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Abstract 

We analyze the foundations of the relationship between trade and total factor 
productivity (TFP) in the Ricardian model. Under general assumptions about the autarky 
distributions of industry productivities, trade openness raises TFP. This is due to the 
selection effect of international competition – driven by comparative advantages – which 
makes "some" high- and "many" low-productivity industries exit the market. We derive a 
model-based measure of this effect that requires only production and trade data. In a sample 
of 41 countries, we find that Ricardian selection raised manufacturing TFP by 11% above 
the autarky level in 2005 (as against 6% in 1985), with a neat positive time trend and large 
cross-country differences. 
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1 Introduction

Few economic theories have been studied as extensively as the Ricardian model of inter-

national trade, which is now almost two centuries old. Nonetheless, within this model the

relationship between trade openness and Total Factor Productivity (TFP) has generally been

overlooked. One possible reason is that the standard model without externalities and distor-

tions, while implying that trade is always welfare improving, delivers ambiguous predictions

about the e¤ect of trade on TFP. In particular, it is possible to construct simple examples

in which one country holds a comparative advantage in the production of low-productivity

goods, so that its TFP declines after removing trade barriers. Yet, growing and robust em-

pirical evidence � especially studies based on �rm-level data � points out that trade has a

signi�cant positive impact on TFP.1 This raises some intriguing questions: is there any key

feature of the open economy missing in the Ricardian model? Or, rather, are the examples

in which TFP does not rise so special that they can be safely disregarded?

In this paper we provide a thorough analysis the relationship between trade and TFP in

the Ricardian model and show that the latter interpretation is correct. We address this issue

building on the most general version of the model, with many countries and a continuum of

goods, developed by Eaton and Kortum (2002; EK hereafter). We show that trade openness

may reduce TFP only if industry productivities (country technologies) in di¤erent countries

are highly correlated and their joint distribution does not belong to the families that are

most commonly used in the literature, such as the Fréchet, Pareto, normal, and lognormal.

In contrast, if industry productivities in di¤erent countries are independent, trade openness

raises TFP for any distribution of technologies; for the families of distributions mentioned

above, TFP rises for any degree of correlation.

Key to these results is the fact that the selection e¤ect of international competition

favors the survival of industries with, on average, higher productivity. We show that the

comparison between the TFP under autarky and the TFP of an open economy boils down

to a comparison between a simple mean and a conditional mean, where the conditioning

event � that domestic industries survive international competition � tends to lift TFP after

opening to trade.

Examples in which international competition induces an "adverse" selection in favor

of industries with low productivity can still be constructed, but they crucially require a

high positive correlation among country technologies. The continuum-of-good assumption

and the probabilistic representation of productivities unveil that comparative advantages are

1Among the most in�uential papers see Bernard and Jensen (1999), Frankel and Romer (1999), Pavcnik

(2002), Bernard, Eaton, Jensen, and Kortum (2003), Dollar and Kraay (2003), and Alacalá and Ciccone

(2004). For a recent survey with an emphasis on �rm-level data see Bernard, Jensen, Redding, and Schott

(2007).
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inversely related to the correlations between technologies. High correlations correspond, for

any country, to low comparative advantages, a small TFP gain from trade (i.e. the ratio

between the open economy�s and the autarky�s TFPs), and a narrow scope for international

trade. The result that under independence TFP always raises is just a consequence of this

insight. For the families of distributions mentioned above correlation still matters, because it

determines the size of the TFP gain from trade, but the latter is always positive and vanishes

as correlation becomes perfect.

With Fréchet distributed technologies as in EK, we also characterize the TFP of the

tradeable sector in an open economy with a very compact expression that sheds light on its

determinants. An increase in TFP may be due to "genuine" domestic technological progress,

or it may re�ect other factors such as an improvement in the technologies of competitor

countries, loosening trade barriers (including the entry of new competitors), declining foreign

input costs, or rising domestic input costs. All these factors raise the TFP through the

selection e¤ect, by a¤ecting the share of low-productivity industries that are forced to exit.

TFP gains from trade are also increasing in the dispersion of industry productivities that,

together with correlation, is related to the extent of comparative advantages.

Throughout the paper, we de�ne the TFPs of closed and open economies as the �rst

moments of the corresponding distributions of industry productivities. If consumers have CES

preferences and productivities follow the most common distributions used in the literature,

we show that this de�nition is appropriate in the extreme cases of autarky and absent trade

barriers. The average of industry productivities weighted by the value of industry outputs,

in fact, is proportional to the �rst moment of the distribution. The proportionality constant

gathers the whole e¤ect of consumer preferences � with more substitutability among goods

increasing the weight of high-productivity industries and raising the weighted TFP � and

cancels out when we compute the TFP gain of free trade versus autarky. This gain re�ects

a "pure" selection e¤ect, as the weights of the industries that eventually die are reallocated

proportionally to the surviving ones. In the intermediate case of positive but �nite trade

barriers, the TFP gain from trade features an additional e¤ect, that has always a non-negative

sign, given by the reallocation of market shares towards exporters.

Focusing on the selection e¤ect, we also provide a result that has compelling empirical

implications. We show that the TFP of the open economy is equal to the autarky TFP,

augmented by a measure of trade openness that requires only data on production and trade.

Thus, the selection e¤ect can be easily quanti�ed. We perform such measurement for a

sample of 41 countries with annual data in the period 1985-2005. Averaging across countries,

we �nd that in 1985 international competition raised manufacturing TFP by 6 percent above

the autarky level.2 Not surprisingly, due to enhanced trade integration, this contribution

2When we bring the model to the data, our de�nition of tradeable sector boils down to the manufacturing

sector.
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exhibits a neat positive time trend, shared by most countries, growing to as much as 11

percent in 2005. In the cross-section, however, TFP gains from trade vary widely.3

Our paper is closely related to Melitz (2003) (and the subsequent literature, including

Chaney, 2008, and Melitz and Ottaviano, 2008), who also derives a positive relationship be-

tween trade and TFP.4 There are, however, two key di¤erences. First, we obtain the result

with perfect competition, whereas Melitz assumes monopolistic competition. Second, here

selection is driven by comparative advantages, as is to be expected within the Ricardian ap-

proach. Therefore, not only low- but also high-productivity domestic industries can exit the

market (and be replaced by imports from foreign industries), although with lower probabil-

ities, so that removing trade barriers generates some "action" along the whole distribution

of productivities. In Melitz, instead, all and only the �rms whose productivity is below a

certain threshold exit the market after trade barriers decline.5 To stress these di¤erences,

we describe this mechanism with the expression Ricardian selection instead of self-selection.

The latter denomination is common in the monopolistic competition literature, where low-

productivity �rms really self-select by refraining from producing or exporting whenever they

expect negative pro�ts. In the Ricardian model, instead, international competition forces

both low- and high-productivity industries to exit.

Our �ndings also bring this paper close to the literature that emphasizes the role

of institutions (or "social infrastructure", as in Hall and Jones, 1999) in explaining TFP

di¤erences across countries. Examples include Conway and Nicoletti (2006) and Lagos (2006),

who show that higher regulation in the non-tradeable sector and in the labor market lowers

the TFP of the tradeable sector. Our analysis shows, in contrast, that higher regulation, by

rising domestic costs and forcing low-productivity industries to exit, has the opposite e¤ect.

In addition, the role of other factors, such as proximity to high-TFP countries (in other words,

geography), also emerges.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 o¤ers a brief outline of the EK

3Our analysis focuses on the e¤ect of trade on the TFP of the tradeable sector only � an e¤ect that the

Ricardian model allows to express analytically and quantify. We discuss implications for the TFP of the whole

economy, however, when it is pertinent.

4Other close relatives of this paper are Bernard, Eaton, Jensen, and Kortum (2003) and Waugh (2008).

The former analyzes trade and productivity with Bertrand competition, but does not derive a closed-form

expression for the aggregate TFP. The latter builds a variant of the EK model with traded intermediate goods

and non-traded �nal goods and measures the contribution of trade to cross-country income di¤erences. This

contribution turns out to be small, but this is due to the fact that poor countries face higher costs of exporting

then rich countries; removing these asymmetries would lower income di¤erences by about a half.

5With the assumption of constant returns to scale, Ricardian models leave the size of �rms indeterminate,

as the equilibrium pins down only the size of the whole industry. Hence, the comparison between monopolistic

competition and Ricardian models is loose. The former, in fact, focuses on �rms that produce heterogeneous

goods (and analyzes intra-industry trade), while the latter focuses on industries, with an industry de�ned as

the �rm or set of �rms (with identical productivities) that produces an homogeneous good.
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model. Section 3 presents our main theoretical results about trade and TFP. In Section 4

we elaborate on our results, providing some intuition and extending them to more general

distributional assumptions. In Section 5 we analyze the weighted TFP in closed and open

economies. In Section 6 we quantify the magnitude of the selection e¤ect on the TFP of the

manufacturing sector. Section 7 concludes.

2 An outline of the Eaton-Kortum model

EK consider a Ricardian framework with N countries (N > 1) and a continuum of tradeable

goods produced with constant-returns-to-scale technologies. Denote by zi (j) > 0 the e¢ -

ciency of country i in producing the tradeable good j, with i 2 f1; :::; Ng and j 2 [0;+1);
namely: qi (j) = zi (j) � Ii (j), where qi (j) is the amount of good j produced by country i
and Ii (j) is the bundle of inputs, which combines labor and intermediate goods, needed to

produce that output.

The key hypothesis is that each zi (j) is the realization of a country-speci�c random

variable Zi. Speci�cally, it is assumed that for any country i: Zi � Fr�echet (Ti; �), with

Ti > 0, � > 1, and fZigNi=1 mutually independent. Due to the continuum-of-goods assumption
and applying the law of large numbers, the share of goods for which country i�s e¢ ciency

is below any positive real z is simply the probability Pr (Zi < z) = Fi (z) = exp
�
�Ti � z��

�
,

where Fi denotes the cumulative distribution function (c.d.f.) of Zi.6

EK show that the parameters Ti and � are the theoretical counterparts, in a context

with many countries and a continuum of goods, of the Ricardian concepts of absolute and

comparative advantages. Ti, to which we will refer as state of technology, captures country

i�s absolute advantages: an increase in Ti relative to Tn implies an increase in the share of

goods that country i produces more e¢ ciently than country n. In turn, � is inversely related

to the dispersion of Zi and is a measure of the precision of the distribution.7 Its connection

with the concept of comparative advantage stems from the fact that, in Ricardo, gains from

trade depend on heterogeneities in technologies across countries. In this perspective, EK

demonstrate that a decrease in � (i.e. higher heterogeneity in each country), coupled with

mutual independence, generates larger gains from trade for all countries. The extension of

our results to correlated distributions, presented in Section 4, is also helpful to clarify that

6Kortum (1997) and Eaton and Kortum (2009) show that the Fréchet distribution emerges from a dynamic

model in which, at each point in time: (i) the number of ideas that arrive about how to produce a good

follows a Poisson distribution; (ii) the e¢ ciency conveyed by each idea is a random variable with a Pareto

distribution; (iii) �rms produce goods using always the best idea that has arrived to them. Jones (2005) shows

that this set up on the �ow of ideas entails two other results: the global production function is Cobb-Douglas

and technical change in the long run is labor-augmenting.

7Ti and � are related to both the mean and the variance of Zi. Denoting Euler�s Gamma function by �,

the moment of order k of Zi, which exists only if � > k, is T
k=�
i � � [(� � k) =�].
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comparative advantages are related to both the heterogeneity of technologies within countries

and the correlation of technologies between countries.

A second set of assumptions concerns input costs and trade barriers. The cost of

the bundle of inputs in country i is denoted by ci and it is split into wages and prices of

intermediate goods. Trade barriers are modeled as Samuelson�s iceberg costs: delivering one

unit of good from country i to country n requires producing dni units, with dni > 1 for

i 6= n and dii = 1 for any i. By arbitrage, trade barriers obey the triangle inequality, so that

dni � dnk � dki for any n, i and k.

As for the market structure, the model assumes perfect competition. Together with

the assumptions on costs and technologies, perfect competition implies that the price of one

unit of good j produced by country i and delivered to country n is: pni (j) = cidni=zi (j). In

country n each good j is purchased from the country that provides it at the lowest price, i.e.:

pn (j) = min
i=1;:::;N

fpni (j)g .

Consumers maximize a standard CES utility function, with elasticity of substitution

given by � > 1, subject to the usual constraint that total spending cannot be larger than

total income.

With this set of assumptions, EK prove two fundamental properties of the model. First,

the market share of country i in country n � i.e. the ratio between the value of the imports

of country n from country i (Xni) and the value of the total expenditure (or total absorption)

of country n (Xn) � is given by:

Xni
Xn

=
Ti � (cidni)��

�n
, where: �n =

NX
k=1

Tk � (ckdnk)�� . (1)

This share is increasing in the state of technology Ti and decreasing in the input cost ci and

the trade barrier dni. Its value depends also on the technologies, costs and trade barriers of

any other country k: it increases with costs ck and distances dnk, and decreases if technologies

Tk increase.

Second, the exact price index of the bundle of tradeable goods in country n resulting

from the CES aggregator and the prices pn (j) is:

pn = 
 � ��1=�n , where: 
 =
�
�

�
� + 1� �

�

��1=(1��)
, (2)

with � denoting Euler�s Gamma function and � > � � 1.

This setup is completed with two further assumptions. The �rst is that intermedi-

ate inputs comprise the full set of tradeable goods aggregated with the CES function with

elasticity �. Denoting by � 2 (0; 1) the constant labor share, ci is given by:

ci = w�i p
1��
i , (3)
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where wi is the nominal wage in country i and pi is given by equation (2). The second

assumption is that there is also a non-tradeable sector in the economy; thus, market shares,

prices, and wages de�ned above are referred to the tradeable sector only.

These two further assumptions enable EK to solve the model for equilibrium prices and

quantities in two polar cases. In one case, labor is mobile between the tradeable and non-

tradeable sectors; in the other, it is immobile. In both cases, it is assumed that a constant

fraction � 2 (0; 1) of the aggregate �nal expenditure is spent on tradeable goods. The solution
of the model, then, is given by a system of non-linear equations, with parameters dni, Ti,

�, � and � (see EK, pp. 1756-1758).8 Because of non-linearities, there is no closed-form

solution. Nevertheless, it is possible to simulate the model and analyze some counterfactuals

or rearrange the main equations in order to obtain testable implications. In the following,

we keep on building on the theoretical model and show how we can use it in order to derive

a theoretical expression for the TFP of tradeables.

