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Abstract 

We investigate the presence of overconfidence for 43 958 individual investors using a large brokerage account 

database between 1999 and 2006.  We employ three methodologies to gauge overconfidence and our main 

results show that independently of the methodology considered, individual investors are subject to 

overconfidence and consequently trade too frequently. Securities investors are buying are systematically 

underperforming those they are selling on follow-up periods; investors are clearly not making profitable trades. 

JEL Classification : G 10 

 

Résumé 

Nous étudions la présence de surconfiance pour 43 958  investisseurs individuels à partir d’une base de 

données de transactions individuelles sur la période 1999-2006. Trois méthodes visant à évaluer la rentabilité 

des stratégies d’investissement retenues par les investisseurs sont mises en œuvre et nos résultats montrent 

que quelle que soit la méthodologie considérée, les investisseurs individuels sont surconfiants et échangent 

trop fréquemment. Les stratégies adoptées par ceux-ci sont en moyenne sous-optimales, les titres achetés 

sous-performant systématiquement les titres vendus sur différents horizons d’investissement. 

JEL Classification : G 10 
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I. Introduction 

 

Trading volume appears high on financial markets. For example, latest figures 

published by NYSE-Euronext in 2009 acknowledge that on average, 1.5 million securities 

have been traded each day in Europe. While this volume seems disproportionate to investors’ 

rebalancing and hedging needs, proponents of behavioral finance suggest that one possible 

explanation to this phenomenon is overconfidence (see De Bondt and Thaler ,1995).  

Overconfidence is a concept borrowed from psychology. In a broad manner, 

overconfidence can manifest itself in the following forms: miscalibration of probabilities, 

better than average effect, illusion of control and unrealistic optimism.  

Miscalibration is the difference between the accuracy rate and probability assigned 

that an answer is correct. Overconfidence is a particular form of miscalibration in which the 

assigned probability that the answer is correct exceeds the true accuracy of answers. 

Overconfidence in terms of miscalibration is generally measured by asking people to 

construct confidence intervals for several uncertain quantities. The usual finding is that 

people’s probability distributions are too tight and that the assigned probability is greater that 

the proportion of correct answers (Lichtenstein et al.,1982). Concerning stock markets, it has 

been found that when people are asked to define confidence intervals for the return of an 

index or a stock, they usually underestimate volatility (DeBondt, 1998, Hilton, 2001, Glaser et 

al., 2005)   

The better than average effect hints to the fact that people believe that they are above 

average and that individuals have unrealistic positive views of themselves (Taylor and Brown, 
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1988, Cooper et al., 1988). One famous example comes from Svenson (1981). While asking a 

group of US students to grade their driving skills, the author highlights that 50% of the 

participants rank themselves among the 30% of drivers with the highest driving safety.  

Illusion of control relates to the observation that people tend to believe they can 

influence events which are in fact governed mainly by chance. An example of this illusion is 

given by Langer (1975), Miller and Ross (1975) or Presson and Benassi (1996) ; they show 

that people are ready to pay a higher price for a lottery ticket they can choose themselves, as if 

this could yield a more favorable result. Moreover, if these individuals expect certain 

outcomes and these outcomes do occur, they are prone to assign them to their doing rather 

than to luck and reaffirm they can control events purely random events. Finally, 

overconfidence can lead to a form of unrealistic optimism. People believe that they have 

better chances than others to be confronted to positive events in their future life and 

particularly for their financial investments (Benartzi, Kahneman and Thaler, 1999). On the 

other hand, they think that others are more likely to face unfavorable events such as burglary 

or accidents. 

Odean (1999), Barber and Odean (2001), Barber and Odean (2002) and Glaser and 

Weber (2007) show that overconfidence can lead to excessive trading on financial markets. 

Odean (1999) analyzes trading records of 10 000 individual investors in the US. The author 

considers that overconfidence relates to the miscalibration of the accuracy or precision of 

financial information. He formulates the following hypothesis. Over defined horizons, the 

securities these investors buy should outperform those they sell by at least enough to cover 

transaction costs. On the opposite, an overconfident trader who, for example, overestimates 

the precision of his information, may trade even if transaction costs are not taken care of. The 

author thus tests for overconfidence by determining whether, over appropriate horizons, 
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securities investors buy outperform securities they sell by at least enough to cover transaction 

costs. The author shows that this is clearly not the case. For example, even before considering 

transaction costs, for the entire sample over a one year horizon, the average return to a 

purchased security is 3.3% lower than the average return to a security sold. Investors are not 

making profitable trades; they should trade less. Barber and Odean (2001) investigate 

overconfidence  by using a “gender approach” ; they  show that men are more overconfident 

than women. This behavior reduces net returns earned by men by 2.65% per year. Barber and 

Odean (2002) obtain similar results by analyzing the trading behavior of individual investors 

who switch to online trading. These investors earned exceptional returns in the period 

preceding their online debuts, beating the market by an average return of 2.4% on a yearly 

basis. The authors show that after going online, these investors trade more actively and less 

profitably; they underperform the market. Overconfidence can explain these observations: 

when people succeed, they often give themselves too much credit for their success. Failures, 

on the other hand, are blamed to others or to misfortune. It is likely that these investors 

thought that the excellent returns they earned before going online were due to their investment 

skills. Being “aware” of their talent, they increased their trading activity after going online 

and suffered from poor portfolio performance. 

