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I. GENERATIONAL ACCOUNTING FOR FRANCE!
A. Introduction

1. This paper presents a set of generational accounts to contribute to the assessment of
France’s long-term fiscal position. Understanding the sustainability of fiscal policy in France
from a generational perspective is important in many respects. France has one of the most
extensive social security and welfare system among the large industrialized countries; public
expenditure on health as a share of GDP is the highest in Europe; and compared to other
OECD countries, its pension outlays are also relatively large (Table I-1). Not only are benefits
high, but so is the level of taxation: taxes needed to finance social security funds have risen
from less than 15 percent of wage income in 1950 to almost 50 percent in 1996. In recent
years, there have been mounting concerns regarding the continuing viability of such an
extensive social security system in general, and its unfunded pay-as-you-go pension schemes
and universal health care in particular. Slower rates of economic growth and the prospective
aging of the population have led to further concerns that the implied tax burden on younger
(working) generations in the future will be too high, assuming the continuation of the general
thrust of current policy settings. Projected trends of changes in the age structure reveal that an
increasing number of retirees must be supported by a declining number of workers, with the
old-age dependency ratio likely to rise from 0.35 in 1995 to 0.60 by 2030 (Tables I-2 and I-3).

2. Behind concerns about the sustainability of the welfare system and the current real

. level of public consumption expenditures looms the fundamental question of how fiscal policy
affects the distribution of income between generations. In general, fiscal settings which imply
markedly increased burdens on some generations relative to other generations, constitute a
cause for concern. As pointed out by Kotlikoff (1992), the standard measure of the budget
deficit cannot appropriately address this question. In contrast, generational accounting
provides a tool for the investigation of the intergenerational distributional effects of fiscal
policy. The purpose of this paper is thus to use this technique to determine whether current
fiscal policies in France can be sustained without requiring future generations to pay higher
net taxes over their lifetimes than current generations pay.

3. Our calculations indicate that France’s generational policy is imbalanced against future
generations. In spite of the substantial fiscal consolidation projected to take place in the next
five years in order to align the fiscal stance in France with the pattern envisaged by the
“Stability and Growth Pact,” social benefits (in particular pensions) imply a projected net tax
burden on future French citizens, adjusted for income growth that is about one and a half
times as large as that facing current young generations. While the precise size of this

Prepared by Joaquim Levy and Ousmane Doré. Mr. J. Accardo (Division revenues et
patrimoine des ménages, INSEE) is thanked, without implication, for providing the necessary
data. Excellent research assistance by B. Casabianca (Bureau of Computing Services) is also
acknowledged.
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Table I-1. France: Comparative Fiscal Indicators, 1994

(In percentage of GDP)

France United States Japan  Germany Italy

General Government
Tax revenue 43.0 30.1 30.6 38.1 37.8
Spending 53.9 334 37.4 49.1 52.7
Deficit 5.0 1.8 4.1 2.3 7.8
Gross public debt 59.5 63.0 88.9 62.5 122.1
Public pensions 13.5 7.1 5.7 12.3 14.2
Public health 7.2 6.5 5.1 6.1 6.3
Education 5.0 54 28 3.1 43

Source: OECD (1995)
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Table I-2. France: Comparative Demographic Factors, 1990-1995

France USA Japan Germany Italy
Population (1994) 57,960 260,651 124,960 81,407 57,190
Fertility rate 1/ 1.8 2.1 1.5 13 1.3
Life expectancy at birth 77.2 76.6 79.1 75.8 77.4
Net migration rate 2/ 1.2 25 0.0 56 1.0
Participation rate 66.7 76.0 - 76.1 69.7 58.2

Source: Bos et al., 1994

1/ Number of children per woman of child bearing age.

2/ Number of net immigrants per 1000 people.
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Table I-3. France: Demographic Transition

1995 2000 2010 2020 2030 2050
Population (thousands) 58,048 59,425 60,993 62,121 62,661 62,120
Elderly dependency ratio 1/ 22.1 23.6 24.6 323 39.1 435
Very elderly dependency ratio 2/ 39.2 43.4 49.6 41.9 488 56.6
Total dependency ratio 3/ 52.2 52.8 51.2 59.6 67.9 73.6

Source: Bos and other (1994)

1/ Population aged 65 and over as a percent of the population aged 15-64.

2/ Population aged 75 and over as a percent of the population aged 65 and over.

3/ Population aged 0-14 and 65 and over as a percent of the population aged 15-64.
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generational imbalance depends on a number of assumptions, including rates of discount and
productivity growth, the direction of the imbalance is unmistakable, as it holds under
alternative assumptions about these parameters. These projections do not build in feedback
effects from policies that may be necessary to ensure the “balancing” in the future of the
government’s intertemporal budget constraint, such as increases in taxation, which could
significantly weaken the underlying growth of income, thereby amplifying the imbalance.
Compared with the situation in other countries for which generational accounts have been
computed (OECD, 1995), the size of the generational imbalance reported here for France is
larger than that of Germany and Sweden, while smaller than that reported for Italy—before
the 1995 reform—and the United States.

4, This paper departs from the standard presentation of generational accounting—which
is based only on remaining future net tax payments—in that it provides also an indication of
the size of generational imbalance existing between currently living generations (old versus
younger ones) taking into account the net tax paid by current adults in the past. On this basis,
the calculations show that protecting the “Babyboom” generations from any change in fiscal
policy (thus leaving to young and future generations the full responsibility to redress any fiscal
imbalance) would imply a projected net tax burden on those now aged less than 25 that is
quite more than one and a half times as large as that facing those born around 1950.

5. The paper is organized as follows. The generational accounting framework is outlined,
followed by a discussion of its major limitations in Section B. The specific case of France,
including the construction of the accounts, a discussion of key parameters used, and the main
findings is presented in Section C. The next section (Section D) places France’s generational
policy in an international perspective. In Section E, the lifetime net tax payments of current
adults are calculated and compared with those of younger living generations. Alternative
scenarios on policies aimed at redressing the generational imbalance are discussed in

Section F. The final section summarizes these findings and concludes. Appendices provide
details on the calculation of the accounts, including the data used, and sensitivity analysis with
respect to key parameters.

B. The Generational Accounting Framework

6. Government deficits, taxes, transfer payments, and other expenditures affect the
distribution of income and wealth among members of both the same generation and different
generations. Conventional deficit accounting provides little information regarding either
distribution. Take for example the case of a change in an unfunded pay-as-you-go social
security system which lowers the net taxes of the old while increasing those of the young by
an equal amount, but avoids the need for government borrowing at any date. Despite the
complete absence of any change in government deficit, the introduction of this social security
scheme has generational effects, in that the generational account of the current old falls, while
that of every younger generation rises. Standard generational accounts provide estimates of
the remaining lifetime net taxes of persons born at different times under certain economic and
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demographic assumptions. Therefore, they not only provide a new perspective for the study of
the distributional effects of fiscal policy, which has traditionally been focused on
intragenerational aspects,? but they can be a useful tool in assessing the sustainability of
government accounts. In recent years, generational accounts have been computed for more
than a dozen countries, including Germany, Italy, Norway, Sweden, and the United States.

The methodology

7. Generational accounting is a new technique developed by Auerbach, Gokhale, and
Kotlikoff (1991), and Kotlikoff (1992) that can be used to study the effects on different
generations of the government’s fiscal policy. In this framework, the explicit analysis of the
impact of fiscal policy on the welfare of different generations starts out by computing
generational accounts, which simply show the present value of the expected net tax payments
of a representative individual of a given generation, where “net taxes” refers to taxes paid less
transfers received and a “generation” is defined as a cohort of individuals of the same age and
sex.

8. Generational accounts are based on the premise that all government purchases must be
paid for, i.e., for a given path of government spending, a reduction in one generation’s
account can only be achieved through expanding other generations’ accounts in a way that
respects the government’s intertemporal budget constraint. The budget constraint implies that
the government’s current net wealth plus all future taxes paid to the government minus all
transfers paid by the government (future net taxes) must cover all future government spending
on goods and services. In order to compare the intergenerational burden, the sum of future net
taxes is split into an amount paid by all existing generations from the base year onwards to the
end of their lives, and the remaining amount which has to be paid by all future generations
during their lives. Hence, more formally, the government’s intertemporal budget constraint
can be written as:

D
E tt—s+z:N,t+s W ZG H

s=t j=t+l 1 "‘7’

9. The first term on the left hand side of this equation adds together the present value of
the net payments of existing generations. The expression N, {k=t,t-D} stands for the present
value of net remaining lifetime payments to the government of the generation born in year k
discounted to year t. The index of this summation runs from age 0 to age D, the maximum

?See for example Dossiers de la DARES (1996), INSEE Economie et Statistique
No. 296-297, 1996, for detailed discussions of intragenerational income distribution in the
case of France.
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length of life. Hence, the first element of this summation (s=0) is N,, , which is the present
value of net payments of the generation born in year t; the last term (s=D) is N, 5, the present
value of remaining net payments of the oldest generation alive in year t, namely those born in
year t-D. The second term on the left hand side of the equation adds together the present
value of remaining net payments of future generations. The third term on the left hand side W,
denotes the government’s net wealth in year t. The right hand side expresses the present value
of government consumption. In the latter expression, G, stands for government consumption
expenditure in year s. All future flows are discounted to year t at the pretax rate of return 1;.

10.  The term N, is defined more explicitly as follows:

RTRE
N .= T —_—
tk st :Jf s,kj ] 1"”}

In this expression T, stands for the projected average net payment to the government made in
year s by a member of the generation born in year k. The term P, , stands for the number of
surviving members of the cohort in year s who were born in year k. For generations who are
born in year k, where k>t, the summation begins in year k.

11.  Generational accounts are defined simply as a set of values of N, , one for each
existing and future generation, with the property that the combined total value adds up to the
right hand side of the intertemporal equation. This formulation makes clear the implications of
the government budget constraint; holding the right hand side of the equation fixed, increased
(decreased) government payments to (receipts from) existing generations mean a decrease in
the first term on the left hand side of the equation and requires an offsetting increase in the
second term on the left hand side; i.e., this requires reduced payments to, or increased
payments from, future generations.

12.  This framework can be used easily to make two types of comparison. First, through
the use of lifetime net tax rates, it can be used to compare the lifetime net taxes of future
generations, of the generation of people just born, and of different generations born in the
past, i.e., it can be used to determine how much future generations are likely to pay in net
taxes as compared to generations alive today. Second, generational accounting can be used to
compare the effects of actual or proposed policy changes on the remaining lifetime net tax
payments of generations currently alive and on future generations.

Limitations of generational accounting

13.  Advocates of generational accounting argue that conventional fiscal deficits are
essentially meaningless, as gauges either of macroeconomic policy or of intergenerational
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fairness of government policy, and should be replaced by generational accounts.® Although
these claims have some merits, they have met with a number of criticisms recently (Muellbauer
(1992), Haveman (1994), and Buiter (1996)). On the one hand, given the importance of old-
age entitlement programs in the industrial world, it is certainly true that conventional deficit
measures miss a major part of the action in fiscal policy in the long run, by just providing a
snapshot of the present situation without clarifying future trends. On the other hand, there are
some practical obstacles to making a wholesale switch to a newer, untested measure of fiscal
policy. As with most tools of policy analysis, generational accounting offers a useful
perspective, but serves as an imperfect indicator. The accounts often suggest a rough
magnitude and general pattern of results, which may be ambiguous and subject to uncertainty
as regards future demographic changes and future growth. Apart from the heavy data
requirement, the implementation of generational accounting requires specific assumptions on a
number of difficult conceptual and theoretical issues, which often raise questions about their
ultimate usefulness. Indeed, generational accounts as usually constructed suffer from a number
of limitations.

14.  First, generational accounts say nothing about the intergenerational distribution of
public consumption. They do not impute to any particular generation the value of the
government purchases of goods and services. Therefore, they do not show the full net burden
that any generation receives from government fiscal policy as a whole. This reflects mostly
difficulties in empirical implementation. There is no clear method of allocating the benefits of
government purchases such as defense, highways, research, across generations. The reason is
that most government purchases are made to provide public services that are used collectively
rather than individually.

15.  Second, generational accounts do not allow for the general equilibrium repercussions
of alternative budgetary policies. In addition, generational accounts ignore all changes in
before-tax income and relative prices caused by alternative budget programs. As demonstrated
by Buiter (1996), these general equilibrium responses of pre-tax, pre-transfer, and pre-subsidy
factor incomes and rate of return may reverse, counteract, or reinforce the impact of
budgetary policy changes. For example, policies that decrease the net tax payment by existing
generations and increase the net tax payment by future generations are likely to stimulate more
current consumption and thereby reduce the saving available to finance investment. This, in
turn, will lower productivity and real wage growth and raise real interest rates, which on
balance can harm future generations.*

*In pointing out the virtue of generational accounting, Kotlikoff (1997) has gone as far as
suggesting that membership in the EMU should be predicated on the degree of a country’s
generational imbalance as opposed to its debt to GDP ratio.

*Recently, there have been attempts to address some economic effects of tax incidence
through the use of general equilibrium models, but problems in modeling taxes and benefits
(continued...)
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16.  Third, generational accounts do not incorporate intergenerational transfers taking
place outside the public sector: altruism and bequest motives may raise the possibility of
private intergenerational transfers offsetting government transfers. Indeed, the usefulness of
generational accounts is closely tied to the strict life-cycle model of household consumption
(Buiter, 1996). In addition, for generational accounting to provide useful additional
information (relative to standard budget accounting), consumers are required to be forward-
looking with perfect foresight, and not subject to liquidity constraints.

17.  Fourth, the computation of generational accounts is highly sensitive to assumptions on
the future growth of productivity and population, which are subject to considerable
uncertainty. Moreover, the choice of discount rate needed to carry out net present value
calculations is also difficult: while the absence of liquidity constraint implies that all
generations are supposed to have a similar cost of waiting regardless of their age, the riskless
setting in which generational accounts are computed implies that the correct discount rate
cannot be easily derived from observed long-term interest rates.’

18.  Finally, generational accounts as usually presented include only future net tax
payments and exclude past net payments. Therefore, they cannot be used to address the
politically relevant question of how current younger generations fare compared to their elders
based on relative lifetime net tax burdens under current policies.

19.  Some of these problems can be minimized, and the use of sensitivity analysis provides
some help in forming judgments. For instance, increasing the share of government expenditure
that is assigned to individual cohorts will reduce the arbitrariness of the distribution of the
fiscal burden, because a smaller part of total taxes becomes diverted toward undifferentiated
“government consumption.” Estimation of private intergenerational transfers can also shed

*(...continued)
and calibrating the model have limited their usefulness for policy discussion. See Perraudin,
(1997) and chapter II of this document.

SA distinction should be made between the assumptions of: (i) no individual and aggregate
liquidity constraints and (ii) government solvency. The first implies that, as long as the
government is solvent, the interest rate at which the public debt is financed is the discount
rate, regardless of how large the public deficit may be at any given moment (which explains
why interest payments wash out when net present values are computed). The second
presumes that the debt inherited by future generations is lower than the present value of their
wealth. Therefore, it is important that, after the burden on future generations is computed, the
postulated solvency of the government be verified; a simple comparison of the generational
accounts between current and future generations does not permit verification as to whether
this assumption is satisfied or not. In the generational accounting framework, insolvency is
the only circumstance in which the debt would “explode.”
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some light on the generational stance of fiscal policy, and retrospective calculations can widen
the scope of the policy implications (see Kotlikoff, 1994). In this paper these problems are in
part dealt with by a careful assignment of government expenditures based on well established
concepts of national accounts, as well as by the computation of retrospective generational
accounts that permit to compare the lifetime net tax burden of some adult cohorts with that of
younger and future generations.

C. The Construction of Generational Accounts for France
Generational profiles and benchmarking aggregates

20.  The construction of generational accounts necessitates first projecting each currently
living generation’s average taxes less transfers for each future year during which at least some
members of the generation will be alive, and then converting these projected net tax payments
by individuals into an aggregate present value. This requires projections of population by age
and sex, as well as a discount rate to convert flows of net taxes into present values. In the case
of France, projections of average future taxes and transfers by age and sex start with the 1995
aggregate taxes and transfers, as well as medium-term projections of transfers and taxes for all
levels of government. These aggregate taxes and transfers are distributed across the popula-
tion by age and sex in each year according to the age and sex pattern observed in 1990 from
official survey data. The primary sources for these distributions are the “1990 enquéte sur les
revenus fiscaux des ménages,” the “1991-92 enquéte sur les actifs financiers,” and the “1990
enquéte sur les budgets des familles.” A detailed account of the construction of these profiles
can be found in Appendix I.

21.  The resulting age and sex profiles (i.e., the relative tax weight of different living
cohorts) are assumed constant through time, except for adjustments reflecting projected
changes in the participation rate of women.® The actual value of individuals’ taxes and
payments in the medium term are found by scaling individuals’ payments to achieve aggregate
values consistent with taxes in 1995 and the medium-term fiscal projections, which assume
inter alia that the economy returns to its “potential” level by the year 2002. For years beyond
2002, it is assumed that all taxes and transfers increase at the same rate as productivity
growth.” Five categories of taxes are distinguished: income tax, property tax, value-added tax,
social security contributions, and taxes based on individual wealth (including corporate
income taxes, the incidence of which was shifted to asset holders). Transfer payments are
categorized into pensions, health, education, and unemployment benefits. For each of these
items, the aggregate amounts are allocated according to the existing profiles; all other

SThe profile for pensions also varies over time, as explained below.

"For example, the projected distribution of taxes and transfers by age and sex, for say,
year 2017 would be equal to the 2002 distribution multiplied by (1+n)'* where n is the rate of
productivity growth.
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categories of transfers were included in government consumption. Charts I-1 and I-2 present
the distribution of taxes and benefits in the base year 1995.

22.  The next step in the construction of France’s generational accounts involves an
estimation of the initial stock of government net wealth and projections of future government
consumption, Government consumption is determined by a projection over the medium term
(see Appendix I), then by a rule that assumes that spending grows over time from its 2002
level to keep pace with population and productivity growth.® This amounts to assuming that
per capita consumption rises at the productivity growth rate. Qur estimate of spending
includes both government spending on goods and services (excluding health and education
spending) as well as public investment, netted by those taxes and receipts not included in the
five categories described above. For government net wealth, estimates computed by INSEE
(1993) are used. In 1995, the consolidated net wealth of the general government is estimated
to be F 800 billion (about 10 percent of GDP), reflecting the 1993 estimate, adjusted for the
growth in government debt and the sale of government assets through privatization in the
intervening period. The net financial wealth, which is used for the baseline calculation was
negative, with net liabilities amounting to F 2,800 billion, obtained by netting off from the
general government debt (estimated at F 4,059 biilion in 1995), the financial assets of the
general government.

23.  Using the government intertemporal budget constraint given above, the average
present value lifetime net tax payment of each member of each future generation was then
determined as a residual under the assumption that the average lifetime tax payment of
successive generations rises at the economy’s rate of productivity growth.

24.  The procedure followed in this study was aimed at minimizing the arbitrariness in the
labeling of taxes and transfers, by making sure that all flows are fully taken into account on a
national accounts basis, e.g., by recovering the government deficit figure after all flows are
considered (Table I-4). The age and gender distribution of the net tax burden was allocated as
large a fraction as possible to individual cohorts, so as to minimize the problem that the
generational accounts do not recognize the intergenerational distributional implications of the
government consumption program (see Buiter (1995), and Section B above).

Generational accounts treat public investment as if it was consumed the year it was made.
That is, government purchases for any year include the purchase of new public capital, but
exclude the services of existing public capital. It would, however, make no difference whether
the accounts included the prospective purchase of public assets when they are bought or the
consumption of their services when they are used (to the extent that no specific beneficiary to
these services can be distinguished). The present value of prospective government purchases
would be the same in either case (because the value of the asset is the present value of its
services). Despite the inherent uncertainties in assigning the respective flows of services,
investments in health, education, and some social services were lumped with current transfers
in the accounts presented here.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution
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Chart I-1
France: Profiles of Tax Incidence
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Chart I-2.
France: Profiles of Government Transfers
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Table I-4. France: Accounts of the General Government (1995)
(In millions of francs)

INCOME EXPEND. NET TAXES
as
Current Account % of GDP
Operational Income n2 160,512 160,512 2.09
Subsidies 130 127,910 -127,910 -1.67
VAT r21 533,338 533,338 6.94
Other Taxes on Goods and Services 122 563,061 563,061 7.33
Customs Taxes 29 177 177 0.00
Corporate Income Tax 611 121,219 121,219 1.58
Income Tax 1612 398,392 398,392 5.19
Other Income & Wealth/Property Taxir613
Property Taxes (Taxe d'habitation) 40,017 40,017 0.52
Other Income & Wealth Taxes 168,754 3,314 165,440 2.15
Soc Security Contributions 166 1,479,788 1,479,788 19.27
Social Security Transfers 641
Pensions 741,094 -741,094 -9.65
Health 406,937 -406,937 -5.30
Unemployment 98,430 -98,430 -1.28
Others, including family allowances 162,717 -162,717 “2.12
Gov. Pensions and other Entitlements 1642 152,453 -152,453 -1.98
Other Social Transfers 1643 220,277 ~220,277 -2.87
Gov Soc Sec Contr.(contrib, fictives) r63+r65 350,931 205,770 145,161 1.89
Transfers to Private Agen 66 15,695 -15,695 -0.20
Other Domestic Transfers 169 63,626 102,722 -39,096 -0.51
Intern. Official Transfers 167 20,171 78,383 -58,212 -0.76
Interests rdl 38,299 309,487 -271,188 -3.53
Income from land 143 3,763 151 3,612 0.05
Dividends rd4 17,078 17,078 0.22
Income of "quasi-societes” 45 0 ) 0 0.00
Insurance Premiums 151 1,960 2,063 -103 0.00
Insurance Payments 52 933 1,060 -127 0.00
Total Income 3,962,019
Total Non-discretionary expenditure 2,628,463
Disposable Income n3 1,333,556
Final Consumption p30 1,480,894
Education . fl 380,000 -380,000 -4.95
Culture f2 47,000 -47,000 -0.61
Health 3 258,000 -258,000 -3.36
Social Interventions f4 112,000 -112,000 -1.46
Other 683,894 -683,894 -8.90
Capital Account -43,589 360,189
Gross Savings nd -147,338
Fixed Investment p4l 240,321
Stockbuilding pa2 -1,538
Purchase of land p71 5,213
Purchase of non-material assets p72 443
Subsidies to Investment 71 49,343 92,945
Taxes in capital r72 47,336
Other Capital Transfers 179 7,070 22,805
Capital Bxpenditure on
Education 36,019 -36,019 -0.47
Culture 23,412 23,412 <0.30
Health 25,213 -25,213 -0.33
Social Interventions 18,009 -18,009 -0.23
Other 257,535 -257,535 -3.35
Capital Income 103,749 103,749 1.35
Net Borrowing Requirements -403,778 -5.26

Source: Insee, Rapport sur les Comptes de la Nation, 1995; and Staff calculations.
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Key assumptions and other technical aspects

25.  Akey ingredient in the calculation of generational accounts is the economic and
demographic assumptions needed in order to extend and discount the components of the zero-
sum equation. They are the rate of productivity growth, the discount rate, and the rate of
population growth. For present purposes, the average annual growth of productivity is
assumed to be constant at 1.0 percent per year over the long run (baseline case). A discount
rate of 3 percent is assumed, this is midway between the average yield on government bonds
and the real rate of return to private sector capital, and thus provides a reasonable indicator of
society’s trade-off between present and future consumption. Alternative values of 4 percent
and 5 percent are also used to gauge the sensitivity of the results to this particular parameter.
The projection of population by age and sex for 1995-2050 provided by INSEE corresponds
to the high growth case (i.e., a fertility rate of 2.1 percent and no immigration) found in Dinh
(1995). This trend is extrapolated through 2200 by assuming that the birth rate stabilizes after
2050.

26.  Other technical assumptions made in this paper concern participation rates, the growth
rate of medical expenditure, and pension indexation. As regards the rate of participation, a
number of studies point to past and projected increases in the participation of women in the
labor force.® This trend is captured in the implementation presented here by incorporating the
observation that this increase has taken place through two mechanisms. First, women who
have entered the labor force when young have, in their majority, remained active until
retirement. Therefore, the future participation rate of cohorts aged 50-60 is likely to approach
that of cohorts aged 40-50 (adjusted for some early retirement). Second, there has been a
gradual, albeit small, rise in the participation rate of women in their 20s, which is expected to
continue (at a decreasing pace) until about 2020.1°

27.  The current profile of pension payments reflects several influences, among which the
growth of real wages in the past and the indexation of benefits. This profile, however, is
bound to change over time. Since 1993, and following the proposals in the “Livre blanc sur
les retraites,” pension benefits (in the régime général) have been adjusted in line with the CPI,
instead of according to wages. Accordingly, baseline projections assume that pensions will
continue to be indexed to the CPI (although the 1993 Pension Reform leaves the door open
for a change in this rule) and that wages will rise in line with productivity growth.

28.  Inthe medium term, aggregate health care expenditure as a proportion of GDP is
assumed to fall marginally, while beyond the year 2002, individual health care spending is

*See, for example DARES (1997).
1%Using the participation rate as a measure of economic activity is akin to assuming that the

unemployment rate is constant in the long run; in the baseline, this rate is assumed to
correspond to the current NAIRU.
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assumed to rise in line with productivity. This assumption contrasts markedly with the
experience of the 1980s and early 1990s, when per capita real public health expenditures after
adjustment for demographic changes rose faster than labor productivity. However, to the
extent that the reform of public health care announced in 1995 will take its full effect in the
coming years, it may not appear implausible.™

Main results

29.  The baseline case compares the generational accounts of males and females born in
1995 with the average of those born after 1995 (Table I-5). The projections reflect policies
that were in place or had been announced as of 1995; therefore, it takes into account the
medium-term fiscal plans contained in the convergence program presented by the previous
government. In the baseline scenario (and except where indicated otherwise), the participation
rate of women is projected to rise, while that of men is projected to remain constant, and a
zero-indexation rule is assumed for pension expenditures, reflecting the fact that accounts are
computed in constant prices.

30.  The baseline generational accounts for male and female cohorts for the base year 1995
are presented in Table I-6 under the assumptions of a 1 percent productivity growth and
discount rates of 3, 4, and 5 percent. A negative value means that the generation is projected
to receive more in transfers than it will pay in taxes over its remaining lifetime. Not surpris-
ingly, a life-cycle pattern emerges (see Charts 3 and 4) with working-age generations having
the higher tax burden and older generations being net recipients (working-age generations face
many years of paying taxes before starting to receive pensions, while some of the benefits they
receive indirectly, such as free education for their children, are rather assigned to younger
generations).

