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Abstract European Union member states awarded EUR 45 bn to companies in their state aid 
programs amounting to 0.45% of EU’s GDP (excluding subsidies to the primary sector) in 
2005. The annual EU report generally shows that state aid grows with GDP indicating that 
countries with higher incomes can afford higher subsidies to their national and regional com-
panies. However, there has not been an econometric study exploring the politico-economic 
determinants of expenditure for state aid programs. Taking the Austrian federal states as an 
example, we employ panel-time series models to test for the determinants of state aid expen-
diture in terms of (regional) GDP and deviations from GDP, and consider also the regional 
labor market, the regional economic structure as well as regional politics. We find that state 
aid expenditure grows with regional GDP, is influenced by short term fluctuations, and also 
involves the regional political economy. State aid policies therefore bear some economic logic 
in designing and awarding subsidies with an influence of current fiscal sustainability. EU 
structural policies lead to above-average state aid only in one Austrian federal state whereas 
state aid generally grows with regional income suggesting that regional subsidies are only 
rarely used for building up competitiveness. Rather, subsidies are used to support the regional 
development of already competitive regions. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Awarding state aid to the private sector by the public sector is strictly regulated in the Euro-
pean Union. The EC Treaty rules in Article 87 that “any aid granted by a Member State or 
through State resources in any form whatsoever which distorts or threatens to distort competi-
tion by favouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods shall, in so far as it 
affects trade between Member States, be incompatible with the common market” (EC Treaty, 
2002). However, state aid based on social goals, compensation for natural disasters, and in 
certain regions, may be compatible with the common market. Furthermore, state aid for poor 
regions, projects of community interest, and culture and nature heritage conservation may be 
awarded. In general, state aid that falls under the criteria of de minimis, i.e. per-company state 
aid below EUR 200,000 over a three years period, is considered as aid that does not have the 
potential to distort competition in the common market (European Commission, 2006a). 
 
The European Commission (2006b) in its annual state aid survey reports that EU member 
countries paid EUR 45 bn of state aid in 2005, accounting for 0.42% of EU-GDP (excluding 
agriculture, fisheries and transport). A slight downward trend is observed for the period of 
2003 to 2005 with an annual sum of state aid of EUR 47 bn on average compared to an aver-
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age of EUR 52 bn for the period 2001 to 2003. According to the European Commission’s 
report, 90% of state aid is directed towards horizontal objectives (such as regional develop-
ment or environmental quality). Regarding sectors, 65% of state aid is devoted to projects in 
the manufacturing and service sector, while 28% goes to the agricultural sector. Austria’s 
ratio of total state aid to GDP is on average less than 0.25%, which is one of the lowest in the 
European Union. 
 
Taking the different levels of state aid in EU member countries, the Commission’s report also 
indicates that one of the main determinants of state aid is GDP – a results that is congruent 
with older state aid reports. While state aid is often argued to support economic development, 
the amount of state aid awarded grows with GDP contradictory to the expectations. This gen-
eral conclusion basically holds on the national level while peripheral regions might receive 
state aid above average. A major issue in awarding state aid is the political economy of state 
aid, the distortion of markets, and state aid impacts contradicting other policy goals such as 
environmental and social objectives (e.g. de Moor and Calamai, 1997; Myers, 1998). 
 
The current paper explores the politico-economic determinants of state aid awarded by the 
regional governments of Austrian federal states (Bundesländer). In particular, it will be 
shown whether regional GDP, deviations from GDP, the sustainability of fiscal policies, and 
political circumstances shape regional state aid policies. Section 0 briefly discusses some is-
sues in regional state aid policies based on a literature review, while Section 0 presents an 
overview of state aid policies in Austrian federal states. Sections 0 and 0 present an empirical 
model and estimations regarding the determinants of regional state aid, and Section 0 summa-
rizes and discusses the results, and draws policy-relevant conclusions. 