Finally, Glaser and Weber (2007) investigate the link between overconfidence and 

trading volume in an innovative way. The authors ask approximately 3000 online broker 

investors to answer an internet questionnaire designed to measure the following forms of 

overconfidence : miscalibration, the better than average effect, illusion of control and 

unrealistic optimism. Simultaneously, they compute several measures of trading volume of 

these individual investors (number of trades, turnover, etc). In a last step, they evaluate the 

correlation between the overconfidence scores they observe and the measures of trading 
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volume.  For instance, Glaser and Weber (2007) gauge “miscalibration” by asking general 

knowledge and stock market forecasts questions. Participants are asked to provide confidence 

intervals when answering questions. The “better than average effect” is measured by asking 

questions concerning skills and performance relative to others. An example of such a question 

is “What % of customers of your discount brokerage house have better skills than you at 

identifying stocks with above average performance in the future?” Results show that 

individual investors who think they are above average in terms of investment skills or past 

performance trade more. However, surprisingly, measures of miscalibration are unrelated to 

measures of trading volume. This conclusion is particularly striking because researchers 

incorporating overconfidence typically rely on the miscalibration literature to motivate this 

assumption. 

However, even if the presence of overconfidence has been studied in a number of 

countries, no such research has yet been carried out in France.  Furthermore, the only 

European empirical research dealing with the subject on individual data concerns 3 079 

accounts (Glaser and Weber, 2007). Our paper fits this loophole by investigating the trading 

records of 43 958 individual investors at a French discount brokerage house between 1999 

and 2006 and thus is the most comprehensive in the European context. The paper is organized 

as follows. Section II describes the data and introduces the methodology.  Section III is 

devoted to the description of our main results and comments and section IV brings the 

concluding remarks. 
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II – Data and methodology 

 

The main data is provided by a large French discount brokerage house. We obtain 

transaction records for all active3

In order to test for overconfidence, we extract a dataset containing only trades on 

European common stocks.  This dataset includes 4 714 702 trades, with 2 482 190 buy orders 

and 2 232 512 sell orders made by 43 958 investors over 2 031 assets. For each stock we build 

a file containing historical daily prices over the period 1999-2006. In this respect, securities’ 

ISIN codes are used to collect price data and information on splits and dividends through SIX-

Telekurs -Fininfo

 accounts over the period 1999-2006, that is 9 619 898 trades 

with 5 074 732 buy orders and 4 545 166 sell orders for 92 603 individual investors. The data 

is contained in three files: trades, investors and fees. The trades files combines the following 

data for each trade : ISIN code of the asset, type of asset (common stocks, certificates, 

warrants), buy-sell indicator, short sale indicator, quantity and amount in Euros, account type 

(traditional versus tax-free account or French Plan d’Epargne en Actions (PEA)) and the 

media used to place the order. The investors file gathers demographical information about the 

investors: date of birth, sex, place of living, among others. The fees file contains monthly fees 

paid by each investor and indicates whether they are trade fees or short sales fees. 

4

 

. 

                                                           
3 Over the period 1999-2005, active accounts are those with at least one transaction over 2 years (consecutive or 
not). For the last year of the sample, accounts are active if they hold at least one transaction over the entire year. 

4 http://www.six-telekurs.fr/ 
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The typical investor is a man (78.28 %), 47.9 years old on average. Table 1 describes 

some preliminary statistics. The average number of assets per trade is 495. Over the whole 

dataset period, investors realize 107 trades on average amounting to 3 945 € per trade (3 784 € 

for buy orders and 4 106 € for sell orders). Most of the trades relate to French stocks (94%), 

followed by trades of stocks from the Netherlands (4,1%) and from Luxembourg (0.7%). 

Over 1999-2006, the most commonly traded French, Dutch and Luxembourgish securities are 

respectively Alcatel-Lucent, Stmicroelectronics and Arcelor-Mital.  Finally, on average 

investors are active 4.83 years over 8.  

 

Table 1 about here  

 

To test for overconfidence, we use the methodology proposed by Odean (1999). Over 

defined horizons, the stocks bought by investors should outperform those they sell by at least 

enough to pay the costs of trading. On the other hand, overconfident traders may hold 

mistaken beliefs about potential gains and buy and sell stocks even if these trades do not 

cover transaction costs. Investors may express overconfidence in two different manners. 

Following Odean (1999), either they overestimate the precision of private information or/and 

they have biased interpretation of publicly available information. If traders are informed but 

overestimate the accuracy of this information, they are not likely to face losses beyond the 

loss of transaction costs. On the opposite, if instead (or in addition) to being overconfident in 

the precision of information, investors overestimate their ability to interpret information; they 

may incur average losses beyond transaction costs.  

In order to test for overconfidence, we decide to test if investors overestimate their ability to 

interpret information and determine whether the securities bought by the investors in the 
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dataset outperform those they sell when trading costs are ignored.  Note that the average 

trading costs paid by the investors, excluding the bid-ask spread is about 0.25%.   

We look at return horizons of 3 months, 6 months and 1 year. To calculate the average returns 

to securities bought (sold) by the investors over the T (T = 3 months, 6 months and 1 year) 

trading period subsequent to the purchase, we index each purchase (sale) transaction with a 

subscript i, i= 1,…,N. Each transaction is composed of a security ji and a date ti. If the same 

stock is bought (sold) in different accounts on the same day, each purchase (sale) is counted 

as a distinct observation. The average return to the securities bought and sold over the T 

trading period is: 

( ), ,
1 1

1 1 1
i

N T

P T j t
i

R R
N τ

τ
+

= =

= + −∑∏   (1) 

where Rj,t is the daily return for security j on date t. We compare the average returns on 

securities bought and sold to the average amount of trading costs paid by investors.  

