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1 Introduction

In May 1981, when Socialist President, Francoistéiand, was elected, the
French stock market suffered its worst monthly ialhistory (-33%). But during
his first mandate, stock prices increased by 25884, rose to 450% by the time
he left office at the end of his second mandatday 1995. However, it is a
commonly held belief that Right governments areerimrsiness oriented whereas
the Left favors wealth redistribution often at #agense of firms. Assuming that
governments manage according to this philosoplieaiarcation, this distinction
should then impact the stock market. Therefore,expect that stock returns
should be higher under the power of the Right gavents and lower under the
Left.

Using a long-term, robust monthly series of Frestdtk market data, we
measure the performances under Left and Right gavemts beginning with the
birth of the Third Republic in 1871. Dividend yisldre quite similar between
both types of governments, but stock prices inedns5.90% a year under the
Left governments versus only 2.12% under the Righe inflation rate is slightly
higher under the Right (5.61% versus 5.46%). Assalt, the real total annualized
return of French stocks is on average 4.40% urideLeft governments and only
0.11% under the RightThe excess return (total return minus short teate)r
shows the same difference. Hence, these empigsalts appear to contradict the

conventional wisdom.

Several robustness checks are applied, showing thistdifference is
statistically significant and is not the resultsimple chance, as indicated by a
bootstrap test. Nor is this difference driven bw fexceptional periods, such as
would be demonstrated by the result of two altéveapolitical investment
strategies: to buy stocks under governments oL#feand invest the money at
the short-term rate under Right, versus buyingkstamder governments of the
Right and short-term rate under Left. Additionallthis difference is not

compensation for higher risk investments under gefternments.

% The average long term real return on French stischslow the well-known case of US stocks
(Le Bris and Hautcoeur 2010).
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On the other hand, a more favorable macroeconowntext under the
Left, can partially explain the difference. To cahtfor this effect, monthly stock
returns are decomposed into expected and unexppatési according to several
macroeconomic variables known to predict stockrrtuThe fitted values from
the regression of stock returns on these macroascneariables represent the
expected portion of the return, whereas the regresesiduals represent the
unexpected returns. We then analyze differencemagin component under Left
and Right governments. This unexpected part is thneg#-1.48% annualized)
under Right and positive (1.56% annualized) undeft.LThus, the difference

remains strong after having control for the maaor®mic context.

More crucially, a large part of the difference mncentrated during the
three months prior to a political coloration changecepting the hypothesis that
the market is able to anticipate coloration chanlyje=e months before they occur,
we move the boundary separating Left-wing and Righty governments to three
months before the actual change of governmensiated. As a result, the higher
returns observed under the Left diminish greatlye Tifference between the two
returns becomes small enough so that this hypatlugsiorrect anticipation may

turn out to be the key effect.

Furthermore, in the short-term, the political factauses price returns as
are expected according to the theory of uncertdormation (Brown et al. 1988):
the stock market positively reacts to the appoimtnef all new governments
(regardless his coloration), since a new governnegls one uncertainty. The
average monthly stock returns for the 150 monthrinduvhich the government
changes are three times higher than other mdrihs, there is no difference in
monthly returns between the appointment of Left Right governments, or when
the coloration of the new government is differewind the prior oneDuring the
month of the appointment of a new government, tlaeket does not react to the

coloration of the government, but only to the ehthe uncertainty.

Several studies have been undertaken in order sesaswhether US

presidents of either the Republican or Democratitigs are better for the stock

% Four times if we exclude the exceptional resulihef fall of May 1981 (election of socialist
president, Francois Mitterrand).



market (Riley and Luksetich 1980; Huang 1985; Jié§84; Hensel and Ziemba
1995; Johnson et al. 1999Banta-Clara and Valkanov (2003) provide a strong
contribution to this debate. After an extensivetidrgtof tests, they conclude that
the higher performance under Democrat presiderspiszzle; however, Powell et
al. (2007) have demonstrated heavy statistical fpiasent in the work. Once the
methodology is corrected, and extending the saingbk to 1856, the difference
in stock market returns becomes insignificant. 8¢ Al Zaman (2011) explain
the premium for Democrats in the US (1926- 200Mgaia conditional version of
the Fama French (1993) model that allows risk ty @&ross political cycles. For
the German market, between 1960 and 2003, DopkePa&rdzioch (2006) are
unable to confirm the findings of a higher perfonoa under Left governments.
Bialkowski et al. (2006) provide a similar conclusj studying 24 countries
between 1980 and 2005.