 
 
2. The Economics of State Aid: A Brief Overview 
 
The question whether the government may award state aid to companies has long been dis-
cussed in the public finance literature. The debate explores the necessity, the effectiveness 
and the efficiency of public interventions to the markets for private goods. The different 
schools of economics arrive at very different answers regarding these topics. For instance, 
Keynesian economic policy would rather emphasize the necessity of state interventions for 
stabilizing the business cycle, or for leveling income and wealth differentials as a result of 
free markets. Others like neoclassical economists have more trust in the self-regulating mar-
ket forces. Regardless of the school of thought currently en vogue, the brief overview of EU 
state aid in the introductory section showed that state aid in many different forms is a regu-
larly used policy instrument. While theories of public finance generally accept that state aid is 
necessary to provide, e.g., for public goods, regional disparities or thin markets for venture 
capital, the effectiveness and efficiency of state aid policies has been studied by many schol-
ars. Very often, state aid to companies is measured by the effect on innovation and invest-
ment, or on employment. For government interventions in the form of state aid to be success-
ful in the economic sense, the total economic costs of state aid policies have to be lower than 
the total economic benefits of such policies. Costs do not only include costs of government 
bureaucracy but deadweight losses of taxation to finance government expenditure, potential 
market distortions, and opportunity costs of spending resources on state aid policies instead of 
funding other kinds of policies (e.g. education or health care). Enjoying benefits net of costs 
presupposes that the government has information that is better than that of private agents. 
Evaluating such state aid programs from the economic as well as social and ecological view-
point is therefore important for designing and implementing efficient and effective programs. 
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Many state aid programs have been evaluated on a regional level, for instance, by Diamond 
and Spence (1983), Faini and Schiantarelli (1987), Franz and Schalk (1997), Holtzmann 
(1997) and Getzner (2004) (see also Schwartz and Clements, 1999). Most of the regional eco-
nomic programs in Austrian federal states aim at creating job opportunities for the local popu-
lation and enhancing regional competitiveness and growth by providing incentives for process 
and product innovation, cluster building, education programs, marketing and local provision 
of goods and services. Getzner and Ritt (2004) provide empirical evidence that cleaner pro-
duction programs supported by public funds contribute to improving the work place quality as 
well as have a slightly positive impact on employment. A small impact on the number of jobs 
is also the result of a study of OECD (1995) on income subsidies (see also Bachtler, 1995). 
The impact on employment generally depends on the concrete elements of the state aid pro-
grams (e.g. kinds of support, control mechanisms, concentration of funds for specific aims). 
Wren (1994) provides evidence of a positive impact on employment depending on the ele-
ments of the program in England and Wales (see also Baumgartner, 2000, for a study of Aus-
trian companies; critical: Driehuis and van den Noord, 1988). The study of Cassidy and Strobl 
(2004) also stresses the positive impact of grant subsidies on job creation in the Irish manu-
facturing sectors. Buckley et al. (2003) achieve at a similar result when comparing different 
subsidy regimes and conclude that state aid programs may lead to positive investment effects 
depending on the concrete elements of such programs. Regarding economic growth, Ballot 
and Taymaz (2001) study the long-run effect of subsidies and find long-term potentials of 
state aid for training programs to enhance economic growth. Similarly, Sosvilla-Rivero and 
Herce (2007) highlight the effects of European Union structural policies involving subsidies 
in peripheral regions and question whether income growth achieved by structural policies is 
sustainable in the long run. Bergström (2001) studies the incentives of capital subsidies and 
finds effects on economic growth of companies that received such funds. The study of Bro-
zoni and de Blasio (2006) concludes that investment subsidies provided incentives for Italian 
companies to invest earlier and therefore shorten the investment cycle. However, incentives 
may also lead to preferences for sub-optimal technologies and a lock-in situation (Kverndokk 
and Rosendahl, 2007). Most recently, Devereux et al. (2007) find that subsidies bear an incen-
tive for the location of companies, and even more in regions where clustering takes place. 
 
Discussing the effects of state aid programs also leads to the question of the determinants of 
participation. Companies of different size and in different sectors have also diverse access to 
government programs. For instance, Blanes and Busom (2004, 1459) find that even compa-
nies in the “same industry face different hurdles to participate in different agencies’ pro-
grams”. 
 
So far, we have only discussed whether state aid may have had any impact on growth, em-
ployment or investment decisions. We may also consider this assessment as exploring the 
‘demand side’ of state aid programs and their effects. Such impact on regional efficiency may, 
however, also be determined by the size of the program, by the elements and emphases of the 
program, and possibly also by regional politics. The aim of the current paper is, on the other 
hand, to explore the ‘supply side’. 
 
The ‘supply side’ of subsidies, of course, also influences the effects of the programs in terms 
of efficiency and effectiveness. As the introductory discussion of EU state aid policies has 
shown, one major influence on expenditure is (regional) GDP. Regions or countries with 
above-average GDP also award above-average subsidies to their regional companies. GDP 
(regional or national income) is often found to be one of the most influential driving forces of 
government expenditure in general. For instance, “Wagner’s Law” of growing state activities 
is a major issue addressed in the public finance literature (see e.g. Peacock and Scott, 2000). 
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For Austria, Wagner’s Law for total government expenditure – as well as other determinants 
of government expenditure such as Baumol’s cost disease – was recently tested by Neck and 
Getzner (2007). However, up to now, no paper has yet been published on econometric tests of 
the determinants of state aid expenditure. Therefore, we now turn to our model and estimation 
results. 
 