 

We test whether over the same horizons, the average returns to securities bought are less than 

the average returns to securities sold, ignoring transaction costs. More formally, we test : 

 

H0: Average returns to securities bought ≥ Average returns to securities sold 

This assumption compares the average return to stocks bought and sold over subsequent 

periods. Returns are averaged over trading histories of investors and across investors.  Many 

securities are bought or sold on more than one date and may even be bought or sold by the 

same investors on the same day.  Suppose for example an investor sells a stock at a given date 

t and that 2 months later, another investor sells the same stock. Returns on this stock over a 3 

month period are not independent because the periods overlap for 2 months. Thus, any 
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statistical test which requires independence of observations cannot be employed. Statistical 

significance is thus estimated by conducting a Wilcoxon signed rank test of differences. We 

look at each investor in the dataset separately and determine for each of the chosen horizons 

(T=3 months, 6 months, 1 year) the average returns earned by the investor on the stocks 

bought and sold. We thereby construct distributions of average returns on securities bought 

and sold. The Wilcoxon test allows to compare the different distributions. Note that this test 

uses both the information on the direction and the relative magnitude of the differences of 

returns earned by the same investor on the stocks he purchases and stocks he sells. The null 

hypothesis is the following:  

H’0: X and Y are samples from populations with the same medians and the same continuous 

distributions. 

 

This first methodology allows the computation of equally-weighted average returns. In 

order to complete our results and compare the average returns on portfolios bought and sold, 

we additionally measure the weighted average returns on securities bought and sold. More 

precisely, we basically follow the same steps as the ones involved in the methodology 

described before except that at the end, we report weighted average returns. These returns on 

portfolio bought (sold) are computed in the following manner. Looking at the total amount of 

euros spent by investors on securities bought (sold) over the period 1999-2006, we value the 

weight of each buy (sell) transaction. The weight of the buy transaction j is: 

Total amount of euros spent by investors on transaction j
Pj Total amount of euros spent by investors on buy orders=

         
          

The weighted average returns to securities bought (sold) then refers to the sum of the returns 

earned on each transaction  j multiplied by the appropriate weights Pj. As before, we test : 
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H’’0: Average weighted returns to securities bought ≥ Average weighted returns to securities sold 

We estimate statistical significance by conducting a Wilcoxon sign rank test of difference. 

Finally, to check the robustness of our results, we also gauge the profitability of 

purchases and sales by using a calendar time method. We construct calendar-time portfolios 

consisting of all purchase (sale) events during a “portfolio formation period” (3 months and 6 

months). To be more precise, each time a purchase (sale) occurs during the formation period, 

we assign this security to the calendar-time portfolio. The same security may have been 

bought or sold several times during the “portfolio formation period”. If this is the case, each 

purchase is counted as a separate observation. Each position is weighed equally. Finally, we 

calculate the “Buy” (“Sell”) portfolio return for the calendar month subsequent to the 

formation period. Rolling forward the formation period by one month, a time-series of 

calendar-time portfolio returns for month t+1 is obtained. 

Based on the calendar-time approach, we calculate two measures of performance. The 

first one is simply the average monthly calendar time return on the “Buy” portfolio minus the 

“Sell” Portfolio. We test whether the average return on the “Buy” portfolio is less than the one 

to the “Sell” portfolio. The second performance measure is Jensen’s alpha (Jensen, 1969). We 

perform the following regression: 

, ,, , ,( )s t p p p tB t M t f tR R R Rα β ε− = + − +                   (2) 

 

where  

,B tR  is the monthly return on the calendar-time portfolio based on purchases 

,S tR is the monthly return on the calendar-time portfolio based on sales 
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,M tR  is the monthly return on a market index, the DJ EURO STOXX 50 

,f tR  is the monthly returns on BTAN  

pβ  is the  market beta and 
,p tε  the regression error term. 

 

III Results   

 

(i) Average returns to securities bought and sold 

 

Table 2 report the principal results. Panel A presents the average returns to securities 

bought and sold for the three follow-up periods we consider (T= 3 months, 6 months, 1 year). 

Panel B gives results for the Wilcoxon test.  

 The results in Panel A show that for all three horizons we study the average returns to 

securities bought are lower than to securities sold.  For example, for the whole sample, over a 

6 month period, the average return to a purchased security is 3.105 % lower than to a security 

sold. These results are particularly striking: stocks investors are buying are underperforming 

stocks they are selling even before taking into account transaction costs. In other words, 

investors are clearly not making profitable trades:  they not only are paying transaction costs 

to trade but they are also making poor portfolio choices.  Overconfidence in the ability to 

interpret information may be a good explanation for these findings. 

Panel B gives indications about the statistical significance of our results. We denote 

(A) [resp. (B)] the distribution of average returns earned by each individual investor on 

purchased (resp. sold) stocks over a 3 month period subsequent to the purchase (sale). (C) 

[resp. (D)] is the distribution of average returns on bought (resp. sold) securities over a 6 

month period. Finally, (E) [resp. (F)] refers to the distribution of average returns on purchased 
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(resp. sold) stocks over a 1 year horizon. V is the number of ranks of positive differences. As 

N = 43 958 is a large sample size, the number of the ranks of positive differences, V, is 

approximately normal. Results show that the distributions of average returns to bought and 

sold securities are significantly different, whichever period considered (T= 3 months, 6 

months, 1 year), H’0 is rejected at all three horizons at a 1% level. 

