970’s and 1980’s converged to 
build much of the fl exibility that now exists in the
US economy. The fi rst was the intellectual 
movement calling for deregulation as the 
distortions from regulated competition in the 
economy became more evident. The second was 
the breaking of spiraling wage infl ation in the 
early 1980s, the signal event being the fi ring of 
striking air traffi c controllers by President Reagan, 
but the punishing double recession in 1980-1982 
also played a role. The third was the major asset 
revaluation that occurred as infl ation fell during the 
1980s, prompting a wave of mergers and leveraged 
buyouts that shook assumptions about the stability 
of even the most famous corporate names and the 
security of middle management positions fi lled by 
college graduates. While I particularly emphasize 

these three, a possible fourth factor may be the 
sharp reduction in marginal income tax rates in the 
early 1980s, that greatly increased the rewards for 
entrepreneurship and work effort.

The fi rst three forces have had a lasting impact on 
the US economy. Even after “poison pill” defensive 
strategies sharply reduced the number of hostile 
takeovers, the broad array of capital market 
instruments and specialist fi nancial institutions 
created during the 1980s provide the means for 
businesses today to restructure themselves in 
response to changing markets for their products 
and services. Expectations of workers and
employer-employee relationships center more 
directly on the success of the enterprise, as we see 
by the extraordinary cuts in wages, benefi ts and 
retiree entitlements in the wake of troubles in the 
airline and automobile industries. The deregulatory 
winds still blow strongly in the US, as we see in 
recent years in the electric power industry and in 
privatization efforts by state and local government.

One question persists about the doubling of the 
gains in average US labor productivity in the period 
between 1995 and year-end 2004 compared to the 
period between 1973 and 1995.4 Were the forces that 
drove the improvements in the non-IT related total 
factor productivity measures cyclical or structural?  
I have clearly laid the stress on the structural, but 
those structural changes occurred only over time.  
A question for Europeans is how much similar 
structural change has occurred over the last decade 
or two. How close is Europe to a breakthrough of 
higher productivity growth?

To be sure, as Voltaire would remind us, Candide should 
not be our policy analyst, and the US productivity 
boom has created issues. The distribution of income 
in the United States today appears far more skewed 
than it was in the 1960s and 1970s; the US economy 
has exhibited a tendency to create asset bubbles that 
we don’t fully understand; and, as I noted at the 
outset, we are still seeking the right policy approach 
for regions that are in long-cycle eclipse.

4 Stiroh (K. J.) at the Federal Reserve Bank of New York has published a series of articles analyzing US productivity growth. See, for example, Jorgenson (D. W.), Ho (M. S.) and
Stiroh (K. J.) (2004): “Will the US productivity resurgence continue?”, Current issues in Economics and Finance 10(13), December.



SESSION 1 CHANGES IN PRODUCTIVITY AND COMPETITIVENESS: CONCEPTS AND STYLISED FACTS
Christine Cumming

206 Banque de France • International Symposium: Productivity, competitiveness and globalisation • November 2005

The urgency of the issue is not lessening, because the challenges ahead for our economies and our labor forces to adapt appear 
great. I’ll conclude my remarks by mentioning three such challenges. One is the emergence of large populations in China and 
India and nearer ones in Eastern Europe more fully integrating into the global trading system, with inevitable pressures on wages 
and total compensation, on raw material prices and availability, and, eventually, on competition in the higher value added goods 
and services produced in much of the industrial world. A second is the process for resolving historically very large global current 
account imbalances, a process that at this point is still unspecifi ed, and what that process implies for the trajectory of national 
income across different regions and the terms of trade between them. A third is the aging of the population and the rising 
dependence ratio, not just in the mature economies, but in some of the faster growing economies as well. Taken together, these 
three challenges remind us of the importance of investing in people and of removing barriers to business innovation to achieve
fl exibility. Those policy approaches will continue to be critical to our efforts to secure continued improvements in productivity and 
ensure the resulting benefi ts of sustainable growth for businesses and individuals alike.
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Bart van Ark’s paper is new in that it gives us so much 
detail on the period 2000-2004, and I think it is also 
one of the very fi rst to provide a breakdown for this 
period. The confi guration in this period was entirely 
different: it was no longer the use of ICT that made 
the difference, but the TFP differential that explained 
the difference between Europe and the United States 
between 2000 and 2004.

The paper argues that the impact of ICT on productivity 
is not closely related to the benefi cial effect of ICT on 
TFP, i.e. the impact in terms of organisation on global 
productivity from using ICT, but simply to the fact 
that ICT provides cost saving advantages. Here, in 
fact, I disagree with the view that this organisational 
impact should be disregarded.

One of my colleagues, Philippe Askenazy, demonstrated 
meticulously that, in the case of the United States,

the solution to the Solow paradox in the 1990s was 
directly related to reorganisation at the level of the 
plant. He constructed a panel of US fi rms that he 
studied during the 1980s and the 1990s. He also built 
a reorganisation index with work accidents because he 
had demonstrated in another study that work accidents 
rose by 20-30% in years when reorganisations took 
place. It was thus possible to closely follow, almost 
year by year, periods of reorganisation. At the level 
of the fi rm, the Solow paradox disappears because 
productivity rises as ICTs become effi cient in 
implementing a better organisational pattern.