3 TFP in open economy

In general, the TFP of a country is the average productivity across the industries that are

actually engaged in production. Under autarky, production occurs over the entire range of

goods. Then, the TFP of the tradeable sector of country i is the unconditional mean of Zi,

i.e. the mean across all tradeable goods. In the open economy, instead, any country produces

only the goods in which it holds a comparative advantage. In this case, the TFP of the

tradeable sector of country i must be obtained by computing the mean of Zi only across the

goods that are actually produced by domestic industries, thus excluding the goods that are

imported because i is not su¢ ciently competitive.

In order to �nd out the productivity distribution for the industries that are su¢ ciently

productive as to survive foreign competition, we can resort to the model. Denote the ran-

dom variable that describes the productivities of the surviving industries by Zi;o, where the

subscript o stands for the open economy; its c.d.f. is:

Fi;o (z) � Pr (Zi;o < z) = Pr

�
Zi < zjPii = min

k
Pik

�
, (4)

where Pik is the random variable that describes the prices pik (j) for any i and k (including

i = k). Equation (4) establishes that the goods j eventually produced by country i are all

and only those for which pii (j) � pik (j) for any k. This point requires a formal proof. On

one hand, if j is such that pii (j) � pik (j) for any k, then country i can sell j with the lowest

8Alvarez and Lucas (2007) generalize the model by considering distinct �nal and intermediate goods, and

distinguishing between tari¤s and transport costs. Then, they provide su¢ cient conditions for existence and

uniqueness of the equilibrium.
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price on the domestic market and, therefore, will certainly produce it.9 On the other hand,

if pii (j) > pik (j) then country i cannot charge the lowest price for j on the domestic market

and, as a consequence of the triangle inequality, it is unable to provide the best deal on

foreign markets either, thus it will not produce j at all (this intuitive step is formally proven

in Appendix A). Computing Fi;o yields the following result:

Proposition 1 If technologies are Fréchet distributed and markets for tradeable goods are
perfectly competitive, then:

Zi;o � Fr�echet (�i; �) ,

where

�i = Ti +
X
k 6=i

Tk

�
ckdik
ci

���
. (P1)

Proof. See Appendix A.1

Thus, the variable Zi;o is Fréchet distributed, with mean:

E (Zi;o) = �
1=�
i � �

�
� � 1
�

�
. (5)

E (Zi;o), a monotone function of �i, provides a theoretical expression for the TFP of the open

economy (denoted by TFPi;o), while E (Zi) is the TFP under autarky (TFPi). Therefore, we

de�ne the TFP gain from trade as the ratio:10

TFPi;o
TFPi

=
E (Zi;o)

E (Zi)
=

0@1 +X
k 6=i

Tk
Ti

�
ckdik
ci

���1A1=� .
Note that, although we compute the TFP of country i by averaging zi (j) across goods j,

we are not summing up "apples and oranges". While our measure of TFP depends on the

physical units chosen to measure the di¤erent goods, we de�ne these units in the same way

as they enter the utility function.11 In particular, with CES preferences, we are averaging

productivities measured in physical units that enter the utility function in a completely

symmetric way.12

9Given the continuity of the random variables considered here (i.e. of Zi and, as a consequence, of Pik),

we can neglect events of the type pii (j) = pik (j), since they have zero probability.

10 In a related paper, Finicelli, Pagano, and Sbracia (2009a) build on this theoretical result in order to

measure TFPs of the tradeable sector of 18 OECD countries, relative to that of the United States.

11Summing the zi (j) across di¤erent goods is an essential operation to solve the EK model for equilibrium

prices and quantities. Think for example of the price index pi, which is nothing but an average of the zi (j)

(see, for instance, equation (21)).

12Demidova and Rodríguez-Clare (2009) provide a very elegant treatment of this issue. In particular, they

de�ne the quantities qi (j) that enter the utility function as: qi (j) = �i (j) ~qi (j), where ~qi (j) is the "raw

quantity" of good j and �i (j) is a function that accounts for of the di¤erent ways in which ~qi (j) can be

measured. Hence, changing the unit of measurement for ~qi (j) determines a corresponding change in �i (j), so

that qi (j) remains unaltered.
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The main implication of Proposition 1 is that �i > Ti, therefore E (Zi;o) > E (Zi).13

In other words, the model predicts that the TFP of the open economy is larger that the TFP

under autarky. The next section is entirely devoted to explaining and extending this result.

Before that, it is worth noting that the proposition also sheds light on the factors that a¤ect

the TFP in an open economy.

Equation (P1) shows that, in an open economy, �i depends not only on Ti, but also on

the technologies, costs, and trade barriers of all the other countries, as well as on domestic

costs. This result can be readily explained. Suppose that Tk increases for some k 6= i. Country

k, then, produces and exports more goods than before (equation (1)), partly crowding out

production in country i. The productivity of the goods that keep being produced in country

i, however, is higher, on average, than the one of the goods whose production has been

displaced, hence the fact that �i > Ti. The e¤ects of domestic input costs and of iceberg

costs follow the same mechanics. A larger ci crowds out production in country i in favor of

its competitors, but its own average productivity increases (by the same token, the e¤ect of

an increase in foreign input costs ck on country i�s average productivity is opposite). Higher

dik narrow the range of goods imported by country i, keeping alive industries with a lower

average productivity. Note that as dik go to +1 for all k 6= i � i.e. as the country tends to

autarky � then �i tends to Ti.

The positive relationship between aggregate productivity and domestic costs contrasts

with the results of Lagos (2006) and Conway and Nicoletti (2006). In the EK model, if a

country pays higher wages or incurs larger costs because of distorted labor or non-tradeable

product markets, then the selection e¤ect of international competition forces ine¢ cient in-

dustries to exit, raising aggregate productivity.14 On the contrary, in Lagos and in Conway

and Nicoletti distorted markets cause an adverse selection of productive units, hampering the

e¢ ciency of their allocation and, in turn, reducing aggregate productivity. Assessing the net

e¤ect of these distortions on TFP, then, remains essentially an empirical question.15

13By the properties of the Fréchet distribution, the stronger implication that Zi;o �rst-order stochastically

dominates Zi follows immediately.

14Note that this improvement of TFP comes together with fewer exporters and lower market shares. It

should also be clear that the larger deadweight losses associated to, e.g., higher �ring costs in the labor

market or lower degree of competition in the non-tradeable sector imply that increasing domestic costs is not

a recommended policy prescription to raise TFP. More in general, these examples provide further evidence of

the fact that, in an open economy, an increase (decrease) in TFP is not necessarily associated with an increase

(decrease) in welfare (see also footnote 16).

15Chari, Restuccia, and Urrutia (2005) focus on another mechanism through which more frictions in the

labor market raise the �measured�TFP (proxied by income per worker). In their paper, the result occurs

because higher �ring costs increase the level of training that �rms provide to workers, raising human capital

and, in turn, the measured TFP. They also provide prima facie evidence that the relationship between the

level of employment protection and the TFP across European countries is positive. Our results, then, provide

an alternative explanation of the same �ndings based on the role of international competition.
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By recalling the expressions of costs (equation (3)) and prices (equation (2)), Propo-

sition 1 also shows that changes in technologies, costs and trade barriers do not have only

a "direct" selection e¤ect on TFP. International competition yields also second- and higher-

order e¤ects via changes in input costs. Consider, for instance, an increase in the foreign

technology Tk. The increase in Tk, by making available cheaper goods in country k, lowers

also its input costs ck further enhancing its external competitiveness and providing an addi-

tional boost to the TFP of country i. This e¤ect is partly o¤set by the availability of cheaper

inputs in country i (i.e. by a decline in ci), but is reinforced by lower input costs in countries

other than i and k.16

Proposition 1 also shows that the bene�ts of technological progress in one country are

not spread evenly on the TFP of other countries. The extent to which TFP changes following

a change in foreign technologies and costs re�ects the size of domestic relative to foreign costs

and, inversely, that of domestic trade barriers. For instance, an increase in the technology

of the United States will have a stronger (weaker) impact on closer (more distant) countries.

By the same token, since the TFP in country i changes as trade barriers change, equation

(P1) suggests that looking at the dynamics of TFP growth could misrepresent the picture

about "genuine" technological developments during periods in which countries liberalize or

place restrictions on international trade.

Equation (P1) is theoretically appealing but also rather di¢ cult to apply in empirical

studies, since it requires data on technologies, costs, and trade barriers for all countries.

However, a very helpful expression for �i can be derived by exploiting the fact that countries�

technologies, costs, and trade barriers combine uniquely into the geographical distribution of

production and trade data. In particular, we can prove that:

Proposition 2 Given the equations for market shares (1) and costs (3), then:

�i = Ti

0@1 +X
k 6=i

Xik
Xii

1A = Ti

�
1 +

IMPi
PROi � EXPi

�
. (P2)

Proof. See Appendix A.2

Hence, �i is equal to Ti augmented by a factor that depends on the ratio between the

value of country i�s aggregate imports (IMPi) and the value of its production (PROi) net of

aggregate exports (EXPi). Let us write:


i = 1 +
IMP i

PROi � EXP i
; (6)

16 In the version considered here, the model ignores the possibility of technology spillovers across countries.

In fact, the Zi�s are independent random variables and the Ti�s can change in an unrelated fashion. Rodríguez-

Clare (2007) extends the model to account for international di¤usion of ideas. A similar route would be to

consider correlated Zi�s (see the next section).
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i is the ratio between country i�s total absorption (or total domestic demand) and its

production sold domestically. Therefore, 
i is a measure of trade openness for country i.

Note that, consistently with equation (P1), as dik go to +1 for all k 6= i then imports and

exports go to zero and �i tends to Ti.

Proposition 2 provides an interesting contribution to the literature concerning the mea-

sures of trade openness. Papers exploring the relationship between trade and productivity

typically measure trade openness as the sum of nominal imports and exports scaled by the

nominal GDP (nominal openness). An exception is Alcalá and Ciccone (2004) who scale nom-

inal imports and exports with the GDP in PPP US dollars (real openness), on the ground

of theoretical motivations. Our analysis �nds that the Ricardian trade theory suggests to

measure trade openness with 
i. Equation (P2), in fact, shows that 
i is the trade-related

variable that summarizes the e¤ects of international competition on TFP. By comparing

equation (P2) with equation (P1), it is evident that 
i takes into account the factors related

to domestic and foreign costs that are considered by Alcalá and Ciccone.

The wide availability of production and trade data makes it easy to compute 
i and

quantify the magnitude of the selection e¤ect for several countries and years. Before turning

to the empirical analysis, however, we focus on the prediction that openness raises TFP,

providing further insights about how and why this happens and exploring possible extensions

of this result.

4 Intuition and extensions

The main implication of Proposition 1 is that TFP always rises when trade barriers are

removed. This is a remarkable di¤erence with respect to previous Ricardian models, where

the law of comparative advantage may lead a country to specialize in the production of low-

productivity goods, a situation in which aggregate TFP would diminish after opening to

trade.

To build an intuition about our new result, let us retain only the essential ingredients

of the model. Consider a simple case with two countries (n and i), no trade barriers (i.e.

dni = din = 1), no intermediate goods (� = 1), and identical input costs (i.e. cn = ci = 1).17

These assumptions simplify the distribution of the productivities of the surviving industries

(that we have computed for the general case in Proposition 1), as they imply that country i

produces good j if and only if zi (j) =zn (j) � 1. In addition, with no trade barriers producers

17Even though in the model costs are endogenous (which would prevent us from setting arbitrary values for

ci and cn), we can build examples that yield cn = ci = 1. An obvious way is to assume perfectly symmetric

countries where, in particular, Ti = Tn. However, even Ti 6= Tn could still yield cn = ci = 1 if, for instance, the
sizes of the labor force in the two countries are di¤erent. We strongly stress, however, that these simplifying

assumptions are by no means necessary for the arguments made in this section.
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and exporters coincide, making our task of providing some intuition easier.

The �rst important feature of the mechanism through which selection raises TFP in the

Ricardian model is that any industry can survive or die after openness, and the probability

that each industry survives (dies) is increasing (decreasing) in its own productivity. In fact,

using both mutual independence and Fréchet distribution of technologies, the probability of

surviving for an industry of country i that has a productivity z is simply:

Pr

�
Zi
Zn

� 1jZi = z

�
= exp

�
�Tn � z��

�
for z > 0 ,

which is always included in the open interval (0; 1) and strictly increasing in z. (Its com-

plement to 1, the probability that the industry dies, is always decreasing in z.) This is an

interesting di¤erence with respect to the model of Melitz (2003) in which that probability

is either 0 or 1, depending on whether the �rm�s productivity is below or above the thresh-

old that separates incumbents from entrants. The reason for this di¤erence is that the EK

model is governed by the law of comparative advantage. Therefore, any industry, even a

high-productivity one, can exit the market and it does so if the good that it produces is

made more e¢ ciently in the rival country; this happens, however, with a probability that is

lower for higher-productivity industries. Specularly, even a very low-productivity domestic

industry survives if its own good is made more e¢ ciently than in the other country � but

its probability of surviving is lower than for higher-productivity industries.

Second, the selection e¤ect makes the model consistent with the "exceptional export

performance" documented by Bernard and Jensen (1999). Let us temporarily re-introduce

trade barriers (otherwise all producers would also export). Good j is made in country i if

and only if zi (j) =zn (j) � d�1in . In addition, if zi (j) =zn (j) � dni, then the good j is also

exported by country i to country n (otherwise, the good j is sold only domestically). With

mutually independent and Fréchet distributed technologies, and following steps similar to

those illustrated in Appendix A to prove Proposition 1, we can show that the distribution

of the productivities of exporters is Fréchet, with state Ti + Tn � d�ni and precision �. Ap-
plying Proposition 1 to this simpli�ed setup, we �nd that the distribution of the whole set

of surviving industries is Fréchet with state Ti + Tn � d��in and precision �. Since both dni
and din are larger than 1, then the average productivity of exporters is higher than the TFP

of the whole economy (the latter being the average productivity across all the industries

that survive international competition, i.e. exporters and producers that sell only domesti-

cally).18 As in monopolistic competition models, the reason why exporters are, on average,

more productive is that their goods have to be competitive enough to overcome trade bar-

riers. However, analogously to what discussed above, the mechanisms behind selection in

the two models are not identical. In Melitz, exporters and non-exporters are separated by a

productivity threshold; therefore, even the worst exporter has always a higher productivity

18 It follows trivially that the average productivity of exporters is also higher than the average productivity

of non-exporters.
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than the best non-exporter. In the Ricardian model, instead, as a consequence of the law of

comparative advantage, few "bad" exporters and "good" non-exporters coexist with many

"good" exporters and "bad" non-exporters.