"n a version of the paper published elsewhere (Generational Accounting around the World,
Kotlikoff et al., forthcoming), the central scenario assumes that health care will increase faster
than labor productivity. Although it is reasonable to make such an assumption, not least
because health care is a superior good, public expenditure on health care need not grow as
fast, in view of quantitative constraints. For example, the growth in expenditure on hospitals
in France has moderated substantially since global budgets were introduced in the 1980s. One
of the main objectives of the 1995 reform was to introduce controls and incentives to reduce
the growth of other components of public expenditure on health care (such as reimbursements
of ambulatory services and laboratory exams). For a full discussion of these issues, see
Chapter 1 of IMF Staff Country Report No. 97/19, March 1997.
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Chart I-3
France: Male Net Tax Profile
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Table I-5. France: Baseline (Standard) Generational Accountsl/

Males Females
Newborn in 1995 (in $) 144,380 114,132
Future generations (in $) 235,332 186,029
Generational imbalances (% difference) 63 63

Source: Staff calculations.

1/ Present value of lifetime net tax payments as of 1995 assuming productivity growth rate of
1 percent and a discount rate of 3 percent.
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Table I-6. France: Baseline Generational Accounts

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)
Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Age in 1995 Male  Female | Male  Female Male Female

0 144,380 114,132 114,444 68,057 74,899 34,100
5 181,889 144,389 158,789  98,421| 118,889 62,058
10 223,387 178,850| 208,862 135,118] 171,151 98,081
15 260,593 207,943 254,327 169,607| 221,657 134,665
20 312,309 250,303] 313,862 219,673| 288,647 189,357
25 331,838 272,427 341,750 251,912{ 327,020 228,877
30 291,367 247,649 308,475 238,412| 305,839 224,498
35 227,156  206,821| 248,583 207,895 257,446 202,969
40 140,690 150,190{ 163,514 160,041] 182,301 163,406
45 45,062 84,690, 66,311 100,729| 91,786 110,490
50 -48,644 20,261 -29,270 39,182 -1,409 52,609
55 -175,725 -68,041] -156,185 -48,754| -128,515 -33,780
60 -221,021 -124,506] -207,258 -106,734) -188,542 -92,403
65 -217,883 -126,368| -207,740 -112,508| -193,887 -100,970
70 -163,808 -106,164] -156,823 -96,278; -147,504 -87,808
75 -173,388 -115,251} -166,762 -107,469| -159,106 -100,594
80 99,638 -74,534| -96250 -70,305| -92,425 -66,506
85 -107,900 -78,326| -104.879 -75,155| -101,693  -72,233
90 98,822 -76,170] -95,995 -73,824| -93,438 -71,618
>95 -103,223  -75,965| -101,138  -74,452{ -99,131  -72,997
Fut. Generations 235,332 186,029 169,454 100,770 111,975 50,980

Percentage Difference 63 63 48 48 50 50

Source: Staff calculations
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31.  For males in the baseline case (with a 3 percent discount rate), the generational
account ( i.e., the remaining net tax payments) is about US$145,000 for newborns in 1995,
rising to a peak of US$330,000 for those who turned 25 in 1995 (who have thus completed
their education and have to wait yet some 35 years before retiring). Thereafter, the account
falls, becoming negative for those aged 50 in 1995, individuals approaching retirement, and
thus a reduced level of income taxes and the receipt of public pension benefits. For females,
the lifetime pattern is similar but the accounts at each age are generally much lower than for
males. For example, newborn females in 1995 face a net lifetime fiscal burden of some
US$115,000, which peaks at US$273,000 at age 25. The fact that accounts for females are
lower than males, reflects first, the lower female participation rate and lower pay scale, so that
their lifetime gross taxes (mainly labor income and social security taxes) are lower; and
second, greater longevity, which tends to increase the present value of their pension receipts.

32.  Inthe baseline scenario, the average net payment burden of future generations is
somewhat over one and a half times higher than that faced by the youngest generation alive
in 1995 (represented by the 04 year old cohort of 1995). If all generations born before 1995
are protected from any change in their lifetime net-tax profile, future generations will have to
pay on average about 63 percent more than the youngest “protected” generations, in order to
guarantee the ultimate solvency of the government. Assuming that the tax burden of future
generations™ will be shared by men and women proportionally to the net-tax burden faced by
men and women belonging to the 1995 newborn generation, the lifetime net tax paid by males
in future generations would amount to US$235,000, while women would pay US$180,000
over their lifetime.'*

33.  Generational imbalances are, however, sensitive to the discount and productivity
growth rates assumed, as well as to the accounting conventions adopted. Appendix II shows
the impact of varying these parameters in the range of 3 percent and 5 percent, and 0.75 per-
cent and 1.5 percent, respectively. Increasing the discount rate to 5 percent, for instance,
would reduce the imbalance by 20 percent, while raising productivity by 0.5 percentage points
would cut the imbalance by some 10 percent. Although the net present value of all net taxes

12The results are presented in 1995 U.S. dollars for ease of comparison with other country
cases.

BTotal net tax payments by all future generations derived as residuals from the intertemporal
budget equation, amounted to F 60,555 billion.

1The lifetime net present value of labor income for someone earning the 1995 minimum wage
is of about US$300,000 (taking into account pension payments, which are deferred labor
income and using a 3 percent discount rate), while that of the average worker is around
US$700,000. Therefore, for average workers, the present value of net tax payments will
correspond to about one third of their lifetime labor income adjusted for productivity growth,
thus ensuring the solvency of the government accounts.
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decreases monotonically with higher interest rates, the change in the imbalance needs not,
owing to the uneven distribution of taxes over the lifetimes of current generations (e.g., the
impact of a higher discount rate is more marked for women than for men). By contrast, for
parameters in the range chosen, the imbalance always decreases when productivity growth
increases (mainly because pensions are indexed to CPI and not to wages).!* Changes in the
rules regarding the accounting of government wealth or the incidence of corporate income
taxes, can also lead to changes in the imbalance of the order of 15-50 percentage points (see
Appendix IT). Although these figures illustrate the magnitude of the uncertainty associated
with any computation of generational accounts, they all point to a worsening of the net tax
burden on future generations in France.

D. International Comparisons

34.  Aninteresting question is how France compares with other countries for which there
have been standard generational accounting studies. Table I-7 from the OECD (1995)
presents comparative generational accounts for other industrial countries: Germany
(Raffelheuschen and Walliser, 1995), Italy before the 1995 reform (Franco et al., 1994),
Sweden (Hageman and Christoph, 1995), and the United States (Auerbach, Gokhale, and
Kotlikoff, 1993). International comparisons of generational accounts require a great deal of
caution because the technical and policy assumptions are different across studies (e.g., while
figures provided in Table I-7 were based on similar discount and productivity growth rates,
accounting conventions including the classification of tax incidence were by no means
homogenous). Nonetheless, some interesting patterns emerge. Measured in absolute 1995
U.S. dollars, newborn males in France appear to be facing a lower net tax burden than their
counterparts in the United States, Germany, Sweden, and Norway, and a higher one than that
facing Italian newborn males before the implementation of the 1995 pension reform; newborn
women, by contrast, appear to bear a heavier burden in France than in the United States,
Norway, and Italy, while bearing an approximate equivalent burden than their counterparts in
Germany and Sweden. For the United States, the higher average net tax burden of newborn
generations can in part be attributed to the smaller proportion of public spending directed to
social transfers vis-a-vis France. While in France the overall level of taxation, including social
contributions, is considerably higher than in the United States, this difference tends to be
offset in the calculation of the net tax burden for France by the counterpart of those
contributions (i.e., large social transfers)® and a relatively large outlay related to public
hospitals and higher education.

BSensitivity analysis with respect to another source of uncertainty—the demographic
assumptions—was not performed, but as shown below, a less optimistic assumption about the
demographics in France, e.g., using Dinh (1994) “central” projection of 1.8 fertility rate,
would tend to worsen the imbalance. ‘

1%In 1994, social transfers as a percentage of GDP amounted to 23.3 percent and 13.2 percent
in France and the United States, respectively.
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Table I-7. France: International Comparison of Generational Accountsl/
{In thousands of dollars) 2/

USA Italy Germany Sweden Norway

Males

New borns in 1993 191 102 311 272 181

Future generations 384 433 390 333 299

Generational imbalance (in % difference) 102 326 25 23 64
Females

New borns in 1993 92 19 133 134 42

Future generations 186 79 166 165 70

Generational imbalance (in % difference) 102 327 26 23 66

Source: OECD (1995)

1/ Present values of future net tax payments per capita as of 1993, assuming productivity growth of 1 percent, a
a discount rate of 3 percent.

2/ In constant prices, adjusted for income growth, converted to US dollars using 1993 nominal exchange rates.
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35.  Inall four countries, there is a generational imbalance against future generations
implied by prevailing fiscal policies. The imbalance (measured in percentage differences)
appears to be much lower in France than in Italy (326 percent difference before the 1995
pension reform) and the United States (100 percent), but somewhat larger than in Sweden

(23 percent) and Germany (25 percent). As noted above, differences in methodology and
assumptions could partly explain these differences. Nevertheless, the relatively smaller
generational imbalance compared to Italy can be attributed somewhat to, among other factors,
a higher debt to GDP ratio in Italy and a more marked demographic change (which prompted
a deepening of the reform of the pension system in 1995)." The relative smaller imbalance vis-
a-vis the United States stems largely from less optimistic assumptions on the projected growth
of public expenditure in health care.’® The imbalance vis-a-vis Sweden (a country with a larger
welfare system) can be traced to several sources. On the one hand, since 1994 the Swedish
economy has undergone a substantial fiscal adjustment aimed at moving the fiscal accounts
into surplus by year 2000, and retirement age at 65 years is higher than in France. On the
other hand, discrepancies in the recording of social benefits (in good measure recorded as
government consumption instead of social transfers) appear to have tilted the imbalance
against current generations (whose burden is higher than in France).

E. Generational Accounts of Babyboomers

36.  The standard practice of generational accounting includes only future net tax
payments, and does not incorporate past net payments of currently living generations.
Therefore, the only meaningful comparison of generational accounts is between those of
newlyborn generations in the base year and those of future generations, for which lifetime net
tax payments are available. Although this way of presenting generational accounts yields
insightful results regarding intergenerational imbalances, its interpretation may have a lesser
policy relevance than measures aimed at comparing the accounts of those presently living.
Indeed, by comparing only the tax burden of unborn generations with that of current children,
standard generational accounts fail to address the real political dilemma, which involves a
trade-off among living generations. To address this kind of question, it is rather more
interesting to compare the net tax burden of, say, current adults (e.g., some cohort of
babyboomers), with that of young generations (e.g., those under age 25, who have not fully

17 The impact of the public debt can be substantial, especially when higher discount rates are
considered. It can be gauged by computing the generational accounts under the assumption
zero debt. In the absence of public debt, the imbalance in France would have been some

10 percent smaller in the 3 percent discount rate case, moving to two thirds and a half as the
discount rate was increased towards 5 percent.

¥The larger imbalance reported in the study on the United States in fact stems largely from
the assumption made on the growth of health care expenditure, which indicates that real
medical costs per recipient will grow much faster than productivity through the year 2020, in
line with early projections from the Health Care Financing Administration.
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entered the labor force yet) under the assumption that young generations will bear the same
tax burden as all future generations (the standard assumption that all generations alive in 1995
will be “protected” for their whole lifetime is somewhat implausible, given that owing to
demographic changes evident already in the early decades of the next century, the heavier
burden on future generations will start to be apparent at a relatively early date, and will imply
heavy pressures for policy changes).

37.  Asayardstick, the generation born in 195055 was chosen to represent adult living
generations in the computation of the imbalance between “protected” adult generations and
young and future generations." For this purpose, not only future net transfers were projected
(as it is done in the standard exercise), but a retrospective account of past net transfers of
selected adult generations was computed.®

38.  The calculations reported in Table I-8 indicate that under the present system of taxes
and benefits, the projected net tax burden on generations currently aged less than 25 is on
average close to two times as large as that faced by those born around 1950. Results vary
somewhat, depending on the rate of productivity growth used for comparing the burden on
current adult generations and the discount rate, but except for the largest discount rate, the
imbalance is significant. If generations are put on equal footing by assuming a 1 percent
productivity growth rate, the imbalance is of the order of 90 percent. However, as in many
other industrialized countries, productivity growth in France was much higher in 1950-70
than in recent years. Thus, an “historical” measure should weigh early benefits differently from
later tax payments, and net taxes instead of being measured in constant francs and later
adjusted by a constant rate of growth of productivity, should reflect the size of the economy at
different times (i.e., past net taxes should be adjusted for GDP growth over the period).
Computing the generational imbalance in this way confirms that future generations would bear
a larger burden than current adult generations.

F. Redressing the Generational Imbalance

39.  Undoubtedly, the pending demographic transition, with the projected increase in the
dependency ratio, is the root cause of most of the intergenerational imbalance. Were the
demographic structure to remain unchanged, a significant imbalance would not emerge

(Table I-9). In face of the demographic changes, however, delaying changes in the status quo
(e.g., regarding that of current adult generations, and in particular concerning pensions) would

®This generation, born at the beginning of what became to be known as the “30 glorious”
years of economic growth, has played a key role in national life, since attending university in
the late 1960s and early 1970s.

Details of the computation of the past net tax burden can be found in Appendix I. Kotlikoff
et al., (1995) also presents retrospective accounts for the United States.
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Table I-8. France: Generational Accounts of Living Generations 1/
(In 1995 US dollars)
Productivity Growth 1% Historical
Discount Rates (percent) 3 4 5 3 4 5
Current Generations 2/
Men 128,552 87,115 57,852 106,566 74,404 51,630
Women 103,103 69,066 43,837 80,252 54,956 36,252
Average 115,828 78,091 50,845 93,409 64,680 43,941
Future Generations 3/
Men 213,771 160,414 114,871 213,771 160,414 114,871
Women 168,985 95,394 52,298 168,985 95,394 52,298
Average 191,378 127,904 83,585 191,378 127,904 83,585
Generational Imbalance 4/
Men 66 84 99 101 116 122
Women 64 38 19 111 74 44
Average 65 64 64 105 98 90

Source: Staff Calculations.

1/ Lifetime net tax payments of presently-living generations converted into 1995 present values.

2/ Refer to current adults aged 25 or more (represented by the 1950-55 cohorts).

3/ Refer to current youngsters (under 25 years of age)

4/ Percentage difference between the lifetime net tax payments of young and adult generations in 1995.
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Table 1-9. France: Generational Accounts

With Unchanged Population Profile

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)
Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Agein 1995 Male Female Male Female | Male Female

0 241,472 173,074 180,497 105,056| 118,504 58237
5 285,067 205,905| 232,469 138,904| 169914 89,792
10 325,760 237,912 284,660 175,656 225,785 127,248
15 383,143 279,509 351,011 221,994| 295,771 174,686
20 378,429 276,778] 359,413 235,636] 319,466 199,813
25 396,529 294,219 386,956 264,104| 357,772 236,145
30 346,413 259,013 345,198 241,283| 329,068 223,210
35 277,616 215,027} 281,541 207,724| 277,206 198,430
40 189,597 158360| 196,551 159,600| 201,941 157,998
45 84,108 88,226 92,864 95,934 105,421 100,448
50 -35,969 20,290} -23,148 35,287 -1,531 46,255
55 -139,175  -50,615| -125,350 -35,898] -104,397 -24,198
60 -185,644 -99,124| -175,281 -86,930] -161,726 -76,861
65 -180,647 -100,225{ -173,159 -90,850| -163,418 -82,901
70 -126,611  -79,424| -122,020 -72,883| -115,820 -67,213
75 -159,962 -117,209{ -153,403 -108,939} -145,731 -101,586
80 -104,806 -74,362| -101,434 -70,858| -97,939 -67,664
85 -94,747 -68,408| -92,283 -65977| -89,796 -63,722
90 -83,771  -65,449| -81,675 -63,647| -79,755 -61,946
>95 -149,770  -64,408| -143,664 -63,198| -133.916 -62,033
Fut. Generations 205,548 147,326 99,215 57,747 35,588 17,489

Percentage Difference 1 1 1 1 0 0

Source: Staff calculations
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only increase the cost of adjustment borne out by subsequent generations.”! The recognition of
the need for an early adjustment motivated the pension reforms in France designed in the early
1990s and partially implemented in 1993 (mainly affecting the “régime général’) and 1996
(with respect to supplementary mandatory pension schemes)—most notably the indexation
of pensions to the CPI instead of wages. Table I-10 shows that, were pensions still indexed
to wages, e.g., increasing at real rates of 1-1.5 percent a year, the intergenerational imbalance
would be almost twice as large, raising to more than 100 percent. This illustration underscores
the intergenerational redistribution of resources implied by major pension reforms. Together
with that in Table I-9, it suggests that creating incentives so that projected increases in life
expectancy are accompanied by longer working lives and contribution periods for a full
pension could eliminate most of the problem that is manifest in current projections.

40. Increasing the participation rate (through tightening eligibility requirements for
benefits and increasing the taxation of replacement income, including from early retirement)
would thus appear to be a policy that could contribute to improving the generational stance of
fiscal policy: a higher participation rate not only widens the tax base by raising labor income
and GDP, but also reduces pension expenditure as a percent of GDP. A characteristic of the
French labor market since the mid-1980s is the relatively low level of labor force participation,
particularly for people aged 5565, while life expectancy continued to increase. As the
participation rate of this group of people declined from 31.5 to 16.5 percent, despite a
significant increase in the participation rate of women, its share in the active population fell
from 18.7 percent in the 1960s to 9.4 percent in 1995 (Dares, 1997). Between 1968 and 1995,
participation rates for males aged 60-65 dropped from 68 percent to about 15 percent with
only a small change for those aged 55-59. For females aged 60-65, there was a decline from
35 percent to about 13 percent, whereas those in the age group of 55~59 experienced an
increase in participation rates from 4255 percent during the same period. Table I-11 shows
that by inducing a gradual rise in the participation rate of those aged 60-65 in 2005-2015 to
40 percent, the imbalance between newborn and future generations is reduced dramatically
(vanishing for a discount rate of 4 percent).

41.  Although representing an improvement, the lower imbalance reflected in this scenario
is achieved mainly by increasing the burden on current young generations. This points to the
need for an early increase in the participation rate for people aged 55-65. Table I-12 shows

21t should be noted that generational accounts are silent about how the adjustment will be
effected. On the one hand, changes that formally affect only future generations’ accounts can
have an impact on the welfare of current generations. For instance, a cut in public expenditure
on education for future generations, while not directly affecting the tax profile of current
generations, would likely reduce their actual net income to the extent that parents would have
to shoulder the cost of educating their children. On the other hand, differences in the
treatment of taxpayers based on specifics characteristics (e.g., senior citizens often pay lower
health contributions than working-age persons, couples and large families tend to benefit from
income tax deductions), while marginal today, could become more prominent in the future.
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Table I-10. France: Generational Accounts
Without Pensions Indexed to CPI 1/

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)

Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Age in 1995 Male Female Male Female Male Female

0 125,563 101,236] 104,509 62,0591 69,939 31,257
5 161,632 130,500| 147,564 91,635 113,008 58,681
10 201,587 163,814 196,180 127,407| 164,180 94,054
15 236,908 191,559] 239,873 160,796} 213,324 129,841
20 286,492 232,768{ 297,314 209,766| 278,632 183,662
25 303,949 253,468| 322,986 240,668{ 315,109 222,097
30 261,659 227,444 287,490 225,829{ 291,863 216,534
35 195,507 185,333] 225,101 193,837} 241,037 193,633
40 107,150 127,426| 137,372 144,387| 163,128 152,490
45 9,080 60,367 36,897 83,155 69,179 97,629
50 86,702  -5207| -61,743  19,966| -27,467 37,945
55 -214,809  -93,699| -190,806 -68,946f -157,371 -49,820
60 -234,424 -132,032] -219,741 -113,036| -199,648 -97,721
65 -227,561 -132,176| -216,832 -117,480| -202,088 -105,254
70 -170,064 -110,113] -162,734 -99,724| -152,893  -90,830
75 -178,201 -118,255( -171,319 -110,165} -163,327 -103,025
80 -101,603  -75,913| -98,111 -71,551{ -94,150 -67,637
85 -109,477  -79,293} -106,384 -76,062] -103,111 -73,086
90 -99,925 -77,002 -97,041 -74,616] -94,433 -72,373
>95 -104,297 -76,877| -102,174  -75,332| -100,132  -73,847
Fut. Generation 263,378 212,351 205,398 121,967 149,506 66,817

Percentage Difference 110 110 97 97 114 114

Source: Staff calculations

1/ Pensions indexed to wages in early years, and to 1.2 percent rate (+ inflation) thereafter.
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Table I-11. France: Alternative Policy Scenario

Change in Male and Female Participation Rates1/

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)

Discount Rate

3% 4% 5%
Age in 1995 Male Female Male Female Male Female
0 163,614 130,450 126,369 77,191 81,826] 39,265
5 202,634 162,097{ 172,290] 108,825} 127,116 68,231
10 245,786 198,040{ 224,160] 146,947 180,929 105,439
15 284,906 228,675 271,742] 183,004| 233,322| 143,394
20 339,104| 272,639| 333,979| 234,794] 302,758| 199,668
25 361,071 296,559 364,747| 269,022] 343,909| 241,085
30 323,134} 273,613} 334,657| 257,691| 325,967| 238,889
35 261,904] 2349821 278,597 229,808| 281,614] 220,101
40 178,825 181,067| 198,055| 185,247| 211,448| 184,068
45 76,121} 110,716 95,766 122,951 117,806| 129,545
50 32,011  35,632] -13,574| 52,706 12,795 64,568
55 -173,906{ -65,343] -154,529| -46,552| ~127,107] -31,972
60 -219,768) -122,548] -206,099] -105,097| -187,536] -91,025
65 -217,204] -125,219f -207,106] -111,534| -193,330{ -100,141
70 -163,489] -105,577| -156,523] -95,774| -147,239{ -87,373
75 -173,255| -114,981} -166,636] -107,235] -158,994| -100,390
80 -99,593| -74,437} -96,207| -70,220] -92,387] -66,431
85 -107,887] -78,298) -104,866| -75,130] -101,682} -72,211
90 -98,822| -76,170f -95,995| -73,824f -93,438| -71,618}
>95 -103,223| -75,965{ -101,138] -74,452{ -99,131] -72,997
Fut. Generation 193,658 175,797 117,008 92,733 58,244 43,137
Percentage Difference 18 35 -7 20 -29 10
26 3 -16

Source: Staff calculations
1/ The participation rate of men aged 60-65 gradually increases from 15 percent to

40 percent in 2005-2015; that of women ages 60-65 raises from 13 percent to

40 percent.
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Table 1-12. France: Alternative Policy Scenario
With Early Change in Participation Rates 1/

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)

Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Age in 1995 Male Female Male Female Male Female
0 179,304 145,1991 136,179  85,370f 87,582 43853
5 219,563 178,084 183,400 118,130 133,955 73,706
10 264,076  215,361] 236,756 157,521} 189,061 111,960
15 304,760 247,387| 286,084 194,978 243,028 151,127
20 360,992 292,791| 350,558 248,312 314,515 208,813
25 384,998 318,399] 383,743 284,376] 358,018 251,962
30 349,108 297,102] 356,271 274,999 342,783 251,732
35 290,354 260,631] 303,416 249,640 301,842 235,533
40 203,337 204,496] 330,209 203,996] 230,153 199,157
45 100,824 131,757| 118,570 140,407| 137,699 144,096
50 -15,304 43,142 2,185 59,478 26,930 70,720
55 -160,512  -60,606) -141,944 -42,286| -115,459 28,102
60 -214222 -120,151} -200,907 -102,934| -182,711 -89,059
65 216,289 -124,420| -206,250 -110,836| -192,558  -99,526
70 -162,982 -105,124| -156,046 -95,370| -146,803 -87,011
75 -172,935 -114,678§ -166,335 -106,959| -158,716 -11,138
80 -99.467  -74,321} -96,088 -70,112] -98276 -66,331
85 -107,817  -78,224| -104,800 -75,061] -101,620 -72,147
90 -98,789  -76,127 <92 -75,7784] -93,407 -71,580
>95 -103,223  -75,965} -101,138  -74,452| -99,131 -72,997
Fut. Generation 171,067 154,298 88,582 69,913 28,323 20,859
Percentage Difference 0 0 -28 -28 -63 -63

Source: Staff calculations

1/ The participation rate of men aged 60-65 gradually increases from 15 percent to
40 percent starting in year 2000; that of women aged 60-65 raises from 13 percent
10 40 percent; a 3-5 percentage increase in the participation rate of men aged

55-60 is also allowed.
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that bringing forward the process, and allowing for a small increase in the participation rate of
males aged 55-60, would lead to a greater reduction of the imbalance, with a decline in the
burden on future, as well as current young generations. Indeed, Table I-13 shows that such an
early action would also cut the imbalance between “babyboomers” and young generations by
half.

42.  Anincrease to 40 percent in the participation rate of those aged 60-65 is consistent
with both a three-year increase in the effective retirement age, and a five-year increase in the
effective retirement age with fewer working hours in later years—thus leaving ample room for
a variety of policy alternatives.?> However, a key measure to achieve this objective would be
to consider increasing the number of years required for retiring with a full pension to 45
(adjusting at the same time the formula for computing benefits and the minimum contributive
pension). While the 1993 reform included a gradual increase in the number of years from 37 to
40, it fell short of the increase to 42 proposed in the Livre blanc. Its potential effect is thus
projected to be quite limited, because more than one half of workers already retire with 40
years of contributions, while the effective pension for those with less than 32.5 years of
contributions is determined by the relatively high level of the minimum pension (Briet, et. al,
1995). The increase in the number of years of contributions (if accompanied by an adjustment
of the minimum contributive pension) would not require the abolition of the right to retire at
60, but it would create incentives for longer careers and enhance economic activity.” From a
fiscal point of view, the increase in the number of years should be accompanied by a change in
the formula for computing benefits (i.e., the number of years of contributions used in the
denominator of the formula should increase accordingly).

2While increasing the proportion of people younger than age 65 who work could lead to a
surge in output and taxes (even under the assumption of a constant share of labor in GDP)
and reduced pressures on pensions, achieving this goal would require that both labor supply
and demand be stimulated. In this regard, calibration of the wages, working hours, and accrual
of pension rights to ensure that the labor market clears for older workers is also likely to be
required at an early stage.