So I would have expected the TFP effect to be part of 
the story of the 1990s, but the fact that it appears to 
be a factor in the 2000s makes me very suspicious. 
I think we need to think more about the meaning of 
this TFP effect and I cannot help thinking that it is 
highly related to the business cycle.
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I will only put forward four brief ideas in this 
session on the concepts and stylised facts. The fi rst 
two, as snapshots (at the turn of the 2000s), confi rm 
Bart van Ark’s views. The other two (in variations 
over the period 1990-2004) would require more
in-depth analyses.

First idea: As Bart van Ark said, we need, especially 
in Europe, “not only more work, but more productive 
work”. Indeed, if we correct the levels of observed 
productivity for the difference with the United States 
in terms of the number of hours worked or the 
employment rate, these corrected levels are 
signifi cantly lower, in particular in continental 
Europe, i.e. well below those of the United States that 
still defi nes the technological frontier.

Second idea: two productivity factors mentioned 
by Bart van Ark fi gure among the factors that 
explain the US lead: the share of information 
and communication technology (ICT) and the 
fl exibility of the economy. Moreover, there appears 
to be a positive link between these two factors in
OECD countries. 

Third idea: despite the comparative acceleration 
in US productivity gains, which leads to a relative 
improvement in unit labor costs, US export 
performance is deteriorating. This may be due to 

the location of productivity gains in the non-tradable 
services sector as well as to structural reasons.

Fourth idea: these reasons probably also include 
the arrival of new world competitors. This has been 
not only a greater shock but one that is structurally 
different from previous waves, for example in terms 
of international market share, in particular in the 
area of ICTs.

• First idea: “not only more work but more productive 
work”, especially in Europe.

Bart van Ark recalled that in European countries, 
including the Netherlands and France, levels of 
hourly productivity exceed those of the United States 
(see table 1).

But, this classifi cation also refl ects major differences 
in terms of hours worked and the employment 
rate (concentrated among certain categories of the 
population: the young and the elderly). A textbook 
case is that of the Netherlands, where the number of 
hours worked per employee was 25% lower than that 
of the United States. The second polar case in this 
table is that of Spain, where the employment rate
is 12.4 percentage points lower than that of
the United States (subject to statistical biases).

Table 1  Hourly productivity and “structural” productivity, 2002

Hourly
productivity

Hours
worked

Employment
rate

Effect of differences ...a) Corrected
or “structural” 

hourly productivityin hours worked in employment rate

(% of US level) (differences
with US, in %)

(differences with 
US, in points)

(in % points) (in % points) (% of US level)

France 107.4 –20.2 –9.7 –9.6 –5.4 92.4

Netherlands 102.2 –25.7 1.3 –13.2 –0.2 88.8

Germany 92.1 –19.8 –6.6 –9.4 –2.9 79.8

Canada 87.4 –3.8 –0.4 –1.5 –0.4 85.5

Spain 73.9 0.7 –12.4 0.3 –6.4 67.8

Japan 69.6 –0.1 –3.7 0.0 –0.3 69.3

a) Assuming constant long-run elasticities of labor productivity with respect to hours worked (broadly close to 0.5) or to employment rates 
(by category)

Sources: Eurostat, OECD, estimates by Banque de France (Bourlès and Cette, 2005)
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Yet, hourly productivity declines as the number 
of hours worked increase, due to fatigue effects,
and as the employment rate rises, since fi rms 
already selected the most productive employees. 
In other words, working longer hours or bringing 
people back to the labour market may result in, at 
least temporarily, a decrease in the average level 
of productivity.

Estimates by the Banque de France (Bourlès and 
Cette, 2005) correct “observed” productivity for these 
differences multiplied by the long-term elasticities of 
hourly productivity with respect to hours worked or to 
the employment rate of six population categories.

Beyond possible statistical weaknesses, the result is a 
net reduction in the level of corrected or “structural” 
productivity in Europe. Therefore, it is not suffi cient 
for Europe to increase employment or hours worked. 
It is also necessary to improve work organisation and 
more productive technologies.

• Hence the second idea: the role of ICT and the 
fl exibility of the economy fi gure among the factors 
that explain the organisational and technological lead 
of the United States.

As chart 1 shows, in ordinates, subject to the 
homogeneity of OECD data, the United States have 
a fairly developed specialisation in ICT production 
compared to other industrialised countries, including 
Japan and the countries of Continental Europe.

In emerging countries, specialisation varies across 
countries: e.g. very high in South Korea and low
in Mexico.

Admittedly the specialisation of emerging countries 
must also be assessed according to the breakdown of 
the production process: ICT fi rms in industrialised 
countries carry out labour-intensive work in emerging 
countries. I will discuss this point latter.