This paper covers the entire period of democrasitonal elections in
France (1871-2008 or 1,654 montAgjrom the beginning of the period studied,
economic ideology sharply distinguishes the Leftd ahe Right in France.
Whereas, in the case of the US, according to Salaiex and Valkanov (2003),
ideologies of the Democratic and Republican pamrese not clearly delineated
before WWI; as a consequence, they only study treog 1927-1998, or 852
months. More interestingly, the study carried owreh covers 150 French
government changes, against only 18 in the US #t&Clara and Valkanov
(2003) and no more than 36 for Powell et al. (200Ris is due to the often
unstable French parliamentary regime, whereas exhibits a relatively stable
presidential regime. This paper escapes the statistias identified by Powell et
al. (2007) via the use of alternative statistioall$ (bootstrap procedure). The last,
but maybe the main, factor that supports the vértofea French study is that, over
the period studied, France experiments with seaalition governments (which
have included the communist party) that were opbaobtile to the stock market.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 prsséne financial and

political data. Section 3 explains the main finding test for an explanation by

* See Sy and Al Zaman (2011) for extensive reviewhefliterature on the US presidential puzzle.
® Using Schwert’s data on the stock market, despédact that Goetzmann et al. (2001) provide
both, evidence of weaknesses in the older indindsaanew one.
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chance and the stability of the difference overetii®@ection 4 controls for the risk
and the macro-economic context. Section 5 demdastrthat accepting the

hypothesis of a market able to anticipate politicaanges three months before
they occur, the higher performance of the stockketannder governments of the

Left disappears. Section 6 concludes.

2 Data

2.1 Political data

All governments are binary ranked as Left or Rfyfithe criterion used is the
coloration of the chief of government (Vice-Présitiedu Consefl| Présidents du
Conseif and Premiers Ministrés see Appendix 3. Between 1871 and 2008,
France experiments with 157 governments headed 4% different men
(including one woman). Among these governmentsers@xhibit duration of less
than one month, and are, therefore, excluded fiuis dtudy since the data on
stock returns are only available at a monthly feegry. We have to note that one
change of government is not always a consequenem @lection but, in most
cases, is the result of a parliament vote chanthiegcoloration of the chief of
government. Over the one hundred and fifty remgigavernments, the average
length is 11 months (8 excluding the Fifth Repullleginning in 1958) with a
maximum of 75 months for the government of M. Paiopi (36 for the

government of M. Waldeck-Rousseau excluding thihRiepublic).

The Right-Left criterion respects the political éduium of the period
without seeking to identify a “fundamental” poldic coloration. Historically,
French society has moved to the Left over time.af\sexample, the socialist
Aristide Briant opposed conferring the right toilstrto public servants in 1910,
and the Right parties were overtly hostile to théection of income tax before

® This work seems never have been done for France.

" Term used before 1876 and during the Vichy Regime.
8 Term used before the Fifth Republic.

° Term used under the Fifth Republic.



1914. Conversely, in the last couple of decadesl@nlogical move to the Right
can probably be distinguished.

Before 1950, and mainly before 1914, the Left-Riglssification can, in
a few cases, be problematic. “Sinistrisme” is threnEh term of the gradual
substitution of Left parties by more Left orienteakties. Indeed, at the beginning
of the Third Republic (1871) the Left wing was reggnted by Republicans
opposed to Monarchists and Bonapartists but theessove emergence of a
“radical Left”, then a “socialist Left” and a “comumist Left” positions the
Republicans and all the existing parties to thehRigGeveral years after the
beginning of the Third Republic, the Republicansresent the Right, whereas the
first expression of the Right-wing (the Monarchisisd Bonapartists) became
non-significant in terms of votes (Rémond 1954). aAsonsequence, one single
man with the same ideas can move from the Lefth&o Right of the political
spectrum. However, contested cases are rare, aisgd ¢annot deeply affect the

results.