Are these predictions robust to the distributional assumptions? Let us go back to the

simpli�ed framework with no trade barriers. The main result that TFP rises after removing

trade barriers can be formally written as:

E (ZijZi � Zn) � E (Zi) . (7)

Inequality (7) makes it clear that the comparison between the TFP of an open economy and

the TFP under autarky boils down to a comparison between a conditional mean and a simple

mean. The conditioning event is that domestic industries are better than foreign industries

(or "su¢ ciently better", if there are trade barriers and heterogeneous input costs). This

condition is what "tends" to raise TFP after opening to trade.

However, (7) does not hold for all possible joint distributions of Zi and Zn. A simple

way to build a counterexample in which (7) is not satis�ed is the following. Take any random

variable Zi, and construct a variable Zn such that when Zi takes values higher (lower) than

its own mean, then Zn is higher (lower) than Zi. In this case, Zi � Zn only for values of Zi
lower than its unconditional mean, therefore E (ZijZi � Zn) < E (Zi).19

The key feature of this counterexample is that Zi and Zn are not independent, but

positively correlated. This positive correlation is an obstacle that hampers TFP growth after

opening to international trade. The continuum-of-goods assumption and the probabilistic

representation of productivities, then, unveil the role of correlation in determining the sign

and the size of TFP growth � a role that is crucial also in Ricardian models where those

two characteristics are absent.

Consider for instance a two-country two-good model and let us play with the statement

"country i holds a comparative advantage in the production of low-productivity good 1", a

condition under which the TFP of country i declines. By labeling good 1 as "low productiv-

ity", we are implicitly assuming that both countries make good 1 with a lower productivity

than good 2. (If 1 was a low-productivity good only for country i, this country could not

have a comparative advantage in making that good.) Since zi (1) < E (Zi) < zi (2) and

zn (1) < E (Zn) < zn (2), then technologies in the two countries are positively correlated.

The previous counterexample, which featured more than just two goods, was obtained

simply by coupling positive correlation with the condition that one country is systematically

19Note that after opening to international trade, welfare increases also in countries where TFP declines. The

reason is that a lower TFP is more than compensated by lower consumer prices. Demidova and Rodríguez-

Clare (2009) show examples in which, by the same token, welfare falls despite higher productivity. Using a

monopolistic competition model for a small economy, they also decompose welfare gains into four factors:

productivity, terms of trade, product varieties, and heterogeneity across varieties.
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better than the other in making low-productivity goods. With this case in mind, consider

now the e¤ect of imposing independence on the distributions of Zi and Zn. Independence

has two main consequences: (i) it shrinks the set of goods that both countries make with low

productivity; (ii) it prevents one country from being systematically better than the other in

producing these goods.20

Thus, not surprisingly, independence between Zi and Zn is a su¢ cient condition for

(7) to hold, irrespectively of the shape of the distribution of Zi and Zn (see Appendix C, for

details). In other words, under mutual independence TFP always rises after opening to trade.

In particular, the result holds for all the distributions, like Pareto, normal, lognormal, and,

of course, the Fréchet, that are commonly used to describe productivities at the industry or

�rm level and that entail very simple analytic solutions for this model.21

While independence is su¢ cient for TFP to increase, it is by no means necessary. More

importantly, we show that TFP rises irrespectively of the degree of correlation between coun-

try technologies for some multivariate families that yield, as marginals, the aforementioned

Fréchet, Pareto, normal, and lognormal. The intuition is that assuming such families of

distributions prevents one country from being systematically better than the other in pro-

ducing low-productivity goods, even though the set of these goods can be quite "large" (i.e.

the correlation can be close to 1). It holds, however, that the TFP gain is lower for higher

correlations.22

Let us consider the multivariate Fréchet case in detail, with a simple extension that

covers all levels of dependence, from independence to perfect correlation. Suppose that the

random vector (Zi; Zn) has the following c.d.f.:

	i;n (zi; zn) = exp

�
�
��
Ti � z��i

�1=r
+
�
Tn � z��n

�1=r�r�
, (8)

where 	i;n (zi; zn) = Pr (Zi < zi; Zn < zn) and r 2 (0; 1]. This distribution yields two Fréchet
as marginals (with parameters respectively equal to (Ti; �) and (Tn; �)) and is suggested in

EK for an extension of their model to correlated technologies.23 The parameter r is an "index

20By the same token, negative correlation would imply that when a country makes a good with a low

productivity, then the other makes it with a high productivity, leading to even larger TFP gains in both

countries. In the following, we show this result formally in the case of normally distributed technologies.

21The result that (7) holds under independence is very important for at least two reasons. First, indepen-

dence is a standard assumption in models of growth and trade with multiple countries. Second, while this

assumption is not appealing for empirical purposes, it is still very useful for developing the theory in the case

of correlated distributions. In fact, it is often possible to �nd simple joint transformations of the variables

such that the transformed variables become independent. In Appendix D, we exploit precisely this property

to show that (7) also holds for some families of multivariate distributions that allow for correlated marginals.

22To the extent that the international di¤usion of ideas raises the correlation between country technologies,

our �ndings are consistent with Rodríguez-Clare (2007), who shows that the gains from trade are smaller when

di¤usion is included in the EK model.

23 Introduced by Tawn (1990), 	i;n is also known as asymmetric bivariate logistic distribution and is com-
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of independence" and is inversely related to the correlation between Zi and Zn: if r = 1, then

Zi and Zn are independent (the case examined above); if r < 1, then Zi and Zn are positively

correlated. As r goes to 0, the correlation between Zi and Zn tends to 1; in this case, we

know from standard Ricardian theory that there are no comparative advantages to exploit

and, therefore, both countries produce exactly as in autarky. Using (8), we can show that

the TFP gain of country i, i.e. the increase in its TFP with respect to autarky, is:24

E (ZijZi � Zn)

E (Zi)
=

"
1 +

�
Tn
Ti

�1=r#r=�
. (9)

Hence, E (ZijZi � Zn) � E (Zi) always.25 Let us analyze this gain in two separate cases:

Ti = Tn and Ti 6= Tn.

Figure 1 shows, for Ti=Tn = 1, the TFP gain of country i for di¤erent values of � and

r.26 We know from EK that welfare gains from trade are decreasing in �; the �gure shows

that the same applies to TFP gains. With independent distributions, the TFP gain from

trading with a symmetric country, i.e. one that has the same state of technology, goes from

7 percent (with � = 10) to 19 percent (with � = 4). In addition, for any value of � the TFP

gain is monotonically decreasing in the correlation between the technologies of i and n (or

increasing in r).

Figure 2 shows the TFP gain for di¤erent values of r and Ti=Tn, given � = 6:67 (our

reference value in the next section). Not surprisingly, the TFP gain is larger, the higher

the productivity of the competitor country. If, for example, Ti=Tn = 0:5 the TFP gain for

country i is as high as 18 percent with independent distributions, and goes down to 0 very

slowly as r decreases; with r = 0:1 the TFP gain is still 11 percent. On the other hand, if

Ti=Tn = 2 the TFP gain is at most 7 percent, and goes to zero more rapidly as r tends to

zero. As before, the TFP gain decreases as correlation increases.

In order to show that the previous results are not speci�c to the multivariate Fréchet,

but also hold for other families of distributions, we brie�y illustrate TFP gains with nor-

mally distributed technologies.27 Appendix D, provides other examples based on bivariate

monly used in multivariate extreme value theory.

24See Appendix D, for details.

25An inspection of equation (9) reveals the important property that the TFP gain for two countries with

correlated technologies and given values of Ti=Tn, � and r (with r < 1) is the same as the TFP gain for

two countries with independent technologies, a state-of-technology ratio equal to (Ti=Tn)
1=r, and a precision

parameter equal to �=r. Thus, we do not need to generalize Propositions 1 and 2 to the case of correlated

Fréchet distributions: one can simply use the TFP gains derived under independence and obtain those under

positive correlation with an appropriate rescaling of the parameters.

26Section 6 explains why we have placed � in a range between 4 and 10.

27This is quite a di¤erent case with respect to the Fréchet, given that the normal is a symmetric light-tailed

distribution, that also allows to deal easily with negatively correlated technologies.
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Figure 1: TFP gains from trade with a symmetric country (1)
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(1) TFP gains from trade with respect to autarky, in percentages, for di¤erent values of r and �, with

Ti=Tn= 1.

Figure 2: TFP gains from trade with an asymmetric country (1)
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Pareto and lognormal distributions, as well as detailed computations for the normal case.

For all these distributions, we can prove the result that ZijZi � Zn �rst-order stochastically

dominates Zi (that implies inequality (7)).

Thus, suppose that (Z1; Z2) has a bivariate normal distribution with the mean and

variance of Zi respectively denoted by �i and �
2
i (i = 1; 2), and correlation � (j�j < 1). For

simplicity, assume �21 = �22 = s2. The TFP gain of country 1 is:

E (Z1jZ1 � Z2)

E (Z1)
= 1 +

�v
2�1

g
�
�2��1
�v

�
1�G

�
�2��1
�v

� , (10)

where g and G are, respectively, the probability density function (p.d.f.) and the c.d.f. of

the standard normal variable, and where �v = s
p
2 (1� �). Noting that the ratio g= (1�G)

is the hazard function of the normal distribution (which is strictly increasing in its own

argument), it is easy to verify that all the main results obtained with the multivariate Fréchet

are con�rmed. Speci�cally, the TFP gain from trade of a country is always: non-negative;

strictly increasing in the autarky TFP of the competitor country (�2), and in the degree

of heterogeneity of domestic and foreign production (s); strictly decreasing in the domestic

autarky TFP (�1) and in the correlation between domestic and foreign technologies (�). In

particular, for what concerns the correlation, note that the largest TFP gain occurs as �

tends to �1.

5 Weighted TFP

Throughout the paper, we de�ne TFP as the �rst moment of the distribution of industry

productivities. With this de�nition, then, industry productivities are not weighted. In this

section, we consider a di¤erent de�nition of TFP in which we weight industry productivities

with the value of industry production. This is a more correct theoretical counterpart of any

empirical measure of TFP. Moreover, it is a de�nition in which demand fully kicks in and

determines not only which industries produce some positive output, but also how much they

produce.

Let us start from the closed economy and, for the sake of simplicity, let us neglect

intermediate goods (� = 1) and non tradeables. By maintaining the assumption of CES

preferences (with elasticity �), demand for good j in country i is:

ci (j) =

�
pi

pi (j)

�� Yi
pi
, (11)

where Yi denotes income, which is given by wiLi, with Li being the number of workers.

Hence, let us de�ne the weighted TFP as:

TFPwi =
Z +1

0
zi � !i (zi) dFi (zi) , (12)
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where we suppress the goods indices j in the integrals, and where the weight of good j is:

!i (zi (j)) =
pi (j) ci (j)

Yi
=
Li (j)

Li
=

�
pi

pi (j)

���1
. (13)

We can show the following result:

Proposition 3 For any distribution Zi such that the moment of order � exists, we have:

TFPwi =
E (Z�i )

E
�
Z��1i

� . (P3)

Proof. See Appendix E.1

In other words, in the closed economy the weighted TFP is equal to the ratio between

the moment of order � and the moment of order � � 1 of the productivity distribution.

If we impose that Zi is Fréchet distributed, with � > �, so that the moment of order �

exists (see footnote 7), we immediately obtain that:

TFPwi = E (Zi) � c (�) , (14)

with:

c (�) =
�

� � �

�
B

�
� � � + 1

�
;
� � 1
�

���1
,

where B denotes Euler�s Beta function. Thus, with Fréchet distributed technologies, the

weighted TFP is proportional to the �rst moment. The proportionality constant gathers the

whole e¤ect of demand. In particular, it is easy to show that c (�) and, therefore, TFPwi
are increasing in �. The intuition behind this result is straightforward. As the elasticity

of substitution increases, consumers become more willing to substitute high- with low-price

goods; then, demand for the latter increases. Low-price goods, in turn, are produced with a

high e¢ ciency and, since their weight rises, so does the weighted TFP.

Notice, in particular, the contrast between simple and weighted TFPs, that capture two

distinct phenomena. The former is una¤ected by consumer preferences, as it only depends

on "intrinsic" technology (that, in a Schumpeterian fashion, can be thought of as a variable

determined by innovation and selection). The latter, on the contrary, is a¤ected by consumer

preferences, because substitutability of goods determines the demand for each good, the value

of industry output and, in turn, the productivity weights.

It is important to note that the linear relationship between TFP and the �rst mo-

ment of the productivity distribution obtained in equation (14) is not speci�c to the Fréchet,

but also holds for other commonly used distributions, such as the Pareto and the lognor-

mal. In particular, if Zi is Pareto (�; �) (i.e. Fi (z) = 1 � (�=z)� with � > �), then

equation (14) still holds with c (�) = (�� 1) (�� � + 1) =� (�� �). Analogously, if Zi is
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Lognormal
�
�; s2

�
(i.e. Zi = exp (Xi) and Xi � Normal

�
�; s2

�
), then equation (14) holds

with c (�) = exp
�
s2 (� � 1)

�
. For both distributions, c (�) is still increasing in the elasticity

of substitution �.

What about other distributions? If we assume that � 2 N (still maintaining that the
moment of order � exists), the following result holds:

E (Z�i ) = [E (Zi)]
� +

��2X
k=0

�
�

k

�
���k [E (Zi)]

k ,

where ���k is the central moment of order ��k of Zi (see Balakrishnan and Nevzorov, 2003).
Thus, for any random variable Zi, its moment of order � is a polynomial of degree � in the

�rst moment E (Zi), with coe¢ cients depending on the central moments of Zi. It follows

that:

TFPwi = E (Zi) �

0@1 + 1

O
n
[E (Zi)]

2
o
1A .

Hence, for any distribution Zi with E (Zi) su¢ ciently large, we can measure the weighted

TFP with the �rst moment. The largest measurement error that we can make converges to

zero as quickly as 1= [E (Zi)]
2.