 
3. Empirical Results: Testing for the Determinants of Subsidies1 

 
3.1 Regional State Aid of Austrian Federal States 

 
The nine federal states of Austria all have their own regulations regarding the specifics of 
state aid. For each of the states, there is a regulatory framework detailing the conditions and 
the main focus of state aid. For instance, in the state of Salzburg, emphases are laid on clus-
ters in the wood processing industries, on innovations in small and medium sized companies, 
and on projects in the tourism sector (Getzner, 2004). 
 
Regional state aid is awarded differently among Austrian federal states (all figures taken from 
STAT, 2007). While the City of Vienna spends EUR 80 per capita on state aid, the federal 
average is EUR 172 per capita. In the state of Burgenland, state aid was increased up to EUR 
340 per capita in the early 1990s. The accession of Austria to the European Union in 1995 led 
to a significant change in state aid policies. In general, awarding state aid has been regulated 
in a stringent legal framework leading to a stable development of state aid. In particular, the 
de minimis condition for state aid had to be introduced into all regional frameworks. Figure 1 
shows that only the state of Burgenland gained significantly in terms of state aid due to the 
European Union’s structural and regional policies allowing for an above-average state aid. 
Measured in terms of the ratio of state aid to GDP, Austria’s federal states spend about 0.2 to 
1.0 % of regional GDP for state aid; in the state of Burgenland, the ratio to GDP culminated 
in 2000 with around 3.1% with a strong downward trend afterwards. 
 
3.2 The Empirical Model: Determinants of State Aid 
 
The discussion in Section 0 presented potentially significant determinants of state aid. In the 
current paper, we explore the politico-economic determinants of state aid along the following 
model: 
 
 Sit = f(Eit, Fit, Pit), (1) 
 
with Sit being the ratio of state aid paid by Austrian federal states to regional GDP, Eit denot-
ing a vector of economic variables, Fit including fiscal policy variables, and Pit accounting for 
regional politics, with i=1-9 for the Austrian federal states, and t=1980 to 2005 for the period 
to be considered (for a detailed definition of all variables cf. Table 1). 
 
Starting with the first group of variables, Eit, our first hypothesis is that state aid expenditure 
is determined by the economic potential of the federal state. We may argue in two directions. 
If state aid is considered to support regional development, we may find higher state aid in 
provinces that have a below-average GDP. However, if state aid expenditure is solely deter-
mined by the financial potential of the state’s government, we may find higher state aid with 
higher GDP (and therefore, broader tax base). We therefore include YRPOPit, the federal 
state’s GDP per capita (at 2000 prices) in our model estimations.2 
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However, we also expect that regional state aid may be used to compensate for business cycle 
fluctuations. We include two variables accounting for the business cycle, and test whether 
they contribute independently to the explanatory power of the model. The first variable, 
YGAPit, accounts for deviations of real GDP from its long-term trend.3 The second variable, 
URit, takes the unemployment rate of the federal states into account. In the case of counter-
cyclical behavior of state aid, we would expect that state aid grows with larger negative de-
viations from trend-GDP, as well as with higher unemployment. 
 
The last variable of the group of economic determinants accounts for the economic structure. 
The variable INDit measures the share of employees in the manufacturing sector. Many state 
aid regulations at the regional level concentrate on supporting measures in the industrial sec-
tor, e.g. by promoting innovations and supporting the changes in the structure of the econ-
omy. Higher industrial concentration might therefore also lead to increased state aid. 
 
The second group, Fit, accounts for the sustainability of fiscal policy, and includes the vari-
able DEBTit. State aid such as subsidies is regularly awarded on a voluntary basis; recipients 
of state aid do not have a legal right to receive subsidies. The public sector, on the other hand, 
is not obliged to support economic activities financially. Such leeway of policy-makers leads 
to a reduction of public expenditure in times of unsustainable fiscal policies such as high pub-
lic debt. We therefore hypothesize that state aid will be reduced in times of high public debt. 
 