 

 

(ii) Weighted average returns to securities bought and sold 

 

Table 3 presents the results obtained for weighted average returns.  Panel A reports the 

average weighted returns to securities bought and sold for the three follow-up periods  

(T= 3 months, 6 months, 1 year). Panel B gives results for the Wilcoxon test.  

 

 

Table 2 about here 

 

Table 3 about here 

 

 

 

The results bring further evidence of overconfidence in the trading behavior of our individual 

investors. Panel A show that for all three horizons we study (T= 3 months, 6 months, 1 year), 

the average weighted returns to securities bought are again lower than to securities sold.  For 

example, for the whole sample, over a 6 month period, the average return to a purchased 
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security is 1.926% lower than to a security sold. Investors are making poor portfolio 

decisions. 

Statistical significance is estimated in Panel B.. We denote (A) [resp. (B)] the distribution of 

average weighted returns earned by each individual investor on purchased (resp. sold) stocks 

over a 3 month period subsequent to the purchase (sale). (C) [resp. (D)] is the distribution of 

average weighted returns on bought (resp. sold) securities over a 6 month period. Finally, (E) 

[resp. (F)] refers to the distribution of average weighted  returns on purchased (resp. sold) 

stocks over a 1 year horizon. V is the number of ranks of positive differences. As N = 43 958 

is a large sample size, the number of the ranks of positive differences, V, is approximately 

normal. Results show that the distributions of average  weighted  returns to bought and sold 

securities are significantly different, whichever period considered (T= 3 months, 6 months, 1 

year). 

(iii) Calendar time portfolios 

 

Table 4 reports the results. Panel A presents the average monthly calendar time return 

on the “Buy” portfolio, on the “Sell” Portfolio as well as the difference between the returns. 

Panel B gives the estimates of Jensen’s alpha. t-values are given in parentheses. 

The results confirm the ones obtained in the first part of this section. The values 

reported in Panel A show that for the two portfolio formation periods, the monthly returns to 

the “Bu /Sell” portfolio are significantly negative. For instance, if we consider a portfolio 

formation period of 6 months, the “Sell” portfolio outperforms the “Buy” portfolio on average 

by 0.2%. Investors in the dataset are clearly making poor portfolio choices ; they are trading 

too much. 
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Results from Panel B confirm these conclusions. The Jensen’s α estimates are all significantly 

negative. The portfolios held by our investors are underperforming the market, once more 

highlighting poor portfolio selection 

 

 

 

 

 

IV. Conclusion 

In this paper, we investigate the presence of overconfidence for 43 958 individual investors 

using a large brokerage account database between 1999 and 2006.  Based on three 

methodologies, our main results show that individual investors are subject to overconfidence 

and consequently trading too frequently. More precisely, securities or portfolios investors are 

buying are systematically underperforming those they are selling on follow-up periods. This 

study confirms that investors are clearly not making profitable trades. 
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Tableau 1 Descriptive statistics  

This table contains results based on 4 714 702 trades (2 482 190 buy orders and 2 232 512 sell orders) 
for 43 958 investors over 1999-2006. “Age” (in years) is computed on 01/01/2006, “Activity over 
1999-2006” is valued for active accounts. “Trade amount / investor” [resp. Total Nb of 
trades/investor] is computed over the total amount of euros [Nb of trades] traded by investors over 
1999-2006. 

 

 

 

Variable Mean Std. 

Deviation 

25% 50% 75% 99% 

Age 47.90 13.67 37 46 57 83 

Nb. Assets/trade 495.50 5284   24 60 200 7700 

Trade amount/trade (€)       

Buy 3784.51 9850 1199.78   2013.01   4642.86   24299.19    

Sell 4106.44 10757    1241.43 2276.09 5243.12 27290.40 

Total Nb. Of trades /investor 107 392 21 43 99 994 

Activity over 1999-2006 4.83 2.03 3 5 7 8 
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Table 2 Average returns and statistical significance 

This table contains results based on 4 714 702 trades. Panel A reports average returns (%) to 
securities bought and sold for 3 follow-up periods: 3 months, 6 months and 1 year. “N” refers to the 
number of observations and ”Difference” reports the difference between the average returns to 
securities bought and sold over each horizon. Panel B gives indications about statistical significance 
of the results reported in Panel A. (A)([resp. (B)] refers to the distribution of average returns earned 
by each individual investor on purchased (resp. sold) stocks over a 3 month period subsequent to the 
purchase (sale). (C) [resp. (D)] is the distribution of average returns on bought (resp. sold) securities 
over a 6 month period. (E) [resp. (F)] refers to the distribution of average returns on purchased (resp. 
sold) stocks over a 1 year horizon. V is the number of ranks of positive differences. 