“In principle, working at an increasingly older age should become less of a burden, as
intellectual work tends to be increasingly substituting for repetitive manual work. In this
context, increasing the number of years of contribution, instead of the minimum retirement
age, protects those who have entered the labor force at an early age, while being fair to those
who entered later (e.g., by staying longer in school) or wanted to have a more flexible
working life profile. In particular, given that education in France is free, it is equitable to
require from those who received more benefits to stay much longer in the labor force.
Moreover, if greater wage differentiation is also allowed, increasing the number of years of
contribution would not create disincentives to accumulating greater human capital.
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Table I-13. France: Generational Accounts of the Babyboomers 1/
With Early Increase of Participation Rate

- 35 -

Discount Rate of 3%
Productivity growth 1% Historical Rate
Slow Increase
Babyboomers 1/
Males 166,017 129,235
Female 129,622 97,976
Average 147,819 113,605
Future generations 2/
Males 171,067 171,067
Female 154,298 154,298
Average 162,683 162,683
Imbalance
Males 3 32
Female 19 57
Average 10 43

Source: Staff Calculations.

1/ Lifetime net tax payments for the 1950-55 cohorts.

2/ Including generations born after 1970.

©lnternational Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



-36-

G. Conclusions

43.  This paper attempts to contribute to ongoing discussions about the long-run
sustainability of fiscal policy in the face of an aging population in France using a framework
designed to capture the intergenerational aspect of the problem. It presents for the first time a
set of generational accounts for France with a view to assessing the implications for future
generations, given current fiscal rules, of the growth in government spending and debt when
the effects of demographic projections and other factors such as the anticipated change in
labor force participation rates are taken into account. The calculations reported in this study
indicate that the present system of benefits and taxes, if continuously maintained for current
adults, is out of balance in the long run from a generational perspective.

44.  The size of the standard generational imbalance implies that a lack of fiscal policy
adjustment will leave future generations of French citizens facing a lifetime net tax burden that
is more than one and a half times as large as those confronting current adult generations based
on existing policies. Fortunately, policies can be specified that would help alleviate such an
imbalance, in particular those aimed at fostering higher employment and later retirement
among the cohorts aged 55-65. This paper has presented such a policy scenario, indicating
that an early, but gradual, increase to 40 percent in the participation rate of people aged
60-65—combined with longer pension contribution periods—would sharply reduce the
generational imbalance between young and future generations, as well as the imbalance
between current adult and young generations, with a decrease in the absolute net tax burden
on future generations.

45. A number of caveats call for a careful interpretation of the results presented here.
First, the accounts do not reflect private intergenerational transfers, which could contribute to
lowering the size of the imbalance. Second, as this is a pure accounting model, no behavioral
responses on the part of economic agents are built into the present framework. Finally, the
results are sensitive to the long-term economic and demographic assumptions underlying this
kind of study. Nonetheless, if interpreted with care, the generational accounts for France as
presented in this paper can be used to gauge the extent of direct intergenerational
redistribution implied by changing fiscal policies, and thereby assist public decision-making in
this area.
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SOURCES AND DATA CONSTRUCTION

46.  As explained above, average net tax payments for each generation were calculated by
distributing aggregate taxes and transfers across population of cohorts according to the
age/sex profiles of payments and benefits observed. This required first an estimation of a
generational profile (i.e., by individual cohorts of age and gender) of different taxes and
benefits in some base year. This was done principally using the 1990 data from surveys
conducted by the tax administration department of the Ministry of Finances and INSEE. In a
second step, the aggregate weight of each tax or benefit was computed using information in
the annual national accounts published by INSEE.

Computation of profiles

47.  Chart I-1 presents the age/sex profiles for the five categories of tax considered
(personal income tax, property tax, wealth tax, social security tax, and consumption tax). The
profiles corresponding to personal income taxes, property taxes, and consumption taxes
were based primarily on data from a tax survey conducted by the Ministry of Finance
(Enquéte sur les revenus fiscaux des ménages, 1990). INSEE provided a break down of the
results of the 1990 tax survey on these taxes according to the age of the head of households
surveyed, but a disaggregation by gender was necessary for the study at hand and was thus
inferred from additional sources. This disaggregation is not trivial because the differences in
income between men and women vary over the life cycle according to marital status,
childbearing, etc. Therefore, in order to take these factors into account, a more detailed
disaggregation of the 1984 and 1990 tax surveys (Canceill, 1989, and Campagne, et. al, 1996)
and data on the number of individuals at each age living in different types of households (from
the 1990 population census) were also used. Canceill (1989) provides several tables showing
the average income and personal income tax payments of different types of households (e.g.,
persons living alone, couples without children, couples with one, two, or three children,
households headed by single parents, etc.). Crossing this information with census data on the
population living in different types of households (individus selon le sexe, 1'dge et le mode de
vie, INSEE, 1990), permitted to disaggregate by gender the figures by household in the
original survey.? The disaggregation of VAT, and other indirect taxes, was computed by
assuming similar consumption profiles for men and women (i.e., assuming that for each age
cohort, individuals of both genders pay the same amount of consumption-based taxes).

48.  The profiles corresponding to social security contributions were based primarily on
the distribution of wages and employment. They were estimated using the age profiles of

20f course, this is an approximation based on a number of assumptions (e.g., that in a
household comprising a couple but headed by a man, both adults would have the same age),
as well as some judgment about the tax incidence on certain populations (e.g., retired couples,
which comprise the majority of the childless couples for which Canceill has information on).
The overall impact of the imprecisions arising from these assumptions would appear minor.
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wages computed by INSEE (Colin, 1995 and Perotin, 1989), and the average proportion
between the wages received by men and women found in Bayet (1996).% The average
individual contribution to the social security system was then computed by adjusting the
average contribution paid by employed persons to the employment rate of different age and
gender cohorts estimated using data in DARES (1997).%

49.  The profile corresponding to corporate income taxes and wealth taxes was based on
the distribution of financial assets across ages (Enquéte sur le patrimoine des familles). This,
along with the profile of other taxes related to wealth and income (autres impots sur le
revenue et le patrimoine) were computed using the age distribution of net wealth found in
Lolliviet and Verger (1996), adjusted for the distribution among genders based on figures in
Sturrock (1995) and Franco et al. (1993). Following the tack taken in the U.S. Congressional
Budget Office study (Sturrock, 1995), incidence of corporate income tax was assumed to be
related to net wealth of individuals.

50.  The profiles of individualized transfers comprising pensions, health benefits, public
expenditure on education, and unemployment benefits (in addition to minimum income
benefits, typically the RMI) are shown in Chart I-2. The profiles for expenditure on
education were based on the average cost per student (in 1988) for different school ages
(Ministére de ’Education Nationale, 1990), attendance rates, and the assumption that these
costs were the same for students of both genders. The profiles for expenditure on health
care were computed using the chart found in Caussat and Glaude (1993), and data in Mizrahi
and Mizrahi (1995). The profile of expenditure on pensions and unemployment benefits was
based on figures provided by INSEE (Accardo, 1996).”” The age and gender distribution of
pension expenditure found there was smoothed, permitting the elimination of some outliers,
especially for old and young ages. Expenditure on minimum support income and other
specific social transfers was distributed according to the profile of unemployment benefits.?®

2 Age profiles for men and women in different professions shown in Colin (1995) do not
provide a full coverage of the working population, and had to be marginally adjusted
according to the full-coverage profiles provided in Perotin (1989); for the same reason, the
overall average men-to-women wage ratio was taken from Bayet (1996).

%I a population active devrait encore augmenter pendant une dizaine d’années”
DARES 97.02-No.07.

27 The profile of unemployment benefits reflects the increase in unemployment in the years
before the minimum retirement age (60 years) and before the standard retirement age

(65 years). While the first peak is easy to understand, the causes of the concentration of
unemployment benefits close to 65 years of age are not obvious.

ZIdeally, these should be allocated according to the distribution of RMI. However, given the
: (continued...)
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Computation of the relative tax weights

51.  The assignment of the actual weight of individual taxes and benefits was based on
national accounts figures (INSEE, 1996) and followed closely the taxonomy perfected by the
French statisticians, which guarantees the internal consistency of fiscal magnitudes. General
government resources and uses (see Table I-4) were taken from the national accounts
yearbook “Comptes et Indicateurs Economiques” (Tableau 10.17, Administrations publiques,
S60). They were classified as much as possible according to the groups of taxes and transfers
listed above, with those items which could not be assigned to any group being lumped into the
general government net consumption (see Hagemann and John, 1995 for a rationale behind
this choice of aggregation). Government expenditures on services for which beneficiaries
could be identified, but which are usually included in government consumption in the sense of
the national accounts (e.g., payment of hospital personnel and teachers) were lumped with
transfers. This breakdown of government consumption® and investment was computed based
on figures in tables 10.07 and 10.08 of the national accounts yearbook (ventilation
Jonctionelle de la consommation et de la formation brute de capital fixe des administration
publigues). Finally, payments of pensions to government employees were lumped with the
pensions to private sector workers, although the contributions which fund them were left at
the charge of the government and not shifted to government employees (in the case of the
private sector both employers’ and employees’ contributions are shifted to employees).>

52.  The taxes and transfers identified in Table I-4 were grouped together in Table I-A1 to
show the weight of individual taxes and transfers and of government consumption as percent
of GDP for the period 1995-2002. The aggregates’ taxes and transfers for 1996-2002 reflect
inter alia the changes in taxation occurred since 1995, and the government goals for
1997-2002. In particular, it assumes a fiscal rule consistent with the government’s conver-
gence targets of a general government deficit below 3 percent after 1997. This fiscal
consolidation was assumed to be achieved chiefly through a compression in net government
consumption, together with a curbing in health expenditure and unemployment benefits, and a
constant tax pressure, except for the gradual reduction in personal income tax included in the
1997 budget (which envisaged a reduction in income taxes totaling 0.8 percent of GDP by the
year 2001).

28(_..continued)

relatively small magnitude of these categories of transfers (about 0.3 percent of GDP in 1995),
changing the profile from unemployment benefits to RMI is unlikely to change the results
obtained thus far.

PFound in the P30 line in the national accounts.

3This problem can be dealt with by including government pensions in the government
consumption, or by distributing the “contributions fictives” made by the government to itself
on behalf of its employees according to the age profile of public workers.
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Table I-Al. France: Medium-term Fiscal Projection

(In percent of GDP)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Personal income tax 53 5.3 5.0 48 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.5
Property taxes 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Taxes related to consumption 14.6 14.8 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Taxes related to individual net we 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.7 37 3.7 3.7 3.7
Social Security Contributions 19.3 19.3 19.3 19.2 19.2 19.2 192 19.2
Total Taxes 43.6 43.7 43.6 43.2 43.1 43.0 42.9 42.9
Expenditure .on pensions 11.6 11.6 11.5 11.5 11.5 115 11.5 11.5
Health Care Expenditure 9.0 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.7 8.6 8.5 8.5
Unemployment Benefits
(narrow sense) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6
(large sense) 2.7 2.7 25 24 22 2.1 2.1 2.1
Expenditure on Education 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Total Transfers 28.8 282 27.8 27.7 274 272 27.1 271
Government Consumption 16.3 16.1 15.5 15.5 15.1 14.7 14.6 14.5
Interest Payments 3.5 3.5 33 3.2 3.2 32 32 32
Primary Balance -1.5 -0.6 03 0.0 0.6 1.1 12 1.3
Overall Fiscal Balance -5.0 -4.1 -3.0 -3.2 -2.6 -2.1 -2.0 -1.9
Memorandum Item:
Real GDP growth (in percent) 1.5 24 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Source: Staff projections based on the authorities' Convergence Plan.
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53.  The actual average tax payment and transfer receipts of individuals in each age cohort
can then easily be computed by scaling the age and gender profiles of individual taxes and
transfers such that the respective figures aggregated by cohorts are made consistent with the
aggregate weight of the corresponding tax or transfer for a given year.

Computation of generational profiles for the 1950-55 cohorts

54.  To compute the past net tax burden of the 1950-55 cohorts, national account flows
covering the resources and uses of the public administration in the 1970-95 period were
distributed over individual net payment profiles based on the profiles derived for 1995. Health
expenditure on health and education in 1950-70 were also estimated from available sources.
Unfortunately, while some work on per capita expenditure on health is available, less is
available on total expenditure in education (data for the 1950s and 1960s comprise mainly the
budget of I’Education Nationale, not covering education spending). The main adjustments on
these profiles comprised changes in the age distribution of health expenditure, VAT, and
social security taxes (based on Mizhari and Mizhari (1994), and INSEE sources).* To
compare the net payment of the 1950 and 1995 generations, the present value of net taxes
paid by the 1950 generation was computed as of 1950 (i.e., flows in 1990 francs were
discounted back to 1950), and then adjusted for productivity growth (essentially, adjusting by
how far productivity deviated from the period average). Adjusted flows using a 1.0 percent
productivity growth rate (and varying growth rate reflecting historical values) were also
computed (see Table I-8).

31 Changes in the distribution of income taxes were not pursued, because for 1970 only the
distribution of taxable income was available. While the distribution of taxable income does not
permit an easy estimate of the distribution of taxes, owing mainly to changes in the effective
marginal tax rates, it shows however a clear concentration of those paying income taxes; as
fewer and fewer households were subjected to the income tax over the years, those liable to
any tax started to be concentrated in the cohorts of 40-55 years.
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SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

-55.  The calculation of the generational accounts is quite sensitive to the assumptions made
about economic and demographic projections. Tables I-A2 and I-A3 report the estimated
accounts for males and females under alternative assumptions about the parameter values. For
a given productivity growth, a higher discount rate tends to lower the generational imbalance
as measured by the percentage difference in the present value of taxes paid by future
generations and newly born, since it gives a lower weight to future payments.*? On the other
hand, the effect of rising productivity is ambiguous, lowering the relative burden of future
generations for sufficiently high discount rates, and increasing it for low discount rates.
(Indeed, when the generational imbalance is expressed as a ratio of the present value of
lifetime incomes, the effect of change in productivity can be reversed.) The intuition for this
result is that higher productivity increases the present values of both taxes and transfers.
However, because of the life-cycle pattern of consumption and the discounting factor, when
the discount rate is sufficiently high, the increase in the present value of taxes (which are paid
much earlier in life), outweighs the increase in the present value of benefits. For low enough
discount rates, the increase in benefits (which come later in life), together with higher
government consumption (which also grows at the productivity rate forever), implies a higher
burden on future generations (even after adjusting for “effective” labor).

56.  Although one of the main objectives of generational accounting is to free the analysis
of public finances from labels that can be misleading, some conceptual problems remain when
accounts are actually implemented. The same way standard “deficit” account can be highly
misleading when not done according to the principles of national accounts, alternative
assumptions regarding inter alia tax incidence can changes results quite substantially. Because
generational accounts deal with net flows, differences on how some taxes or benefits are
classified do have an impact on the results. These problems are illustrated by adopting
alternative assumptions about incidence of particular taxes, as well as regarding the treatment
of selected sources of government income associated to its net wealth. To shed some light on
the first problem, generational accounts were recalculated under the assumption that
corporate income taxes are netted off government consumption (as was done in Hageman and
John, 1995) instead of being lumped with other capital income taxes, which incidence was
assumed to be proportional to the net wealth of individuals (corporate income tax amount to
about 2 percent of GDP). Under this alternative hypothesis, the relative additional burden on
future generations vis-a-vis the newly born for the 3 percent discount rate increases from

56 percent to 73 percent (Table I-A4).

57.  The second issue is illustrated by considering the whole net wealth of the government
(instead of only the financial net wealth), but classifying the operating income of the
government (excedent d’exploitation) as the return on the universe of assets owned by the

32The decline needs not be monotonic, although the net cashflow of both newborn and future
generations will fall with higher discount rates, the ratio between them can increase.
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Table I-A2. France: Generational Accounts
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APPENDIX II

With Productivity Growth of 0.75 Percent a year

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)

Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Age in 1995 Male Female Male Female Male Female

0 134,410 102,665] 104,608 59,400 66,866 27,837
5 173,656 134,047 149,867 90,105 111,088 55,679
10 217,450 170,187| 201,554 127,677| 164,243 92,040
15 257,422 201,497 249,291 163,603] 216,316 129,485
20 312,001 246,291 311,403 215479 285,294 185,468
25 334,207 270,762 341,908 249,600 325,862 226,441
30 295,750 247,908 310,848 237,780 306,704 223,457
35 232,717 208,383} 252,516 208,530f 259,903 203,070
40 146,336 152,289 168,023 161,355| 185,577 164,212
45 49,712  86,560] 70,301 102,068{ 94,920 111,461
50 -45,860  21,339] -26,812 40,017 623 53,269
55 -175,370  -68,227| -155,964 -48917| -128341 -33,919
60 -218,566 -121,997| -205,163 -104,770| -186,809 -90,854
65 216,476 -124,726| -206,540 -111,187| -192,882 -99,901
70 163,084 -105,224| -156,220 -95,501| -146,993  -87,163
75 -173,086 -114,756| -166,552 -107,056| -158,934 -100,248
80 -99,539  -74,340] -96,192 -70,140| -92381 -66,367
85 -107,925  -78,293| -104,929 -75,131| -101,746 -72,217
90 98893 -76,215| -96095 -73.870| -93,535 -71,665
>95 -103,327  -76,042| -101,240  -74,528] -99,233 -73,071
Fut. Generation 224,091 171,165 159,477 90,556 104,764 43,615

Percentage Difference 67 67 52 52 57 57

Source: Staff calculations
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Table I-A3. France: Generational Accounts

APPENDIX II

With Productivity Growth of 1.5 Percent a year

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)

Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Age in 1995 Male  Female | Male Female Male  Female

0 164,316 139,022| 135,142 87,108 92,176 47,983
5 197,695 166,322| 177,064 116,323 135,279 75,893
10 234,078 196,797 223,363 150,810 185327 110,929
15 265,389 220,930{ 263,836 182,006] 232304 145,482
20 311,216 258,082 317,914 228,134] 295,011 197,334
25 325,433  275,318| 340,427 256,393| 328,795 233,753
30 281,160 246,652 302,755 239,434| 303,502 226,471
35 214,937 203,298] 239,911 206,385] 251,983 202,626
40 128,697 145,738| 153,951 157,246] 175,352 161,684
45 35415 80,846 58,049 97,981; 85,302 108,500
50 -54,319  18,099] -34,272 37,514 -5,536 51,293
55 -176,467 -67,660] -156,650 -48,418| -128,879 -33,494
60 -226,156 -129,818| -211,640 -110,885] -192,161 -95,669
65 -220,808 -129,807} -210,236 -115,271] -195,974 -103,201
70 -165,300 -108,112{ -158 068 -97,887] -148,561 -89,141
75 -174,010 -116,271} -167,199 -108,320| -159,463 -101,305
80 99843  -74,931| -96372 -70,642| -92,520 -66,791
85 -107,853  -78,394| -104,781  -75,206| -101,590 -72,269
90 -98,680  -76,081| -95,799  -73,734] -93,245 -71,527
>95 -103,016  -75,813| -100,934 -74,303| -98,931 -72,849
Fut. Generation 258,919 261,982 172,279 139,514 104,677 78,370

Percentage Difference 58 58 42 42 39 39

Source: Staff calculations
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Table I-A4. France: Generational Accounts
With Different Tax Incidence 1/

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)
Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%

Age in 1995 Male Female Male Female Male Female

0 123,273  95,188] 100,124 56,562} 65,662 26,930
5 159,088 123,847| 142,549  85,339| 107,895 53,498
10 198,688 156,557} 190,391 120,219] 158,030 87,855
15 233,810 183,937| 233,359 152,814] 206,068 122,610
20 283,016 224,740 289,957 200,976| 270,102 175,341
25 300,128 245,134} 314,868 231,043| 305,284 212,538
30 258,308 219,629] 279,589 216,195| 281,685 206,497
35 193,643 178,764| 218,591 184,952] 231,664 183,848
40 108,276 122,979 133,969 137,193 156,334 143,904
45 14,268 58,699 37,821 78,362 66,247 90,971
50 76,877  -3,768] -55710 18,063 -25,514 33,828
55 -197,934  -87,100| -177,141  -65,669| -147,787  -48,943
60 -238,867 -139,904| -224222 -120,587| -204,314 -104,966
65 -232,044 -138,672| -221,284 -123,742{ -206,616 -111,291
70 -174,258 -115,376| -166,864 -104,806| -157,030 -95,740
75 -183,572 -123,884] -176,583 -115,609| -168,528 -108,293
80 -104,610  -79,124| -101,065 -74,663| -97,068 -70,656
85 -112,598  -82,548| -109,448 -79,217f -106,129 -76,147
90 -102,822  -79,815 -99,887 -77,361| -97,231 -75,053
>95 -106,875  -79,130( -104,716 -77,554| -102,639 -76,037
Fut. Generation 219,965 169,851 164,558 92,963 113,800 46,673

Percentage Difference 78 78 64 64 73 73

Source: Staff calculations

1/ Capital income tax and per capita government consumption are both reduced by

2 percent of GDP.
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government (e.g., owing to fees and charges on services provided by the government). In this
case, the 1995 net wealth of the government would be positive, but the general income of the
government would be reduced by about 2 percent of GDP (i.e., net government consumption
would be increased by an equivalent amount). As Table I-AS indicates, treating the
government wealth and income this way would substantially increase the relative
intergenerational imbalance.
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APPENDIX II

Table I-A5. France: Generational Accounts

Including All Government Assets 1/

Remaining Net Tax Payments (in 1995 U.S. Dollars)
Discount Rate
3% 4% 5%
Age in 1995 Male Female Male Female Male Female
0 144380 114,132 114,444 68,057 74,899 34,100
5 181,889 144,389 158,789  98,421] 118889 62,058
10 223387 178,850] 208,862 135,118| 171,151 98,081
15 260,593 207,943 254,327 169,607} 221,657 134,665
20 312,309 250,303 313,862 219,673| 288,647 189,357
25 331,838 272,427 341,750 251912 327,020 228,877
30 291,367 247,649| 308,475 238,412| 305,839 224,498
35 227,156 206,821} 248,583 207,895| 257,446 202,969
40 140,690 150,190 163,514 160,041] 182,301 163,406
45 45,062 84,690 66,311 100,729 91,786 110,490
50 48644 20,261 -29270 39,182| -1,409 52,609
55 175,725 -68,041] -156,185 -48,754] -128,515 -33,780
60 221,021 -124,506| -207,258 -106,734| -188,542  -92.403
65 217,883 -126,368| -207,740 -112,508| -193,887 -100,970
70 -163,308 -106,164| -156,823 -96,278| -147,504 -87,808
75 173,388 -115251| -166,762 -107,469| -159,106 -100,594
80 99,638 -74,534| -96250 -70,305| -92,425 -66,506
85 -107,900 -78,326( -104,879 -75,155| -101,693  -72,233
90 -98,822 -76,170| -95,995 -73,824| -93,438 -71,618
>95 -103,223  -75,965| -101,138 -74,452| -99,131 -72,997
Fut. Generation 100 100 98 98 132 132
Percentage Difference 100 100 98 98 132 132

Source: Staff calculations

1/ Government net wealth is estimated at $800 billion French francs by considering
non-financial government assets. Imputed yield (excedent net d'exploitation)

of non-financial assets is netted out from government revenues, increasing per capita
net government consumption by-2 percentage points of GDP in 1995-2002.
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II. FRANCE: PUBLIC FINANCES - LONG-TERM PROSPECTS AND REFORM OPTIONS!
A. Introduction

58.  Recent years have seen a growing recognition of the burden that will be placed on the
public finances by aging populations. Most industrial countries can expect serious pressures
on public expenditure in the early decades of the next century. Moreover, this outlook needs
to be faced, in many cases, with public debt ratios and tax burdens that are already at a high
level. On average, the European G-7 countries had a debt-to-GDP ratio of over 70 percent in
1996, and public revenue equivalent to some 45 percent of GDP.

59.  France is no exception to this general situation. Projections by INSEE, among others,
confirm that the population over 60, relative to the population of working age, is likely to
double over the next few decades. The impact of this needs to be assessed against the
background of a public debt ratio that has risen to 55 percent of GDP, a primary general
government surplus that currently is too low to stabilize the debt ratio even at 60 percent of
GDP, as well as a revenue burden that, at 50 percent of GDP, is the highest among the seven
major industrial economies.

60.  Assessing the macroeconomic consequences of an aging population is inherently
difficult. Obvious uncertainties exist, for example, in extrapolating costs of medical care or the
age at which people will want to retire. Moreover, small changes in assumptions about
economic performance make a substantial difference to fiscal outcomes over the period under
consideration.

61.  These uncertainties are especially pronounced when one takes into account the
feedback between social and fiscal policies and the determinants of long-run economic
growth, such as incentives for work, investment, and innovation. Two types of feedback are
likely to be the most important. First, persons of working age will be obliged to pay an ever
greater proportion of their income to finance social security; and the extent to which they
participate in the formal labor market could decline—an unwelcome development against a
background where the number of persons of working age is already shrinking. Second, higher
taxes and public deficits will distort the allocation of resources in other ways, dampening
investment and leading ultimately to a slowing of productivity growth in the economy. As the
economy slows or even begins to contract, the difficulty of providing social security to the
aged and infirm will become ever greater; and the financial position of the public sector
becomes increasingly precarious.

62.  This paper aims to contribute to an assessment of these issues, under alternative
assumptions about parameters and policies, by analyzing the problems relating to population
aging within a model of macroeconomic growth. The insights gained in this way may in turn

Prepared by Karl F. Habermeier and Fabrice Lenseigne.
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open the door to designing policy approaches that can help to secure more satisfactory
outcomes in terms of social security integrity and fiscal sustainability.

63.  The plan of the paper is as follows. The next section briefly summarizes the standard
view of how demographic forces will drive public expenditure over the coming decades. This
is followed by a discussion of the principal interactions between public expenditure policies
and economic performance in the long run. Quantitative scenarios are then used to illustrate
the possible implications of these linkages for the future course of the economy and the public
finances. The final section discusses some reform options, again supported by quantitative
scenarios. An Appendix provides further detail on the model and simulation methods used in
the paper.

B. Demographic Developments and Long-Run Expenditure Trends
64.  Over the next 50 years, the population in France, as in most other advanced countries,

is likely to age significantly. Official demographic projections (taking into account the trend
decrease in mortality) show the following profile for the old-age dependency ratios:

Dependency ratio 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
20-60/over 60 2.62 232 1.88 1.58 1.43 1.21
20-65/over 65 - 3.66 3.50 2.74 223 1.91 1.83

Source: INSEE.

65.  Thus, at the current retirement age of 60, there will be 2.6 persons of working age for
every person of retirement age in 2000, but only 1.2 persons in 2050. The change is still
pronounced, albeit significantly less so, if the dividing line between working age and old age is
drawn at 65 instead of 60.