Let us turn to the open economy and consider, �rst, what happens when the country

moves from autarky to no trade barriers (i.e. dni = 1 for any n and i). One can easily check

that, for any autarky distribution of productivities, the weighted TFP of the open economy

is still given by the ratio between the moment of order � and the moment of order � � 1 of
the productivity distribution of the surviving industries. In other words, Proposition 3 still

holds with Zi (the autarky distribution) replaced by Zi;o (the distribution for the industries

that survive international competition).

If we impose the Fréchet assumption, the ratio between the weighted TFP of the open

and the closed economy is then given by the ratio between the �rst moments of Zi;o and Zi �

i.e. exactly the same ratio that we have considered in the previous sections. In fact, since Zi;o
has the same precision parameter as Zi, the proportionality constant c (�) is the same in the

open and the closed economy and cancels out when we take the ratio between the two TFPs.

Hence, in the case of "free trade", considering the weighted instead of the non-weighted TFP

would not alter our main insights. Key to this result is that foreign consumers have the

same CES preferences as domestic consumers. Therefore, they demand the good j produced

by country i proportionally to z��1i (j), exactly as the domestic consumers of country i do.

The extra demand coming from abroad does not modify the composition of the demand for

domestic goods. Thus, if consumer preferences are identical across countries, then when any

country moves from autarky to free trade its aggregate TFP is a¤ected only by a selection

e¤ect and consumer preferences do not play any role.

With �nite trade barriers, instead, consumer preferences do play a role, even when
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they are identical all over the world. A simple example with two countries (n and i), no

intermediate goods (� = 1), no tradeable goods (so that Yi = wiLi) and Fréchet distributed

technologies is su¢ cient to build some intuition. In Appendix E.1 we prove the following

result:

TFPwi;o =
E
�
Z�i;o

�
E
�
Z��1i;o

� + b E
�
Z�i;e

�
E
�
Z��1i;o

� , (15)

where Zi;e is the random variable that describes the productivities of the exporters (which is

a Fréchet with state Ti + Tn (widni=wn)
� and precision �), and b � 0 is a constant term that

depends on the "relative weight" of country n with respect to country i (measured by real

income) as well as on other fundamentals, including trade barriers.28 Equation (15) shows

that two distinct e¤ects are at work. The weighted TFP of the open economy is still raised

by the exposure to international competition that forces less e¢ cient �rms to shut down � a

"pure" selection e¤ect. This e¤ect is expressed by the �rst addendum of the right-hand side

of equation (15). As before, with Fréchet distributed technologies, this e¤ect is measured by

the ratio between the �rst moments of Zi;o and Zi (the ratio between the moment of order

� and the moment of order � � 1 simpli�es into the �rst moment, for both Zi;o and Zi).
However, now there is also a second e¤ect (the second addendum of the right-hand side of

equation (15)), that depends on the productivity of exporters. After opening to trade, in

fact, exporters produce relatively more than non-exporters with respect to what they did

under autarky, because only these producers bene�t from some extra demand coming from

abroad.29 Thus, the additional foreign demand for the domestic goods that are exported

leads to an increase in the weight of exported versus non-exported goods � a market-share

reallocation e¤ect.30 Since, on average, exporters are more productive than non-exporters (as

shown by the higher state of technology of Zi;e), this e¤ect further raises the weighted TFP.31

28Appendix E.1 also shows that as the country approaches "free trade" (i.e. as dni ! 1), then TFPwi;o goes

to E
�
Z�i;o

�
=E
�
Z��1i;o

�
that, in turn, becomes equal to E

�
Z�i;e

�
=E
�
Z��1i;e

�
. On the other hand, as the country

approaches autarky (i.e. as dni ! +1), then b goes to zero and Zi;o ! Zi.

29Let j0 (j00) be a good that, after opening to trade, survives (does not survive) international competition and

is (is not) exported. Under autarky, the relative expenditure of domestic consumers on good j0 with respect to

good j00 is equal to z��1i (j0) =z��1i (j00) (see Appendix E.1). After opening to trade, the relative expenditure

of domestic consumers is still given by z��1i (j0) =z��1i (j00) but, now, the is also some extra expenditure on j0

by foreign consumers.

30This market-share reallocation e¤ect is consistent with the evidence presented, e.g., in Pavcnik (2002) and

Bernard, Eaton, Jensen, and Kortum (2003).

31These results yield some implications for the e¤ect of trade on the TFP of the whole economy. If we

compute it as a non-weighted average of all (tradeable and non-tradeable) industries, then trade always raises

TFP because the TFP of tradeables (weighted or non-weighted) rises after opening while that of the non-

tradeables does not change. If we measure the TFP of the whole economy with a weighted average of industry

productivities, the TFP of the whole economy certainly rises if labor is immobile between the tradeable and

the non-tradeable sector. If it is mobile, instead, a share of labor may �ow from or to the non-tradeable

sector, and the e¤ect on the weighted TFP of the whole economy will depend on the relative productivities of

tradeable and non tradeable industries.
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In the general setting with many countries, working out an analytic expression for the

market-share reallocation e¤ect is extremely cumbersome (see Appendix E.2). Therefore, in

the next section we stick to the "pure" selection e¤ect. This e¤ect is a lower bound to the

overall e¤ect of international competition. It is a good approximation of the overall e¤ect of

trade if trade barriers are negligible or if the domestic country is large enough with respect

to the foreign country (in this case, b is very small).

6 Quantifying the selection e¤ect

Let us go back to the baseline model described in Sections 2 and 3. An immediate implication

of Propositions 1 and 2 is that the contribution of international competition to the TFP of

the tradeable sector (hereafter identi�ed with the manufacturing sector) due to the section

e¤ect is simply given by the measure of openness 
i raised to the 1=� power (one can obtain

it by substituting (P2) into (5) and dividing the result by the mean of Zi). In this section we

quantify this e¤ect for a sample of 41 countries for which we have the data on manufacturing

production and trade required to measure 
i. We carry out the exercise for the period

1985-2005.32

A value for � can be obtained using two di¤erent approaches. One is followed by EK,

who estimate � using some testable implications of the model and �nd values between 3 and

13 (their preferred estimate is 8:28). An alternative strategy is proposed by Alvarez and

Lucas (2007), who calibrate � by exploiting a connection between the models of EK and

Armington (1969). Although in the latter goods produced in di¤erent countries are treated

as di¤erent, the prediction that market shares are given by equation (1) also obtains in the

Armington model by replacing � with �a� 1, where �a is the Armington elasticity. Based on
the estimates of import elasticities surveyed by Anderson and van Wincoop (2004), Alvarez

and Lucas consider 6:67 as their benchmark calibration, from a range between 4 and 10. We

choose to follow Alvarez and Lucas and set � = 6:67.33

Table 1 shows the contributions of international competition to the TFP of our sample

countries at �ve-year intervals between 1985 and 2005. In 2005, international competition

lifts the manufacturing TFP of the equally-weighted average country by 11 percent above its

autarky level (9 percent when calculated on the median). Across countries, the gain from

international competition ranges from 2 percent for India, to 39 percent for the Netherlands.34

32For a detailed description of data sources and the empirical methodology, see Appendix F.

33Notice that both Alvarez and Lucas and EK consider cross-sectional data. In our time-series analysis,

we take � time-invariant. Finicelli, Pagano, and Sbracia (2009b) provide some evidence supporting this

assumption.

34The estimates of 
1=�i for di¤erent values of � can be derived with simple back-of-the-envelope calculations.

Setting � = 8:28 (the preferred estimate of EK), in particular, the values reported in Table 1 would be slightly
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This contribution tends to be smaller for larger countries; its negative correlation with the

country size, however, is far from being perfect.35

Over time, the average contribution of international competition exhibits a neat positive

trend (from 6 to 11 percent between 1985 and 2005), which is shared by most countries. For

9 countries, however, the contribution of international competition does not pick in the latest

available year. Notice also that between the years 1995 and 2000, a period that includes the

Asian and Russian crises, the contribution of international competition declines for 7 out of

the 37 countries for which we have data for both years, with a particularly large drop for

Malaysia and Singapore (of 6 percentage points).

With some simple algebra, one can derive from the theory also the e¤ect of international

competition on the real wage in the manufacturing sector (wi=pi), a measure of welfare in EK,

and �nd that this is equal to 
i raised to the 1=�� power (see also equation (15) in EK). By

setting � = 0:33 � a calibration in line with those of the literature � and retaining � = 6:67,

one can immediately obtain the values of 
1=��i from Table 1.36 For the equally-weighted

average country, we �nd that in 2005 international competition raises the real wage by over

35 percent with respect to the level that would have been observed under autarky (the rule

of thumb is that, with � = 0:33, the e¤ect on the real wage is approximately three times

larger than the e¤ect on TFP).

To understand this result, suppose that the nominal wage is constant (in other words,

take the nominal wage as the numéraire). Then, the price level in the manufacturing sector

would decline by over 35 percent with respect to the closed economy. Because of perfect

competition, here the entire productivity gain is translated into lower prices, an e¤ect that

accounts for 11 percentage points. However, there is also an indirect e¤ect stemming from the

fact that a share 1� � of the manufacturing goods also serves as intermediate goods. Hence,
the TFP e¤ect on the price level is ampli�ed by the availability of lower-price intermediate

inputs. In this example, with � = 0:33, the overall TFP e¤ect is three times larger than

the direct e¤ect alone. (If only a subset of intermediate goods were tradeable, then this

ampli�cation e¤ect would be smaller).

smaller. For instance, in 2005 the average gain across countries would be around 9 percent.

35By measuring the country size by population, GDP in PPP or current prices, manufacturing production,

or manufacturing value added, we never obtain a correlation below �0:30.
36The parameter � can be calibrated using two di¤erent approaches. EK calibrate it as the cross-country

average of the labor share in gross manufacturing production. This calibration implies that labor is the sole

production factor and capital goods are comprised into intermediate goods. Alvarez and Lucas (2007), instead,

calibrate � as the cross-country average of manufacturing value added over gross manufacturing production.

By doing so, these authors consider labor plus capital goods as the single production factor, which they label

as �equipped labor�. For the 19 countries originally considered by EK, Finicelli, Pagano, and Sbracia (2008a)

report that, over the period 1985-2002, the �rst (second) calibration would provide annual values of � between

0:19 (0:31) and 0:22 (0:34). Alvarez and Lucas also report that, using their calibration, the world average

value of � in 1998 (from the UNIDO Industrial Statistics database) would be equal to 0:38.
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Table 1: Contribution of the selection e¤ect to TFP in selected years (1)
country

Argentina* 0.9 2 2.2 2.9 4.3 4.9
Australia 3.4 3.5 5.0 7.0 4.4
Austria 8.7 10.4 11.7 16.2 18.3
Belgium* 9.5 11.1 14.0 7

Brazil* 2.9 3.0 7

Canada 6.9 7.2 10.8 11.8 10.6
Chile* 4.9 5.8 5.4 4.8
Czech Republic 6.7 11.5 13.4
Denmark 10.6 11.6 13.0 17.1 21.9
Finland 5.2 5.6 6.8 7.9 8.5
France 4.4 5.3 6.1 7.6 8.3
Germany 5.2 5.2 5.8 8.0 9.3
Greece 3.9 5.6 6.3 8.4 7.6
Hungary 6.6 8.1 16.4 18.6
Iceland 13.0 13.9 15.1 18.4 24.8
India* 1.2 1.1 1.6 1.9 2.4 7

Indonesia* 5.2 6.6 6.4 5.6 4.9
Ireland 13.5 15.2 15.8 18.2 20.0 5

Israel* 9.4 9.2 9.8 7

Italy 3.7 3.6 4.7 5.4 5.6
Japan 1.6 1.5 1.7 2.2 2.7
Republic of Korea 3.5 3.5 4.2 4.8 4.8
Malaysia* 8.7 10.0 14.7 9.0 9.2 6

Mexico 2.1 7.3 9.5 10.1
Netherlands 14.9 17.1 16.8 26.4 39.3
New Zealand 6.3 6.9 7.3 8.9
Norway 9.0 9.6 9.7 11.2 10.9
Philippines* 3.4 4.4 6.2
Poland 3.4 4.7 7.0 9.3
Portugal 3.3 6.1 7.2 9.9 10.2
Russian Federation* 3.7 3 3.2 4.1
Singapore* 16.2 17.0 22.4 16.6 23.6 7

Slovak Republic 14.6 21.1
South Africa* 2.1 4.0 3.0 3.4
Spain 2.7 3.5 4.5 6.3 6.6
Sweden 6.8 6.7 8.5 9.7 11.1
Switzerland 8.8 9.3 14.5 15.6
Thailand* 2.2 2 3.5 6.0 4

Turkey* 3.2 4.4 5.8
United Kingdom 5.6 6.1 7.6 9.1 10.1 6

United States 1.6 2.2 2.7 3.5 3.9

mean 6.1 6.5 7.8 9.5 11.1
median 5.2 5.6 6.7 8.9 9.3
number of countries 28 35 39 39 37

20051985 1990 1995 2000

Source: authors�calculations on OECD STAN data; * UNIDO IDSB data.

Notes: (1) Values of 

1=�
i �1, in percentage, for each country i; (2) 1984; (3) 1994; (4) 1996; (5) 2002;

(6) 2003; (7) 2004.
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Thanks to the ampli�cation e¤ect on real wages, the welfare gains are non-negligible,

even for large countries where the mere TFP gains due to the selection e¤ect reported in

Table 1 appear small. For instance, suppose that the United States raise trade barriers so

as to go back to the degree of openness observed in 1985. This would imply a decline of 2:3

percent in their TFP, and a drop as large as 7:3 percent in their real wages.

7 Conclusion

Exploiting the probabilistic formulation of the Ricardian model developed by Eaton and

Kortum (2002), we have analyzed the theoretical foundations of the relationship between

trade and TFP. We have shown that the correlation between the autarky distributions of

industry productivities is key in determining the sign and size of TFP growth after opening

to trade. First, we have established that independence yields the remarkable implication that

trade openness always raises TFP. Second, if technologies are correlated this �nding, while not

generalizable, still holds for important families of joint distributions of productivities, such

as the multivariate Fréchet, Pareto, normal, and lognormal. These results warrant further

research on the statistical distribution of productivities (a novel primitive of modern models

of growth and international trade), an issue about which the literature is still inconclusive.

Consistently with the Ricardian approach, the law of comparative advantage is the

driving force behind the selection e¤ect. In this setting, any industry, even a high-productivity

one, can exit the market, but this happens with a probability that is lower for higher-

productivity industries.