 

 

 

 

 

Panel A : Average returns following purchases and sales (%) 

 N 3 months later 6 months later 1 year later 

Purchases 2 482 190 2.085 2.249 2.569 

Sales 2 232 512 4.434 5.354 6.697 

Difference  -2.349 -3.105 -4.128 

Panel B : Wilcoxon Tests 

 A/B C/D E/F 

V 239 357 494 242 735 973 233 872 295 

E(V) 482 999 517.5 482 845 689 478 067 292.5 

Variance (V) 707 6667 430 651.25 7073 286 972 442.5 6968 547 889 126.12 

p-Value 

(Bilateral) 

< 0.0001*** < 0.0001*** < 0.0001*** 

Alpha 0.05 0.05 0.05 
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Table 3  Weighted average returns and statistical significance 

This table contains results based on 4 714 702 trades. Panel A reports average weighted returns (%) 
to securities bought and sold for 3 follow-up periods: 3 months, 6 months and 1 year. “N” refers to 
the number of observations and ”Difference” reports the difference between the average weighted 
returns to securities bought and sold over each horizon. Panel B gives indications about statistical 
significance of the results reported in Panel A. (A)([resp. (B)] refers to the distribution of average 
weighted returns earned by each individual investor on purchased (resp. sold) stocks over a 3 month 
period subsequent to the purchase (sale). (C) [resp. (D)] is the distribution of average weighted 
returns on bought (resp. sold) securities over a 6 month period. (E) [resp. (F)] refers to the 
distribution of average weighted returns on purchased (resp. sold) stocks over a 1 year horizon. V is 
the number of ranks of positive differences. 

 

 

Panel A : Average weighted returns following purchases and sales (%) 

 N 3 months later 6 months later 1 year later 

Purchases 2 482 190 0.6106 1.628 2.177 

Sales 2 232 512 2.171 3.554 4.638 

Difference  -1.555 -1.926 -2.462 

Panel B : Wilcoxon Tests 

 A/B C/D E/F 

V 466 750 742,5 452 521 632,5 525 668 467,5 

E(V) 482 999 517,5 482 845 688,5 478 067 292,5 

Variance (V) 7076 667 430 553,37 7073 286 972 351,62 6968 547 889 042,37 

p-Value 

(Bilateral) 

< 0,0001*** < 0,0001*** < 0,0001*** 

Alpha 0,05 0,05 0,05 
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Table 4 Calendar time portfolios 

This table contains results based on 4 714 702 trades. Calendar-time portfolios consisting of all 
purchase (sale) events during a “portfolio formation period” (3 months and 6 months) are constructed 
and two measures of performance are computed. Panel A reports the average calendar time return on 
the “Buy” and “Sell” portfolio. “Difference” is the difference between the average returns on the two 
portfolios. Panel B gives of Jensen’s alpha. t-values are given in parentheses. 

 

Panel A : Returns on “Buy” and “Sell” Portfolios 

 Portfolio formation period 

 3 months 6 months 

“Buy” portfolio -0.010 -0.009 

“Sell” portfolio -0.007 -0.008 

Difference -0.003** -0.002* 

 (-2.17) (-1.553) 

Panel B: Jensen’s alpha 

 Portfolio formation period 

 3 months 6 months 

Jensen’s α -0.260** -0.135* 

 (-2.496) (-1.68) 

β 0.118*** 0.092*** 

 (7.56) (7.67) 

***, **,* - Significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively 

 



i 
 

           

Working Papers 
 

Laboratoire de Recherche en Gestion & Economie  
 

______ 
 

D.R. n° 1 "Bertrand Oligopoly with decreasing returns to scale", J. Thépot, décembre 1993 
 
D.R. n° 2  "Sur quelques méthodes d'estimation directe de la structure par terme des taux d'intérêt", P. Roger - N. 

Rossiensky, janvier 1994 
 
D.R. n° 3  "Towards a Monopoly Theory in a Managerial Perspective", J. Thépot, mai 1993 
 
D.R. n° 4                 "Bounded Rationality in Microeconomics", J. Thépot, mai 1993 
 
D.R. n° 5  "Apprentissage Théorique et Expérience Professionnelle", J. Thépot, décembre 1993 
 
D.R. n° 6  "Strategic Consumers in a Duable-Goods Monopoly", J. Thépot, avril 1994 

 
D.R. n° 7  "Vendre ou louer ; un apport de la théorie des jeux", J. Thépot, avril 1994 
 
D.R. n° 8  "Default Risk Insurance and Incomplete Markets", Ph. Artzner - FF. Delbaen, juin 1994 
 
D.R. n° 9  "Les actions à réinvestissement optionnel du dividende", C. Marie-Jeanne - P. Roger, janvier 1995 
 
D.R. n° 10          "Forme optimale des contrats d'assurance en présence de coûts administratifs pour l'assureur", S. Spaeter, 

février  1995 
 
D.R. n° 11  "Une procédure de codage numérique des articles", J. Jeunet, février 1995 
 
D.R. n° 12  "Stabilité d'un diagnostic concurrentiel fondé sur une approche markovienne du comportement de rachat 

du consommateur", N. Schall, octobre 1995 
 
D.R. n° 13  "A direct proof of the coase conjecture", J. Thépot, octobre 1995 
 
D.R. n° 14  "Invitation à la stratégie", J. Thépot, décembre 1995 
 
D.R. n° 15  "Charity and economic efficiency", J. Thépot, mai 1996 
 
D.R. n° 16  "Pricing anomalies in financial markets and non linear pricing rules", P. Roger, mars 1996 
 
D.R. n° 17  "Non linéarité des coûts de l'assureur, comportement de prudence de l'assuré et contrats optimaux", S. 