The temporal distribution is quite well-balancedhw844 months under
Right governments (51% of the time) and 810 unkerLieft. 26 changes from the
Right to the Left are observed against 25 in thgosfie way.

2.2 Financial data

Between 1988 and 2008, the Euronext CAC 40 is uBedfbre 1988, a new

monthly French stock index, a historical CAC 40 @& 40), is used (Le Bris

and Hautcoeur 2010). The HCAC 40 price variatiothis average, weighted by
market capitalizations, of the variation of the B@gest (in terms of market
capitalization) firms indentified at the beginnin§ each year, which avoids any
survival bias. The dividend yield is measured asdividends distributed during
the year divided by the stock price at the begigroh each month; to obtain a

monthly series, this annual rate is divided by teeb provide a monthly valug.

1% with D, the amount of dividend paid during the year, Bnthe stock price at the beginning of
the month, the monthly dividend yieldD¥P/12
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Figure 1 displays the price of the index and thhtipal situation from January
1871 to June 2008.

Other financial data are used, such as long-teterast rates on state
bonds, which also come from Le Bris and Hautco204.0). Short-term rates are
the discount rate of the Banque de France (from R)Bdvailable on monthly data
except during 1914-1925 and 1940-1951 periods f{irs tcase a linear
interpolation is used to approximate monthly vaJu&nce 1952, the short-term
rate is the money market rate (from Banque de E)amcflation rates come from
Lévy-Leboyer and Bourguignon (1985) before 1914, dhdn from INSEE after
1914. A linear interpolation is performed to pravid monthly series from these

two annual series of inflation.

10000
2000

B HCAC40 under the Left

B HCAC40 under the Right

1000

Historical C40 in points

Fig. 1 HCAC 40 price under Left and Right governments



3 Main findings

3.1 The stock market appreciates with all new gowvents: return during the

month of appointment

The first result is a very positive reaction inckt@rices to the appointment of
new governments. Since 1871, over 1,654 monthsatteeage monthly price
return is 0.33% (non-annualized) and 0.27% for 4,%0onths without the
appointment of a new government. During the 150 thicharacterized by the
appointment of a new government, the average mpmstioick return is 0.92 %
and 1.15 % omitting May 1981.In other words, the stock market exhibits a
highly positive reaction in case of the appointmeht new government with a
stock return three times higher than during theé oésghe time (and even four
times without May 1981, see Table 1). This ressilbased on a high number of

observations (150).

Table 1 Stock price returns at appointment of new govemtme

all except new new governments color change
newgvt (I)  gut () (II-) L R L-R L R L-R
Panel A: 1871-2008
average 0.27 0.92 0.65 0.82 1.06 -0.24 0.24 1.08 -0.83
standard deviation 4.85 6.57 5.19 6.91 8.10 5.36
F-Test (p-value) 0.00 0.46 0.05
F-Test signification diff. = diff.
T-test (p-value) 13.19 80.66 66.53
T-test (signification) = = =
bootstrap test 6.39
nb. obsenations 1504 150 87 63 25 26
Panel B: 1871-2008 except May 1981

average 0.27 1.14 0.87 1.19 1.06 0.13 1.55 1.08 0.47
standard deviation 4.85 5.95 5.19 6.91 4.29 5.36
F-Test (p-value) 0.00 0.01 0.28
F-Test signification diff. diff. =
T-test (p-value) 4.08 89.55 73.17
T-test (signification) diff. = =
bootstrap test 1.87
nb. obsenations 1504 149 86 63 24 26

Common notes for Table 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6: L mearfsd@vernments; R means Right and L-R is
the difference. The F-test is that of the null hyyesis that there is no difference in variancésst-
(adjusted for heteroscedasticity) is that of thdl hypothesis that there is no difference on

! The election of the socialist president Francoiitdvtand in May 1981 caused the worst
monthly price variation in French stock history lwi fall of -32.79%, which was mainly due to
the fact that the result of the election was urncleatil the vote; additionally, the new

Government’s agenda, common with the communisiypars perceived to be very hostile to the
stock market.
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average. The bootstrap measures the probability ¢hance explains this difference. See
Appendix 1 for formulas.