Our analysis also delivers a simple model-based measure of the selection e¤ect that has

a straightforward empirical implementation. We show that the TFP of an open economy is

equal to its TFP under autarky augmented by a factor that depends solely on its aggregate

production and trade. This �nding, which is una¤ected by measuring TFP with a weighted

instead of a non-weighted average of industry productivities, enables to easily quantify the

magnitude of TFP gains from trade.
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Appendix

A Proof of Proposition 1

Before computing Fi;o from equation (4), we show that the goods produced by country i

are all and only those for which it holds pii (j) � pik (j) for any k. If pii (j) � pik (j) for

any k, then good j is produced by country i and sold at home. Hence, we only need to

show that there is no good j which is produced by country i, exported in a country n 6= i,

and not sold at home. Clearly, if such a good is not sold at home, it means that there is

another country, call it k (k 6= i), that sells it in country i at a lower cost. More formally,

then, we need to show that there is no good j such that: (i) pii (j) > pik (j) for some k;

and (ii) pni (j) < pnl (j) for some n and for any l 6= i. Suppose, by contradiction, that

there exists such a good j. The inequality (i) means that: ci=zi (j) > ckdik=zk (j). The

inequality (ii) is equivalent to: cidni=zi (j) < cldnl=zl (j) for any l 6= i. Now take l = k.

Then: cidni=zi (j) < ckdnk=zk (j). However, from the �rst inequality we can also obtain:

cidni=zi (j) > ckdikdni=zk (j) � ckdnk=zk (j), where the last part follows from the triangle

inequality and contradicts the inequality (ii).

We now turn to the computation of Fi;o (z). To �nd the distribution of the TFP

of country i (TFPi), we consider �rst the price distribution of the goods that country i

"submits" to country n. Denote this random variable by Pni and its c.d.f. by Wni. Recalling

that pni (j) = cidni=zi (j) for any good j, EK show that:

Wni (p) = Pr (Pni � p) = 1� Fi
�
cidni
p

�
= 1� exp

h
�Ti (cidni)�� p�

i
,

where Fi is the c.d.f. of Zi. By setting: �ni = Ti (cidni)
��, we can write the p.d.f. of Pni as:

wni (p) = �ni � � � p��1 � exp
�
��ni � p�

�
;

thus, Pni has a Weibull distribution.

Now let us turn to TFPi, whose distribution is:

Fi;o (z) = Pr

�
Zi < zjPii = min

k
Pik

�
=

Pr

�
Pii = min

k
Pik ; Zi < z

�
Pr

�
Pii = min

k
Pik

� .

The denominator corresponds to equation (8) of EK for n = i; namely:

Pr

�
Pii = min

k
Pik

�
= Pr (Pii � Pi1; :::; Pii � PiN ) =

Tic
��
i

NX
k=1

Tk (ckdik)
��
.
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The numerator is:

Pr

�
Pii = min

k
Pik ; Zi < z

�
= Pr (Pii � Pi1; :::; Pii � PiN ; Zi < z) =

= Pr

�
Z1 �

Zic1di1
ci

; :::; ZN �
ZicNdiN

ci
; Zi < z

�
=

=

zZ
0

Y
k 6=i

Fk

�
zickdik
ci

�
� fi (zi) dzi =

=
Tic

��
i

NX
k=1

Tk (ckdik)
��
�
zZ
0

�i � � � z�(�+1)i � exp
�
��i � z��i

�
dzi ,

where �i is given by equation (P1).

By using the expressions found for the numerator and the denominator of Fi;o (z) ; we

have that:

Fi;o (z) =

zZ
0

�i � � � x�(�+1) � exp
�
��i � x��

�
dx ;

in other words, Zi;o � Fr�echet (�i; �).

B Proof of Proposition 2

Plugging the expression of costs (equation (3)) into equation (P1), and multiplying and

dividing by Ti we can write:

�i = Ti + Ti
X
k 6=i

Tk
Ti

�
wk
wi

���� �pk
pi

���(1��)
d��ik .

Using equation (1), we can obtain:

Xik
Xii

=
Xik=Xi
Xii=Xi

=
Tk
Ti

�
wk
wi

���� �pk
pi

���(1��)
d��ik .

Therefore, substituting back into �i we �nd:

�i = Ti

0@1 +X
k 6=i

Xik
Xii

1A .

C Conditional mean under independence

In this section we prove that E (ZijZi � Zn) � E (Zi) for any Zi and Zn independent random

variables (which we take with absolutely continuous distributions and support in R) with,
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for obvious reasons, Pr (Zi � Zn) > 0. Let us denote with fi and fn the p.d.f. of Zi and Zn;

fi;n = fi � fn denotes the p.d.f. of the random vector (Zi; Zn).

We can write:

E (ZijZi � Zn) =
1

Pr (Zi � Zn)

Z
R
zi

�Z
zi�zn

fi;n (zi; zn) dzn

�
dzi

=
1

Pr (Zi � Zn)

Z
R

Z
R
zi � fi;n (zi; zn) � IS (zi; zn) dzidzn ,

where IS denotes the indicator function of the set S and:

S =
�
(zi; zn) 2 R2 : zi � zn

	
.

Hence, E (ZijZi � Zn) � E (Zi) if and only if:Z
R

Z
R
zi � fi;n (zi; zn) � IS (zi; zn) dzidzn � E (Zi) � Pr (Zi � Zn) . (16)

We now show the intermediate result that:Z
R
zi � fi (zi) � I[zn;+1) (zi) dzi � E (Zi) � Pr (Zi � zn) , 8zn 2 R. (17)

There are three possible cases: (i) if Pr (Zi � zn) = 0, then both sides of the inequality are

equal to zero; (ii) if Pr (Zi � zn) = 1, then both sides of the inequality are equal to E (Zi);

(iii) if 0 < Pr (Zi � zn) < 1, then from:

E (ZijZi � zn) � zn � E (ZijZi < zn) ,

it follows that:R
R zi � fi (zi) � I[zn;+1) (zi) dzi

Pr (Zi � zn)
�
R
R zi � fi (zi) � I(�1;zn) (zi) dzi

Pr (Zi < zn)
.

Multiplying both sides of the inequality by Pr (Zi � zn) � Pr (Zi < zn) and adding them the

term:

Pr (Zi � zn) �
Z
R
zi � fi (zi) � I[zn;+1) (zi) dzi ,

completes the proof that (17) holds.

We can now integrate the inequality (17) with respect to the p.d.f. of Zn:Z
R

�Z
R
zi � fi (zi) � I[zn;+1) (zi) dzi

�
� fn (zn) dzn � E (Zi)

Z
R
Pr (Zi � zn) � fn (zn) dzn .

We �nally use the independence assumption. First, for what concern the right-hand side, we

have that:Z
R
Pr (Zi � zn) fn (zn) dzn =

Z
R

�Z
R
fi (zi) I[zn;+1) (zi) dzi

�
� fn (zn) dzn

=

Z
R

Z
R
fi;n (zi; zn) � IS (zi; zn) dzidzn

= Pr (Zi � Zn) .

30



Using again the independence assumption, we can rewrite the left-hand side as:Z
R

Z
R
zi � fi;n (zi; zn) � IS (zi; zn) dzidzn ,

and this proves the necessary and su¢ cient condition (16).

D TFP gains with correlated distributions

In this section we compute TFP gains for a variety of multivariate distributions. We focus

on common distributions whose margins are consistent with those considered by theoretical

or empirical studies about the distribution of plant-, �rm-, or industry-level productivities or

sizes, such as the Fréchet, Pareto, and lognormal distributions. Notice that these distributions

are right-skewed and heavy-tailed. Thus, we also consider the normal distribution in order

to con�rm that the result that TFP increases after opening to trade also holds for symmetric

distributions with light (exponential) tails. For all these distributions, we prove the result that

ZijZi � Zn �rst-order stochastically dominates Zi, a result that implies: E (ZijZi � Zn) �
E (Zi).

D.1 Fréchet

Recall that, for any zi > 0 and zn > 0:

	i;n (zi; zn) = exp

�
�
��
Ti � z��i

�1=r
+
�
Tn � z��n

�1=r�r�
.

is the c.d.f. of a bivariate Fréchet. The corresponding p.d.f., which we denote with  i;n, is a

complicated function of (zi; zn). However, notice that the distribution of ZijZi � Zn is:

Pr (Zi < zjZi � Zn) =
Pr (Zi < z;Zi � Zn)

Pr (Zi � Zn)

=

R z
0

�R zi
0  i;n(zi; zn)dzn

�
dziR +1

0

�R zi
0  i;n(zi; zn)dzn

�
dzi

. (18)

In order to compute it, we need to calculate:Z zi

0
 i;n(zi; zn)dzn =

Z zi

0

@

@zn

�
@

@zi
	i;n (zi; zn)

�
dzn

=

�
@

@zi
	i;n (zi; zn)

�
zn!zi

�
�
@

@zi
	i;n (zi; zn)

�
zn!0

. (19)

Therefore, we only have to compute the �rst derivative of 	i;n with respect to zi, which is

equal to:

�

zi

�
Ti

z�i

� 1
r

 �
Ti

z�i

� 1
r

+

�
Tn
z�n

� 1
r

!r�1
exp

 
�
 �

Ti

z�i

� 1
r

+

�
Tn
z�n

� 1
r

!r!
.
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It is easy to check that equation (19) is equal to:

�T
1
r
i z

���1
i

�
T

1
r
i + T

1
r
n

�r�1
exp

�
� 1
z�i

�
T

1
r

i + T
1
r

n

�r�
.

Hence, we can compute the denominator of (18):

Pr (Zi � Zn) =
T

1
r
i

T
1
r
i + T

1
r
n

.

Computing the numerator of (18) and dividing it by Pr (Zi � Zn), we immediately

recognize that:

ZijZi � Zn � Fr�echet

��
T

1
r
i + T

1
r
n

�r
; �

�
.

Hence, taking the �rst moment of this distribution and dividing it by the �rst moment of

Zi we �nd the TFP gain. Since the state of technology of ZijZi � Zn is larger than that of

Zi, the properties of the Fréchet distribution imply that ZijZi � Zn �rst-order stochastically

dominates Zi.

D.2 Pareto (Mardia�s Type I)

For zi > 1, zn > 1, and � > 0, the random vector (Zi; Zn) has a standard bivariate Pareto

distribution of Mardia�s Type I (see Mardia, 1970) if its p.d.f. is:

fi;n (zi; zn) = � (�+ 1)
1

(zi + zn � 1)(�+2)
.

The correlation between Zi and Zn is 1=� (if � > 2). We assume that � > 2 to grant that

�rst and second moments exist.

The p.d.f. of Zi and Zn are fi (z) = fn (z) = �z���1, the corresponding c.d.f. are

Fi (z) = Fn (z) = 1� z�� , and their �rst moments are equal to:

E (Zi) = E (Zn) =
�

�� 1 , for � > 1 .

We want to compute:

Pr (Zi < zjZi � Zn) =
Pr (Zi < z;Zi � Zn)

Pr (Zi � Zn)

=

R z
1

�R zi
1 fi;n(zi; zn)dzn

�
dziR +1

1

�R zi
1 fi;n(zi; zn)dzn

�
dzi

. (20)

Hence, we need to calculate:Z zi

1
fi;n(zi; zn)dzn = � (�+ 1)

Z zi

1

1

(zi + zn � 1)(�+2)
dzn

= �

"
1

z�+1i

� 1

(2zi � 1)�+1

#
.
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Computing the denominator of (20) we obtain:

Pr (Zi � Zn) =

Z +1

1
�

"
1

z�+1i

� 1

(2zi � 1)�+1

#
dzi

= lim
zi!1

"
1

z�i
� 1
2

1

(2zi � 1)�

#
=

1

2
.

Computing the numerator of (20) we obtain:Z z

1
�

"
1

z�+1i

� 1

(2zi � 1)�+1

#
dzi =

1

2

1

(2z � 1)�
� 1

z�
+
1

2
.

Hence, the c.d.f. of ZijZi � Zn is:

F (z) =
1

(2z � 1)�
� 2

z�
+ 1 ,

which has support in [1;+1). Note that

F (z) � Fi (z) 8z > 1 ;

in other words, ZijZi � Zn �rst-order stochastically dominates Zi. It follows that E (ZijZi � Zn) �
E (Zi). In particular, the p.d.f. of ZijZi � Zn is:

f (z) = 2�

 
1

z�+1
� 1

(2z � 1)�+1

!
,

and its �rst moment is:

E (ZijZi � Zn) =

Z +1

1
zf (z) dz

= 2�

"Z +1

1

1

z�
dz �

Z +1

1

z

(2z � 1)�+1
dz

#
.

For the second integral inside the square brackets, with the substitution 2z�1 = x, we obtainZ +1

1

z

(2z � 1)�+1
dz =

1

4

Z +1

1

1

x�
dx+

1

4

Z +1

1

1

x�+1
dx .

Hence:

E (ZijZi � Zn) = 2�

�
3

4

Z +1

1

1

z�
dz � 1

4

Z +1

1

1

z�+1
dz

�
=

2�+ 1

2 (�� 1)

= E (Zi) +
1

2 (�� 1) ,

and the TFP gain immediately obtains by dividing by E (Zi).
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D.3 Normal

If (Z1; Z2) has a bivariate normal distribution with the mean and variance of Zi equal to �i
and �2i (i = 1; 2), with �

2
1 = �22 = s2, and with the correlation between Z1 and Z2 given by

�, then it is easy to verify a useful property: the variables U = Z1 + Z2 and V = Z1 � Z2

are normally distributed and independent from each other.37 Note also that the standard

deviation of V is �v = s
p
2 (1� �).

Hence, we can write Z1 = (U + V ) =2, while Z1 � Z2 is equivalent to V � 0. Therefore:

E (Z1jZ1 � Z2) = E

�
U + V

2
jV � 0

�
=
1

2
E (U) +

1

2
E (V jV � 0) =

=
�1 + �2
2

+
1

2

24�1 � �2 + �v � g
�
�2��1
�v

�
1�G

�
�2��1
�v

�
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where the last step follows from the properties of normal and truncated normal random

variables (with g and G respectively equal to the p.d.f. and c.d.f. of a standard normal

random variable). After simplifying and dividing by �1, we immediately obtain:

E (Z1jZ1 � Z2)

E (Z1)
= 1 +

�v
2�1

g
�
�2��1
�v

�
1�G

�
�2��1
�v

� .
The stronger result that ZijZi � Zn �rst-order stochastically dominates Zi follows from the

properties of normal distributions and the fact that the former variable has a higher mean

and a lower variance.