Spaeter, avril 1996 
 
D.R. n° 18  "La valeur ajoutée d'un partage de risque et l'optimum de Pareto : une note", L. Eeckhoudt - P. Roger, juin 

1996 
 
D.R. n° 19  "Evaluation of Lot-Sizing Techniques : A robustess and Cost Effectiveness Analysis", J. Jeunet, mars 1996 
 
D.R. n° 20  "Entry accommodation with idle capacity", J. Thépot, septembre 1996 
 



ii 
 

D.R. n° 21  "Différences culturelles et satisfaction des vendeurs : Une comparaison internationale", E. Vauquois-
Mathevet - J.Cl. Usunier, novembre 1996 

 
D.R. n° 22 "Evaluation des obligations convertibles et options d'échange", Schmitt - F. Home, décembre 1996 
 
D.R n° 23 "Réduction d'un programme d'optimisation globale des coûts et diminution du temps de calcul, J. Jeunet, 

décembre 1996 
 
D.R. n° 24 "Incertitude, vérifiabilité et observabilité : Une relecture de la théorie de l'agence", J. Thépot, janvier 1997 
 
D.R. n° 25 "Financement par augmentation de capital avec asymétrie d'information : l'apport du paiement du 

dividende en actions", C. Marie-Jeanne, février 1997 
 
D.R. n° 26 "Paiement du dividende en actions et théorie du signal", C. Marie-Jeanne, février 1997 
 
D.R. n° 27 "Risk aversion and the bid-ask spread", L. Eeckhoudt - P. Roger, avril 1997 
 
D.R. n° 28 "De l'utilité de la contrainte d'assurance dans les modèles à un risque et à deux risques", S. Spaeter, 

septembre 1997 
 
D.R. n° 29 "Robustness and cost-effectiveness of lot-sizing techniques under revised demand forecasts", J. Jeunet, 

juillet 1997 
 
D.R. n° 30 "Efficience du marché et comparaison de produits à l'aide des méthodes  d'enveloppe (Data envelopment 

analysis)", S. Chabi, septembre 1997 
 
D.R. n° 31 "Qualités de la main-d'œuvre et subventions à l'emploi : Approche microéconomique", J. Calaza - P. Roger, 

février 1998 
 
D.R n° 32 "Probabilité de défaut et spread de taux : Etude empirique du marché français", M. Merli - P. Roger, février 

1998 
 

D.R. n° 33 "Confiance et Performance : La thèse de Fukuyama", J.Cl. Usunier - P. Roger, avril 1998 
 
D.R. n° 34 "Measuring the performance of lot-sizing techniques in uncertain environments", J. Jeunet - N. Jonard, 

janvier 1998 
 
D.R. n° 35 "Mobilité et décison de consommation : premiers résultas dans un cadre monopolistique", Ph. Lapp, 

octobre 1998 
 
D.R. n° 36 "Impact du paiement du dividende en actions sur le transfert de richesse et la dilution du bénéfice par 

action", C. Marie-Jeanne, octobre 1998 
 
D.R. n° 37 "Maximum resale-price-maintenance as Nash condition", J. Thépot, novembre 1998 

 
D.R. n° 38 "Properties of bid and ask prices in the rank dependent expected utility model", P. Roger, décembre 1998 
 
D.R. n° 39 "Sur la structure par termes des spreads de défaut des obligations », Maxime Merli / Patrick Roger, 

septembre 1998 
 
D.R. n° 40 "Le risque de défaut des obligations : un modèle de défaut temporaire de  l’émetteur", Maxime Merli, 

octobre 1998 
 
D.R. n° 41 "The Economics of Doping in Sports", Nicolas Eber / Jacques Thépot, février 1999 

 
D.R. n° 42 "Solving large unconstrained multilevel lot-sizing problems using a hybrid genetic algorithm", Jully Jeunet, 

mars 1999 
 
D.R n° 43 "Niveau général des taux et spreads de rendement", Maxime Merli, mars 1999 



iii 
 

D.R. n° 44 "Doping in Sport and Competition Design", Nicolas Eber / Jacques Thépot, septembre 1999 
 
D.R. n° 45 "Interactions dans les canaux de distribution", Jacques Thépot, novembre 1999 
 
D.R. n° 46 "What sort of balanced scorecard for hospital", Thierry Nobre, novembre 1999 
 
D.R. n° 47 "Le contrôle de gestion dans les PME", Thierry Nobre, mars 2000 
 
D.R. n° 48 ″Stock timing using genetic algorithms", Jerzy Korczak – Patrick Roger, avril 2000 

 
D.R. n° 49 "On the long run risk in stocks : A west-side story", Patrick Roger, mai 2000 
 
D.R. n° 50 "Estimation des coûts de transaction sur un marché gouverné par les ordres : Le cas des composantes du 

CAC40", Laurent Deville, avril 2001 
 
D.R. n° 51 "Sur une mesure d’efficience relative dans la théorie du portefeuille de Markowitz", Patrick Roger / Maxime 

Merli, septembre 2001 
 
D.R. n° 52 "Impact de l’introduction du tracker Master Share CAC 40 sur la relation de parité call-put", Laurent Deville, 

mars 2002 
 
D.R. n° 53 "Market-making, inventories and martingale pricing", Patrick Roger / Christian At / Laurent Flochel, mai 

2002 
 
D.R. n° 54 "Tarification au coût complet en concurrence imparfaite", Jean-Luc Netzer / Jacques Thépot, juillet 2002 
 
D.R. n° 55 "Is time-diversification efficient for a loss averse investor ?", Patrick Roger, janvier 2003 
 
D.R. n° 56 “Dégradations de notations du leader et effets de contagion”, Maxime Merli / Alain Schatt, avril 2003 
 
D.R. n° 57 “Subjective evaluation, ambiguity and relational contracts”, Brigitte Godbillon, juillet 2003 
 