66.  The well-known implication of these demographic developments is that spending on
pensions is likely to rise markedly, and that—because relatively fewer people will be
working—the contribution rate to pay-as-you-go pension systems would need to increase
even more. Health care spending is also likely to increase sharply, owing to the fact that older
people consume significantly more health services per capita than do younger people.

Pensions
67.  Despite the reforms undertaken in recent years, the pension system in France remains
one of the most generous in the industrial countries. The standard retirement age is 60, and

the replacement rate of pensions in the principal schemes for private sector employees is
equivalent to 70 to 80 percent of the last wage. The 1993 reform of the régime général
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(which provides basic pensions for private sector employees) comprised, among other things,
a lengthening of the contribution period from 150 to 160 quarters over 10 years, an extension
of the period over which the reference wage is calculated (from the 10 best years to the 25
best years), and a shift in indexation from gross wages to the CPI. The 1996 reform of the
supplementary pension schemes increased the contribution rate and indexed payments to the
CPI less 1 percentage point; the financial impact of this reform will be relatively small when
measured against the outlays of the pension system as a whole.

68.  Available studies of the pension system, which take into account the reforms through
1993, suggest that their long-term financial prospects remain problematic. The most recent
official French study (Perspectives a long terme des retraites, 1995) shows that the average
contribution rate needed for financial balance rises from 18.9 percent of labor income in 1990
to 48 percent in 2040. With labor income amounting to about 60 percent of GDP, the share of
pension expenditure in GDP would increase by 17' percentage points over the same period.
The study by Chand and Jaeger (1996) finds that the net present value of pension liabilities in
France amounts to 114 percent of 1995 GDP, the highest in the sample of countries examined
(Table II-1).

69. The studies cited above, and most others, use what may be termed an “accounting”
methodology in which the main macroeconomic variables are exogenous. Given any set of
rules governing a pension program, it is possible to derive the time path of expenditure for the
program. Typically, studies of this type are carried out using a variety of demographic
scenarios, and several different assumptions about the rate of increase in labor productivity.
As indicated earlier, a central purpose of this paper is to explore the implications of
endogenizing macroeconomic developments by introducing feedback from fiscal to real
variables.

Health care

70.  Future increases in health care expenditure are more difficult to project. Unlike
pension entitlements, where benefits are clearly defined in terms of well-understood and easily
measured economic variables such as prices, wages, and years of contribution, the
consumption of health benefits is driven to a considerabie extent by the choices of individual
consumers, health care providers, and insurers.” These choices are strongly influenced by
advances in medical technology, which have often been accompanied by significantly and
unpredictably higher unit costs of treatment. Moreover, decisions on the consumption of
medical services are typically made in an environment of incomplete information and one in

2See “Health Expenditure”, Section I of France - Selected Issues (SM/96/249) for a detailed
discussion of these issues.
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Table II-1. Net Pension Liabilities and Sustainability of Fiscal Stance

(In percent of GDP)
Sustainable Primary Balance
Required to Adjustment
Net Public Debt  Net Pension Combined Primary Stabilize net Stabilize net Needed in
at end 1994 1/ Liability, Net Debt Balance public debt public debt and  Primary Balance
1995-2050 2/ Liability 1995 3/ in 1995 4/ prevent buildup for Fiscal
of pension debt 5/ Sustainability 6/
€y} @ 3 @ ® ©) ™
Major industrial countries 57.2 60.0 117.2 0.7 1.0 2.9 2.2
United States 63.3 25.7 89.0 0.4 1.1 1.9 1.5
Japan 33.2 106.8 140.0 -0.2 0.3 3.6 3.8
Germany 52.5 110.7 163.2 24 1.1 4.5 2.1
France 424 113.6 156.0 -0.3 0.7 4.0 43
Italy 112.9 75.5 188.4 3.3 2.1 4.6 1.3
United Kingdom 37.7 4.6 42.3 0.4 0.7 0.8 0.4
Canada 71.6 67.8 139.4 0.2 2.7 4.7 4.5
Sweden 54.5 20.4 74.9 -5.1 0.1 1.0 6.1

Source: Chand and Jaeger (1996).

1/ Adjusted for net assets of public pension fund at the end of 1994. Estimate of net public debt for Germany includes unification debt as of the end of
1994.

2/ Net present value of difference between projected primary expenditure and revenue of public pension fund during 1995-2050, adjusted for net asset
position of public pension systems at the end of 1994.

3/ May 1995 WEO projections of structural primary balance of general government,

4/ Primary balance required to stabilize net public debt in 1995,

5/ Sustainable primary balance in column (5) plus contribution gap from column (4) of Table 9.

6/ Difference between columns (6) and (4).
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which neither consumers nor providers are internalizing the full costs of their choices, leading
to overconsumption.’

71.  In France, health care expenditure since 1980 has increased at an annual rate

0.7 percentage points greater than that of nominal GDP. The OECD estimates that about

0.4 percentage points of this excess can be attributed to population aging. Cumulatively, aging
by itself would tend to increase the share of health expenditure in GDP by about 3 percentage
points by 2050. However, the increase could amount to 5 percentage points or more if
spending continues to develop in line with historical trends.*

C. Entitlement Expenditure, the Public Finances, and Economic Performance

72.  Animportant disadvantage of the “accounting” approach to assessing the long-term
fiscal outlook is that it neglects the interactions among entitlement expenditure, the public
finances as a whole, and economic performance. This section traces out some of these
interactions, considers their empirical and policy relevance, and lays the basis for the long-
term fiscal scenarios presented in Section D.

Analytical framework

73.  As outlined above, the share in national income of pension and health care expenditure
will rise markedly over the coming decades, not just in France, but in most of the advanced
economies. In analyzing the macroeconomic impact of these developments, one would in
principle want to consider their effect on saving, investment, and economic growth in a global
context using an intergenerational general equilibrium model. Key parameters in such an
analysis would be the degree to which higher entitlement spending reduces domestic saving,
the extent to which foreign saving can substitute for domestic saving, and the responsiveness
of investment and labor supply to the higher taxes or deficits needed to finance entitlement
spending.

74.  Most previous work on the macroeconomics of population aging and pension reform
has focused on the implications for saving, though mostly in a closed-economy context (see

*Indeed, it is difficult to explain satisfactorily even past developments in health care spending.
While factors such as population aging, greater insurance coverage, and higher real income
play a role, there is also a substantial residual (or trend) item, which reflects a variety of
technological and institutional factors.

*On the other hand, future generations may be healthier and consume relatively fewer health
care services at the same age than earlier generations.
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OECD 1997 for a survey).’ The tentative conclusion of this line of inquiry has been that a
reduction in the generosity of the public sector pension system would increase national saving
and hence future potential output, though the estimated size of the effects has tended to be
small. Some of these studies have also suggested that it matters little or not at all whether the
generosity of entitlement programs is reduced through increases in taxation or cuts in benefits
(though it does matter whether such programs are pre-funded or pay-as-you-go).

75.  The approach in this paper differs from previous work on the macroeconomics of
population aging in that it focuses on investment and labor supply as the prime movers of
long-run economic growth. It takes as its point of departure the commonly held view that the
long-run increase in real per capita GDP reflects the accumulation of capital, the expansion of
the labor force in both numbers and skills, and technological change. Against this background,
it marshals research suggesting that long-run economic growth, and the factors determining it,
are strongly affected by economic policies or institutions, and in particular by the share of
taxation and public spending in the economy.®

Taxation and economic growth - theoretical considerations

76.  How will the higher taxes needed to finance mounting pension and health care
spending affect economic growth? The answer to this question depends on many factors,
including the type of taxes being increased, the type of expenditure being financed by those
taxes; but also on how high the overall tax burden is before the increase.

77. A simple model presented by Barro and Sala-i-Martin (1996) may help to illustrate the
last point. In this model, capital has a constant social marginal product, but a diminishing
private marginal product; and public goods (such as the maintenance of law and order) raise
aggregate productivity, but with diminishing marginal returns. Government spending on public
goods is financed by a flat tax on gross output; and the government runs a balanced budget. It
is shown that under these conditions, the rate of economic growth is an inverse u-shaped

Very little work has been done so far on the consequences that population aging and
entitlement reform would have on the balance of payments and net foreign asset positions of
countries. One important question would be whether in the absence of pension reform, the net
foreign asset position of the aging advanced economies should be expected to deteriorate in
the course of coming decades.

%Other variables have also been shown to have an influence on long-run economic growth,
notably public sector deficits, inflation, educational policy, political stability, political and civil
liberties, the rule of law, the exchange market regime, and trade protection. Barro and
Sala-i-Martin (1996) provide an overview, both of theory and the empirical evidence.
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function of the tax rate.” For low tax rates, the benefit of additional public goods outweighs
the distortionary effect of the tax. However, beyond a certain point, the negative effect of
taxation on the after-tax marginal product of capital is larger than the positive effect of
additional public goods on productivity, and the growth rate begins to decline. These results
also hold in a more realistic model in which public goods are not entirely non-rivalrous in
consumption, but subject to congestion.

78.  Different types of taxes will of course have somewhat different effects on economic
growth. Milesi-Ferretti and Roubini (1995), building on work by Jones, Manuelli, and Rossi
(1997), use a model in which the growth process is driven by the accumulation of human and
physical capital to examine the channels through which income and consumption taxes are
transmitted to the economy. They show that income taxes are unambiguously growth-
reducing, as such taxes discourage the accumulation of human and physical capital. The effect
of consumption taxation is indeterminate and depends critically on the elasticity of labor
supply, and hence on the labor-leisure tradeoff. When labor supply is sufficiently elastic, a
consumption tax reduces time spent on education and work. Other authors, for example
Stokey and Rebelo (1995) have found possible positive effects of consumption taxes on
economic growth. However, Stokey and Rebelo also conclude that restructuring the tax
system (toward a greater emphasis on flat rate income and consumption taxes) would have
only relatively small positive effects on economic growth.

79.  Asindicated above, the adverse effects of taxation on economic growth can be offset,
at least in part, by the productive effects of spending on public goods. Of course, the
provision of directly productive public goods accounts for only a small part of overall
government outlays: social transfers of many kinds make up the largest part of public spending
in France and most other advanced economies. A critical question is then how economic
growth is affected by the government’s combined tax and expenditure policies; and in
particular, how it is affected by social transfer payments.

80.  The effects of social spending on economic growth are complex and highly
differentiated. The traditional viewpoint is that transfer payments have no effect on incentives
and rests on the assumption that such transfers typically take the form of pure lump-sum
redistribution.® Another argument for the neutrality of social transfers strésses substitution: if
the public sector were not providing pensions, for instance, individuals would be obliged to

"Profit maximization by firms in this model implies that the wage rate is set equal to the after-
tax marginal product of capital, and that the rental rate of capital is set equal to the after tax-
marginal product of capital.

%In general equilibrium theory, a pure lump-sum transfer is defined as a (one-time)
redistribution of initial endowments of goods, before markets open.
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accumulate greater retirement savings of their own.® Much recent work, by contrast, has
emphasized the incentive effects of government transfer payments. For example, OECD
(1996) notes that there is a negative relationship between job search and the replacement rates
for unemployment insurance and minimum social benefits. It has also been argued that social
transfers to the poor may reduce the incentive of poor persons to engage in criminal or other
destructive activities (Sala-i-Martin 1996).

81.  In conclusion, the theoretical literature suggests a number of channels through which
public revenue and expenditure policies can influence long-run economic growth, mainly by
way of investment and productivity, but also by way of the labor market. However, the size
and direction of the net effect cannot be determined on theoretical grounds alone, but must be
established empirically.

Empirical evidence from cross-country studies

82.  Empirical studies of differences in economic growth across countries have typically
considered a wide range of policy and institutional variables. As most of the theoretical
models predict that countries at an earlier stage of development would grow more quickly
than more advanced countries (other things remaining equal), real per capita GDP in a base
period is routinely included as an explanatory variable. In many of these studies, the
regressions are estimated using instrumental variables to allow for the possible endogeneity of
the explanatory variables.

83.  The key question for the purposes of this paper is whether an increase in pension and
health care spending financed by higher taxes has a negative effect on investment, labor
supply, and thereby on economic growth. The available empirical studies have not addressed
precisely this question. However, studies have found a negative association between the
aggregate tax burden and economic growth. Many studies have also found a negative
relationship between the share of public spending in GDP and economic growth. The latter
result should not be too surprising given that the shares of revenue and expenditure in GDP
are closely correlated.!

84.  The most directly relevant results from the empirical literature include the following:

%The work surveyed in OECD (1997), however, suggests that the substitution of private old-
age saving for public pensions is not one-for-one, but considerably less.

191t is interesting that expenditure tends to be correlated somewhat more strongly and robustly
with economic growth; possibly, this reflects the fact that expenditure is the sum of revenue
and deficits, and may reflect the negative effects of both better than either variable alone.
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* Cashin (1995), in a panel data set of 23 countries and four multi-year time periods,
finds that taxation exercises a strong negative influence on growth, which is partly
offset by positive effects of government spending, for an overall effect that is negative.

« Easterly and Rebelo (1993), using a data set comprising some 50 countries, estimate
regressions that, in addition to standard conditioning variables (the level of per capita
income in a base period, school enrollment, political stability), include a variety of
fiscal variables. They find that growth is negatively correlated with government
consumption, overall government expenditure, government deficits, and marginal tax
rates. The size of the coefficients ranges from a low of 0.05 for the marginal tax rate
to 0.24 for overall government expenditure. ™

85.  Though the following two studies do not directly address the effect of taxation on
economic growth, they do provide an indication of how strongly growth is affected by the size
and composition of the public sector:

« Sala-i-Martin (1996), in a cross section of 75 countries covering 1970-95, finds that
both government consumption and government investment have a negative effect on
economic growth (0.1 and 0.2 percentage points), but that social security spending has
a positive effect (0.1 percentage points), for an overall effect that is still negative.

* Barro and Lee (1994), using a sample of 87 countries for 1965-75 and 97 countries
for 1975-85, find that a 1 percentage point increase in the ratio of government
consumption to GDP reduces real GDP growth by 0.1 percentage points.’* Their
regressions also include a wide variety of other indicators of political and economic
structure.

86.  The empirical work cited above deals with the effect of public revenue and expenditure
on the growth rate of real per capita GDP. Considerably less systematic attention has been
given to the channels through which fiscal variables exercise their effect on growth. Studies
that consider these channels include Easterly and Rebelo (cited above), who report that
private investment is negatively correlated with government consumption, domestic taxes, and
total government expenditure.”® Some work has also been done on the relationship between

UThus, a 1 percentage point increase in the share of government expenditure to GDP would
reduce the long-run growth rate'by % percentage point.

YThis result is consistent with the theoretical view, articulated in Barro (1990), that a
considerable fraction of government consumption spending is directly unproductive.

BFischer (1993) examines the transmission of a wide variety of macroeconomic policies to
growth by way of investment, productivity growth, and labor supply. However, the budget
(continued...)
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tax and spending policies and labor market performance, though without examining the
implications for economic growth. For example, Layard, Nickell, and Jackman (1994) have
found that unemployment in the industrial countries is related, among other things, to the
replacement ratio of social benefits, as well as to the duration of unemployment benefits.
Several of the papers collected in Henry and Snower (1996) have found a negative effect of
the tax wedge and other measures of the size of the public sector on employment, as well as
indirect effects of higher taxes (through the net wage) on labor force participation.!*

87.  The results obtained in the labor market literature are not directly transferable to the
model used in this paper, which expresses labor market performance in terms of the broader
concept of the employment rate.”” The cross-section regression presented in the Appendix
addresses this issue (Table II-A4). On the basis of data for 18 industrial countries, it shows
that the employment rate depends negatively on the overall tax burden in the economy, and
positively on the degree of wage differentiation and the share of women in the workforce.
Ceteris paribus, a 1 percentage point increase in the ratio of general government revenue to
GDP would decrease the employment rate by between 0.3 and 0.5 percent.

88.  To summarize, empirical work provides support for the view that higher shares of
government revenue or expenditure in the economy (as well as higher fiscal deficits) have a
negative effect on long-run economic growth, by dampening investment, productivity growth,
and employment. As a broad quantitative approximation, the empirical studies as a whole
suggest that, controlling for the influence of other policy variables, a 1 percentage point
increase in the ratio to GDP of government revenue (or government expenditure) would
reduce the growth rate of real per capita GDP by about 0.1 to 0.2 percentage points.

B(...continued)
deficit is the only fiscal variable considered in this study.

4 Another strand of the literature is concerned with the impact of marginal income tax rates on
hours of work; for a recent assessment, see MaCurdy (1992). Many of these studies find that
higher marginal rates have a fairly small effect. However, as was pointed out more than a
decade earlier by Rosen (1980), the effects on the labor market of tax and spending policies
are by no means fully captured by relationships between hours of work, income, and after-tax
wages. Social security provisions, the overall tax burden, and other variables are likely to be
important as well.

The employment rate is defined as the ratio of employment to population aged 15 to 64. The
non-employment rate, defined as 1 less the employment rate, takes account of both measured
unemployment and non-participation in the labor force.
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Application to France

89.  In analyzing the macroeconomic consequences of rising entitlement spending related
to population aging in France, it is necessary to parametrize a growth model for France in a
manner that is broadly consistent with the cross-country empirical results discussed above. As
is standard, a production function relates real GDP to inputs of labor and capital, and to total
factor productivity. The production function is assumed to have the Cobb-Douglas form, so
the shares of capital and labor in GDP are constant over time. Feedback from the rising share
of revenue on growth are transmitted through their effects on labor supply and investment;
moreover, the accumulation of capital is related to the growth of total factor productivity.

90. A simple investment function is estimated in which the change in the capital stock
depends on the marginal product of capital adjusted for taxation. A critical assumption in this
function is how to set the level of the tax/GDP ratio beyond which net investment becomes
negative. Estimates of this threshold value derived from French time series data range from a
low of 50 percent to a high of 100 percent of GDP (see the discussion in the Appendix). An
intermediate value of 80 percent was adopted for the simulations in this paper. The chosen
calibration implies that a 1 percentage point increase in the general government revenue ratio
would reduce the growth rate of the capital stock by 0.1 percentage points (from an initial rate
of 2.5 percent annually). Such a slowdown in the growth of the capital stock would, ceteris
paribus, directly reduce the annual growth rate of real GDP by 0.04 percentage points.

91.  Furthermore, the model assumes that the contribution of capital to aggregate output
consists of two parts: one which is appropriated by (or internal to) business enterprises, and
another that is not appropriated (external). The analytical foundations for this approach were
developed by Romer (1986) in his seminal article on endogenous economic growth. In
calibrating the model in this paper, measured total factor productivity is related to the capital
stock. The estimation yields an external production elasticity of capital of about 0.4; adding
this to the internal production elasticity derived from the share of capital income in GDP
yields an overall (social) production elasticity of 0.8. Combined with the investment equation
discussed above, the conclusion is that a 1 percentage point increase in the general govern-
ment revenue ratio would slow the growth of real GDP by 0.08 percentage points.

92.  In addition to the investment and productivity channels, the model also allows for the
transmission of tax and spending policies to economic growth via the labor market. In light of
the estimation results obtained in Tables II-A4 and II-AS in the Appendix, the effect of a

1 percentage point increase in the general government revenue ratio on the employment rate is
set, rather conservatively, at V4 percentage point. Thus, a 1 percentage point increase in the
revenue ratio would lower the level of real GDP by about 0.18 percent. If the revenue ratio
were increasing by Y2 percentage point per year, the drag on the growth rate coming from the
labor market would amount to about 0.09 percentage points.

93. It is important to emphasize that this is a highly stylized representation of the feedback
from fiscal policy to real economic activity, i.e., one that does not take into account the
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composition of public revenue and expenditure. However, the overall magnitudes involved are
not implausible when seen against the background of the extensive cross-country studies of
fiscal policy and economic growth that were reviewed earlier. Moreover, in light of the results
obtained by Stokey and Rebelo, the role of compositional effects seem to be relatively minor,
at least for public revenue.

D. Model Simulations of the Long-Term Fiscal Outlook

94.  The model of economic growth outlined above was combined with projections of
public expenditure and revenue to assess the long-term fiscal outlook. Two versions of the
model were used: one without feedback from fiscal to real variables, and one with feedback.
In the version without feedback, labor supply and total factor productivity are exogenous,
with the former being a fraction of the population that is not retired, and the latter growing at
a constant rate throughout the simulation period. In the investment equation, the tax variable
is held constant at its base year level. By contrast, the version of the model with feedback
from fiscal to real variables uses the investment, total factor productivity, and labor supply
equations discussed in the previous sub-section.

95.  The fiscal accounts in the model disaggregate expenditure into four categories:
pensions, health, interest payments, and other.'s In order to capture the effect of population
aging, health expenditure in turn is divided between young and old persons. Revenue is not
disaggregated by category.

96.  Pension spending is computed on the basis of annual cohort data drawn from official
demographic projections through 2050, and the path of wages and prices generated in the
model. Using disaggregated demographic data makes it possible to account precisely for the
effects of changes in key parameters of the pension system, such as replacement rates,
retirement ages, and indexation rules.'” Health spending in each demographic group (young,
old) grows in proportion to gross wages and an additional factor which captures the historical
excess in the growth of health care spending over what can be explained by income and
demographics. Interest payments are related to average of the beginning-of-period and end-of-
period stocks of debt.

97.  The fiscal accounts are closed by introducing an exogenous target for the ratio of the
general government balance to GDP, and by rules for adjusting revenue and primary

16All public finance variables are expressed in current price terms to facilitate inflation
accounting and ensure continuity with historical series.

This type of accounting is particularly important in representing changes in the effective
retirement age, discussed in the following section. With a standard retirement age of 60, there
is a distribution of ages at which individuals retire, ranging from 55 to 65. An increase in the
retirement age gradually shifts this distribution upwards.
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expenditure other than on pension, health care, and debt interest. These adjustment rules are
such that the actual deficit moves toward the target but only reaches it in the course of time.
The parameters that govern the speed of the adjustment are a measure of the strength of the
adjustment effort and of its composition. In the model, and broadly in line with historical
experience, it is assumed that adjustment equivalent to about one-quarter of the deviation
from the deficit target is undertaken each year, and that the bulk of the adjustment is achieved
by increasing revenue. The values of these parameters were set so as to avoid an excessive
accumulation of debt (which would have made it necessary to model inflation); consequently,
the ratio of public revenue to GDP increases very markedly by the end of the simulation
horizon.

Baseline simulations under certainty

98.  The baseline scenario assumes that policies affecting the pension system are
unchanged, and that health spending develops in accordance with demographics and past
trends. When the scenario was run without feedback between fiscal and real variables, the
results were similar to those obtained by the most recent official study (discussed in

Section B).!® Real GDP grows by about 2 percent in the long run, pension spending increases
by about 6 percentage points of GDP by 2020 and 13 percentage points by 2050 (Chart II-1),
while health care spending increases by 1%z and 4 percentage points, respectively, over the
same periods. Mild expenditure restraint in other areas allows the share in GDP of non-
pension, non-health care primary expenditure to decline somewhat, thus holding down slightly
the rise in overall general government outlays, which increase to over 60 percent of GDP by
2020 and to just under 70 percent by 2050.'* Even so, general government expenditure
increases at a steady and rapid pace—more than Yz percentage point of GDP per
annum—right from the beginning of the simulation period. Unless offset by measures to
contain expenditure, or new revenue measures, the structural deficit would also increase by
this amount every year.

99.  Strikingly different results obtain if feedback from rising taxes and deficits on labor
force participation and productivity growth is included in the model. Even if the feedback
effects are quite mild, they set in motion a cumulative process that causes the growth of real
GDP to slow markedly during the first two decades of the next century, with a contraction
beginning around 2035 (Chart II-1). In these circumstances, pension expenditure would rise to

18]t should be noted that even though the results are similar, the model used in this paper
endogenously generates the rate of economic growth over time, rather than assuming it to be
exogenous as is done in accounting-type studies.

The average annual growth rate of real non-pension, non-health primary expenditure
amounts to about 1% percent. This reflects the operation of the expenditure adjustment
mechanism described in the Appendix.
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almost 40 percent of GDP in 2050, and general government expenditure to almost 90 percent
of GDP. The speed at which general government expenditure increases in the absence of
policy action is substantially higher—about % percentage point of GDP per year. In contrast
to the scenario without feedback, this rate of increase does not level off once the worst of the
demographic shock is past, around 2030. Rather, the accumulated damage to the real
economy continues to take its toll.

100. In assessing the credibility and policy relevance of these results, it may be helpful to
consider three issues. First, as a general rule, projections looking 50 years into the future (or
even 10 years, for that matter) need to be treated with caution. There is no crystal ball in
economics. Second, the severity of the impact that is envisaged would doubtless trigger policy
reactions. Thus, the projections are not forecasts. Third, the model does show that on current
policies, demographic developments are likely to exercise considerable pressure on the public
finances by the end of the present decade. Given the compounding effects of the feedbacks
among taxation and economic growth, early action to contain expenditure would be very
effective, while delay is likely to cause harm.

Stochastic simulations

101. Adding random shocks (to productivity, investment, and health care spending)
provides additional insights into the range of outcomes that the model is capable of generating
if current entitlement policies are not reformed. The methodology employed allows for an
assessment of the entire probability distribution of outcomes for all variables in the model. 2
The relevance of the results will of course depend on whether the means and standard
deviations of the random variables were chosen appropriately; and whether the model used for
the simulations adequately represents the economic process being examined.

102. The main sources of uncertainty in the stochastic simulations are annual shocks to total
factor productivity, investment and health care spending, and uncertainty about the magnitude
of certain key parameters (in particular about those governing the strength of the feedback
from taxation to investment and labor supply). A sample size of 1000 was chosen for the
simulations to allow adequate convergence. Summary statistics of the distributions for some
key variables are shown in Table I1-2.