D.4 Lognormal

If Y1 = exp(Z1), Y2 = exp(Z2), and (Z1; Z2) � Norm
�
�1; �2; �

2
1; �

2
2; �
�
� where, for simplic-

ity, we take �21 = �22 = s2 � then, by de�nition, (Y1; Y2) is a bivariate lognormal distribution.

Using the same variable U = Z1 + Z2 and V = Z1 � Z2 built above, we have:

E (Y1jY1 � Y2) = E

�
exp

�
U + V

2

�
jV � 0

�
= E

�
exp

�
U

2

��
E

�
exp

�
V

2

�
jV � 0

�
= E

�
exp

�
U

2

��
E

�
exp

�
V

2

�
j exp

�
V

2

�
� 1
�

� E

�
exp

�
U

2

��
E

�
exp

�
V

2

��
= E (Y1) .

37 It is easy to check that Cov (U; V ) = 0. Since (U; V ) is bivariate normally distributed, then uncorrelation

implies independence.
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To compute the conditional mean, consider that since the variable Z1jZ1 � Z2 is

normal, then the variable exp(Z1)jZ1 � Z2 is lognormal. Therefore:

E (Y1jY1 � Y2) = E [exp(Z1)jZ1 � Z2]

= exp

�
��1 +

1

2
��21

�
,

where ��1 = E (Z1jZ1 � Z2) and ��21 = V ar (Z1jZ1 � Z2). In particular:

��1 = �1 +
�v
2
� (�) ,

where �v = s
p
2 (1� �) and � = (�2 � �1) =�v and � is the hazard function of a standard

normal distribution. For ��21, using the variables U and V once again we have:

��21 = V ar

�
U + V

2
jV � 0

�
= V ar

�
U

2

�
+ V ar

�
V

2
jV � 0

�
=

s2

2
(1 + �) +

s2

2
(1� �) [1� � (�)]

= s2
�
1� 1� �

2
� (�)

�
,

where:

� (�) = � (�) [� (�)� �] .

As above, the stronger result that ZijZi � Zn �rst-order stochastically dominates Zi follows

from the properties of lognormal distributions and the fact that the former variable has a

higher mean and a lower variance.

E Weighted TFP

E.1 Closed and open economies

We start this section by considering the weighted TFP of the closed economy, proving Propo-

sition 3. Recall, from equation (13), that !i (zi (j)) = p��1i =p��1i (j). Prices are equal to

marginal costs, then p��1i (j) = w��1i =z��1i (j). In addition, from the de�nition of pi we �nd:

p��1i =
w��1i

E
�
Z��1i

� . (21)

Therefore: !i (zi (j)) = z��1i (j) =E
�
Z��1i

�
. By substituting it into equation (12), Proposition

3 immediately obtains.

We now turn to the open economy and consider an example with two countries, n and

i, and defer a brief discussion about the extension to N countries to the next section. For the
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sake of simplicity, we neglect intermediate (� = 1) and non-tradeable goods (then Yi = wiLi).

With �nite trade barriers, we need to consider separately non-exported and exported goods.

If the good j is not exported, then the demand ci (j) is the same as in equation (11)

(where, however, in the open economy the price index pi depends also on foreign technologies,

because some goods are imported). Hence, the weight of good j is the same as in equation

(13). In particular, equation (21) still holds, with E(Z��1i ) replaced by E(Z��1i;o ). Note that,

even though some goods are imported, the price index of country i depends solely on the

productivities of country i�s industries. This result follows from a property of the EK model,

that the prices of the goods that country i actually buys from any other country (including

i itself) is the same as the overall price distribution of country i (i.e. when a country starts

selling in country i, it does that up to the point at which the price distribution of the goods

that it sells in i is the same as the overall price distribution of i).

If the good j is exported, then it is demanded by both countries i and n. The weight

of good j becomes: !i (zi (j)) = pi (j) cw (j)Y
�1
i = Li (j)L

�1
i , where cw (j) = ci (j) + cn (j)

is the total (world) demand for good j. Recalling that the price of good j produced by

country i and sold in the destination market n is pni (z) = pi (j) dni, we can break the weight

!i (zi (j)) into two di¤erent addenda: pi (j) ci (j)Y �1i and pni (j) cn (j) (dniYi)
�1. The former

addendum is given by equation (21), with E(Z��1i ) replaced by E(Z��1i;o ). The latter, that

depends on demand in country n, is: p��1n p1��ni (j)Yn (dniYi)
�1. In particular, from equation

(2) it follows that: pn = pi (�i=�n)
1=�.

Hence, the weight of any good j produced by country i becomes:

!i (j) =

8><>:
z��1i (j)

E(Z��1i;o )
if j is not exported

z��1i (j)

E(Z��1i;o )
(1 + �) if j is exported

,

where:

k =
Yn
Yi

�
�i
�n

�(��1)=�
d��ni .

Thus, we are ready to compute the weighted TFP of the open economy:

TFPwi;o =
Z +1

0
zi (j)!i (j) dFi;o (j) .

Anticipating the result developed in the next section that:

Fi;o (z) = (1� �)Fi;d (z) + �Fi;e (z) , (22)

where Fi;d (Fi;e) is the c.d.f. of the productivity distribution of non-exporters (exporters)

and:

� =
�i
�n

d��ni , (23)
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we can compute:

TFPwi;o = (1� �)
Z +1

0
zi (j)!i (j) dFi;d (j) + �

Z +1

0
zi (j)!i (j)Fi;e (j)

=
1

E
�
Z��1i;o

� �(1� �)Z +1

0
z�i (j) dFi;d (j) + (�+ ��)

Z +1

0
z�i (j) dFi;e (j)

�

=
1

E
�
Z��1i;o

� �Z +1

0
z�i (j) dFi;o (j) + ��

Z +1

0
z�i (j) dFi;e (j)

�

=
E
�
Z�i;o

�
E
�
Z��1i;o

� + �� E
�
Z�i;e

�
E
�
Z��1i;o

� .
This results proves equation (15), with b = ��. Using equation (2) (as well as equation (12)

in EK), notice that the "extra weight" given to the exporters is:

b = �� =
Yn=pn
Yi=pi

�
Xni=Xn
Xii=Xi

�(�+�)=�
.

As the country approaches autarky (din; dni ! +1), then � ! 0, Zi;d ! Zi;o and, in

turn, Zi;o ! Zi; in other words, TFPwi;o !TFPwi : As the country approaches free trade
(din; dni ! 1), then � ! 1, Zi;e ! Zi;o because the set of non-exported goods becomes

empty, and TFPwi;o ! E
�
Z�i;o

�
=E
�
Z��1i;o

�
.

E.2 Productivity distribution of exporters and non-exporters

In this section, we compute the distribution of productivities for exporters and non-exporters

and prove equation (22). As above, we consider an example with two countries, neglecting

intermediate and non-tradeable goods. Recall that country i produces good j if and only

if zi (j) > zn (j)wi [wndin]
�1. Among these surviving industries, good j is: (i) exported ,

zi (j) > zn (j)widniw
�1
n ; (ii) not exported , zn (j)wi [wndin]

�1 < zi (j) < zn (j)widniw
�1
n .

Assuming that Zi � Fr�echet (Ti; �), Proposition 1 provides the distribution of produc-

tivities for the industries that survive international competition in the general case. In our

simpli�ed example, this is a Fréchet distribution with state of technology Ti+Tnw�i (wndin)
��

and precision �.

Similarly, we can compute the c.d.f. Fi;e of the distribution of the exporters as:

Fi;e (z) = Pr
�
Zi < zjZi > Znwidniw

�1
n

�
=
Pr
�
Zi < z;Zi > Znwidniw

�1
n

�
Pr
�
Zi > Znwidniw

�1
n

� .

Solving the corresponding integrals, we �nd that Zi;e is Fréchet distributed, with state of

technology Ti + Tn (widni)
� w��n and precision �. Note, in particular, that E (Zi;e) > E (Zi;o)

and that, as the country approaches free trade , then Zi;e ! Zi;o.
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Denoting by Zi;d the distribution of the producers who sell their goods only domestically

(non-exporters) and by Fi;d its c.d.f., we have:

Fi;d (z) = Pr
�
Zi < zjZnwi (wndin)�1 < Zi < Znwidniw

�1
n

�
=

Pr
�
Zi < z;Zi > Znwi (wndin)

�1
�
� Pr

�
Zi < z;Zi > Znwidniw

�1
n

�
Pr
�
Znwi (wndin)

�1 < Zi < Znwidniw
�1
n

� .

In few steps we can obtain:

Fi;o (z) =
Pr
�
Znwi (wndin)

�1 < Zi < Znwidniw
�1
n

�
� Fi;d (z) + Pr

�
Zi > Znwidniw

�1
n

�
� Fi;e (z)

Pr
�
Zi > Znwi (wndin)

�1
�

from which equation (22) follows. In other words, Fi;o (z) is a mixture between the distribution

of non-exporters and the distribution of exporters, with weights respectively equal to 1 � �

and �, where � is given by equation (23)

In a more general setting (with N > 2), we can �nd a closed-form expression for the

distribution of Zi;e (that appears in equation (15)), but the weighting scheme !i (j) ; which

is needed to compute TFPwi;o, becomes increasingly cumbersome. Let us �rst compute Zi;e.

Denote by Zi;e;n the productivity distribution for the goods that country i exports to country

n. To generalize condition (i) above, note that country i exports good j in country n ,
zi (j) > widnimaxk 6=i [zk (j) = (wkdnk)]. It is easy to check that Zi;e;n is Fréchet distributed,

with state Ti +
P
k 6=i Tk (widni=wkdnk)

� and precision �. By the same token, note that good

j is exported if and only if the following condition holds:

zi (j) > min
n6=i

�
widnimax

k 6=i

�
zk (j)

wkdnk

��
.

In other words, Zi;e = minn6=i (Zi;e;n); therefore:

Fi;e (z) = 1�
Y
n6=i

[1� Fi;e;n (z)] ,

where Fi;e;n is the c.d.f. of Zi;e;n. As we expand the product, we obtain:

Fi;e (z) =
X
n6=i

Fi;e;n (z)�
X

n6=i;k<n
Fi;e;n (z)Fi;e;k (z) + :::+ (�1)N

Y
n6=i

Fi;e;n (z) .

Clearly, Zi;e is composed by the productivity distributions for the goods that country i exports

in country n (n 6= i), the productivity distributions for the goods that i exports in countries

n and k (n 6= i and k < n), etc.. Overall, this a mixture of 2N�1 � 1 Fréchet distributions;
with N = 41, as in our empirical analysis, it would be a mixture of about 1012 distributions.

What about the weights needed to compute TFPwi;o? In general, each good j has a

di¤erent weight, depending on whether and where it is exported. For any good j, we can

write: !i (j) / z��1i (j) (1 + � (j)), where the "extra weight" � (j) depends on the destination
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market of each good j (as just noticed, with N countries, we have 2N�1� 1 di¤erent possible
destinations for exports). When we substitute !i (j) into TFPwi;o, we still get two terms (like

in equation (15)). The �rst is E(Z�i;o)=E(Z
��1
i;o ), and re�ects the "pure" selection e¤ect; the

second, which is more complicated because weights have to be attributed to each possible

destination market, re�ects the market-share reallocation e¤ect.

F Data sources

Our main data source is OECD STAN 2008, which provides data on production and trade

for the manufacturing sector as a whole. For the countries not covered by STAN, we use data

from UNIDO IDSB 2008, from which we recover production and trade of the manufacturing

sector by aggregating data available for all manufacturing industries at the 4-digit Level of

ISIC classi�cation (Revision 3 for the period 1990-2005, Revision 2 for 1985-1989). For the

major industrial countries, which are included in both databases, results from using one or

the other source are essentially the same.

For Belgium, which is covered by STAN, we use IDSB data because STAN provides

the inconsistent result that Belgian manufacturing exports are larger than its manufacturing

production, an artifact of its role as entrepôt country. Using disaggregated data from IDSB,

then, we can neglect manufacturing industries in which production is either zero or missing,

a simple method that is su¢ cient to return exports that are smaller than production. We

cannot exclude, however, that entrepôt trade in�ates export and import �ows also for other

sectors where Belgian production is reported, as well as for other countries.

Finally, notice that in the theoretical model, the budget constraint implies that exports

and imports are equal.38 Therefore, in equation (6) one could use exports and imports inter-

changeably. For this reason, we have computed the values reported in Table 1 by replacing

EXP i and IMP i with the mean (EXP i + IMP i) =2.

38For an extension of the model to the case of "unbalanced trade", see Dekle, Eaton, and Kortum (2007).

39



References

[1] Alcalá F., Ciccone A. (2004), �Trade and Productivity,�Quarterly Journal of Economics,

Vol. 119, pp. 612-645.

[2] Alvarez F., Lucas R.E.Jr. (2007), �General Equilibrium Analysis of the Eaton-Kortum

Model of International Trade,�Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol. 54, pp. 1726-1768.

[3] Anderson J.E., van Wincoop E. (2004), �Trade costs,�Journal of Economic Literature,

Vol. 42, pp. 691�751.

[4] Armington P.S. (1969), �A Theory of demand for Products Distinguished by Place of

Production,�IMF Sta¤ Papers, No. 16.

[5] Balakrishnan N., Nevzorov V.B. (2003), A Primer on Statistical Distributions, Wiley,

Hoboken, New Jersey.

[6] Bernard A.B., Eaton J., Jensen J.B., Kortum S. (2003), �Plants and Productivity in

International Trade,�American Economic Review, Vol. 93, pp. 1268-1290.

[7] Bernard A.B., Jensen J.B. (1999), �Exceptional Exporter Performance: Cause, E¤ect,

or Both?,�Journal of International Economics, Vol. 47, pp. 1-25.

[8] Bernard A.B., Jensen J.B., Redding S.J., Schott P.K. (2007) �Firms in International

Trade,�Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol. 21, pp. 105-130.

[9] Chaney T. (2008), �Distorted Gravity: The Intensive and Extensive Margins of Inter-

national Trade,�American Economic Review, Vol. 98, pp. 1707-1721.

[10] Chari V.V., Restuccia D., Urrutia C. (2005), �On-the-Job Training, Limited Commit-

ment, and Firing Costs,�unpublished, University of Minnesota.