But, above all, a positive link is identifi ed between 
specialisation in ICT production, in ordinates, and 
the fl exibility of the labour market, measured here 
(x-axis) by the indicators of OECD employment 
protection legislation.

A fl exible labour market would therefore be 
accompanied by a shift in specialisation to innovative 
sectors. A similar relation was identifi ed between the 
use (and not the production) of ICT and the fl exibility 
of the labour market by the Federal Reserve Bank 
(Gust and Marquez in 2002).

I will skip over one slide that recalls:

– that a rise in per capita productivity contributes to 
reducing unit labour costs;

– and that a relative decline in the unit labour costs of 
a country helps to improve its cost competitiveness, 
[excluding nominal effective exchange rate effects].

• Naturally, there are other possible and more complex 
links between productivity and competitiveness, but 
this simple relation leads me to my third idea or 

Chart 1  ICT specialisation
and employment protection legislation (EPL)
(ICT value added, 2001, % of business value added; EPL: end-1990, 
from most (4) to least (0) restrictive)
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rather question: how come the United States’ export 
performance has been deteriorating constantly since 
the end of the 1990s in spite of the relative pick-up in 
productivity growth in the US, as chart 2 will show?

Chart 2 fi rst of all illustrates the sharp 60-point rise 
in the US dollar in nominal effective terms, then the 
20-point depreciation after 2001, which, all other 
things being equal, worsened and then improved
US cost-competitiveness.

We then introduce relative unit labour costs (ULC) 
in the manufacturing sector to defl ate the nominal 
exchange rate. Up to the end of the 1990s, changes in 
relative ULC compensated overall for the deterioration 
in competitiveness arising from the appreciation 
of the dollar. But the compensation then became 
marginal. From 1990 to 2004, there was little change 
in the real effective exchange rate with less than
10-point change.

However, from the end of the 1990s, export performance, 
the ratio of export volumes to world demand for
US exports, deteriorated clearly (-20 points) after 
having remained stable for a long time.

Admittedly, the pick-up in US productivity growth 
does not contribute directly to competitiveness if it 
is concentrated in non-tradable sectors, in particular 
wholesale and retail, as Bart van Ark pointed out. In 
addition, mark-up behaviour and hysteresis effects 

may weigh on exports, with lost market share being 
diffi cult to recover.

But more structural developments also appear to be 
at work here, which brings me to my last point. 

• One of these structural developments is the 
emergence of new global competitors, which, 
since 1990, appears to be having a greater impact 
than previous infl uxes of new competitors into 
international trade, e.g. in the 1980s.

To illustrate this (cf. chart 3), I use the ratio of a 
region’s exports (including intra trade) to world 
trade (measured by the sum of exports and imports 
divided by two).

The magnitude of the shock is attested by 
the considerable 9.6-point decline in the G7
countries’ market share from 1990 to 2004. At the 
same time, the emerging Asian economies gained 
almost as much market share, with China alone 
gaining half of it.

This latest infl ux is different from previous 
ones not only because of the size of the rural 
under-employed populations and the substantial 
competitive advantage of the newcomers but 
also due to two factors: the liberalisation of 
capital fl ows and the decrease in transport and
communication costs.

Chart 2  Competitiveness indicators
(base 100 = 1990 Q1)

Nominal effective exchange rate (EER) (left-hand-scale)

Effective exchange rate deflated by ULC manufacturing (REER)
(left-hand-scale)
Export performance (real export / world demand) (right-hand-scale)
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Chart 3  Changes in exports market shares
(goods and services, value terms, in points) a)
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The international division of labour has been 
transformed by these two factors, which now make 
it possible to relocate stages in the production process 
and no longer entire business sectors.

This is what has occurred in the ICT production 
process, in particular, as illustrated by my last chart.

It shows market positions in ICT products, measured 
by the ratio of a country’s ICT transactions balance 
(exports – imports, to take account of the assembly 
process) to world trade in ICT.

It appears from chart 4 that beyond the traditional 
sectors (textiles, leather, etc.), the emerging economies 
are specialising increasingly in high value-added 
sectors such as ICT, even if the focus is still often on 
the production and assembly of peripheral devices 
and not on chip design.

This strong specialisation, partly attributable at least 
to the offshoring of stages in the production process, 
attests to the uniqueness of these new competitors’ 
integration into world trade.

The mature economies do indeed benefi t from the 
fall in input prices derived from offshoring (as shown
by the Banque de France’s work on the subject
in 2004 directed by F. Drumetz, also an organiser
of this symposium). But they also suffer from the 
effects of the associated increase in commodity 
prices, due to higher world demand.

In addition, offshoring, which leads industrialised 
countries to import goods that they design and re-market, 
may pose a problem for the fi nancing of these imports.

The problem is posed particularly if the income 
arising from the ownership of subsidiaries located 
in the emerging economies does not offset the cost 
of import fl ows from these subsidiaries and foreign 
direct investment outfl ows.

This issue shall however be dealt with in the following 
session, which I do not wish to encroach upon. I shall 
therefore end here.

Chart 4  Market positions in ICT products
(ICT balance to ICT world trade, %) a)
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