2 All random variables were assumed to be normally distributed with means and standard
deviations derived from regressions on historical data. For the sake of simplicity and
tractability, it was assumed that the various sources of uncertainty are statistically independent
of one another. However, this assumption also motivated the decision to limit, to just a few
key variables, the sources of uncertainty in the model.
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Table II-2. France: Long-Run Effect of Current Policies - Stochastic Simulations

Minimum Maxunum Mean  Standard  Lower

Upper

Deviation quartile 1/ quartile 1/

Without fiscal-macro feedback

Real GDP
Average growth rate
1997-2050 19 26 22 0.1 2.1
2040-2050 1.5 3.0 2.1 0.2 1.9
Level in 2050 2/ 10395 14928 12234 608 11822
Present value 3/ 145.0 166.1 155.4 3.2 153.1
Employment rate in 2050 4/ 66.2 66.2 66.2 0.0
General government expenditure 5/ 63.7 77.8 68.6 20 673
of which: Pensions 5/ 233 273 25.7 0.5 254
Health 5/ 7.1 19.3 11.1 1.8 9.8
Public debt 5/ 445 85.8 62.0 5.7 58.3
Unfunded pension liability 6/ 246.6 263.2 254.5 2.7 252.6

With fiscal-macro feedback

Real GDP
Average growth rate
1997-2050 03 1.2 0.8 0.1 0.7
2040-2050 -1.2 0.5 -0.3 03 -0.5
Level in 2050 2/ 4550 7223 5813 449 5493
Present value 3/ 120.9 139.9 129.6 3.4 1272
Employment rate in 2050 4/ 54.7 60.3 584 0.8 58.0
General government expenditure 5/ 76.4 104.2 86.3 4.0 83.5
of which: Pensions 5/ 34.1 435 38.1 1.5 37.1
Health 5/ 8.1 23.5 12.6 2.1 11.2
Public debt 5/ 111.3 240.7 159.5 18.9 146.6
Unfunded pension liability 6/ 2554 276.5 265.5 3.6 263.0

22
2.2
12602
157.6

69.7
26.0
12.1
65.4
256.2

0.9
-0.1
6112
131.9
59.0

88.5
39.1
13.8
170.9
267.8

Source: Staff calculations. Sample size was 1000.

1/
2/
3/
4/
5/

6/

25 percent of the simulation results lie below (above) the lower (upper) quartile.

In billions of 1980 francs. For purposes of comparison, the 1997 figure 1s F 3800 billion.
In trillions of 1980 francs. Discounfed using a real rate of 3.5 percent per annum.

In percent of working-age population.

In 2050; percent of GDP. The ratios to GDP in 1996 are 54.5 percent for total expenditure,
12.5 percent for pensions, and 6.9 percent for health.

In percent of 1996 GDP; discounted at a real rate of 3.5 percent per annum.
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103. In the absence of feedback between real and fiscal variables, the outcomes in the
stochastic simulations tend to fall in a relatively narrow range. For example, in 50 percent of
all cases, the annual growth rate of real GDP toward the end of the period under consideration
is between 2.1 and 2.2 percent, while the share of pension expenditure in GDP lies between

25 and 26 percent.”! With the rather rigorous deficit target (1 percent of GDP) and high
revenue adjustment parameter, the public debt ratio rarely exceeds 65 percent of GDP, and
the average over time of the growth rate of real GDP almost always remains positive.

104.  As in the non-stochastic simulations, the results are rather different when allowance is
made for feedback between real and fiscal developments. In more than half of all cases, the
economy is shrinking toward the end of the forecast horizon; and general government
expenditure becomes very high, relative to GDP. The elevated levels of taxation also induce a
considerable fraction of the available workforce to opt out of the labor market.

105. It is conceivable that there might be resistance to the tax increases needed to hold the
deficit and public debt to an acceptable level. This can be modeled by assuming that a
relatively smaller fraction (one-eighth) of deviations from the deficit target are eliminated in
any given year.?2 2 Though employment is almost 10 percent higher than in the basic scenario
with feedback (as taxes are lower), there is a 25 percent probability that the public debt would
exceed 180 percent of GDP, and a 10 percent probability that it would exceed 220 percent of
GDP. While the model does not endogenously model inflation, there would be pressure to
dissipate by one means or another the real value of obligations at the very high levels of public
debt that could well arise as a result of resistance to ever-higher taxation.

106. The risks outlined in this section argue for strong efforts to contain the growth of
entitlement spending. The following section outlines some of the possible reform options and
discusses their likely economic consequences.

E. Options for Reform

107.  Against the background of the baseline simulations, the control of pension and health
care entitlements appears as an important condition for maintaining incentives for work,
investment, and innovation; and indeed as necessary for the preservation of effective social
security. Needless to say, they may be usefully complemented by objectives for the general
government balance that promote a sustainable debt trajectory, and by labor and product
market policies that favor a more robust growth of incomes and employment.

?'Compared with Chand and Jaeger (1996), the unfunded pension liability is considerably
higher, at 250 percent of GDP.

2Compared with about one-quarter in the basic scenario.

2 One could also assume that the deficit target gradually drifts upward.
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108.  Asillustrated in the previous section, the problems caused by aging are most
pronounced in the area of pension expenditure. Pension reform is consequently given the most
attention in what follows. With higher life-expectancy and adverse demographics, pension
systems will need to lower the implicit rate of return they offer to their participants. This can
be achieved in many different ways, for example by raising the contributions paid by those
who are working, increasing the age or contribution period needed to obtain a full pension,
cutting the replacement rate of current or future recipients, or reducing the indexation of
pensions. For the sake of tractability, only two basic types of pension reform are examined in
what follows: (1) a change in indexation rules and (2) an increase in the age of eligibility for a
full pension from 60 to 65 years, and a corresponding increase in the period of contribution,
spread over a period of 10 years.

109. Consideration is also given to the potential impact of health care reform, though this is
more difficult to quantify. As was noted earlier, health care expenditure had tended to rise
more quickly than GDP, even once the effect of population aging has been allowed for.
Viewed this way, the objective of health care reform would be to reduce the excess in the
growth rate of health care spending.

Pension indexation

110. Different indexation rules for pensions have rather different implications for the fiscal
accounts, generational fairness, and incentives. In terms of fiscal consequences, indexation on
prices is usually considered to be the most economical. However, indexation well below the
CPI could prove unsustainable if the standard of living of retired vis-a-vis active workers
deteriorates too much over time—a development that could be seen as breaking the
intergenerational commitment between generations.” Indexation on gross wages tends to be
both the most costly and least fair: not only do workers have to support significantly higher
pension expenditure, but there is a second-round increase in pensions when contribution rates
are raised; thus, the standard of living of workers is decreasing over time vis-a-vis retirees.
Finally, indexation on net wages results in greater burden sharing between retirees and active
workers and helps to maintain the balance in the standards of living balance between working
and retired persons.

111.  Currently, indexation rules in France vary from scheme to scheme. Pension schemes
for the private sector now index pensions on prices (in the régime général) or to prices less
1 percentage point (in the complementary schemes ARRCO and AGIRC since 1996). By

2 A system in which a pensioner would experience an erosion, in real terms, of his initial
pension by 2 percent per year for, on average, 20 or 25 years may lack credibility. Questions
have also been raised about sustained indexing to retail prices only, because of the very wide
income differentials that develop among different cohorts of pensioners. In this context, it
should be noted that the shift from gross wage to price indexation introduced in 1992 in the
régime général must be re-examined in 1999.
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contrast, public sector pension schemes are indexed on gross wage increases; and there are no
explicit rules for the pension schemes of the self-employed.

112. The most recent official report on the pension system (Perspectives a long terme des
retraites) assesses the savings generated through 2010 by the 1993 reform of indexation in the
régime général. 1t is noteworthy that this change was the most important feature of the 1993
reform, as shown below (figures in billions of 1993 francs):

Change in indexation (from gross wages to prices) 128
Extend averaging period for pension base 25
Increase in duration of contributions (from 37.5 to 40 years) 11

113. It should be pointed out that the other two measures will bear most of their fruits well
beyond 2010, as the grandfathering of current workers gradually expires.

114. Model simulations were used to assess the effect of changes in indexation rules on the
trend of pension expenditure and on macroeconomic performance. Two indexation rules were
considered: (1) indexing all pensions on CPI less %4 percentage point; and (2) indexing all
pensions on net wages.

115. In the absence of fiscal-macro feedback, the ratio of pension expenditure to GDP in
2050 is about 1 percentage point lower in the first case, and 5 percentage points higher in the
second case (Chart II-2). The latter result reflects the fact that net real wages continue to
increase.

116. When there is fiscal-macro feedback, reduced inflation indexation generates
substantially larger savings, with a ratio of pension expenditure to GDP in 2050 some

4 percentage points lower than in the baseline. This outcome is attributable mainly to the
relatively greater importance of scaling back acquired nominal entitlements in a shrinking real
economy, but it also reflects the positive feedback effect on growth of lower taxes

(Chart 1I-3). Indexation on net wages is an even more effective cost-saving measure than
reduced indexation; it lowers the pension expenditure ratio in 2050 by some 7 percentage
points. This result stands in marked contrast to the outcome in the model without feedback,
and is explained by the decline in net real wages when there is feedback (the marked increase
in taxes that is needed to finance pension spending reduces the growth of both output and
gross wages). GDP growth and the employment rate are marginally higher with net wage
indexation than with CPI-less-Y2-percentage-point indexation.

Increase in the retirement age
117.  Anincrease in the retirement age (defined as the age of eligibility for a full pension)

has four principal effects: it delays, on average, the time at which a pension begins to be paid;
it increases the average time during which contributions are paid; it reduces the average length
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CHART 1I-3
FRANCE

Projected Expenditure, With Feedback
(In percent of GDP)
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of time for which a pension is paid; and it increases the supply of labor in the economy. It also
tends to shift the political balance of power away from interest groups representing retirees
and toward taxpayers.

118. Conceptually, the effective retirement age is distinct from the legal retirement age,
which is only one of the factors by which it is determined. Other influences on the effective
retirement age include (1) the replacement rate of pensions and the way in which it depends
on age and length of service, (2) the extent and generosity of pre-retirement schemes (which
may cause moral hazard and reduce the employment of older workers), (3) rules under which
firms manage the work force (relying more or less on elder workers), and (4) the average age
at which persons enter the labor market.

119.  Over the last two decades, France has experienced a marked decline in the effective
retirement age, a development that can be attributed largely to changes in policy: the lowering
of the legal retirement age in the early 1980s (for the most part to 60, and currently one of the
lowest among the industrial countries), the development of extensive pre-retirement schemes
as a means of reducing measured unemployment, and a growing reluctance to use older
workers (owing mainly to their relatively lower level of education and pay systems based on
seniority).”* Together, these policies have contributed to a strong withdrawal of workers aged
55 and above from the labor market. Moreover, this withdrawal took place against the
background of an ongoing increase in life expectancy. Altogether, France now exhibits one of
the highest non-employment rates among the major industrialized countries, especially among
the young and the old:?

Non-employment Rates - International Comparison

15 to 24 25 to 54 55 to 64
Canada 47 24 56
France 78 23 66
Germany 52 23 62
Ttaly 74 35 73
Japan 55 21 36
United Kingdom 55 23 52
United States 42 20 45

Source: OECD Employment Outlook, July 1996. Figures refer to 1995.

2The various early and pre-retirement schemes, including DRE provisions in unemployment
benefits and arrangements for an early pension in the régimes spéciaux, pose a serious moral
hazard problem, as they allow firms to eliminate older workers at virtually no cost to
themselves (or to the workers).

26 Among the young, the high non-employment rate has been caused mainly by a minimum
wage that is in excess of the productivity of many inexperienced workers.
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120. Policies to foster an increase in the rate of employment in France to the same level as
in the United States or the United Kingdom (around 55 percent for young persons and

50 percent for old persons) would raise the active population by some 3 million in 1995, an
increase of well over 10 percent.

121. A change in policy would also be needed to reverse the decline in the effective
retirement age. One possibility would be to raise the legal retirement age, say from 60 to 65 in
the course of 10 years, or possibly further.”” Another possibility would be to take a more
“actuarial” approach and increase the duration and amount of contributions needed for
eligibility for a full pension (a first step was already made in the reform of the régime général
in 1993), dropping any reference to a legal retirement age.

122. Indeed, the latter may be preferable by allowing for greater flexibility in the transition
between labor and retirement and reducing the incentives workers have to withdraw
prematurely from the labor market.? Indeed, should it become necessary to broaden the tax
base by encouraging labor force participation, workers up to a certain age (perhaps as high as
70) might be rewarded with a higher than actuarially balanced pension if they chose to
postpone retirement (while there would be a penalty for choosing early retirement). Another
advantage of basing pensions on the length of contributions is that it results in a fairer
distribution between workers who entered the labor market early (and who have a lower life
expectancy) and those who delayed their entry into working life (and who acquired more
human capital and increased their life expectancy).” It may also be argued that working until a

21 An interesting calculation is to adjust the retirement age so that the old-age dependency ratio
remains constant at its 1995 level (for this purpose, one calculates the ratio of people from 20
to retirement age to people above retirement age). The results are the following:

Year 2000: retirement age stabilizing the “dependency” ratio= 61

Year 2010:- - == a - = - - e e e m e e e e e oo =062
Year 2020ic - - mmmcmcmmc e e c e e e e et eea o =65
Year2030:- - -----weccmmecmcac e aa e =68
Year 2040:- c - = cmmemmm e e e c e e e e =69
G R R e =70

A fixed retirement age may also reduce the employability of older workers by signaling to
employers that investments in on-the-job training and experience may not be worthwhile,
raising the risk of a vicious circle: dropping older workers creates pressures to institutionalize
a lower effective retirement age, which in turn leads employers to drop workers even earlier.

~ PLife expectancy at the time of retirement is still increasing and entry into the labor market is

being further and further delayed by schooling (taking into account unemployment and

participation by age, the duration of work over the life cycle for an average wage-earner in
(continued...)
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higher age imposes fewer hardships than in the past owing to the progressive disappearance of
heavy physical labor.*

123.  Simulations illustrate the effect of an increase in the effective retirement age from

60 to 65 over the course of 10 years, beginning in 2002 (Charts II-2 and 1I-3). Such an
increase would have a considerably larger effect on the growth of pension spending than the
changes in indexation contemplated earlier. In the absence of fiscal-macro feedback, the ratio
of pension spending to GDP would be almost 6 percentage points lower than in the baseline.
The effects are even more pronounced once the second-round effects on labor supply and
economic growth are taken into account: real GDP growth remains substantially stronger,
most notably during the transition to the higher retirement age but also thereafter; and the
employment rate is significantly higher (this translates into an even bigger increase in the
absolute value of employment as the working-age population is gradually redefined to allow
for the increase in the effective retirement age).

A comprehensive adjustment package: pensions and health care

124.  Thus far, the effects of different reform options have been examined separately. None
of the possibilities examined was by itself sufficient to produce satisfactory outcomes.
Moreover, in a context where there is feedback between real and fiscal variables, the beneficial
effects of policies to restrain expenditure and deficits are more than the sum of their parts.

125.  Against this background, a comprehensive reform package was examined, consisting
of the following elements: (1) an increase in the retirement age from 60 to 65 years, phased in
over a decade; (2) indexation on prices less Y2 percentage point; and (3) a health care reform
package that reduces the non-demographic annual trend rate of growth in spending by

0.3 percentage points.*

»(...continued)
France ranks ninth out of 14 among the principal OECD countries, largely owing to low
participation rates for both young and old persons).

3°Even so, many older people may not be able to work productively at a full-time job, or at the
most demanding jobs. Allowing older people to draw a partial pension while continuing to
work part-time (and continuing to contribute to the pension system) could be a remedy. It will
also be important to reform labor market institutions to facilitate part-time work by older
persons, for example by providing fiscal incentives for training of older persons (possibly
financed by the elimination of pre-retirement schemes), and stronger laws against age
discrimination in employment.

3 The last objective could presumably be achieved by implementing some or all of the
following measures: (1) closing underutilized hospitals; (2) creating regional medical centers
(continued...)
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126. The consequences of implementing such a package appear beneficial (Charts I1I-4 and
II-5). When there is feedback from fiscal to real variables, the ratio of general government
expenditure to GDP is some 22 percentage points lower at the end of the simulation period,
the level of real GDP is more than 60 percent higher, and the employment rate improves by
some 5 percentage points. Nonetheless, the expenditure ratio, at over 60 percent of GDP, is
still very much on the high side; and the employment rate is substantially lower than in 1997.
A possible conclusion is that the effective retirement age would need to rise further, to 67
years or more. In addition, if there is sufficiently strong negative feedback from taxation to
economic growth, pensions might be indexed to net wages instead of prices.

127. Moreover, it would appear that every effort will need to be made to hold down the
growth of other public expenditure, to perhaps one-half the rate of real GDP. To achieve this,
public employment would need to be reduced substantially over time, for example through
attrition. By contrast, prolonged public sector wage restraint would probably not contribute
much to reducing personnel outlays, as it could lead to the emergence of differentials between
public and private sector pay that cannot be credibly sustained.

128.  Stochastic simulations were carried out in order to gain a better understanding of the
sensitivity of this projection to changes in parameter assumptions and random shocks.
Compared to the unchanged policy scenario with feedback (Table 1I-2), the outcome is
unambiguously improved (Table II-3). Notably, the growth rate of real GDP is V2 percentage
point higher, and even more so toward the end of the period under consideration. Almost as
importantly, the standard deviation of many variables declines markedly, implying that
adjustment also reduces the riskiness of the outlook.

31(...continued)

to improve capacity utilization for expensive equipment and improve health outcomes by
allowing staff to gain greater experience in difficult procedures; (3) making more use of
generic medicines (this presupposes strict quality standards to maintain confidence);

(4) periodically reinforcing the controls imposed by the 1996 health care reform on the
practices of individual physicians; (5) limiting the number of university places and licenses for
new physicians; and (6) subjecting new medical technology to a strict cost-benefit analysis,
with public financing being made available only for the adoption and use of technology that
meets this test. See “Health Expenditure”, Section I of France - Selected Issues (SM/96/249)
for a detailed discussion of these issues.
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F. Conclusions

129.  This paper has examined some of the possible implications of population aging for the
public finances. It has extended earlier studies by embedding the fiscal accounts in a model of
aggregate supply in which fiscal policy can affect the prospects for economic growth. A
review of the theoretical and empirical literature on long-run economic growth suggests that
distortions created in financing rising entitlement spending can have a negative and
cumulatively significant effect on economic prosperity.

130. The paper begins by confirming the conclusion reached in other studies: absent
measures to restrain the growth of spending, public outlays on pensions and health care would
rise very substantially by the end of the present decade, owing to the anticipated aging of the
population. When there is no feedback from the fiscal burden to long-run economic growth,
the ratio of general government expenditure to GDP increases by about ¥ percent of GDP per
year, each year, for at least the next 30 years. Thus, keeping the general government deficit
within Maastricht bounds would require the adoption of substantial adjustment measures at
regular intervals.

131. Ifthe needed adjustment were to rely primarily on raising the ratio of revenue to GDP
in order to match the increase in pension and health outlays, negative feedback from higher
taxes to investment, labor market performance, and economic growth could well come into
play. This feedback would worsen the overall outlook, not merely because public revenue and
expenditure might rise to unsustainable levels, but because it would curtail long-run economic
growth and reduce the prosperity that future generations are able to achieve.

132. Possible reforms would need to focus on restraining the growth of pension outlays,
which account for the bulk of the likely increase in public expenditure. One way or another, it
will be necessary to reduce the implicit rate of return that pension systems offer to their
participants; this should probably be done in a way that takes account of intergenerational
equity. Given the constant pressure that demographic developments will in the next few years
begin to put on the public finances, another conclusion would be that a strategic plan to
contain the growth of expenditure is needed to limit the risk of a damaging runup in public
sector deficits, debt, and taxation.
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CHART 114
FRANCE

Effects of Comprehensive Adjustment on Public Finance 1/
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Source: Staff calculations.
1/ With feedback from fiscal to real variables.
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CHART 1I-5
FRANCE

Effects of Comprehensive Adjustment on Real Economy 1/
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1/ With feedback from fiscal to real variables.
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Table II-3. France: Long-Run Effects of Pension and Health Care Reform - Stochastic Simulations 1/

Minimum Maximum Mean  Standard  Lower Upper
Deviation quartile 2/ quartile 2/

Comprehensive adjustment package 3/

Real GDP
Average growth rate
1997-2050 1.2 2.3 1.7 02 1.6 1.8
2040-2050 0.0 1.8 0.8 03 0.6 1.0
Level in 2050 4/ 7315 12834 9340 832 8759 9868
Present value 5/ 137.1 167.7 151.1 5.1 147.5 154.3
Employment rate in 2050 6/ 61.0 64.4 63.3 0.5 63.0 63.6
General government expenditure 7/ 60.3 75.9 64.4 22 62.9 65.7
of which: Pensions 7/ 202 25.0 225 0.7 220 23.0
Health 7/ 6.0 16.5 9.0 1.4 8.0 9.8
Public debt 7/ 55.8 1253 78.3 8.7 72.3 83.2
Unfunded pension liability 8/ 73.5 88.7 81.5 23 80.1 83.1

Differences from baseline

Real GDP
Average growth rate
1997-2050 9/ 0.9 1.1 09 0.1 0.9 0.9
2040-2050 9/ 1.2 1.3 1.1 0.0 1.1 1.1
Level in 2050 4/ 2765 5611 3527 383 3266 3756
Present value 5/ 16.2 278 21.5 1.7 203 22.4
Employment rate in 2050 6/ 6.3 4.1 4.9 -0.3 5.0 4.6
General government expenditure 7/ -16.1 -28.3 -21.9 -1.8 -20.6 -22.8
of which: Pensions 7/ -13.9 -18.5 -15.6 -0.8 -15.1 -16.1
Health 7/ 2.1 -7.0 3.6 -0.7 -3.2 -4.0
Public debt 7/ -55.5 -115.4 -81.2 -10.2 -74.3 -87.7
Unfunded pension liability 8/ -181.9  -187.9 -184.0 -1.3 -182.9 -184.7

Source: Staff calculations. Sample size was 1000.

I/ Including feedbacks between fiscal and macroeconomic variables.

2/ 25 percent of the simulation results lie below (above) the lower (upper) quartile.

3/ Increase in the standard retirement age to 65 years, reduction in pension indexation by 1/2 percentage point
annually, and health care reform.

4/ In billions of 1980 francs. For purposes of comparison, the 1997 figure is F 3800 btllion.

5/ In tnllions of 1980 francs. Discounted using a real rate of 3.5 percent per annum.

6/ In percent of working-age population.

7/ In 2050; percent of GDP. The ratios to GDP in 1996 are 54.5 percent for total expenditure,
12.5 percent for pensions, and 6.9 percent for health.

8/ In percent of 1996 GDP; discounted at a real rate of 3.5 percent per annum.
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STOCHASTIC SIMULATIONS OF LONG-TERM FISCAL OUTLOOK

133. This appendix first describes the structure of the model, then its calibration to the data,
and finally the methods used to carry out the stochastic simulations. A key feature of the
model is the interaction between developments in the public finances and the real economy.

Structure of the model

134. The model has two interrelated blocks dealing with the real economy and the fiscal
accounts. The key relationship on the real side is the production function

Y,=A4,K*L"™

where 4, is total factor productivity, L, is labor input, and K, is the capital stock. Total factor
productivity (TFP) grows at an exogenous rate y in the version of the model without
feedbacks from fiscal to real variables. When there are such feedbacks, it develops in
accordance with

Aln 4, = B Aln K, + €

135. Thus, TFP depends on the capital stock, an effect that is considered to be external to
firms, as is standard in models of endogenous growth.? The stochastic shock is assumed to be
i.i.d. with mean zero. As indicated above, the estimation of the parameters is discussed in the
following section.

136. The capital stock, and by implication investment, is determined by

Yt rev: K
Aan,=¢a-E(60—S, ) + €l

t

where S, is the share of general government revenue in GDP. The stochastic shock is
assumed to be i.i.d. with mean zero. The equation says that the increase in the capital stock
depends on the marginal product of capital, adjusted for the excess aggregate tax burden. The
critical parameter is 8,, which determines the threshold level of the tax burden beyond which
the capital stock begins to decline. This functional form captures the behavior of the capital

%2Growth models with endogenous productivity increase became widely accepted following
the publication of Romer (1986). A detailed discussion may be found in Barro and
Sala-i-Martin (1996).
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stock quite well and is broadly consistent with the predictions of models of capital formation
in which there is an adjustment cost to the capital stock.*

137. Labor input is by definition equal to L, = 4, PNR, where 4, is the employment rate
and PNR, is the population that is not retired. When there are no feedbacks from fiscal to real
variables, the employment rate is assumed to remain constant at its level in 2002 throughout
the simulation period. When there is feedback, the employment rate would in principle depend
on gross wages, the tax burden borne by non-retired persons, and the design and level of
unemployment and other social benefits available to non-retired persons. As discussed below,
empirical estimates reveal all of these factors besides the aggregate tax burden to be
statistically insignificant, so the functional form used is the following:

AL, = 1 AS™

138.  The production function and the equations for TFP, the capital stocks, and labor input
constitute the real side of the model. Several additional indicators can be derived from the
production function. First, the real gross wage is determined by marginal productivity
conditions, i.e.,3*

and the real net wage as

w = (1 - 8w,

where 5™ is the share of general government revenue in GDP. This implictly assumes that the
tax system is balanced between taxes on labor and capital income. The real interest rate may
also be related to marginal productivity conditions

3The Annex provides some background on the microfoundations of this equation.

3In this model, unemployment is not modeled explicitly. However, the non-employment rate,
which is a composite of labor force non-participation and unemployment, is.
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where p is a coefficient needed to calibrate the marginal productivity of capital to the
observed real long-term rate of interest.>* The nominal rate of interest can, of course, be
calculated as i,=(1+r)(1+ z)-1, where T is the rate of inflation (assumed to be constant and
exogenous to the model).

139.  The fiscal side of the model disaggregates expenditure into four categories: interest,
health, pensions, and other.? In order to capture the effect of population aging, health
expenditure in turn is divided between young persons and old persons. Revenue is not
disaggregated; this entails no loss of generality as the shares of capital and labor income in the
economy are constant with a Cobb-Douglas production function. Thus, overall expenditure is
given by

interest health th
E = Etme 'es + Et + E'r on + EO er

t t

140. Interest payments are calculated on the average of beginning-of-year and end-of-year
debt stocks

= i D"‘l + Dt

ST

interest
E -

141. Asindicated above, health spending is disaggregated by demographic group

Ethealth - Ethealth, young Ethealth, old

142. In each group i, per capita spending grows in proportion to gross wages and an
additional factor b, which captures the historical excess in the growth of health care spending
over what can be explained by growing income and by demographics:

w nom POp i
Eheallh, i - Ehealth, i (1 + b‘) t t

t t-1

nom i
w,. Pop,.,

143.  For the purposes of the simulations, b, is in general taken to be a random variable.

3The two may differ because of taxes and other elements of the cost of capital.