[11] Conway P., Nicoletti G. (2006), �Product Market Regulation in the Non-Manufacturing

Sectors of OECD Countries: Measurement and Highlights,�OECD Economics Depart-

ment Working Papers, No. 530.

[12] Demidova S., Rodríguez-Clare A. (2009), �Trade Policy under Firm-Level Heterogeneity

in a Small Economy,�Journal of International Economics, forthcoming.

[13] Dekle R., Eaton J., Kortum S. (2007), �Unbalanced Trade,�American Economic Review,

Vol. 97, pp. 351-355.

[14] Dollar D., Kraay A. (2003), �Institutions, trade, and growth,� Journal of Monetary

Economics, Vol. 50, pages 133-162.

[15] Eaton J., Kortum S. (2002), �Technology, Geography, and Trade,�Econometrica, Vol.

70, pp. 1741-1779.

40



[16] Eaton J., Kortum S. (2009), Technology in the Global Economy: A Framework for Quan-

titative Analysis, Princeton University Press, forthcoming (title tentative).

[17] Frankel J.A., Romer D. (1999), �Does Trade Cause Growth?,� American Economic

Review, Vol. 89, pp. 379-399.

[18] Finicelli A., Pagano P., Sbracia M. (2009a), �Trade-revealed TFP,�Temi di discussione,

Bank of Italy, forthcoming.

[19] Finicelli A., Pagano P., Sbracia M. (2009b), �The Eaton-Kortum Model: Empirical

Issues and Extensions,�unpublished, Bank of Italy.

[20] Hall R., Jones C. I. (1999), �Why Do Some Countries Produce So Much More Output

Per Worker Than Others?,�Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 114, pp. 83-116.

[21] Jones C.I. (2005), �The Shape of Production Functions and the Direction of Technical

Change,�Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 120, pp. 517-549.

[22] Kortum S. (1997), �Research, Patenting, and Technological Change,�Econometrica, Vol.

65, pp. 1385-1419.

[23] Lagos R. (2006), �A Model of TFP,�Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 73, pp. 983-1007.

[24] Mardia K.V. (1970), Families of Bivariate Distributions, Lubrecht & Cramer (Gri¢ n�s

Statistical Monographs, No 27).

[25] Melitz M.J. (2003), �The Impact of Trade on Intra-Industry Reallocations and Aggregate

Industry Productivity,�Econometrica, Vol. 71, pp. 1695-1725.

[26] Melitz M.J., Ottaviano G.I.P. (2008), �Market Size, Trade, and Productivity,�Review

of Economic Studies, Vol. 75, pp. 295-316.

[27] Pavcnik N. (2002), �Trade Liberalization, Exit, and Productivity Improvements: Evi-

dence from Chilean Plants,�Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 69, pp. 245-76.

[28] Rodríguez-Clare A. (2007), �Trade, Di¤usion and the Gains from Openness,�NBER

Working Papers, No. 13662, National Bureau of Economic Research.

[29] Tawn J.A. (1990), �Modelling Multivariate Extreme Value Distributions,�Biometrika,

Vol. 77, pp. 245-253.

[30] Waugh M.E. (2008), �International Trade and Income Di¤erences�, unpublished, Uni-

versity of Iowa.

41



(*)	 Requests for copies should be sent to:	
Banca d’Italia – Servizio Studi di struttura economica e finanziaria – Divisione Biblioteca e Archivio storico – Via 
Nazionale, 91 – 00184 Rome – (fax 0039 06 47922059). They are available on the Internet www.bancaditalia.it.

RECENTLY PUBLISHED “TEMI” (*)

N.	 701	 –	 On analysing the world distribution of income, by Anthony B. Atkinson and Andrea 
Brandolini (January 2009).

N.	 702	 –	 Dropping the books and working off the books, by Rita Cappariello and Roberta 
Zizza (January 2009).

N.	 703	 –	 Measuring wealth mobility, by Andrea Neri (January 2009).

N.	 704	 –	 Oil and the macroeconomy: a quantitative structural analysis, by Francesco Lippi 
and Andra Nobili (March 2009).

N. 	 705	 –	 The (mis)specification of discrete duration models with unobserved heterogeneity: 
a Monte Carlo study, by Cheti Nicoletti and Concetta Rondinelli (March 2009).

N. 	 706	 –	 Macroeconomic effects of grater competition in the service sector: the case of Italy, 
by Lorenzo Forni, Andrea Gerali and Massimiliano Pisani (March 2009).

N. 	 707	 –	 What determines the size of bank loans in industrialized countries? The role of 
government debt, by Riccardo De Bonis and Massimiliano Stacchini (March 2009).

N. 	 708	 –	 Trend inflation, Taylor principle and indeterminacy, by Guido Ascari and Tiziano 
Ropele (May 2009).

N. 	 709	 –	 Politicians at work. The private returns and social costs of political connection, by 
Federico Cingano and Paolo Pinotti (May 2009).

N. 	 710	 –	 Gradualism, transparency and the improved operational framework: a look at the 
overnight volatility transmission, by Silvio Colarossi and Andrea Zaghini (May 
2009).

N. 	 711	 –	 The topology of the interbank market: developments in Italy since 1990, by Carmela 
Iazzetta and Michele Manna (May 2009).

N. 	 712	 –	 Bank risk and monetary policy, by Yener Altunbas, Leonardo Gambacorta and 
David Marqués-Ibáñez (May 2009).

N.	 713	 –	 Composite indicators for monetary analysis, by Andrea Nobili (May 2009).

N.	 714	 –	 L'attività retail delle banche estere in Italia: effetti sull'offerta di credito alle 
famiglie e alle imprese, by Luigi Infante and Paola Rossi (June 2009)

N.	 715	 –	 Firm heterogeneity and comparative advantage: the response of French firms to 
Turkey's entry in the European Customs Union, by Ines Buono (June 2009).

N.	 716	 –	 The euro and firm restructuring, by Matteo Bugamelli, Fabiano Schivardi and 
Roberta Zizza (June 2009).

N.	 717	 –	 When the highest bidder loses the auction: theory and evidence from public 
procurement, by Francesco Decarolis (June 2009).

N.	 718	 –	 Innovation and productivity in SMEs. Empirical evidence for Italy, by Bronwyn H. 
Hall, Francesca Lotti and Jacques Mairesse (June 2009).

N.	 719	 –	 Household wealth and entrepreneurship: is there a link?, by Silvia Magri (June 
2009).

N.	 720	 –	 The announcement of monetary policy intentions, by Giuseppe Ferrero and 
Alessandro Secchi (September 2009).

N.	 721	 –	 Trust and regulation: addressing a cultural bias, by Paolo Pinotti (September 
2009).

N.	 722	 –	 The effects of privatization and consolidation on bank productivity: comparative 
evidence from Italy and Germany, by E. Fiorentino, A. De Vincenzo, F. Heid, A. 
Karmann and M. Koetter (September 2009).

N.	 723	 –	 Comparing forecast accuracy: a Monte Carlo investigation, by Fabio Busetti, Juri 
Marcucci and Giovanni Veronese (September 2009).



"TEMI" LATER PUBLISHED ELSEWHERE 
 
 
 

 

2006 
 

 

F. BUSETTI, Tests of seasonal integration and cointegration in multivariate unobserved component 
models, Journal of Applied Econometrics, Vol. 21, 4, pp. 419-438, TD No. 476 (June 2003). 

C. BIANCOTTI, A polarization of inequality? The distribution of national Gini coefficients 1970-1996, 
Journal of Economic Inequality, Vol. 4, 1, pp. 1-32, TD No. 487 (March 2004). 

L. CANNARI and S. CHIRI, La bilancia dei pagamenti di parte corrente Nord-Sud (1998-2000), in L. 
Cannari, F. Panetta (a cura di), Il sistema finanziario e il Mezzogiorno: squilibri strutturali e divari 
finanziari, Bari, Cacucci, TD No. 490 (March 2004). 

M. BOFONDI and G. GOBBI, Information barriers to entry into credit markets, Review of Finance, Vol. 10, 
1, pp. 39-67,  TD No. 509 (July 2004). 

W. FUCHS and LIPPI F., Monetary union with voluntary participation, Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 
73, pp. 437-457 TD No. 512  (July 2004). 

E. GAIOTTI and A. SECCHI, Is there a cost channel of monetary transmission? An investigation into the 
pricing behaviour of 2000 firms, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, Vol. 38, 8, pp. 2013-2038 
TD No. 525 (December 2004). 

A. BRANDOLINI, P. CIPOLLONE and E. VIVIANO, Does the ILO definition capture all unemployment?, Journal 
of the European Economic Association, Vol. 4, 1, pp. 153-179, TD No. 529 (December 2004). 

A. BRANDOLINI, L. CANNARI, G. D’ALESSIO and I. FAIELLA, Household wealth distribution in Italy in the 
1990s, in E. N. Wolff (ed.) International Perspectives on Household Wealth, Cheltenham, Edward 
Elgar, TD No. 530 (December 2004). 

P. DEL GIOVANE and R. SABBATINI, Perceived and measured inflation after the launch of the Euro: 
Explaining the gap in Italy, Giornale degli economisti e annali di economia, Vol. 65, 2 , pp. 155-
192, TD No. 532 (December 2004). 

M. CARUSO, Monetary policy impulses, local output and the transmission mechanism, Giornale degli 
economisti e annali di economia, Vol. 65, 1, pp. 1-30, TD No. 537 (December 2004). 

L. GUISO and M. PAIELLA, The role of risk aversion in predicting individual behavior, In P. A. Chiappori e 
C. Gollier (eds.) Competitive Failures in Insurance Markets: Theory and Policy Implications, 
Monaco, CESifo, TD No. 546 (February 2005). 

G. M. TOMAT, Prices product differentiation and quality measurement: A comparison between hedonic 
and matched model methods, Research in Economics, Vol. 60, 1, pp. 54-68, TD No. 547 
(February 2005). 

L. GUISO, M. PAIELLA and I. VISCO, Do capital gains affect consumption? Estimates of wealth effects from 
Italian household's behavior, in L. Klein (ed), Long Run Growth and Short Run Stabilization: 
Essays in Memory of Albert Ando (1929-2002), Cheltenham, Elgar, TD No. 555 (June 2005). 

F. BUSETTI, S. FABIANI and A. HARVEY, Convergence of prices and rates of inflation, Oxford Bulletin of 
Economics and Statistics, Vol. 68, 1, pp. 863-878, TD No. 575 (February 2006). 

M. CARUSO, Stock market fluctuations and money demand in Italy, 1913 - 2003, Economic Notes, Vol. 35, 
1, pp. 1-47, TD No. 576 (February 2006). 

R. BRONZINI and G. DE BLASIO, Evaluating the impact of investment incentives: The case of Italy’s Law 
488/92. Journal of Urban Economics, Vol. 60, 2, pp. 327-349, TD No. 582 (March 2006). 

R. BRONZINI and G. DE BLASIO, Una valutazione degli incentivi pubblici agli investimenti, Rivista Italiana 
degli Economisti , Vol. 11, 3, pp. 331-362, TD No. 582 (March 2006). 

A. DI CESARE, Do market-based indicators anticipate rating agencies? Evidence for international banks,  
Economic Notes, Vol. 35, pp. 121-150,  TD No. 593 (May 2006). 

R. GOLINELLI and S.  MOMIGLIANO, Real-time determinants of fiscal policies in the euro area, Journal of 
Policy Modeling, Vol. 28, 9, pp. 943-964, TD No. 609 (December 2006). 

 
 
 



2007 
 

S. SIVIERO and D. TERLIZZESE, Macroeconomic forecasting: Debunking a few old wives’ tales, Journal of 
Business Cycle Measurement and Analysis , v. 3, 3, pp. 287-316, TD No. 395 (February 2001). 

S. MAGRI, Italian households' debt: The participation to the debt market and the size of the loan, 
Empirical Economics, v. 33, 3, pp. 401-426, TD No. 454 (October 2002). 

L. CASOLARO. and G. GOBBI, Information technology and productivity changes in the banking industry, 
Economic Notes, Vol. 36, 1, pp. 43-76, TD No. 489 (March 2004). 

G. FERRERO, Monetary policy, learning and the speed of convergence, Journal of Economic Dynamics and 
Control, v. 31, 9, pp. 3006-3041, TD No. 499 (June 2004). 

M. PAIELLA, Does wealth affect consumption? Evidence for Italy, Journal of Macroeconomics, Vol. 29, 1,  
pp. 189-205, TD No. 510 (July 2004). 

F. LIPPI. and S. NERI, Information variables for monetary policy in a small structural model of the euro 
area, Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol. 54, 4, pp. 1256-1270, TD No. 511 (July 2004). 

A. ANZUINI and A. LEVY, Monetary policy shocks in the new EU members: A VAR approach, Applied 
Economics, Vol. 39, 9, pp. 1147-1161,  TD No. 514 (July 2004). 

D. JR. MARCHETTI and F. Nucci, Pricing behavior and the response of hours to productivity shocks, 
Journal of Money Credit and Banking, v. 39, 7, pp. 1587-1611, TD No. 524 (December 2004). 

R. BRONZINI, FDI Inflows, agglomeration and host country firms' size: Evidence from Italy, Regional 
Studies, Vol. 41, 7, pp. 963-978, TD No. 526 (December 2004). 

L. MONTEFORTE, Aggregation bias in macro models: Does it matter for the euro area?, Economic 
Modelling, 24, pp. 236-261, TD No. 534 (December 2004). 

A. NOBILI, Assessing the predictive power of financial spreads in the euro area: does parameters 
instability matter?, Empirical Economics, Vol. 31, 1, pp. 177-195, TD No. 544 (February 2005). 

A. DALMAZZO and G. DE BLASIO, Production and consumption externalities of human capital: An empirical 
study for Italy, Journal of Population Economics, Vol. 20, 2, pp. 359-382, TD No. 554 (June 2005). 

M. BUGAMELLI and R. TEDESCHI,  Le strategie di prezzo delle imprese esportatrici italiane, Politica 
Economica, v. 23, 3, pp. 321-350, TD No. 563 (November 2005). 

L. GAMBACORTA and S. IANNOTTI, Are there asymmetries in the response of bank interest rates to 
monetary shocks?, Applied Economics, v. 39, 19, pp. 2503-2517,  TD No. 566 (November 2005). 