D.R. n° 58 “A View of the European Union as an Evolving Country Portfolio”, Pierre-Guillaume Méon / Laurent Weill, 

juillet 2003 
 
D.R. n° 59 “Can Mergers in Europe Help Banks Hedge Against Macroeconomic Risk ?”, Pierre-Guillaume Méon / 

Laurent Weill, septembre 2003 
 
D.R. n° 60 “Monetary policy in the presence of asymmetric wage indexation”, Giuseppe Diana / Pierre-Guillaume 

Méon, juillet 2003 
 
D.R. n° 61 “Concurrence bancaire et taille des conventions de services”, Corentine Le Roy, novembre 2003 
 
D.R. n° 62 “Le petit monde du CAC 40”, Sylvie Chabi / Jérôme Maati 
 
D.R. n° 63 “Are Athletes Different ? An Experimental Study Based on the Ultimatum Game”, Nicolas Eber / Marc 

Willinger 
 
D.R. n° 64 “Le rôle de l’environnement réglementaire, légal et institutionnel dans la défaillance des banques : Le cas 

des pays émergents”, Christophe Godlewski, janvier 2004 
 
D.R. n° 65 “Etude de la cohérence des ratings de banques avec la probabilité de défaillance bancaire dans les pays 

émergents”, Christophe Godlewski, Mars 2004 
 
D.R. n° 66 “Le comportement des étudiants sur le marché du téléphone mobile : Inertie, captivité ou fidélité ?”, 

Corentine Le Roy, Mai 2004 
 
D.R. n° 67 “Insurance and Financial Hedging of Oil Pollution Risks”, André Schmitt / Sandrine Spaeter, September, 

2004 



iv 
 

 
D.R. n° 68 “On the Backwardness in Macroeconomic Performance of European Socialist Economies”, Laurent Weill, 

September, 2004 
 
D.R. n° 69 “Majority voting with stochastic preferences : The whims of a committee are smaller than the whims of its 

members”, Pierre-Guillaume Méon, September, 2004 
 
D.R. n° 70 “Modélisation de la prévision de défaillance de la banque : Une application aux banques des pays 

émergents”, Christophe J. Godlewski, octobre 2004 
 
D.R. n° 71 “Can bankruptcy law discriminate between heterogeneous firms when information is incomplete ? The case 

of legal sanctions”, Régis Blazy, october 2004 
 
D.R. n° 72 “La performance économique et financière des jeunes entreprises”, Régis Blazy/Bertrand Chopard, octobre 

2004 
 
D.R. n° 73 “Ex Post Efficiency of bankruptcy procedures : A general normative framework”, Régis Blazy / Bertrand 

Chopard, novembre 2004 
 
D.R. n° 74 “Full cost pricing and organizational structure”, Jacques Thépot, décembre 2004 
 
D.R. n° 75 “Prices as strategic substitutes in the Hotelling duopoly”, Jacques Thépot, décembre 2004 
 
D.R. n° 76 “Réflexions sur l’extension récente de la statistique de prix et de production à la santé et à l’enseignement”, 

Damien Broussolle, mars 2005 
 
D. R. n° 77 “Gestion du risque de crédit dans la banque : Information hard, information soft et manipulation ”, Brigitte 

Godbillon-Camus / Christophe J. Godlewski 
 
D.R. n° 78  “Which Optimal Design For LLDAs”, Marie Pfiffelmann 
 
D.R. n° 79 “Jensen and Meckling 30 years after : A game theoretic view”, Jacques Thépot 
 
D.R. n° 80 “Organisation artistique et dépendance à l’égard des ressources”, Odile Paulus, novembre 2006 
 
D.R. n° 81 “Does collateral help mitigate adverse selection ? A cross-country analysis”, Laurent Weill –Christophe J. 

Godlewski, novembre 2006 
 
D.R. n° 82 “Why do banks ask for collateral and which ones ?”, Régis Blazy - Laurent Weill, décembre 2006 
 
D.R. n° 83 “The peace of work agreement : The emergence and enforcement of a swiss labour market institution”, D. 

Broussolle, janvier 2006. 
 
D.R. n° 84 “The new approach to international trade in services in view of services specificities : Economic and 

regulation issues”, D. Broussolle, septembre 2006. 
 
D.R. n° 85 “Does the consciousness of the disposition effect increase the equity premium” ?, P. Roger, juin 2007 

 
D.R. n° 86 “Les déterminants de la décision de syndication bancaire en France”, Ch. J. Godlewski 
 
D.R. n° 87 “Syndicated loans in emerging markets”, Ch. J. Godlewski / L. Weill, mars 2007 
 
D.R. n° 88 “Hawks and loves in segmented markets : A formal approach to competitive aggressiveness”, Claude 

d’Aspremont / R. Dos Santos Ferreira / J. Thépot, mai 2007 
 
D.R. n° 89 “On the optimality of the full cost pricing”, J. Thépot, février 2007 
 
D.R. n° 90 “SME’s main bank choice and organizational structure : Evidence from France”, H. El Hajj Chehade / L. 

Vigneron, octobre 2007 



v 
 

  
D.R n° 91 “How to solve St Petersburg Paradox in Rank-Dependent Models” ?, M. Pfiffelmann, octobre 2007 

 
D.R. n° 92 “Full market opening in the postal services facing the social and territorial cohesion goal in France”, D. 