The last group of variables, Pit, includes three variables accounting for the political frame-
works in which decisions regarding state aid are made. We first test whether regional state aid 
has been used in terms of a political business cycle. The variable DISTit denotes the distance 
of year t to the next regular regional elections. If a political business cycle – i.e. increasing 
state aid before elections to increase regional GDP, lower the unemployment rate, and please 
regional interest groups – prevails, we should be able to observe higher state aid with decreas-
ing distance to the next regional elections. 
 
Furthermore, we test whether the year of Austria’s accession to the European Union, 1995, 
contributes significantly. We include the dummy variable D95t into our estimations, and we 
expect that after 1995, due to more stringent EU-conform regulations – e.g. by stricter rules 
towards preventing distortion effects in markets – state aid is lower than in the years before 
1995. 
 
Finally, we test for the political ideology of the ruling party. We may argue in two directions. 
First, we may hypothesize that federal states that are ruled by conservative governments are 
more confident in market processes and therefore more hesitant to award state aid. On the 
other hand, conservative governments may be under a greater influence of commercial lobby 
groups, and therefore might increase state aid for the benefit of their clientele. The variable 
VPit is included in the estimations to test for the explanatory power of including the political 
power of conservative parties (measured by the share of votes for the conservative Austrian 
People’s Party). 
 
 
3.3 Econometric Results 
 
Table 2 presents selected estimation results to explore the validity of the hypotheses put for-
ward in Section 0. We tested a broad range of estimation procedures such as GLS with cross-
section weights, pooled least squares, as well as models with joint constant, fixed and random 
effects. It turns out that models estimated by SUR (seemingly unrelated regressions) resulted 
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in reliable models with the best statistical fit. We therefore concentrate on the discussion of 
SUR estimations. 
 
We start with a first simple model that only accounts for GDP, deviations from GDP, regional 
public debt and the unemployment rate (model specification 1 in Table 2). We estimate the 
model with a joint constant, and achieve at an adj. R² of 0.27. The estimation, however, has 
serious problems with serial correlation of the residuals indicated by a very low Durbin-
Watson statistic. Furthermore, as can be seen by inspection of Figure 1, a joint constant does 
not sufficiently differentiate between the different levels of state aid of federal provinces. In 
particular, the state of Burgenland enjoyed significantly increased state aid from 1995 on-
wards due to European Union structural policies. 
 
Accounting for level differences between federal states, the model specification 2 in Table 2 
exhibits a significantly increased explanatory power (adj. R² of 0.61). However, this estima-
tion also has serious problems of serial autocorrelation with a Durbin-Watson statistic of only 
0.46. Interestingly, splitting up the constant into state-specific intercepts results in a change of 
signs for the main variables which indicates that estimation 1 is clearly misspecified. Specifi-
cation 2 exhibits a positive coefficient for GDP resulting in higher state aid levels with higher 
per-capita income. The larger the deviation of current GDP from the trend, the lower is state 
aid indicating that decision makers accordingly. Otherwise, decision makers seem to ac-
knowledge the regional unemployment rate as important indicator of economic development. 
Public debt also seems to exhibit an influence on state aid. 
 
As specification 2 exhibits serious problems with autocorrelation of residuals, we therefore 
include an AR(1) term in the estimation,4 and also test for the year 1995 as structural break. 
Model specification 3 includes the main ingredients of our reliable model, with an adj. R² of 
0.83 which is satisfactory for cross-section time series, and a significantly improved Durbin-
Watson statistic of 1.89. Again, GDP, deviations of GDP from its trend, the unemployment 
rate and public debt contribute significantly, and the dummy variable D95t suggests that state 
aid was significantly lower after 1995. 
 
Model specification 4 combines the dummy variable D95t with YRPOPit to account for a 
change in the GDP coefficient, and furthermore includes the economic structure of the federal 
state as an explanatory variable. The latter indicates that the share of the manufacturing sector 
significantly influences state aid at the regional level. 
 
Specifications 5 and 6 take the estimation 4 as their basis and test for political economy vari-
ables (political business cycle, ideology of government parties). In both cases, it turns out that 
such variables do not add explanatory power to the model. State aid does not seem to be used 
for political purposes in terms of increasing state aid before elections to improve the eco-
nomic situation, and the ideology of the government parties also does not influence state aid 
policies. 
The approach chosen in this paper, of course, has also limits both in terms of potentially in-
fluencing variables that have to be left out (data limitations), and of the choice of model esti-
mation procedures. Regarding data problems, it has been hypothesized that public expenditure 
is in general not only determined by GDP (e.g. Wagner’s law of growing state activity), but 
also by increasing cost of the public sector relative to the prove sector (e.g. Baumol’s cost 
disease). The latter was not tested in the current approach since there is no data available on 
differences between price developments in the private and public sector on the federal state 
level. 
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4. Discussion, Summary and Conclusions 
 