3¢ All public finance variables are expressed in current price terms to facilitate inflation
accounting and continuity with historical series.
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144, The computation of pension spending is accomplished in several steps. First, the
relevant demographic profiles are established. It is assumed that at any point in time 7, a
fraction of the population of a given age a is not retired. Thus, the non-retired population at ¢
is given by
100
PNRt = Z wta Pta

a=0

145.  For example, for an unchanged standard retirement age of 60, the coefficients w,, at
each point in time are unity up to age 54, and zero for age 65 and above; and they assume the
following values for ages 55 to 64:

Age 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64
Wi 09 08 070 060 050 020 010 007 004 0.02

146. Of course, when an increase in the retirement age is being modeled, this profile would
shift over time.

147.  Using the coefficients r,,=(1-w,,), it is also possible to calculate the gross flow of new
retirees of each age in each period:

new
Rta = (rta_rt—l, a—l) Pla

Then, the total number of persons of all ages beginning to draw a pension in period t is
100

new new
Rl - E Rta

a=0

148.  On the assumption that all persons entering retirement at a given time receive the same
pension (this is approximately true now given the prevalence of early retirement schemes), the
pensions paid to the cohort of persons retiring at time ¢ are (for the case of pensions indexed
on prices)

ension _ y,new p@®
Et}c" nsion _ R s w, p,w :om i
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where p, is the effective replacement rate of pensions, w, is the ratio of wages at retirement
age to average wages, and s, is the survival rate table for the (mixed-age) cohort ¢.3” Total
pension expenditure at time 7 is then given by:

t
pension _ ~pension p(t) pension
E, - Eo,init 7y st,im't * E Exo

p(O) ¢=1

i.e., the sum of initial pensions (adjusted for indexation and the survival of recipients) and the
sum of pensions paid to persons who have retired between periods 1 and t. Note that in
modeling an increase in the retirement age, one is obliged to use the corresponding profiles of
cohort survival and availability in the labor force.

149. The fiscal accounts are closed by defining the general government financial balance:
B, =R -E,

and the law of motion for the public debt
D, =D, +B

t

150. 'What remains to be determined are fiscal policy rules for adjusting revenue and other
public expenditure. For the sake of simplicity, it is assumed that these variables are adjusted to
approximate an exogenously given target for the fiscal balance, in percent of GDP. Thus, for
public revenue, one has:

151. An analogous equation can be written for other government expenditure. The
parameter 6, measures the speed with which fiscal adjustment is undertaken—it can be
interpreted as a measure of the “strength” of the adjustment effort, or of the “credibility” of
the deficit target. Typically, this parameter will lie between 0 and 1.

Calibration of the model

152. This section provides further information on the estimation of parameter values in the
model. The baseline values are summarized in Table II-Al.

3The calculation of the mixed-age survival tables is technical and not described here in full
detail.
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153.  Inthe production function, one sets 0:=0.4 in accordance with the approximate
historical share of labor in GDP. As usual, total factor productivity is calculated as a residual.

154. Estimation of the equation for fotal factor productivity (TFP) began by rewriting it in
distributed lag form:
n n
md,=) alnd, +) b, K., + €
k=1 k=0

155. Using the ADF test, unit roots could not be rejected for the levels of the capital stock
and total factor productivity; however, unit roots were rejected for the first differences of both
of the variables. The model was estimated with n=2 lags using annual data; the test statistics
show that the second lag of total factor productivity is not significant. The estimation results
are shown in Table II-A2; the model passes the other standard statistical tests (notably those
for autoregressivity and normality of the residuals). The long-run elasticity of total factor
productivity on the capital stock is about 0.4. Thus, the social production elasticity of capital
is close to 0.8, almost double its private value.*® A unit root was rejected for the error-
correction term, showing that the variables are cointegrated. The model was re-estimated in
error-correction form, which shows that the short-run elasticity of TFP on the capital stock is
close to unity, as would be expected given that measured TFP responds strongly to
fluctuations of investment over the business cycle.

156. The capital stock equation was estimated in two stages. First, a linear distributed lag
model with 6,=1 was estimated after confirming that a unit root is rejected for all of the
variables:

n n
Aln Kt = E ak Aln Kt-k + Z bk MPKtt’Zt + nt
k=0

k=1

%¥The social production elasticity in this model falls significantly short of unity, indicating that
it would not generate permanent self-sustaining growth (though the transition to the steady
state would take quite a long time). The model was re-estimated with a trend term to allow
for the possibility that there might be an autonomous element to the growth of TFP; the trend
term turned out to be insignificant (p=0.59), and the other parameters were virtually
unchanged.
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Table II-A1. France: Baseline Model Parameters

Name Value Description

o 04 Production elasticity of capital

B 0.39 Elasticity of TFP on capital stock

Y 013 Growth rate of TFP in scenario without fiscal-macro feedback

Y min 0.0 Floor for growth rate of TEP in scenarios with feedback

0, 0.8 Threshold level of taxation in investment equation

M -0.25 Coefficient on taxation in employment equation

p 0.52 Effective replacement ratio of pensions

® 1.25 Ratio of average wage at retirement age to economy-wide average
wage

4 0.004 Non-demographic excess of health care growth over GDP growth

[ -0.01 Target for general government balance/GDP

O 0.2 Revenue partial adjustment coefficient

0; 0.02 Other expenditure partial adjustment coefficient

T 0.02 Rate of inflation in long term

v 0.035 Real rate of time discount

Sources: Staff calculations; data provided by the authorities.
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Table II-A2. France: Equation for Total Factor Productivity

(Sample: 1973 to 1996)

(1) Equation in levels

Variable Coefficient Std.Exror t-value t-prob PartR?
Constant ~0.35959 0.27682 -1.299 0.2103 0.0857
LTFP_1 0.45688 0.17244 2.650 0.0163 0.2806
LTFP_2 0.019480 0.15839 0.123 0.9035 0.0008
LKAP v 3.2391 0.47779 6.779 0.0000 0.7186
LKAP 1 ~-5.2360 0.85978 ~6.090 0.0000 0.6732
LKAP 2 2.1968 0.51326 4.280 0.0005 0.5044

R? = 0.994249 F(5, 18) = 622.4 [0.0000] o = 0.00583529 DW = 2.67
(2) Solved static equation in levels

LTFP = -0.6867 +0.3817 LKAP
(SE) ( 0.2893) ( 0.03108)

(3) Other tests

AR 1- 2F( 2, 16)
ARCH 1 F( 1, 16)
Normality Chi?(2)
Xiz F(10, 7)
RESET F( 1, 17)

3.5795 [0.0519]
0.50458 [0.4877]
1.5403 [0.4629)]
0.46441 [0.8689]
1.4723 [0.2416]

[ I I

(4) Error-correction model

Variable Coefficient Std.Error t-value t-prob PartR?
DLTFP_1 ~0.019480 0.13735 -0.142 0.8886 0.0010
DLKAP 3.2391 0.40385 8.020 0.0000 0.7628
DLKAP 1 -2.1968 0.39793 -5.520 0.0000 0.6038
ecmkap 1 -0.52364 0.15030 -3.484 0.0023 0.3777

R? = 0.866224 o = 0.00553584 DwW = 2.67

(5) Solved static equation for error-correction model

DLTFP = +1.022 DLKAP -0.5136 ecmkap
(SE) ( 0.2393) ( 0.1934)

(6) Unit root test on error-correction term

Critical values: 5%=-1.857 1%=-2.67

t-adf - o lag t-lag t-prob
ecmkap -2.0398* 0.010644 2 0.12569 0.9012
ecmkap -2.1118* 0.010392 1 0.22186 0.8266
ecmkap -2.2013% 0.010165 0

Source: staff calculations. LTFP and LKAP are the natural logarithms of total factor
productivity and the capital stock; the operator D denotes first differences.
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157. The equation was initially estimated with n=2 lags, but reduced to the form reported in
Table II-A3 after tests showed that neither the second lags, nor the constant term, were
statistically significant.

158. In a second stage, non-linear least squares estimation was used to estimate the more
general form actually used in the simulations (see above). When no lags of the dependent
variable were included, this yielded 0,=0.51, and 0.3 for the standard error. Taken at face
value, this would imply, rather implausibly, that the capital stock in France should begin to
decline once the general government revenue ratio reaches 51 percent of GDP. When one lag
of the dependent variable was included, an estimate 0,=1.0 was obtained, with a similar
standard error. Based on this, a judgement was made to set 6,=0.8, a level of taxation which
has given rise to serious macroeconomic problems in several other countries.

159.  The employment rate was modeled in a cross-sectional regression using 1994 data
covering 18 industrial countries (Table II-A4). Explanatory variables included the ratio of
general government revenue to GDP, the share of women in the labor force, the replacement
ratio of social benefits for unemployed persons, and a measure of wage dispersion.® *° The
results show that the only statistically significant variables were the general government
revenue ratio and the share of women (at the 5 percent and 1 percent levels if the insignificant
variables are omitted). The parameters had the expected sign, with higher relative female labor
market participation associated with a higher overall employment rate, and a higher tax burden
associated with a lower employment rate.

160. These results were confirmed by estimating the regression with the 10-year changes in
the employment rate, revenue ratio, and female labor force share. Over this period, the
employment rate, the share of women in the labor force, and the tax burden have all increased
(on average for the countries in the sample). The coefficients once again had the expected .
signs and were significant at the 10 percent level. The wage dispersion measure also had some
explanatory power, with greater wage dispersion associated with a higher employment rate.

161. An equation for the employment rate was also estimated on the basis of time-series
data for France. The equation was tested down from a general distributed lag model involving,

¥Differences in the share of women in the overall labor force are seen as primarily reflecting
exogenous differences across countries in social attitudes toward and legal institutions
affecting female participation in the labor market. The share of women in the labor force is
highest in the Nordic and Anglo-Saxon countries, and lowest in Southern Europe and Japan.
Of course, differences in economic conditions (such as relation between the market wage
available to women, and the shadow wage of household work) may also play a role in
explaining differences in female labor force shares.

““The wage dispersion measure is intended to capture the effect of minimum wage laws and
other policies (including toward competitive bargaining) that affect the wage structure.
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Table II-A3. France: Equation for the Capital Stock
(Sample: 1972 to 1996)

(1) Equation in levels

Variable Coefficient std.Brror t-value t-prob PartR?
DLKAP_1 0.90905 0.075655 12.016 0.0000 0.8730
MPRNET 0.28317 0.086149 3.287 0.0035 0.3397
MPKNET 1 -0.27325 0.088099 -3.102 0.0054 0.3142

R? = 0.994513 o = 0.00248288 DW = 1.99

(2) Solved static long-run equation in levels

DLKAP = +0.1091 MPKNET
(SE) { 0.02599)

(3) Tests on the significance of each variable

variable F (num, denom) Value Probability Unit Root t-test
DLKAP F( 1, 21) = 144.38 [0.0000] ** -1.2022
MPKNET F( 2, 21) = 6.8554 [0.0051] ** 1.1183

(4) Other tests

AR 1- 2F( 2, 19)
ARCH 1 F( 1, 19)
Normality Chi? (2)
Xiz F( 6, 14)
Xi*Xj F( 9, 11)
RESET F( 1, 20)

0.57892 [0.5701]
0.048928 [0.8273]
1.5809 [0.4536]
1.679 [0.1987]
1.901 [0.1564]
1.1495 [0.2964]

Source: staff calculations. DLKAP is the first difference of the natural logarithm of the capital
stock; MPKNET is the output-capital ratio multiplied by one less the ratio of general
government revenue to GDP.
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Table II-A4. France: Cross-Section Regression for the Employment Rate

ER94 ER94 DER DER
Constant 0.385 0.384 -0.033 -0.133
(3.72) (1.92) (-0.917) (-1.08)
GY9% -0.338 -0.283
(-1.84) (-1.07)
FEMO94 0.559 0.572
(4.31) (3.76)
DGY -0.555 -0.549
(-1.65) (-1.72)
DFEM 0.491 0.397
(1.69) (1.41)
RR94 -0.557E-03 -0.207E-03
(-0.326) (-0.226)
D5D1 0.452E-02 0.076
(-0.059) (1.606)
R 0.554 0.559 0.441 0.562
F 9.32 411 5.91 4.17
SSR 0.0538 0.0533 0.0316 0.0248

Source: Staff calculations. Values in parentheses are t-statistics. The regression included 18 industrialized countries
(the G-7 plus Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and
Switzerland). ER94 is the employment rate (employment relative to population aged 15 to 64) in 1994; DER is its
ten-year change. GY 94 1s the general government revenue ratio in 1994 and DGY is its 10-year change. FEM94 is
the share of females in the labor force and DFEM is its 10-year change; YP is per capita GDP in 1985 (converted
mto dollar at purchasing-power exchange rates) drawn from Barro and Lee (1994). RR94 is the replacement ratio
of social benefits for unemployed persons; and D5D1 is the ratio of wage earnings of persons in the fifth decile
relative to persons in the first decile. The last two vanables were drawn mainly from OECD (1996).

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



-91- APPENDIX

in a variety of combinations, benefit and tax ratios, the female labor force share, wage
indicators, and so forth. It was found that most of the explanatory variables were highly
collinear, and that only the net real wage and the general government revenue ratio had
significant explanatory power, but only when one of these variables, not both, were included
in the model. Given this choice, it was decided to use the general government revenue ratio
(Table II-A5). A long-run coefficient of about -0.5 was found.

162. Inboth sets of cross-country regressions, and in the time series estimates, the
parameter on the tax variable ranged from about -% to -V2. In parametrizing the model, the
lower value was chosen, both out of general caution but also to guard against possible
omitted-variable bias. In particular, it is conceivable that the effective retirement age in various
countries is related to both the measured employment rate and to the general government
revenue ratio: earlier retirement would lower the employment rate while increasing pension
expenditure and the taxes needed to finance it. Consistent data on the effective (as opposed to
the legal) retirement age in various countries is not readily available.

163. The parameters for the pension system were based largely on information found in the
official study Perspectives a long terme des retraites (see notably Table 41 in that publication
for the replacement ratio). Data on health consumption by age were drawn from the Enquéte
santé 1980 (summarized in Economie et Statistique), which suggest that older persons (60
years and above) consume about 1.6 times more health care services per capita than younger
persons. This implies that in the second half of the 1990s, older persons account for about

30 percent of all health care spending, and younger persons for 70 percent.

164. The coefficient p, which links the marginal productivity of capital with the real
interest rate, was chosen to smoothly splice the two series in the year 2003, which is the first
year of the model simulations.

Stochastic Simulations

165. To conduct the stochastic simulations, uncertainty was introduced by means of the
shock terms in the total factor productivity and investment equations, and by allowing for
parameter uncertainty in those equations. Uncertainty was also allowed for in the trend term in
the health insurance equation; it will be recalled that this term captures that part of the longer-
term increase in health care costs that cannot be attributed to demographics. All random
variables were assumed to be normally distributed.

166. By and large, the estimates of the means and variances of the distributions used were
derived from the regression estimates. The standard deviations used are summarized in

Table II-A6. One methodological issue that arises is whether there is a non-zero covariance
between any of the random variables being considered. For the sake of simplicity and
tractability, it was assumed that the various sources of uncertainty are statistically independent
of one another. However, this assumption also motivated the decision to limit, to just a few
key variables and parameters, the sources of uncertainty in the model.
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Table I1-AS. France: Equation for the Employment Rate

Dependent variable: ER
(Sample: 1972 to 1996)

(1) Equation in levels

Variable Coefficient Std.Error t-value t-prob PartR?
Constant 0.26025 0.059901 4.345 0.0003 0.4618
ER 1 0.73122 0.063189 11.572 0.0000 0.8589
GGRY -0.21041 0.048984 -4.296 0,0003 0.4561

R? = 0.980392 ¥F(2, 22) = 549.99 [0.0000] o = 0.00379638 DW = 1.41

(2) Solved static long-run equation in levels

ER = +0.9683 -0.7829 GGRY
{ 0.04049) { 0.0882)

(3) Equation in first differences

Variable Coefficient 5td.BError t-value t-prob PartR?
DER_1 0.45687 0.15897 2.874 0.0086 0.2642
DGGRY -0.24825 0.10087 -2.461 0.0218 0.2085

R? = 0.487207 o = 0.00414737 DwW = 2.11

(4) Tests of equation in first differences

AR 1- 2F( 2, 21)
ARCH 1 F( 1, 21)
Normality Chi? (2)
Xi? F( 4, 18)
Xi*Xjy F( 5, 17)
RESET F{( 1, 22)

1.5385 [0.2380]
0.034249 [0.8550)
2.0938 [0.3510]
1.2811 [0.3141]
2.3761 [0.0828]
4.028 [0.0572]

1 T 1 T T

Source: staff calculations. ER is the ratio of employment to working-age population (in
percent); GGRY is the percentage share of general government expenditure in GDP; the
operator D denotes first differences.
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Table 1I-A6. France: Standard Deviations for Stochastic Simulations

Standard Value Description

Deviation of

§ 0.03 Elasticity of TFP on capital stock

0, 0.1 Threshold level of taxation in investment equation
n 0.2 Coefficient on taxation in employment equation
el 0.006 Error term in TFP equation

e 0.005 Error term in investment equation

b, 0.022 Error term in health care equation

Source: Staff calculations.
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167. The simulations take as their point of departure the macroeconomic and fiscal outlook
as published in the May 1997 WEO. This scenario ends in 2002; the model is used to simulate
developments for the period 2003—2050. A sample size of 1000 was chosen for the simula-
tions to allow adequate convergence of the distributions. In essence, the procedure draws the
random variables from a distribution with parameter means given in Table II-A1 and the

standard deviations reported in Table II-A6.
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A MODEL OF INVESTMENT

168. This annex explains why one might expect virtually all types of taxation to have a
negative influence on investment. The point of departure is the standard profit-maximization
problem of a representative competitive firm where there is a quadratic adjustment cost to
changes in the capital stock

J = max Z B, [(1-6)) FK,L)-w,(1+60)L (146D -8K -2, ,, -K
&,.L)

and where P is the discount factor, K is the capital stock, L is labor, w is the wage, r is the
real interest rate, & is the rate of depreciation of capital, ¢ is an adjustment cost parameter,
and the various 0’s are tax rates on output, capital, and labor. One obtains the first-order
conditions

aJ

3, = P L0-0) K L) -, (1+6D) = 0

which implies that the marginal product of labor is equal to the wage adjusted for taxation,
and

B [(1-6") FK,L) - 7, (1+0) - 8 + & (K., -K)] - By & K-K,.)) = 0

169. Noting that B, = B,,/ (1+r), this first-order condition may be rewritten as

I, =@+)I - % [(1-60) FUK,L) - (r, 1+65) + 8)]

which is simply the usual partial adjustment model: the change in the capital stock depends on
(1) its lagged value and (2) the difference between the marginal product of capital net of
product taxes (the first term inside the square bracket) and the interest and depreciation cost
of capital including taxes (the second term inside the square bracket). The equation used in the
paper attempts to capture key aspects of this equation in a much simpler and more stylized
form.
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Table Al. France: Macroeconomic Performance in Comparison
with Germany and G-7 Countries

(Annual growth rates, in percent)

Averages
1971-80 1981-90 1993 1994 1995 1996
Real GDP
France 3.3 2.4 -1.3 2.8 2.1 1.5
Germany 2.7 2.3 -1.1 2.9 1.9 1.4
G-7 3.3 2.9 1.0 2.8 2.0 2.4
Real total domestic demand
France 3.1 2.5 -2.2 3.0 1.8 0.9
Germany 2.7 1.8 -1.3 2.8 2.1 0.8
G-7 3.0 3.0 0.9 3.0 1.9 2.6
Inflation 1/
France 9.7 6.4 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.0
Germany 5.1 2.6 4.5 2.7 1.8 1.5
G-7 8.8 4.8 2.8 2.2 2.3 2.2
Employment
France 0.5 0.3 -1.2 -0.1 1.1 0.0
Germany 0.2 0.5 -1.8 -0.7 -0.4 -1.2
G-7 1.3 1.2 0.0 0.9 0.8 0.7
Unemployment rate 2/
France 4.2 9.3 11.6 12.3 11.6 12.4
Germany 2.7 7.3 8.8 9.6 9.4 10.3
G-7 4.5 6.9 7.3 7.2 6.9 6.9
Current account including
official transfers 3/
France ca -0.6 0.7 0.5 1.1 1.3
Germany 0.6 2.6 -0.7 -1.0 -1.0 -0.6
G-7 0.2 -0.4 0.1 -0.1 -0.0 -0.2
General government
overall balance 3/
France -0.5 -2.3 -5.6 -5.6 -5.0 -4.1
Germany -2.0 -2.0 -3.5 -2.4 -3.5 -3.6
G-7 4/ -2 -2.9 -4.3 -3.5 -3.4 -2.9

Sources: INSEE, Rapport sur les Comptes de la Nation; and International
Monetary Fund, World Economic_ QOutlook.

1/ Consumer prices.

2/ 1In percent of the labor force.

3/ In percent of GDP.

4/ Average of 1977-80 instead of 1971-80.
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Table A2, France: Aggregate Demand 1/
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 97Q1 97Q2
(Changes in percent in constant prices)
Private consumption 2/ 3.0 2.7 1.4 1.4 0.2 1.4 1.7 2.1 -0.3 1.4
Public consumption 0.4 2.1 2.8 3.4 3.4 1.1 -0.0 1.2 1.1 1.3
Gross fixed investment 7.9 2.8 0.0 -2.8 -6.7 1.3 2.5 -0.5 -0.8 1.5
Government 6.6 0.7 5.4 3.9 ~0.4 -0.4 0.4 -1.2 —2.9 2.4
Non~government
Residential 7.2 -4.1 -4.5 -7.8 2.0 2.3 -0.2 -0.4 -0.8
Non-residential 8.5 4 0.4 -4.0 ~8.2 1.5 3.5 -0.4 -0.3 2.3
Stockbuilding 3/ 0.4 0.2 -0.7 -0.6 -1.5 1.7 0.3 ~0.5 0.4 0.0
Final domestic demand 3.6 2.6 1.3 0.8 -0.7 1.3 1.5 1.4 -0.1 1.4
Total domestic demand 3.9 2.8 0.6 0.2 -2.2 3.0 1.8 0.9 0.3 1.4
Exports of goods and
nonfactor services 10.3 5.4 4.1 4.9 -0.4 6.0 6.3 4.8 5.1 7.8
Imports of goods and
nonfactor services 8.3 6.1 3.0 1.2 -3.5 6.7 5.1 2.8 2.4 4.5
Foreign balance 3/ 0.3 -0.3 0.2 0.9 0.9 -0.2 0.3 0.6 0.8 1.0
GDP 4.3 2.5 0.8 1.2 -1.3 2.8 2.1 1.5 1.1 2.4
Source: INSEE, Quarterly Natjonal Accounts.

1/ Constant 1980 prices; data are based on quarterly national accounts.

same period of the previous year.
2/ Households only,
3/ Contribution to growth,

Quarterly changes are relative to the
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Table A3. France: Contributions to GDP Growth

(Percentage contributions to the growth of GDP at 1980 prices) 1/

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Private consumption 2/ 0.8 0.8 0.1 0.8 1.0 1.3
Public consumption 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 -0.0 0.2
Gross fixed investment 0.0 -0.6 -1.5 0.3 0.5 -0.1
Government 0.2 0.1 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0 -0.0
Non-government
Residential -0.2 -0.3 -0.4 0.1 0.1 -0.0
Non-residential 0.1 -0.5 -1.0 0.2 0.4 -0.1
Final domestic demand 1.3 0.8 -0.7 1.3 1.5 1.4
Stockbuilding -0.7 -0.6 -1.5 1.7 0.3 -0.5
Total domestic demand 0.6 0.2 -2.2 3.0 1.8 0.9
Exports of goods and services 1.0 1.3 -0.1 1.6 1.8 1.4
Imports of goods and services 0.8 0.3 -1.0 1.8 1.4 0.8
Foreign balance 0.2 0.9 0.9 -0.2 0.3 0.6
GDP 0.8 1.2 -1.3 2.8 2.1 1.5

Source: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ Data are based on quarterly national accounts.
2/ Households only.
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Table A4. France: Household Income and Spending

(In biligzgs 1993 1994 1995 1996

of francs) (Annual percentage change)
Compensation of employees 1/ 4,111.3 2.0 2.4 4.1 3.2

Of which:

Gross wages 2,937.1 1.9 2.4 3.8 2.8
Wages, net 2/ 2,409.2 1.5 2.3 3.7 2.4
Profit income 1,405.5 0.7 3.5 4.2 3.0
Net property income 350.1 6 9.7 15.7 1.1
Social security receipts 1,971.1 6.3 2.9 3.5 3.0
Other transfers (net) 63.2 -1.5 -3.5 4.8 2.5
Personal income 7,901.3 2.9 3.0 4.b 3.0
Taxes on income and property 599.4 4.2 5.5 4.0 9:1
Social security contributions 3/ 1,834.4 2.4 2.4 4.7 4.6
Disposable income 5,467.5 3.0 2.9 4.4 1.9
Households'’ consumption 4,769.1 2.4 3.5 3. 4.0
Savings of households 698.4 6.6 -1.0 11.7 -10.4
Gross capital formation 358.6 -6.6 2.6 3.1 2.1

Sources: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ Including all actual and imputed social security contributions.
2/ Gross wages minus social security contributions of employees.
3/ Contributions of employees and employers.
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Table A5. France: Real Incomes and Selected Ratios of the Household Sector

(In percent)

Averages
1971-74 1975-79 1980-84 1985-89 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

(Changes in percent)

Real incomes 1/

Gross disposable income 4.4 3.2 0.7 2.4 1.9 0.7 0.8 2.8 0.1
Compensation of employees 5.7 4.3 1.0 1.9 1.4 -0.3 0.3 2.5 1.3
Hourly wages 5.3 3.9 1.6 1.2 1.6 4.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
Social security receipts 5.4 6.8 3.9 2.9 3.8 4.0 0.8 1.9 1.2

(In percent of gross disposable income)

Saving ratio 19.0 19.3 16.7 12.1 13.6 14.1 13.6 14,5 12.8
Tax burden 28,6 33,7 38.4 41,2 42.0 41.9 41.9 42.0 43.4
Social security contributions 22.6 26.6 30.2 32.7 33.0 32.8 32.6 32.7 33.6
Other 6.0 7.1 8.2 8.5 9.0 9.1 9.3 9.3 9.9
Net wages and salaries 50.3 51.5 49,9 46.8 45,0 44,4 44,1 43.8 44,1

(In percent of GDP)

Gross disposable income 70.7 71.8 72.0 68.4 69.3 70.6 69.6 70.0 69.4
Profit income 21.5 19.0 18.0 17.8 18.0 -17.9 17.7 17.8  17.9
Compensation of employees 2/ 50.5 54.9 56.2 52.8 52.4 52.8 51.8 52.0 52.2