Broussolle, novembre 2007 
 
D.R. n° 2008-01    A behavioural Approach to financial puzzles, M.H. Broihanne, M. Merli,  

P. Roger, janvier 2008 
 

D.R. n° 2008-02   What drives the arrangement timetable of bank loan syndication ?, Ch. J. Godlewski, février 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-03   Financial intermediation and macroeconomic efficiency, Y. Kuhry, L. Weill, février 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-04  The effects of concentration on competition and efficiency : Some evidence from the french audit 

market, G. Broye, L. Weill, février 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-05  Does financial intermediation matter for macroeconomic efficiency?, P.G. Méon, L. Weill, février 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-06  Is corruption an efficient grease ?, P.G. Méon, L. Weill, février 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-07 Convergence in banking efficiency across european countries, L. Weill, février 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-08 Banking environment, agency costs, and loan syndication : A cross-country analysis, Ch. J. Godlewski, 

mars 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-09 Are French individual investors reluctant to realize their losses ?, Sh. Boolell-Gunesh / M.H. Broihanne / 

M. Merli, avril 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-10 Collateral and adverse selection in transition countries, Ch. J. Godlewski / L. Weill, avril 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-11 How many banks does it take to lend ? Empirical evidence from Europe, Ch. J. Godlewski, avril 2008. 
 
D.R. n° 2008-12 Un portrait de l’investisseur individuel français, Sh. Boolell-Gunesh, avril 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-13  La déclaration de mission, une revue de la littérature, Odile Paulus, juin 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-14  Performance et risque des entreprises appartenant à des groupes de PME, Anaïs Hamelin, juin 2008 

 
D.R. n° 2008-15 Are private banks more efficient than public banks ? Evidence from Russia,  Alexei Karas / Koen 

Schoors / Laurent Weill, septembre 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-16 Capital protected notes for loss averse investors : A counterintuitive result, Patrick Roger, septembre 

2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-17 Mixed risk aversion and preference for risk disaggregation, Patrick Roger, octobre 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-18  Que peut-on attendre de la directive services ?, Damien Broussolle, octobre 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-19 Bank competition and collateral : Theory and Evidence, Christa Hainz / Laurent Weill  / Christophe J. 

Godlewski, octobre 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-20 Duration of syndication process and syndicate organization, Ch. J. Godlewski, novembre 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-21 How corruption affects bank lending in Russia, L. Weill, novembre 2008 
 
D.R. n° 2008-22 On several economic consequences of the full market opening in the postal service in the European 

Union, D. Broussolle, novembre 2008. 
 
 



vi 
 

D.R. n° 2009-01 Asymmetric Information and Loan Spreads in Russia: Evidence from Syndicated Loans, Z. 
Fungacova, C.J. Godlewski, L. Weill 

 
D.R. n° 2009-02 Do Islamic Banks Have Greater Market Power ?, L. Weill 
 
D.R. n° 2009-03 CEO Compensation: Too Much is not Enough!, N. Couderc & L. Weill 
 
D.R. n° 2009-04 La cannibalisation des produits à prix aléatoires : L’Euromillions a-t-il tué le loto français?, 

P. Roger & S. Chabi 
 
D.R. n° 2009-05 The demand for Euromillions lottery tickets: An international comparison, P. Roger 
 
D.R. n° 2009-06 Concentration in corporate bank loans What do we learn from European comparisons?, 

C.J. Godlewski & Y. Ziane 
 
D.R. n° 2009-07 Le mariage efficace de l’épargne et du jeu : une approche historique, M. Pfiffelmann 
 
D.R. n° 2009-08 Testing alternative theories of financial decision making: an experimental study with 

lottery bonds, P. Roger 

D.R. n° 2009-09 Does Corruption Hamper Bank Lending? Macro and Micro Evidence, L. Weill 
 
D.R. n° 2009-10 La Théorie Comportementale du Portefeuille et l’Equilibre du Marché, O. Bourachnikova 
 
D.R. n° 2009-11 Déformation des Probabilités Objectives et la Théorie Comportementale du Portefeuille, 

O. Bourachnikova 
D.R. n° 2009-12 La Théorie Comportementale du Portefeuille vs. le modèle moyenne – variance. Étude 

empirique, O. Bourachnikova 
D.R. n° 2009-13 Symmetric vs. Downside Risk: Does It Matter for Portfolio Choice? O. Bourachnikova &  N. 

Yusupov 
D.R. n° 2009-14 Negative Agency Costs, J. Thépot 
D.R. n° 2010-01 Does family control of small business lead to under exploitation of their financial growth    

potential? Evidence of the existence of conservative growth behavior in family controlled 
French SMEs, A. Hamelin 

D.R. n° 2010-02 Better borrowers, fewer banks?, CJ. Godlewski & F. Lobez & J.-C. Statnik & Y. Ziane 
D.R. n° 2010-03 Responsabilité sociale de l’entreprise et théorie de l’organisation, J. Thépot 
D.R. n° 2010-04 Small business groups enhance performance and promote stability, not expropriation. 

Evidence from French SMEs, A. Hamelin 
D.R. n° 2010-05 Are Islamic Investment Certificates Special? Evidence on the Post-Announcement 

Performance of Sukuk Issues, C.J. Godlewski & R. Turk-Ariss & L. Weill 
D.R. n° 2010-06 Trading activity and Overconfidence: First Evidence from a large European Database, S. 

Boolell-Gunesh & M. Merli 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 


	Working Paper
	WPLaRGE-dos.pdf
	D.R. n° 2009-06 Concentration in corporate bank loans What do we learn from European comparisons?, C.J. Godlewski & Y. Ziane
	D.R. n° 2009-07 Le mariage efficace de l’épargne et du jeu : une approche historique, M. Pfiffelmann