The estimations in the current paper indicate that state aid policies on a sub-national (federal 
state) level can be explained by a limited set of economic and fiscal policy variables. In the-
ory, we would expect that jurisdictions with a below-average income level would need higher 
state aid compared to ‘rich’ jurisdictions. Recent reports of the European Commission sug-
gested that countries with higher GDP can afford to finance subsidies to a greater extent than 
poor countries. This result is also corroborated by the current Austrian case study. Federal 
states with higher GDP also can afford higher state aid. The connection between per-capita 
income and state aid has, however, weakened since 1995 due to stricter regulations and limi-
tations of state aid that has to conform to EU competition policy. 
 
The econometric results indicate that policy makers are sensitive to the unemployment rate 
when deciding on state aid. Higher unemployment rates lead to significantly increased state 
aid suggesting general anti-cyclical behavior of policy makers. Furthermore, policy makers 
apparently also take the structural change of the economy into account. The share of industrial 
workers in relation to total labor force influences significantly the level of state aid. The re-
gional frameworks of subsidies suggest that this influence is based on three lines of reasoning. 
First, many regulations support structural change by accounting for a decreasing importance 
of the production sector for the whole regional economy and by helping the transformation of 
employees in terms of qualification and education. Second, in order to conserve structures 
based in some cases on regionally available natural resources and to help to increase competi-
tiveness, innovation efforts are mostly supported in the manufacturing sector. Finally, some 
states decided to build clusters around existing economic strengths, for instance, wood pro-
duction and manufacturing in the state of Salzburg, automobile production in Styria, and in-
formation technology and electronics production in Carinthia. These industrial clusters by far 
receive the highest shares of state aid. 
 
Besides economic determinants of state aid, the sustainability of fiscal policies has a signifi-
cant influence on state aid. The results suggest that the level of public debt of the federal 
states also determines whether state aid is more or less used as policy instrument. There is no 
legal obligation of federal states to spend public funds on state aid. Therefore, state aid ex-
penditure may always be cut when fiscal policy makers have to consolidate the public budget. 
 
Regarding the political framework, we find one variable to significantly explain the time se-
ries of state aid expenditure. As discussed before, the year 1995 marks a structural break in 
the time series since in that year, Austria joined the European Union with consequences for 
state aid policies due to stricter competition policy. Other political variables, such as the of-
ten-supposed political business cycle as well as ideology of the governing parties do not in-
fluence federal state aid. 
 
From a policy perspective, a number of important conclusions may be drawn. First, it seems 
that the many different regulations for fiscal policies such as the inner-Austrian stability pact 
– limiting expenditure of the national and sub-national levels (central government, federal 
state, communities) – have worked in limiting state aid expenditure and considering fiscal 
stability by accounting for the financing of government expenditure. Second, policy-makers 
concentrated on the manufacturing sector, in particular regarding the built-up of regional clus-
ters and enhancing regional competitiveness by exploiting regional competitive advantages. 
Third, EU policies are crucial to limit government expenditure in order to prevent regions 
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from competing for company locations by awarding subsidies. Our case study provides indi-
cations that Austrian policy-makers follow some basic logic when designing and awarding 
state aid programs while, on the other hand, there is some minor evidence of local politics 
distorting the all-in-all efficiently implemented programs. EU structural policies lead to 
above-average state aid only in one Austrian federal state whereas state aid generally grows 
with regional income suggesting that regional subsidies are only rarely used for substantially 
building up competitiveness. Rather, subsidies are used to support the regional development 
of already competitive regions. 
 
 
Endnotes 
 
* Department of Economics, University of Klagenfurt, Universitaetsstrasse 65-67, A-9020 

Klagenfurt, Austria, Ph. +43-463 2700 4124, Fax 4191, E-Mail: Michael.Getzner@uni-
klu.ac.at; I thank Markus Bliem for fruitful comments on an earlier version of this paper. 
All remaining errors are, of course, those of the author. 

1. All data and detailed estimation results are, of course, available on request. 

2. We tested for causality between state aid and GDP; in all of the federal states, the hypothe-
sis of state aid Granger-causing GDP can be rejected, while in some of the federal states, 
the opposite is indicated. 

3. We employed autoregressive trend models for each of the federal states to calculate trend-
GDP, and then computed actual deviations (current GDP) from this trend as percentage 
from trend-GDP. 