Net wages and salaries 35.5 37.0 36.0 32.0 31.2 31.3 30,7 30.7 30.6
Social security receipts 16.6 19.5 22.4 23.3 24,1 25.4 25.0 25.0 25.0

Source: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ Deflated by private consumption deflator.
2/ Including all actual and imputed social security contributions.
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Table A6. France: Income and Expenditure of Nonfinancial Corporate Enterprises 1/

1996 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

(In billions (Annual percentage change 2/)
of francs)

Gross operating surplus (GOS) 1,312.4 1.4 0.4 3.3 4.2 -0.8
Resources 4,311.3 2.8 0.9 3.2 4.1 2.1
Gross value added 4,183.3 2.8 1.0 3.3 4.1 1.4
Subsidies 127.9 2.4 -1.3 -1.2 2.6 31.4
Uses 2,997.2 3.5 1.2 3.1 4.0 3.5
Wages and salaries 1,812.2 2.9 0.4 2.2 3.6 2.6
Social security contributions 717.8 4.4 0.5 1.9 5.0 4.1
Production taxes 467.2 4.6 6.4 9.3 4.0 6.0
Other revenue 577.3 9.6 10.6 -5.0 9.1 0.1
Expenditure 1,155.4 5.0 4.1 -4.9 6.9 2.8
O0f which:
Interest 316.7 13.4 -1.2 -16,8 2.0 -11.6
Dividends 418.8 5.3 15.1 5.3 11.2 11.4
Taxes on income and property 135.6 -19.7 -1.7 17.0 13.9 7.1
Gross savings 734.3 1.6 2.1 9.9 3.9 -5.3
Investment and stockbuilding 607.5 -5.9  -19.1 16.5 1.1 -9.8
Of which:
Fixed investment o 0.9 -8.7 1.7 4.9
Memorandum item:
Financial balance 3/ 126.8 -1.1 2.7 2.0 2.4 2.9

Source: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ Enterprises and quasi-enterprises (SQS).
2/ Unless otherwise noted.
3/ 1In percent of resources.
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Table A7. France: Saving-Investment Balance

(In pexrcent of .GDP)

1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Gross saving 23.6 21.0 19.8 18.2 19.0 19.8 18.8
Households 12.5 9.0 9.4 10.0 9.4 10.2 8.9
Enterprises 6.2 9.7 9.5 9.6 10.1 10.1 9.3
General government 3.8 1.4 -0.6 -2.5 -2.4 -1.9 -1.0
Rest of economy 1/ 1.2 0.9 1.4 1.1 1.9 1.4 1.7

Gross investment 2/ 24.3 21.6 19.6 17.2 18.4 18.4 17.3
Households 8.9 5.7 5.0 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.7
Enterprises 11.2 11.1 10.1 8.1 9.0 8.8 7.7
General government 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.4
Rest of economy 1/ 0.4 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.5

Financial balances
(current account
balance) 3/ -0.7 -0.6 0.1 1.0 0.6 1.4 1.6

Households 3.6 3.3 4.4 5.4 4.9 5.7 4.2
Enterprise sector -5.0 -1.4 -0.6 1.5 1.1 1.3 1.6
General government -0.0 -2.2 ~4.1 -6.1 -6.0 -5.4 -4.4
Rest of economy 1/ 0.7 -0.3 0.4 0.1 0.6 -0.2 0.2

Source: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ Financial sector and private administration.
2/ Stockbuilding included.
3/ National accounts basis.
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Table A8. France: Structure of Output

(Value added in constant 1980 prices; in percent)

Shares in GDP Annual percentage change
1980 1995 1996 1993 1994 1995 1996

Commercial sector GDP 1/ 84.0 83.9 83.9 -2.0 2.9 2.3 1.5
Industry 26.8 23.5 23.3 -2.3 3.7 4.0 0.7
Foodstuffs 3.2 2.8 2.8 3.8 2.6 0.5 1.7
Energy 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.6 ~2.3 3.9 2.3
Manufacturing 19.8 16.8 16.6 -4,7 5.5 4.6 0.2
Intermediate goods 6.9 5.5 5.4 -6.1 6.4 3.2 -1.9
Current consumption 5.2 4.4 4.3 -0.9 3.8 1.9 -0.2
Investment goods 5.4 5.1 5.2 -4.5 4.8 8.2 3.0
Household equipment 0.3 0.5 0.5 ~6.7 8.3 10.4 0.2
Transportation equipment 1.9 1.3 1.3 -11.7 8.9 4.5 -0.8
Nonindustrial 2/ 48.4 51.6 51.7 ~1.6 2.4 1.5 1.8
Agriculture 4.2 3.9 4.1 ~-8.0 0.4 ~-0.3 5.9
Construction 6.9 5.3 5.0 -5.2 -3.1 0.4 ~2.6
Commerce 10.4 10.0 10.0 -2.2 0.8 2.1 1.4
Transportation and
telecommunication 5.8 7.8 8.0 0.0 3.1 2.6 4.1
Market services (nonfinancial) 20.4 24 .4 24.4 0.3 1.6 2.8 1.2
Insurance and financial services 4.4 3.2 3.3 ~4.3 13.4 -8.1 3.5
Taxes and subsidies 8.8 8.8 8.8 -3.2 3.6 2.3 1.4

Memorandum items:

GDP Billions of francs
Current prices 2,808.3 7,662.4 7,873.2 1.1 4.4 3.7 2.8
Constant 1980 prices 2,808.3 3,743.4 3,800.0 -1.3 2.8 2.1 1.5

Source: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ Secteur marchand, excludes public administration,
2/ Excluding the imputed services of the financial sector.
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Table A9. France: Labor Market

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

(In millions of persons)

Population 57.217 57.530 57.779 58.020 58.256
Labor force 25.121 25.189 25.324 25.378 25.613
Civilian employment 22.306 22.039 22.009 22.241 22.251
Military personnel 0.225 0.220 0.212 0.206 0.200
Unemployment 2.590 2.929 3.103 2.931 3.162

(Percent changes, unless otherwise noted)

Population 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4
Labor force 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.9
Civilian employment -0.6 -1.2 -0.1 1.1 0.0
Military personnel -6.4 -2.3 -3.4 -3.0 -2.9
Unemployment rate 1/ 10.3 11.6 12.3 11.5 12.3

Source: INSEE, Rapport sur leg Comptes de la Nation.

1/ As percent of labor force.
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Table Al10.

France:

- 12 -

Price Developments

STATISTICAL APPENDIX

(Changes in percent from same period of preceding year)

1996 1997
1993 1994 1995 1996 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1
GDP deflator 2.5 1.5 1.6 1,2 1.6 1.4 1.0 0.9 0.9
Total domestic demand
deflator 2.5 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.1 1.1
Consumer price index 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.4 1.8 1.7 1.5
Food 0.8 1.2 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.5
Nonfood 2.6 1.8 1.9 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.0 1.8 1.4
Goods (excl. food) 1.5 0.6 1.0 1.9 1.8 2.3 1.6 1.7 1.1
Energy 2.0 1.5 2.0 5.0 3.9 5.2 4.4 6.6 5.1
Rent 4,2 2.8 2.6 2.4 2.9 2.7 2.4 1.9 1.7
Sexvices 3.1 2.3 2.6 2.0 2.3 2.4 2.0 1.3 1.1
Value added deflators
Market GDP 2.2 1.5 1.2 1.0 1.4 1.2 0.7 0.7 0.6
Industry 1.5 -1.0 -0.1 -1.1 ~0.4 0.5 -1.7 =1.9 0.1
Manufacturing 1.0 -1.7 -0.2 -2.5 -0.8 -2.4 -3.4 -3.4 ~2.1
Nonindustrial sectors 2.5 2.7 1.5 1.3 0.9 0.9 1.6 1.7 0.7
Memorandum items:
Merchandise imports
deflator 1/ ~3.7 2.0 2.0 6.7 0.8 1.1 0.9 0.1 0.3
CPI/mexchandise imports
deflator 1/ 6.0 -0.4 -0.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.6 1.2
Sources: International Monetary Fund, Intérnational Financial Statistics; OECD,

Main Economic Indicators; and INSEE, Rapport sur les Comptes de la Nation.

1/ MNational accounts definition.
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Table All. France: Consolidated General Government Accounts 1/

In billions In percent
of francs of GDP Changes in_percent
1996 1980 1995 1996 1993 1994 1995 1996
Revenue 3,966.5 46.3 48.9 50.4 2.5 3.7 4.5 5.9
Tax revenue 1,953.9 23.0 23.7 24,8 3.1 6.5 4.9 7.4
Value added tax 576.0 8.3 6.9 7.3 -0.1 5.0 6.1 8.3
Other production taxes 591.3 6.3 7.3 7.5 5.8 7.6 3.4 6.1
Income and property taxes 786.6 8.4 9.5 10.0 3.4 6.6 5.1 7.7
Corporate taxes 128.8 2.0 1.6 1.6 0.4 14.3 5.2 7.1
Personal income taxes 436.5 4.3 5.3 5.5 3.8 5.1 4.0 8.3
Other income and wealth taxes 221.3 2.1 2.7 2.8 4.3 5.5 7.3 7.0
Social security contributions 1,547.1 17.8 19.3 19.6 2.0 2.0 4,6 4,6
Other revenue 465.5 5.5 5.8 5.9 2.4 -1.0 2.8 4.4
Expenditure 4,309.2 46.3 54.3 54.7 6.3 3.6 3.3 3.6
Current expenditure 4,047.3 42.5 50.8 51.4 6.6 3.6 3.4 4.0
Compensation of employees 988.4 12.0 12.5 12.6 5.5 3.6 4.3 3.5
Consumption of goods and services 504.4 6.0 6.3 6.4 6.9 4.0 -2.8 3.8
Social transfers 1,837.0 19.2 23.3 23.3 6.6 2.8 3.6 3.1
Operating subsidies 154.5 1.9 1.6 2.0 ~2.4 7.6 5.3 23.7
Interest payments 320.4 1.5 4.1 4,1 10.2 6.9 11.0 3.2
Other current expenditure 242.6 2.0 3.0 3.1 10.9 2.2 1.8 3.8
Capital expenditure 262.0 3.8 3.5 3.3 2.0 4.5 2.2 -2.8
Net financing capacity 2/ -347.2 -0.0 -5.4 =4.4 “es ‘e - v
Memorandum items:

General government balance 3/ -356.4 ~0.0 -5.4 ~4.5 .es . v .o
Primary surplus -22.3 1.5 -1.4 -0.3 ... v N ..
Noninterest expenditure 3,988.9 44.8 50.3 50.7 6.0 3.4 2.8 3.6
Real revenue 4/ e . ee P 0.1 2.1 2.9 4.7
Real expenditure 4/ P [ ve 3.7 2.1 1.7 2.3
Real noninterest expenditure 4/ ‘e . 3.4 1.8 1.2 2.3

Source: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts.

1/ National accounts basis.

2/ Not equivalent to data on annual or on Maastricht basis.
3/ As reported in annual national accounts.

4/ Deflated by GDP deflator.
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Table Al2. France: Public Sector Financial Balances 1/

(In billions of francs and in percent of GDFP)

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
1. General government -138.4 -100.4 -94.9 -75.2 -101.1 -147.1 -286.8 -430.7 ~441.2 -412.8 -356.4
-2.7 -1.9 ~-1.7 -1.2 -1l.6 -2.2 -4.,1 ~6.1 -6.0 -5.4 -4.5
Central government ~110.8 -102.8 -96.9 -86.6 -101.6 -113.7 -212.4 -318.1 -355.9 -326.6 ~295.3
-2.2 ~1.9 ~-1.7 -1l.4 ~1.6 ~1.7 -3.0 -4.5 4.8 =4.3 -3.8
Local authorities -12.7 ~7.7 -10.4 -8.8 ~-4.5 -14.2 -24.8 ~15.2 -15.2 -17.5 3.4
-0.3 ~0.1 -0.2 -0 -0.1 -0.2 -0.4 -0.2 -0.2 ~0.2 0.0
Social security system ~14.9 10.1 12.4 20.2 5.0 -19.2 -49.6 -97.4 -70.1 -68.7 -64.4
-0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 ~-0.3 -0.7 -1.4 ~0.9 ~-0.9 -0.8
2. Public enterprises 2/ -18.9 ~6.9 =4.1 -11.0 -6.9 15.0 14.2 32.4 34.5 30.9
0.4 0 -0.1 -0. -0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.4

3. Total public sectox
(1+2) -157.3 -99.7 -101.8 -79.3 -112.1 -153.9 -271.8 ~416.5 -408.8 -378.3 -325.5
-3.1 -1.9 -1.8 -1.3 -1.7 -2.3 -3.9 -5.9 -5.5 4.9 =4.1

Memorandum item:
General government

Maastricht basis . . -265.6 -399.5 =414 .0 -379.4 -324.5
. . -3.8 -5.6 ~5.6 -5.0 ~-4,1

Sources: INSEE, Rapport sur les Comptes de la Nation; and data provided by the French authorities.
1/ National accounts basis, including Fonds de Stabilisation des Changes (FSC); plus sign indicates financing capacity.

2/ Grandes enterprises nationales only: Charbonnages de France, Electricite de France, Gaz de France, SNCF, RATP, Air France, Air Inter, La

Poste, France Telecom.
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Table A13. France: Government Debt

State 1/ General State  General
government 2/ government

(In billions of francs) (In percent of GDP)

1980 4183 583.7 14.9 20.8
1981 500.4 702.3 15.8 222
1982 616.6 934.8 17.0 25.8
1983 779.8 1089.5 19.5 272
1984 915.4 1282.9 21.0 294
1985 1067.5 14547 227 31.0
1986 11946  1588.3 23.6 313
1987 1281.7 1789.9 24.0 335
1988 14748 19243 25.7 33.6
1989 16224  2095.4 26.3 340
1990 17824  2280.6 274 35.0
1991 1867.1 2394.9 27.6 353
1992 2107.0  2746.0 30.1 39.2
1993 2461.8  3199.0 348 45.2
1994 2904.5 35538 393 48.1
1995 3251.3  4002.9 424 522
1996 35245  4360.3 44.8 55.5

Source: Ministry of Finance.

1/ Administrative basis.
2/ Maastricht basis.
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Table Al4. France: Central Government Budget

(Administrative basis; in billions of francs)

1993 1994 1995 1996 1996 1997
Final outturn Initial  Sup. Initial
budget budget budget
Permanent operations
Expenditure 1/ i,502.1 1,551.2 1,594.8 1,640.1 1,558.2 1,572.8 1,578.8
Interest on public debt 209.7 215.9 247.9 244 .7 247.3 242.9 254.,0
Operating expenditure 561.4 583.5 603.5 624,3 589.3 586.4 608,7
Social transfers 185.1 182.0 178.7 182.2 173.3 182.6 176.1
Economic & other transfers 247.7 273.1 285.1 296.8 274.5 283.6 280.5
Capital expenditure 109.8 104.9 101.7 1.1 84.4 92.5 71.9
Defense 189.1 192.2 180.0 185.4 189.6 185.0 190.9
Special accounts, net -0.8 ~0.4 -2.1 -1.9 ~0.2 -0.2 ~3.4
Revenue, net 1,209.2 1,275.9 1,292.8 1,345.4 1,281.3 1,288.7 1,296.7
Personal income tax 309.8 295.6 297.1 314.1 310.1 312.3 291.9
Corporate taxes 127.2 134.4 150.9 171.7 155.6 171.0 170.8
Other direct taxes 109.8 115.5 127.8 117.7 128.0 120.8 127.6
Value-added tax 622.3 645.5 669.2 728.2 761.6 730.6 757.5
Other indirect taxes 260.6 274.2 278.9 288.4 286.8 289.1 296.9
Nontax revenue 172.7 199.1 164.7 159.5 132.4 154.0 135.1
Earmarked accounts 60.1 59.4 61.3 69.3 e e ves
Revenue sharing -232.6 -236.8 ~234.9 =243.0 -252.5 -243.9 ~253.9
Tax refunds and reliefs -220.5 -211.1 ~222.2 -260.6 -240.9 -245.3 -249.2
Balance on permanent
operations -292.8 -275.4 =-302.0 -294.7 -277.1 -284.2 -282.1
Balance on temporary
operations -22.9 -23.2 ~20.7 0.3 -10.7 -3.8 -2.7
Overall balance,
including FSC 2/ -315.8 ~-298.6 -322.7 -294.4 -287.8 -288.0 ~284.8
Overall balance,
excluding FSC 2/ ~315.7 -299.1 -323.0 -295.4 -287.8 -288.0 ~284.8
(In percent of GDP) (~4.5) (-4.0) (-4.2) (-3.8) (~3.7) (-3.7) (~3.5)
Overall balance, excluding
FSC and other receipts 3/ -333.6 -349.1 -323.0 -295.4 -287.8 -288.0 ~284.8
(In percent of GDP) (-4.7) (-4.7) (-4.2) (-3.8) (-3.7) (-3.7) (~3.5)
Memorandum item:
Primary balance &4/ -106.0 -83.2 ~75.1 ~50.7 ~40.5 =451 -30.8
(In percent. of GDP) -1.5 ~1.1 -1.0 -0.6 -0.5 -0.6 ~0.4

Sources: Budget documents and data provided by the French authorities.

1/ Including net special accounts (comptes d'affectation speciale).
2/ Fonds de stabilization des changes (FSC).

3/ Excluding privatization receipts.

4/ Overall balance minus gross interest payments.
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Table Al5. France: Central Government Revenue and Expenditure 1/
(Changes in percent)

Percent
Final Outturn _Budget 1996 Budget. 1997 of GDP
1992 1993 1994 1995 Compared to Compared to Outturn
Budget Outturn Budget Revision 1996
1995 1995 1996 1996
Permanent operations
Expenditure 6.7 5.4 3.3 2.8 4.8 2.8 1.3 0.4 20.8
Interest on public debt 16,6 11.2 3.0 14.8 10.1 -1.3 2.7 4.6 3.1
Operating expenditure 6.3 5.2 3.9 3.4 4.3 3.4 3.3 3.8 7.9
Social transfers 4.4 6.6 -1.7 -1.8 3.8 2,0 1.6 ~3.6 2.3
Economic and other
transfers 7.6 5.0 10.3 4.4 9.5 4.1 2.2 -1.1 3.8
Capital expenditure 6.4 5.9 -4.,5 ~3.1 -2.1 -98.9 ~14.8 -22.3 0.0
Defense 0.5 ~-0.4 1.6 ~6.4 2.4 3.0 0.7 3.2 2.4
Revenue, net 2/ ~-0.4 ~0.7 5.5 1.3 4.3 4.1 1.2 0.6 17.1
Personal income tax 1.2 0.9 -4.6 0.5 2.2 5.7 ~5.9 -6.5 4.0
Corporate taxes -~12.0 ~6.3 5.7 12.3 6.7 13.8 9.8 -0.1 2.2
Other direct taxes 1.0 3.5 5.2 10.6 9.6 -7.9 ~0.3 5.6 1.5
Value added tax 1.9 4,9 3.7 3.7 13.1 8.8 -0.5 3.7 9.2
Other indirect taxes 0.9 4.1 5.2 1.7 -0.0 3.4 3.5 2.7 3.7
Nontax revenue 6.1 4.1 15.3 -17.3 -21.0 -3.2 17.1 0.7 2.0
Memorandum items:
Real expenditure 3/ 4.5 2.9 1.7 1.2 3.5 1.6 ces
Real. noninterest
expenditure 3/ 3.2 2.0 1.7 ~0.7 2.6 2.3 ves ‘e

Sources: Budget documents and data provided by the French authorities.
1/ Budgetary outturns on an administrative basis.

2/ Net of revenue sharing and tax refunds.
3/ Deflated by GDP deflator.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



Table Al6. France: Finances of Social Security Regimes 1/

In billions In percent
of francs of total Percent change

1995 1996 1995 1996 1993 1994 1995 1996
Expenditure 17852 18555 100.0 100.0 6.3 12.1 -6.3 39
Wages and salaries 47.9 49.8 2.5 2.7 49 -0.2 1.2 4.1
Intermediate consumption 23.1 23.6 12 13 82 5.8 0.5 2.1
Social transfers 1408.5 14672 71.5 75.9 6.0 1.8 34 42
Family and maternity 162.1 165.5 8.1 8.7 92 -1.1 47 2.1
Health ) 4114 4254 20.6 222 38 1.1 5.1 34
Labor market 99.0 106.6 57 53 10.6 -3.6 -8.0 77
Pensions 736.0 769.7 372 39.7 5.8 3.8 39 4.6
Current transfers to OLG 254.0 265.1 12.6 13.7 6.2 44 5.7 44
Hospitals 2285 2335 114 123 6.4 44 5.5 22
Other 25.5 31.6 1.2 14 4.0 40 78 23.9
Gross fixed investment 47 5.0 0.3 03 -183 -1.5 -1.7 53
Other expenditure 2/ 47.0 449 11.9 25 18.1 302.7 -79.3 4.5
Revenue 1729.1  1806.5 100.0 100.0 34 14.4 -6.3 45
Social security contributions 14564  1514.1 75.5. 84.2 1.9 1.9 4.5 4.0
Employers 915.3 9434 473 52.9 16 23 5.0 3.1
Salaried persons 425.2 4429 22.3 24.6 3.1 1.9 36 42
Non-salaried persons 1159 127.8 6.0 6.7 0.0 -0.7 4.7 10.3
Taxes and tax transfers 99.3 177.8 5.1 5.7 313 -13.5 63 78.9
Current transfers from OLG 138.1 858 7.6 8.0 1.8 449 -1.7 -37.9
Other revenue 2/ 353 28.9 11.8 20 -0.7 436.0 -83.8 -18.2

Financial balance -56.1 49.1

Net lending of other social
security administrations -12.6 -15.3
Financial balance, social security system -68.7 -64.4

—8'{_

Source: INSEE, Rapport sur les Comptes de la Nation .

1/ National accounts basis.
2/ Other revenue and expenditure in 1994 include the accrual of transactions resulting from assumption of the social security debt by the State.
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Table A17. France: Social Security, Régime Général 1/

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Health insurance
Revenue 479.6 489.9 506.7 526.9 544.4
Percent change 1.8 2.2 34 4.0 33
Expenditure 507.0 5214 546.4 560.5 575.6
Percent change 6.2 2.9 4.8 2.6 2.7
Balance =273 -31.5 -39.7 -33.6 -31.2
Accidents
Revenue 41.0 41.8 43.9 437 45.0
Percent change -6.3 2.0 5.0 0.4 2.8
Expenditure 41.2 419 42.8 43.1 43.2
Percent change -1.2 1.6 2.1 0.9 0.1
Balance -0.3 -0.1 1.1 0.6 1.8
Pensions
Revenue 277.0 3133 3537 351.8 361.0
Percent change -1.0 13.1 12.9 -0.5 2.6
Expenditure 316.5 326.1 3435 3575 370.0
Percent change 6.3 3.0 54 4.1 35
Balance -39.5 -12.8 10.1 5.8 -9.0
Family allowances
Revenue 2299 216.2 224.7 227.0 235.1
Percent change 10.2 -6.0 4.0 1.0 3.6
Expenditure 219.3 226.6 263.6 239.7 243.8
Percent change 8.6 34 16.3 9.1 1.7
Balance 10.7 -10.5 -38.9 -12.8 -8.7
Total régime général
Revenue 10275 1061.2 11290 11494 11854
Percent change 24 33 6.4 1.8 3.1
Expenditure 10839 11160 11963 12009 12325
Percent change 6.4 3.0 7.2 04 2.6
Balance -56.4 -54.8 -67.3 -51.5 -47.2

Source: Les comptes de la sécurité sociale , June 1996,

1/ Administrative basis. Data for 1996 and 1997 are official projections (as of September 1996).
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Table A18. France: Local Government Finances 1/

In billions In percent
of francs of total Percent change

1995 1996 1995 1996 1993 1994 1995 1996
Expenditure 805.9 827.0 100.0 100.0 3.8 44 34 26
‘Wages and salaries 1844 191.1 229 23.1 5.2 46 43 3.6
Social security contributions 60.4 62.6 7.5 7.6 5.1 42 6.3 3.6
Consumption of goods and services 172.1 179.3 213 21.7 6.1 59 3.2 42
Interest payments 63.9 64.1 7.9 7.7 5.7 0.8 23 0.2
Subsidies 251 29.2 31 3.5 4.1 2.8 10.8 16.4
Social transfers 38.1 40.3 4.7 49 7.1 8.0 47 5.8
Transfers to other levels of government 224 24.2 2.8 2.9 3.0 10.0 10.1 82
Capital expenditure 180.9 177.0 22.5 214 -12 1.2 1.1 22
Other expenditure 58.8 59.2 73 72 5.5 12.8 1.0 0.8
Revenue 788.4 830.3 100.0 100.0 5.4 4.5 32 53
Taxes 523.6 552.8 66.4 66.6 6.5 5.1 4.3 5.6
Wealth and income taxes 153.8 169.5 19.5 204 9.7 8.9 5.7 10.1
Production taxes 182.9 200.3 232 24.1 53 38 -0.2 9.5
Tax sharing 186.9 183.0 237 22.0 52 33 7.7 -2.1
Transfers from other levels of government 86.1 93.1 10.9 11.2 33 1.6 1.8 82
Income from commercial activity 33.1 342 42 4.1 35 35 1.1 34
Income from non-commercial activity 64.9 65.6 8.2 79 47 43 2.0 1.0
Other revenue 80.7 84.6 10.2 10.2 22 44 0.2 49

Net lending -17.5 34

—OZ.—

Source: INSEE, Rapport sur les Comptes de la Nation .

1/ National accounts basis.
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Table Al19.

France:

Key Interest Rates

(In percent per annum; period averages)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Dec. Dec. Dec. Dec. Mar. June Sept. Dec. Mar. June
Interbank market
Intervention rate 1/ 9.10 6.22 5.00 4.60 3.82 3.62 3.31 3.18 3.10 3.10
Repurchase rate 10.00 7.02 6.40 6.01 5.52 4.90 4,75 4,68 4.60 4,60
Three-month Interbank rate 10.74 6.33 5.88 5.47 4,20 3.87 3.66 3.32 3.21 3.35
Capital market
Government bond yield 2/ 8.30 5.94 8.09 6.85 6.71 6.64 6.29 5.85 5.73 5.72
Lending rates
Prime lending rate 10.00 8.15 8.25 7.50 7.00 6.75 6.55 6.30 6.30 6.30
Overdrafts and advances
to enterprises 3/ 12.29 8.90 7.96 8.68 8.44 8.40 8.31 8.14 7.34 6.67
Deposit rates
Passbook savings &/ 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
Money market securities
Treasury Bills 5/ 10.82 6.27 5.81 5.53 4,23 3.89 3.67 3.34 3.21 3.37
Contractural savings
Plan d'epargne logement 6.00 6.00 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 4.25 4.25
Eurofranc three-month rate 11,44 6.53 5.97 5.84 4.27 3.97 3.75 3.45 3.37 3.42

Sources: Bangque de France, Bulletin Trimestriel, and IMF, International Fimancial Statistics.