P. ANGELINI and F. LIPPI, Did prices really soar after the euro cash changeover? Evidence from ATM 
withdrawals, International Journal of Central Banking, Vol. 3, 4, pp. 1-22, TD No. 581 (March 2006). 

A. LOCARNO, Imperfect knowledge, adaptive learning and the bias against activist monetary policies, 
International Journal of Central Banking, v. 3, 3, pp. 47-85, TD No. 590 (May 2006). 

F. LOTTI and J. MARCUCCI, Revisiting the empirical evidence on firms' money demand, Journal of 
Economics and Business, Vol. 59, 1, pp. 51-73, TD No. 595 (May 2006). 

P. CIPOLLONE and A. ROSOLIA, Social interactions in high school: Lessons from an earthquake, American 
Economic Review, Vol. 97, 3, pp. 948-965, TD No. 596 (September 2006). 

L. DEDOLA and S. NERI, What does a technology shock do? A VAR analysis with model-based sign restrictions,  
Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol. 54, 2, pp. 512-549, TD No. 607 (December 2006). 

F. VERGARA CAFFARELLI, Merge and compete: strategic incentives for vertical integration, Rivista di 
politica economica, v. 97, 9-10, serie 3, pp. 203-243, TD No. 608 (December 2006). 

A. BRANDOLINI, Measurement of income distribution in supranational entities: The case of the European 
Union, in S. P. Jenkins e J. Micklewright (eds.), Inequality and Poverty Re-examined, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, TD No. 623 (April 2007). 

M. PAIELLA, The foregone gains of incomplete portfolios, Review of Financial Studies, Vol. 20, 5, pp. 
1623-1646, TD No. 625 (April 2007). 

K. BEHRENS, A. R. LAMORGESE, G.I.P. OTTAVIANO and T. TABUCHI, Changes in transport and non 
transport costs: local vs. global impacts in a spatial network, Regional Science and Urban 
Economics, Vol. 37, 6, pp. 625-648, TD No. 628 (April 2007). 

M. BUGAMELLI, Prezzi delle esportazioni, qualità dei prodotti e caratteristiche di impresa: analisi su un 
campione di imprese italiane, v. 34, 3, pp. 71-103, Economia e Politica Industriale, TD No. 634 
(June 2007). 

G. ASCARI and T. ROPELE, Optimal monetary policy under low trend inflation, Journal of Monetary 
Economics, v. 54, 8, pp. 2568-2583, TD No. 647 (November 2007). 

 



R. GIORDANO, S. MOMIGLIANO, S. NERI and R. PEROTTI, The Effects of Fiscal Policy in Italy: Evidence 
from a VAR Model, European Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 23, 3, pp. 707-733, TD No. 656 
(January 2008). 

B. ROFFIA and A. ZAGHINI, Excess money growth and inflation dynamics, International Finance, v. 10, 3, 
pp. 241-280, TD No. 657 (January 2008). 

G. BARBIERI, P. CIPOLLONE and P. SESTITO, Labour market for teachers: demographic characteristics and 
allocative mechanisms, Giornale degli economisti e annali di economia, v. 66, 3, pp. 335-373, TD 
No. 672 (June 2008). 

E. BREDA, R. CAPPARIELLO and R. ZIZZA, Vertical specialisation in Europe: evidence from the import 
content of exports, Rivista di politica economica, numero monografico,TD No. 682 (August 
2008). 

 
 

2008 
 

 

P. ANGELINI, Liquidity and announcement effects in the euro area, Giornale degli Economisti e Annali di 
Economia, v. 67, 1, pp. 1-20, TD No. 451 (October 2002). 

P. ANGELINI, P. DEL GIOVANE, S. SIVIERO and  D. TERLIZZESE, Monetary policy in a monetary union: What 
role for regional information?, International Journal of Central Banking, v. 4, 3, pp. 1-28, TD No. 
457 (December 2002). 

F. SCHIVARDI and R. TORRINI, Identifying the effects of firing restrictions through size-contingent 
Differences in regulation, Labour Economics, v. 15, 3, pp. 482-511,  TD No. 504 (June 2004). 

L. GUISO and M. PAIELLA,, Risk aversion, wealth and background risk, Journal of the European Economic 
Association, v. 6, 6, pp. 1109-1150, TD No. 483 (September 2003). 

C. BIANCOTTI, G. D'ALESSIO and A. NERI, Measurement errors in the Bank of Italy’s survey of household 
income and wealth, Review of Income and Wealth, v. 54, 3, pp. 466-493, TD No. 520 (October 
2004). 

S. MOMIGLIANO, J. HENRY and P. HERNÁNDEZ DE COS, The impact of government budget on prices: 
Evidence from macroeconometric models, Journal of Policy Modelling, v. 30, 1, pp. 123-143 TD No. 
523 (October 2004). 

L. GAMBACORTA, How do banks set interest rates?, European Economic Review, v. 52, 5, pp. 792-819,  
TD No. 542 (February 2005). 

P. ANGELINI and A. GENERALE, On the evolution of firm size distributions, American Economic Review, 
v. 98, 1, pp. 426-438, TD No. 549 (June 2005). 

R. FELICI and M. PAGNINI, Distance, bank heterogeneity and entry in local banking markets, The Journal 
of Industrial Economics, v. 56, 3, pp. 500-534,  No. 557 (June 2005). 

S. DI ADDARIO and E. PATACCHINI, Wages and the city. Evidence from Italy, Labour Economics, v.15, 5, 
pp. 1040-1061, TD No. 570 (January 2006). 

M. PERICOLI and M. TABOGA, Canonical term-structure models with observable factors and the dynamics 
of bond risk premia, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, v. 40, 7, pp. 1471-88, TD No. 580 
(February 2006). 

E. VIVIANO, Entry regulations and labour market outcomes. Evidence from the Italian retail trade sector, 
Labour Economics, v. 15, 6, pp. 1200-1222, TD No. 594 (May 2006). 

S. FEDERICO and G. A. MINERVA, Outward FDI and local employment growth in Italy, Review of World 
Economics, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, v. 144, 2, pp. 295-324, TD No. 613 (February 
2007). 

F. BUSETTI and A. HARVEY, Testing for trend, Econometric Theory, v. 24, 1, pp. 72-87, TD No. 614 
(February 2007). 

V. CESTARI, P. DEL GIOVANE and C. ROSSI-ARNAUD, Memory for prices and the Euro cash changeover: an 
analysis for cinema prices in Italy, In P. Del Giovane e R. Sabbatini (eds.), The Euro Inflation and 
Consumers’ Perceptions. Lessons from Italy, Berlin-Heidelberg, Springer, TD No. 619 (February 2007). 

B. H. HALL, F. LOTTI and J. MAIRESSE, Employment, innovation and productivity: evidence from Italian 
manufacturing microdata, Industrial and Corporate Change, v. 17, 4, pp. 813-839, TD No. 622 (April 
2007). 



J. SOUSA and A. ZAGHINI, Monetary policy shocks in the Euro Area and global liquidity spillovers, 
International Journal of Finance and Economics, v.13, 3, pp. 205-218, TD No. 629 (June 2007). 

M. DEL GATTO, GIANMARCO I. P. OTTAVIANO and M. PAGNINI, Openness to trade and  industry cost 
dispersion: Evidence from a panel of Italian firms, Journal of Regional Science, v. 48, 1, pp. 97-
129, TD No. 635 (June 2007). 

P. DEL GIOVANE, S. FABIANI and R. SABBATINI, What’s behind “inflation perceptions”? A survey-based 
analysis of Italian consumers, in P. Del Giovane e R. Sabbatini (eds.), The Euro Inflation and 
Consumers’ Perceptions. Lessons from Italy, Berlin-Heidelberg, Springer, TD No. 655 (January 
2008). 

B. BORTOLOTTI, and P. PINOTTI, Delayed privatization, Public Choice, v. 136, 3-4, pp. 331-351, TD No. 
663 (April 2008). 

R. BONCI and F. COLUMBA, Monetary policy effects: New evidence from the Italian flow of funds, Applied 
Economics , v. 40, 21, pp. 2803-2818, TD No. 678 (June 2008). 

M. CUCCULELLI, and G. MICUCCI, Family Succession and firm performance: evidence from Italian family 
firms, Journal of Corporate Finance, v. 14, 1, pp. 17-31, TD No. 680 (June 2008). 

A. SILVESTRINI and D. VEREDAS, Temporal aggregation of univariate and multivariate time series models: 
a survey, Journal of Economic Surveys, v. 22, 3, pp. 458-497, TD No. 685 (August 2008). 

 
 

2009 
 

F. PANETTA, F. SCHIVARDI and M. SHUM, Do mergers improve information? Evidence from the loan 
market, Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking, v. 41, 4, pp. 673-709, TD No. 521 (October 
2004). 

P. PAGANO and M. PISANI, Risk-adjusted forecasts of oil prices, The B.E. Journal of Macroeconomics, v. 
9, 1, Article 24, TD No. 585 (March 2006). 

M. PERICOLI and M. SBRACIA,  The CAPM and the risk appetite index: theoretical differences, empirical 
similarities, and implementation problems, International Finance, v. 12, 2, pp. 123-150, TD No. 
586 (March 2006). 

S. MAGRI, The financing of small innovative firms: the Italian case,  Economics of Innovation and New 
Technology, v. 18, 2, pp. 181-204,  TD No. 640 (September 2007). 

S. MAGRI, The financing of small entrepreneurs in Italy,  Annals of Finance, v. 5, 3-4, pp. 397-419,  TD 
No. 640 (September 2007). 

F. LORENZO, L. MONTEFORTE and L. SESSA, The general equilibrium effects of fiscal policy: estimates for the 
euro area, Journal of Public Economics, v. 93, 3-4, pp. 559-585, TD No. 652 (November 2007). 

R. GOLINELLI and S. MOMIGLIANO, The Cyclical Reaction of Fiscal Policies in the Euro Area. A Critical 
Survey of Empirical Research, Fiscal Studies, v. 30, 1, pp. 39-72, TD No. 654 (January 2008). 

P. DEL GIOVANE, S. FABIANI and R. SABBATINI, What’s behind “Inflation Perceptions”? A survey-based 
analysis of Italian consumers, Giornale degli Economisti e Annali di Economia, v. 68, 1, pp. 25-
52, TD No. 655 (January 2008). 

F. MACCHERONI, M. MARINACCI, A. RUSTICHINI and M. TABOGA, Portfolio selection with monotone mean-
variance preferences, Mathematical Finance, v. 19, 3, pp. 487-521, TD No. 664 (April 2008). 

M. AFFINITO and M. PIAZZA, What are borders made of? An analysis of barriers to European banking 
integration, in P. Alessandrini, M. Fratianni and A. Zazzaro (eds.): The Changing Geography of 
Banking and Finance, Dordrecht Heidelberg London New York, Springer, TD No. 666 (April 2008). 

L. ARCIERO, C. BIANCOTTI, L. D'AURIZIO and C. IMPENNA, Exploring agent-based methods for the analysis 
of payment systems: A crisis model for StarLogo TNG, Journal of Artificial Societies and Social 
Simulation, v. 12, 1, TD No. 686 (August 2008). 

A. CALZA and A. ZAGHINI, Nonlinearities in the dynamics of the euro area demand for M1, 
Macroeconomic Dynamics, v. 13, 1, pp. 1-19, TD No. 690 (September 2008). 

L. FRANCESCO and A. SECCHI, Technological change and the households’ demand for currency, Journal of 
Monetary Economics, v. 56, 2, pp. 222-230, TD No. 697 (December 2008). 

M. BUGAMELLI, F. SCHIVARDI and R. ZIZZA, The euro and firm restructuring, in A. Alesina e F. Giavazzi 
(eds): Europe and the Euro, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, TD No. 716 (June 2009). 

B. HALL, F. LOTTI and J. MAIRESSE, Innovation and productivity in SMEs: empirical evidence for Italy, 
Small Business Economics, v. 33, 1, pp. 13-33, TD No. 718 (June 2009). 



 

FORTHCOMING 
 

L. MONTEFORTE and S. SIVIERO, The Economic Consequences of Euro Area Modelling Shortcuts, Applied 
Economics, TD No. 458 (December 2002). 

M. BUGAMELLI and A. ROSOLIA,  Produttività e concorrenza estera, Rivista di politica economica, TD 
No. 578 (February 2006). 

G. DE BLASIO and G. NUZZO, Historical traditions of civicness and local economic development, Journal 
of Regional Science,  TD No. 591 (May 2006). 

R. BRONZINI and P. PISELLI, Determinants of long-run regional productivity with geographical spillovers: 
the role of R&D, human capital and public infrastructure, Regional Science and Urban 
Economics,  TD No. 597 (September 2006). 

E. IOSSA and G. PALUMBO, Over-optimism and lender liability in the consumer credit market, Oxford 
Economic Papers,  TD No. 598 (September 2006). 

U. ALBERTAZZI and L. GAMBACORTA, Bank profitability and the business cycle, Journal of Financial 
Stability,  TD No. 601 (September 2006). 

A. CIARLONE, P. PISELLI and G. TREBESCHI, Emerging Markets' Spreads and Global Financial Conditions, 
Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions & Money, TD No. 637 (June 2007). 

V. DI GIACINTO and G. MICUCCI, The producer service sector in Italy: long-term growth and its local 
determinants, Spatial Economic Analysis,  TD No. 643 (September 2007). 

Y. ALTUNBAS, L. GAMBACORTA and D. MARQUÉS, Securitisation and the bank lending channel, European 
Economic Review, TD No. 653 (November 2007). 

F. BALASSONE, F. MAURA and S. ZOTTERI, Cyclical asymmetry in fiscal variables in the EU, Empirica, TD 
No. 671 (June 2008). 

M. BUGAMELLI and F. PATERNÒ, Output growth volatility and remittances, Economica, TD No. 673 (June 
2008). 

M. IACOVIELLO and S. NERI, Housing market spillovers: evidence from an estimated DSGE model, 
American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics,  TD No. 659 (January 2008). 

A. ACCETTURO, Agglomeration and growth: the effects of commuting costs, Papers in Regional Science, 
TD No. 688 (September 2008). 

L. FORNI, A. GERALI and M. PISANI, Macroeconomic effects of greater competition in the service sector: 
the case of Italy, Macroeconomic Dynamics, TD No. 706 (March 2009). 

Y. ALTUNBAS, L. GAMBACORTA, and D. MARQUÉS-IBÁÑEZ, Bank risk and monetary policy, Journal of 
Financial Stability, TD No. 712 (May 2009). 

 