4. We also tested for other specifications such as AR(2) and an autoregressive term; however, 
the specification presented here exhibits the best statistical fit. 
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Figure 1: Regional state aid (% to regional GDP) in Austrian federal states 
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Table 1: Dependent and explanatory variables in assessing regional state aid 
Dependent variable 
Sit Expenditure for regional state aid (subsidies), in % to regional 

GDP 
Explanatory variables 
Economic determinants (Eit) 
YRPOPit GDP per capita, in 1,000 EUR, 2000 prices 
YGAPit Deviation of GDP from the long-term trend (in % of GDP in 

2000 prices) 
URit Provincial unemployment rate (in %) 
INDit Share of employees in the industrial sector (in % of labor force) 
Fiscal policy variables (Fit) 
DEBTit Ratio of provincial debt to total provincial revenues (%) 
Political determinants (Pit) 
DISTit Number of years to the next election year 
D95t Dummy variable for years after 1995 (=1) 
VPit Share of votes for the Österreichische Volkspartei (Austrian 

People’s Party) in the provincial elections 
Notes: i= 1 to 9 for the federal provinces; t=1980 to 2005. 
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 Table 2: Determinants of regional state aid: model estimations 
 

 Model specification 1 Model specification 2 Model specification 3 Model specification 4 Model specification 5 Model specification 6 
 Coefficient t-statistic Coefficient t-statistic Coefficient t-statistic Coefficient t-statistic Coefficient t-statistic Coefficient t-statistic 
C 0.8648 22.3297***           
YRPOPit -0.0279 -20.5424*** 0.0456 13.6526*** 0.0125 3.1865*** 0,0108 2,8448*** 0,0073 1,5013* 0,0103 2,6118 
YRPOPit  D95t       -0,0021 -4,1598*** -0,0017 -2,2381 -0,0022 -4,5436 
YGAPit 0.0038 1.1532 -0.0214 -5.2499*** -0.0065 -4.0247*** -0,0068 -4,6386*** -0,0052 -2,6624 -0,0067 -4,6208 
DEBTit -0.0409 -13.5788*** 0.0186 4.6429*** -0.0084 -1.7194* -0,0092 -2,0041** -0,0125 -2,3331*** -0,0078 -1,7054* 
URit 0.0835 21.0906*** -0.0455 -5.9161*** 0.0393 4.9007*** 0,0479 5,9107*** 0,0410 3,7867 0,0471 6,0173 
INDit       0,6152 4,3258*** 0,4794 2,4042** 0,5969 4,2855 
D95t     -0.0694 -4.3085***       
DISTit         0,0009 0,7747   
VPit           -0,0008 -0,9384 
AR(1)     0.6659 14.3406*** 0,6697 14,4835*** 0,6151 11,4104*** 0,6785 14,9922 
Regional constants       
 B (Burgenland)  1.0850 1.1420 0.9511 1.1176 0.9962 
 K (Carinthis)  0.0021 0.1558 -0.0278 0.1696 0.0047 
 N (Lower AT)  -0.0570 0.1373 -0.0488 0.1366 0.0036 
 O (Upper AT)  -0.3142 0.1022 -0.0994 0.0799 -0.0436 
 S (Salzburg)  -0.6364 -0.0498 -0.1747 0.0164 -0.1245 
 ST (Styria)  -0.0466 0.1015 -0.0939 0.1076 -0.0447 
 T (Tyrol)  -0.0841 0.3049 0.1660 0.3471 0.2261 
 V (Vorarlberg)  -0.3536 0.1147 -0.1329 0.0733 -0.0718 
 W (Vienna)  -1.0466 -0.4178 -0.5280 -0.2671 -0.4946 
       
Adj. R² 0.2716 0.6106 0.8397 0.8403 0.8307 0.8407 
S.E. regr. 0.3711 0.2714 0.1772 0.1769 0.1821 0.1766 
Sum squ. r. 29.0612 14.9494 6.0297 5.9745 6.2998 5.9270 
DW stat. 0.2432 0.4645 1.8762 1.8913 1.7003 1.9191 
Log-likelihood 
(weighted) 

141.3613 202.7018 242.0331 244.8376 235.4749 245.0091 

Period 1980-2005 1980-2005 1980-2005 1980-2005 1980-2005 1980-2005 
No. obs. 225 225 225 225 225 225 

Notes: SUR = Seemingly Unrelated Regressions, fixed effects 
***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1 
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