1/ Rate on the appels d' offres; end of period.

2/ Weighted average of maturities.

3/ Observations taken in January, April, July, and October,

4/ Livrets A or Bleu, included in M2-M1.

5/ 13 weeks,
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- 22 - STATISTICAL APPENDIX

Table A20. France: Main Monetary Aggregates

(In billions of francs and growth rate in percent) 1/

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 97Q1 97Q2
Money (M1) 1,531.7 1,520.7 1,513.5 1,558.2 1,581.3 1,666.1 1,668.2 1,700.7
-0.2 -0.7 -0.5 3.0 1.5 5.4 1.2 2.6
Quasi-money (M2 - M1) 1,234.5 1,198.0 1,183.1 1,247.2 1,354,5 1,478.3 1,557.8 1,609.5
-1.3 -3.0 -1.2 5.4 8.6 9.1 7.5 10.1

Money and quasi-money (M2) 2,766.3 2,718.7 2,696.6 2,805.4 2,935.8 3,144.3 3,226.0 3,310.3

~0.7 -1.7 ~-0.8 4.0 4,6 7.1 4.1 6.1
Near money (M3 - M2) 2,212.3 2,528,9 2,394.6 2,364.6 2,460.4 2,067.7 1,994.8 1,948.3
6.3 14.3 =-5.3 ~1.3 4,1 ~16.0 -12.3 -10.8
Broad money (M3) 4,978.6 5,247.6 S5,091.1 5,170.0 §5,396.2 5,212.1 5,220.8 5,258.6
2.3 5.4 -3.0 1.5 4.4 -3.4 -2.8 -0.8
Nonmonetary liquidity
(M4 - M3) -3.3 -58.0 182.9 -29.1 ~36.2 200.2 76.5 80.5
98.1 -1,647.2 415.3 -115.9 -24,2 653.0 ~24.1 ~34.2
Liquidity (Ma4) 4,975.2 5,189.6 5,274.0 5,140.9 5,360.0 5,412.3 5,297.3 35,339.1
6.1 4.3 1.6 -2.5 4.3 1.0 -3.2 -1.6
M3+P1 3/ - ... 6,378.3 6,682.5 7,095.,6 7,203.0 7,230.9
. s 4.8 6.2 1.5 1.8
Memorandum items:
Velocity of circulation
M1 4,42 4,60 4,68 4.74 4.85 4.73 4.78 4.75
M2 2,45 2.57 2.62 2.63 2.61 2.50 2.47 2.44
M3 1.36 1.33 1.39 1.43 1.42 1.51 1.53 1.54

Source: Banque de France, Bulletin Trimestriel.
1/ End of period data and year-on-year percentage changes.

2/ Staff estimates.
3/ Pl consists of contractual saving accounts, notably for housing.
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Table A21.

France:

- 23 -

M3 and Its Countexrparts

(In billions of francs, end of period)

STATISTICAL APPENDIX

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
1. M3 4,955.9 5,063.3 5,312.4 5,162.3 5,282.2 5,502.6 5,289.0
2. External counterparts -50.9 85.4 234.1 628.1 454 .3 603.8 470.8
Net foreign assets of
the Banque de France 154.8 137.0 17.4 18.8 122.9 126.4 128.1
Net foreign asset
position of banks ~205.,7 ~51.6 216.8 609.3 331.4 477.3 342.7
3. Domestic credit 7,951.2 8,526.9 8,899.0 9,048.6 9,043.1 9,055.2 9,433.0
Claims on government 888,6 1,011.0 1,088.1 1,350.2 1,679.4 1,775.9 2,166.9
Claims on the economy 7,189.7 7,516.0 7,810.9 7,698.3 7,363.7 7,279.3 7,266.1
4, Other sources
(3+2-1) 2,944.4 3,549.0 3,820.7 4,514.3 4,215.1 4,156.4 4,614.8
Contractual savings 539.8 640.6 758.3 938.8 1,064.5 1,238.1 1,507.4
Net stable resources 2,430.4 2,557.6 2,749.4 3,315.4 3,112.2 3,227.1 3,261.8
Other 86.6 231.3 150.8 52.6 -194.5 -308.8 ~154.4
Memorandum item:
5. Net domestic credit
(1 -2) 5,006.8 4,977.9 5,078.3 4,534.3 4,828.0 4,898.8 4,818.2
(Contributions to the growth of M3, in percent)
Percentage change in M3 9.1 2.2 4.9 -2.8 2.3 4.2 -~3.9
External counterparts -2.3 2.8 2.9 7.4 -3.4 2.8 =2.4
Banque de France 1.3 -0.4 ~2.4 0.0 2.0 0.1 0.0
Other credit insbtitutions -3.6 3.1 5.3 7.4 -5.4 2.8 2.4
Net domestic credit 11.4 ~0.6 2.0 ~10.2 5.7 1.3 -1.5
Claims on government, 0.0 2.5 1.5 4.9 6.4 1.8 7.1
Claims oh the economy 12.8 6.6 5.8 -2.1 -6.5 -1.6 -0.2
Contractual savings -2.0 -2.0 ~2.3 -3.4 -2.4 ~3.3 “4.,9
Net stable resources 0.1 ~2.6 -3.8 -10.7 3.9 -2.2 -0.6
Other 0.9 -2.9 1.6 1.8 4.8 2.2 -2.8
Sources: Banque de France, Bulletin Trimestriel.
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Table A22.

France:

- 24 -

(In billions of francs)

Monetary Base and Its Counterparts

STATISTICAL APPENDIX

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Monetary base 322.7 316.4 273.2 265.2 265.4 329.7 292.1
Sources:
Net foreign assets 154.8 137.0 17.4 18.8 122.9 126.4 128.1
Credits to government 38.5 26.4 40.8 36.0 21.6 19.2 16.8
Discounted government paper 37.9 70.4 169.5 178.9 119.4 72.3 89.1
Discounted private bills
and money market instruments 134.4 116.8 149.6 211.7 110.0 74.9 50.0
Minus:
Treasury's account ab
the Banque de France 103.7 85.6 147.7 197.6 123.0 58.3 20.2
Other ~60.8 -51.4 ~43.6 ~-17.4 -14.5 ~95.2 -28.3
(Contributions to growth of monetary base, in percent)
Percentage change in monetary base ~2.6 -2.0 -13.7 -2.9 0.1 24.2 -11.4
Net foreign assets 18.0 =-5.5 -37.8 0.5 39.2 1.3 0.5
Credits to government 2.9 -3.7 4.6 -1.8 =5.4 -0.9 -0.7
Discounted government paper -8.7 10.1 31.3 3.4 =22.4 -17.7 5.1

Source: Banque de France, Bulletin Trimestriel.
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Table A23. France: Total Domestic Debt and Its Components

(In billions of francs)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Q1

Total domestic debt 9,415.5 9,692.0 10,061.3 10,662.2 10,858.9 10,944.6
Of which:

To the central government 2,046.,0 2,362.1 2,795.8 3,189.3 3,486.0 3,604.9
Credit 231.7 174.6 247.9 305.7 .254.7 336.0
Domestic money market 714.7 782.0 926.3 1,061.0 1,091.2 1,087.3
Domestic bond market 1,080,0 1,379.7 1,581.2 1,799.2 2,046.9 2,122.6
Other 19.6 25.8 40.4 23.4 93.2 58.4

To the private sector 6,534.3 6,380.2 6,339.9 6,468.0 6,320.8 6,335.5
Firms 4,065.6 3,906.9 3,848.3 3,894.9 3,729.0 3,751.4

Credit 3,291.0 3,117.6 3,050.5 3,076.2 2,887.3 2,876.0
bomestic money market 171.6 152.7 151.7 152.2 194.3 231.0
Domestic bond market 397.8 428.5 436.9 437.7 458.3 453.9
Other 205.2 208.1 209.2 228.8 189.1 190.5
Households 2,468.7 2,473.3 2,491.6 2,513.1 2,591.8 2,584.1

Memorandum items:

External Financing 224.8 233.8 249.8 274.0 282.3 248.9
Credit from non-residents 102.8 111.0 125,8 126.1 141.5 113.3
Bonds issued abroad 122.0 122.8 123.9 147.9 140.8 135.6

Negotiable instruments as
percentage of total credit to firms 14.0 14.9 15.3 13.0 10.0 11.0

Growth rate of selected components 1/

Total domestic debt 6.0 2.9 3.8 6.0 1.8 1.9
Goverment debt 12.7 15.4 18.4 14.1 9.3 7.7
Credit to the private sector 3.5 -2.4 ~0.6 2.0 -2.3 -1.0

To firms 5.2 -3.9 -1.5 1.2 ~4.3 ~3.4

To households 0.8 0.2 0.7 0.9 3.1 2.7

Source: Banque de France, Bulletin Trimestriel,

1/ Year~on-year percent change.
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Table A24. France: Summary Balance of Payments

- 26 -

(In billions of francs)

STATISTICAL AFPENDIX

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1996 1997
1 1I 11 v .
Current Account ~53.6 348 203 52.0 38.7 82.7 104.7 33.6 17.0 26.6 275 59.(
Goods, services, and income -9.1 69 67.8 872 84.0 1144 137.4 215 342 36.3 455 57.(
Goods -714 539 12.7 43.0 384 55.8 713 19.9 17.0 14.1 26.3 322
Services 83.7 932 -101.0 95.6 106.7 95.8 86.1 15.5 218 244 244 14.8
Income -213 324 -459 -514 612 -372 259 ~13.9 —~4.6 22 -52 10.¢
Compensation of employees  —5.2 ~3.8 -6.4 =56 -6.0 -4.5 6.9 17 1.7 1.7 1.7 2.6
Investment income -161 -286 -395 -—-458 =553 -327 -329 -15.6 -6.3 —4.0 -6.9 74
Current transfers —-445 —41.7 -476 -352 —452 318 -32.7 122 ~172 -9.7 -179 20
General government -293 -269 -30.1 -307 -—-402 300 275 129 -16.0 -76 ~-16.8 2.6
Other (private) -152 -147 -174 —4.5 -5.0 -1.8 -52 -0.7 -12 22 -12 ~-0.6
Capital and financial account 56.8 122  -302 -667 —-613 -1063 ~13L7 -516 -136 308 -357 ~71.0
Capital account -234 —0.1 35 02 248 -0.6 -0.8 -0.0 -04 -02 -02 3.6
Financial account 80.2 123 -337 -669 =366 -1057 -1309 -516 -132 -305 -356 ~74.6
Direct investment -1194 ~50.1 -48.9 1.5 -352 25.1 —-33.4 —-4.0 =21.1 1.5 -9.7 -4.9
Abroad -1903 -1347 -~1651 -1167 -~1263 =932 -136.0 -33.7 -387 =213 423 -21.4
In reporting country 70.9 84.6 116.2 1182 91.1 1182 102.6 29.7 17.6 2217 326 16.5
Portfolio investment 188.1 80.6 187.1 16.9 -—309.7 —-672 3485 2024 -679 -180 —60.1 -71.8
Assets —46.1 ~86.4 =959 -—-1779 -1384 -114.7 —248.1 -117.0 -60.3 ~23.1 -47.7 -~96.5
Liabilities 234.1 167.0 282.9 1948 -171.3 474 —100.3 -85.4 -7.6 5.1 -12.4 18.7
Other investment 680 —46.1 -162.1 -—115.1 3252  ~63.7 2522 155.0 760 —13.8 35.0 20.1
Assets ~333.3 22 -3193 -89.1 158.9 —-134.0 138.3 22 812 -72.8 127.8 -9.8
Liabilities 4014 -484 1571 -26.0 166.3 70.3 1139 152.8 ~52 590 -928 299
International Reserves -56.6 280 -9.7 298 -169 0.2 -12 ~02 -02 —-0.2 -0.7 -12,0
Net Errors and Omissions =32 22.6 9.9 14.8 22.6 23.6 269 18.0 ~3.4 4.2 82 119

Source: Banque de France.
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STATISTICAL APPENDIX

Table A25. France: Merchandise Trade
1980 1985 1990 1993 1994 1995 1996
(In billions of francs)
Trade balances

Customs definition ~79.4 -61.0 -96.5 41,3 -3.3 19.9 44.5

National accounts
definition -87.6 -69.4 -100.8 31.3 26.5 45,6 67.6
Of which:

Agriculture 3.8 23.7 34.5 32.8 18.1 20.2 24.4
Energy -133.5 -181.9 -93.3 -68.6 -65.7 -59.2 ~77.8
Manufacturing 35.1 83.0 -58.6 43.1 47.3 53.0 88.0
(In pexrcent) 1/
Import cover ratios 2/

Merchandise 84.8 92.8 92.1 102.7 102.1 103.3 104.7
Agriculture 112.4 146.8 168.2 169.6 133.2 136.0 144 .5
Industry 83.2 89.9 88.9 99.9 100.7 101.9 103.1

Manufacturing 110.0 113.2 94.2 104.7 104,6 104.7 107.7°
Nonindustrial 3/ 161.2 172.2 154,2 154.7 151.9 153.2 151.5

Services 185.5 182.7 150.5 151.7 156.2 157.2 153.0
Transport and communication 269.8 203.7 168.7 163.5 182.0 177.0 174.5
Market services 198.3 191.5 168.9 166.2 169.5 174.4 177.6
Insurance and financial

services 110.4 102.0 91.6 86.3 103.7 104.1 98.0
Terms of trade 4/

Mexchandise 100.0 98.9 110.0 113.3 113.5 112.6 111.3
Agriculture 100.0 92.3 109.1 110.0 102.9 101.0 108.9
Industry 100.0 99.7 110.6 114.2 114.5 113.5 111.7

Manufacturing 100.0 103.9 105.7 108.4 108.0 107.1 106.6
Nonindustrial 3/ 100.0 96.9 96.8 94,9 95.7 95.7 96.3

Services 100.0 98.4 93.3 91.2 91.8 92.7 91.9
Transport and communication 100.0 94,0 78.3 76.2 76.1 76.6 74,6
Market. services 100.0 99.4 100.0 94.6 97.9 100.2 99.7
Insurance and financial

services 100.0 98.5 98.8 99.7 100.4 100.0 99.6

Sources: INSEE, Quarterly National Accounts; and IMF, International Financial Statistics.

1/ National accounts data.

2/ Volume ratios of exports to imports.

3/ Agriculture plus services,
4/ 1980=100.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution




Table A26.

France:
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STATISTICAL APPENDIX

Direction of Trade

(Expressed as percentage of total)

1991

1992 1993

1994

1995

1996

Exports, total (in billions
of francs)
Of which:
European Union
Germany
United Kingdom
Belgium-Luxembourg
Netherlands
United States
Japan
Switzerland
Developing world
Of which:
Africa
Asia
China
0il Exporting Countries
Western Hemisphere

Imports, total (in billions
of francs)
Of which:
European Union
Germany
United Kingdom
Belgium-Luxembourg
Netherlands
United States
Japan
Switzerland
Developing world
Of which:
Africa
Asia
China
0il Exporting Countries
Western Hemisphere
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Source: International Monetary Fund, Direction

of Trade.
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Table A27. France: Current Account

STATISTICAL APPENDIX

(In billions of francs)
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1996 1997

H u n v 1
Current Account ~53.6 -34.8 203 520 38.7 82.7 104.7 336 17.0 26.6 215 59.0
Goods =714 -353.9 12.7 43.0 384 558 773 19.9 17.0 14.1 26.3 322
Exports ROB 1120.1 11622 1190.7 11116 12303 13353 1385.3 3522 3443 319.7 369.1 3.7
Imports FOB -~1191.2 -1218.4 -1180.7 -1072.5 -1200.3 -1287.8 -1318.7 -334¢.8 -330.8 -3080 -3451 -3413

Other items 1/ -0.3 2.3 27 4.0 8.5 84 10.7 25 35 24 23
Setvices 83.7 932 101.0 95.6 106.7 95.8 86.1 15.5 21.8 24.4 244 148
Credit 414.3 452.1 484.1 489.5 500.5 4817 454.8 106.3 110.1 1216 1168 978
Debit -330.6 -359.0 -383.2 -3940 -393.8 ~391.9 ~368.7 ~90.9 =883 ~972 -4 -83.,0
Transportation -6.9 -~5.9 -8.6 =73 -4.4 -39 -15 -1.6 -0.5 0.2 .04 ~0,7
Travel 43.1 51.0 59.7 60.7 60.5 559 552 100 152 173 12.7 115
Credit 109.9 1205 133.4 1334 137.0 1374 144.9 28.1 36.8 46.6 334 306
Debit -66.8 ~69.5 ~1.7 =727 -76.5 -81.5 -89.7 -181 =216 =293 -20.7 ~19.2
Insurance services -03 -0.6 -1.6 -19 27 24 -12 -0.1 -0.1 =06 -0.4 0.2
Financial services (other than insurance) -14 =36 ~-23 -39 34 2.6 0.8 0.6 0.1 0.4 -0.3 -01
Comp and inf ion services ~1.8 -18 -18 -18 -12 -0.8 0.1 0.0 -0.2 0.0 03 0.0
Royalties and license fees -19 -20 ~-2.6 -19 -21 =23 -39 -0.9 ~11 ~10 -0.9 -06
Other business services 413 50.9 50.1 454 414 313 262 54 59 49 10.0 3.5
Government services, n.i.e. 0.1 -0.2 02 -0.7 0.6 09 0.1 0.1 01 0.2 -03 -12
Credit 82 8.4 8.8 8.5 8.9 8.8 8.6 2.2 22 21 21 14
Debit -8.1 -8.7 -8.6 -93 -83 -8.0 ~8.5 -21 =20 -18 -25 -2.6

Other 54 55 19 6.9 . 58 9.9 102 20 2.3 31 2.8
Income -21.3 -324 ~45.9 -51.4 -61.2 -372 ~25.9 -13.9 ~4.6 -22 -52 100
Credit 3018 3925 462.9 560.6 609.6 648.8 657.1 155.8 163.5 165.6 1722 70.0
Debit -323.1 -424.9 ~508.7 -612.0 -670.9 ~685.9 -683.0 ~-169.6 -~168.1 -167.9 -1774 -60.0
Comp ion of employ -52 -38 —-6.4 -5.6 -6.0 -4.5 69 17 1.7 17 1.7 2.6
Credit 164 19.5 194 20.0 20.4 223 133 33 33 33 34 4.2
Debit -21.6 -233 -25.7 -256 -26.4 -26.7 -6.4 -1.6 -1.6 -15 -17 -1.6
Investment income -16.1 -28.6 -39.5 ~45.8 ~553 -327 =329 -15.6 —-6.3 -4.0 -6.9 7.4
Credit 285.4 3730 435 540.6 589.2 626.5 643.7 1524 160.2 162.3 168.8 65.8
Debit -301.5 —-401.6 -483.0 ~586.4 —-644.5 ~659.2 -676.6 -168.0 -166.5 ~1663 -1758 -58.4
Direct investment -22 4.1 93 102 6.6 83 135 1.6 8.6 30 03 135
Portfolio investment ~21.9 -434 ~57.7 =727 -824 -67.9 -674 -202 =219 -128 125 -12.6
Other investment 8.0 10.7 84 168 20.6 26.9 21,0 3.0 7.0 58 5.2 6.5
Current transfers ~44.5 -41.7 -47.6 -352 -452 -318 -327 122 -172 -97 -179 2.0
General government -29.3 -26.9 -30.1 -30.7 ~40.2 -30.0 =275 129 ~16.0 ~76 -168 2.6
Credit 470 69.7 68.1 2.0 67.2 71.6 89.1 4.6 15.2 16.1 132 420
Debit ~764 ~96.6 -98.2 ~102.8 -107.5 -101.5 -116.5 -31.7 =312 -237 -300 -393
Other (private) -152 ~14.7 ~-174 -45 -50 -18 -52 ~07 =12 =22 =12 -06
Credit 334 36.3 41.4 22.5 21.8 259 317 83 8.0 1.7 17 9.6
Debit —48.6 -51.1 -58.8 =271 -26.8 -27.7 -36.9 ~9.0 -92 -9.8 ~8.8 -102

Source: Bangue de France.

1/ Adjustment for coverage, classification, valuation, timing of exports and imports, nonmonetary gold, and repairs on goads.
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Table A28. France: Financial Account

STATISTICAL APPENDIX

(In billions of francs)
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1996 1997
I I m v I
Financial account 80.2 12.3 -33.7 -66.9 -36.6 -105.7 -130.9 516 -13.2 305 -35.6 -74.6
1.  Dircct investment -1194 -50.1 -48.9 1.5 -35.2 25.1 <334 4.0 -21.1 1.5 9.7 4.9
Abroad -190.3 -134.7 -165.1 -116.7  -126.3 -93.2 ~136.0 <337 387 213 423 214
Equity capital -130.3 -103.9 -88.8 -57.3 -54.7 394 -65.9 -16.6 -154 -10.7 232 -8.7
Other capital -60.0 -30.8 -76.3 -59.4 -71.6 -53.7 -70.1 -17.1 <233 -106 -19.1 -12.6
In reporting country 70.9 84.6 116.2 118.2 91.1 118.2 102.6 29.7 17.6 2.7 326 16.5
Equity capital 38.0 55.3 5.4 65.1 51.0 59.0 45.8 14 9.7 6.0 187 4.3
Other capital 329 29.2 40.9 53.1 40.0 59.2 56.8 18.3 78 16.8 13.8 12.2
2. Portfolio investment 188.1 80.6 187.1 16.9 -309.7 -67.2  -348.5 2024 679 -180 -60.1 -77.8
Assets -46.1 -86.4 -95.9 -177.9  -1384  -1147 -248.1 -117.0 603 231 477 -96.5
Equity securities 2.8 -16.3 -8.3 -14.6 -11.7 34 6.5 -3.8 -238 55 15.7 <73
Debt securities -48.8 -70.1 -87.5 -163.3 -126.7 -118.0 -241.7 -113.2 -36.5 28,6 -634 -89.2
Liabilities 234.1 167.0 282.9 194.8 -171.3 474 -100.3 -854 1.6 5.1 -124 18.7
Equity securities 327 437 29.1 T3 271 35.1 62.9 14.5 32.9 -6.1 216 177
Debt securities 2014 123.3 253.8 117.4 -198.4 123 -163.3 999 406 112 -34.0 0.9
3. Other investment 68.0 -46.1 -162.1 -115.1 325.2 -63.7 2522 155.0 760 -13.8 35.0 20.1
3.a  Assets -333.3 22 -319.3 -89.1. 1589  -134.0 1383 22 812 -72.83 1278 9.8
Trade credits 6.3 4.5 248 42.1 -8.2 7.2 -23.3 -179 4.6 44 -144 2.5
Loans -23.9 -22.1 47.6 -12.9 40.7 -15.0 154.3 219 76.1  -84.1 1404 -11.3
General government -6.9 -23.5 -194 -15.7 9.6 5.8 23 2.6 1.8 22 0.9 4.0
Banks -14.1 42 2023 6.4 33.5 1.0 150.7 52.5 60.2 -71.8 109.8 1.0
Long-term -14.1 42 2.3 6.4 335 1.0 150.7 525 602 -71.8 109.8 1.0
Other sectors 2.9 2.8 5.8 3.6 24 2.2 0.6 -27.7 155 -16.1 28.9 -14.3
Long-term 35 2.5 4.3 -0.5 -0.2 -0.5 3.0 274 15.7 -146 29.3 26.3
Short-term 0.6 -0.3 -1.5 -3.0 2.2 -1.6 -24 -0.3 -0.2 -1.5 04 0.0
Other assets 2.8 3.9 3.5 -3.8 -3.7 3.5 74 -1.8 0.5 6.9 1.8 4.0
3.b  Liabilities 4014 48.4 157.1 -26.0 166.3 70.3 113.9 152.8 -5.2 590 92.8 29.9
Trade credits -37.2 284 -2135 9.8 18.3 -26.8 34 14.9 -5.9 -5.6 0.0 0.0
Loans 235 13.0 20.8 -0.8 32 25.5 115.1 139.6 14 65.7 915 31.1
Monetary authorities 2.5 0.5 16.3 244 -19.6 - -3.8 1.6 0.1 - 0.7 04 1.1 -0.8
General government -3.0 0.8 0.6 1.3 1.8 23 0.7 -10.0 19.1 -9.6 1.2 -10.6
Banks 27.8 73 -17.6 -29.0 10.8 28.1 89.8 1455 222 72.0 -105.6 21.9
Other sectors 1.2 5.6 21.5 24 10.1 -1.2 23.1 39 37 37 11.7 20.6
Other Liabilities 1.4 58 513 329 -53.5 9.7 -4.6 -1.6 -0.7 -1.1 -1.2 -1.2
4.  Reserve assets -56.6 28.0 9.7 29.8 -16.9 0.2 -1.2 0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.7 -12.0
Special drawing rights 08 0.2 59 -1.0 -0.1 <3.1 -03 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1
Reserve position in the Fund 3.0 -1.7 -20.9 -0.1 2.9 2.1 -0.2 0.0 -0.2 0.1 0.0 0.5
Foreign exchange -60.4 29.8 53 30.9 -13.9 1.1 -0.8 0.1 0.1 -0.2 0.7 -12.4

Source: Banque de France.
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Table A29. France: Net Foreign Assets Position 1/

(In billions of francs)

1994 1995 1996

Direct Investment 36.8 2139 185.9
Residents Abroad 1622.5 1855.0 2333.0
Non—Residents in France —1585.7 —-1641.1 -2147.1
Portfolio Investment -1019.9 —1123.4 -943 4
‘Foreign Securities 969.1 996.0 1322.3
French Securities .—1989.0 —-2119.4 —-2265.7
Other Investments 349.8 476.4 2724
Trade credits and prepayments on orders -788 —60.3 -56.4
Loan/deposit position of other sectors -74.3 ~85.6 -103.3
Households’ assets 1163 109.2 161.9
Loan/deposit position of banks 1445 270.1 29.1
Public Sector 242 1 243.0 241.1
Reserves 309.7 2873 300.2
Total NFA —-323.6 -145.8 -184.9
(in percent of GDP) -4.4 ~1.9 -23

Source: Banque de France.
1/ Variations in NFA position reflect balance of payment flows and valuation adjustment
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