Two statistical tests are performed to validatedhservations. A Student
t-test rejects the possibility of an equal mearwketh months with and without
new governments, but only if we exclude the montyM981 (Table 1, Panel B).
A second test using a bootstrap methodology isralsdo test the probability that
the difference is due to random chance. 150 moathsrandomly selectéd.
Then, the average of these 150 random months a¢sllatdd. The average of the
1,504 non-selected months is also calculated betbrg to measure the
difference. This manipulation is repeated 10,08tet. To obtain the probability
that chance alone is driving the result, the nundbexases with a difference, that
is either higher or equal to the difference thas laatually been observed, is
divided by 10,000.

The higher price return observed in the case waerew government has
formed only has a 6.39% probability of being duehance. This possibility then
falls to only 1.87% if May 1981 is excluded (Palein Table 1),i.e., there is
only a 1.87% probability that the higher return @B7% (87 basis points)
observed during the 150 months of a new governnseditie to chance. In other
words, by choosing 150 months randomly 10,000 tjroel/ 1.87% of cases will
exhibit a difference in average returns (compacetth¢ 1,504 other months) equal
or higher to the 87 basis points actually observidds bootstrap test is very
robust since it is free of any assumptions regardie nature of the distribution

of returns.

This higher return, independent of the coloratiérihe new government,
is consistent with the idea that the appointmerd aew government concludes a
period of uncertainty, which reduces the risk favestors (Brown et al. 1988).
Our findings confirm Pantzalis et al. (2000). Thiegntified a positive stock
market reaction during the period of election in@Rintries between 1974 and
1995.

12\without considering the elapsed time between Epments; on that point this bootstrap test is
different from what will be performed in Table 2a6d 6.
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Only a weak difference appears in the case of ppeiatment of the Right
governments when compared to those of the Left §ilenew Left governments
versus all new Right ones). But, this differenceagpears when May 1981 is
excluded from the sample (Table 1, Panel B). Teesabsence of difference is
true for coloration changes (i.e. new Left governtaeafter a Right one versus
new Right governments after a Left one). But, iis tast case, the sample is
limited, since only 26 moves from Left to Right aB8 from Right to Left are
observed. To sum-up, the market positively reactdltnew governments without

distinction between Left and Right, or changesaloation of the government.

3.2 The long-term stock return is higher under Igefternments

The performances under Left and Right governmergsreeasured through two
different averages (arithmetic and geometric meaasprding to the political
coloration at the beginning of each mdrittSanta-Clara and Valkanov (2003) use
a political dummy in regressions which leads tolifss identified by Powell et al.
(2007). The bias was initially identified by Fersetnal. (2003): they demonstrate
that a spurious regression can arise when stoaknsetare regressed with
continuous explanatory variables that are perdigiem, highly auto-correlated)
over time: which is obviously the case for a poétidummy. Our study avoids
this potential bias, using only observed returndobtstrap methodology is then
applied to test the robustness of the result.

The total return to the stockholders has two corepts The first is the
dividend paid. This dividend vyield is slightly highunder Left governments:
3.91%, versus 3.53% (annualized values). The secongponent is the price
change (capital gains/losses). The capital gaifisrdnce is large: 5.90% under
the Left versus only 2.12% under the Right (anrmealivalue of arithmetic mean).
The sum of these two parts constitutes the totairme 9.80% under the Left
versus 5.65% under the Right (see Table 2).

3 The idea of a potential lag between political afemand their result upon stock markets can be
rejected. According to the theory of market infotimaal efficiency (Fama 1991), stock prices
reflect all available information including polititdecisions.
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The real return is probably more relevant for ttexleholder. Therefore,
the difference in real terms is computed. The tidtarate is slightly higher under
Right governments (5.61 % versus 5.469aAs a consequence, the difference
between Left and Right governments is enhanced whesisured in real terms.
The total real return is 4.40% under the Left versmly 0.11% under Right

governments.

Another relevant measure is the excess returns Imeasured as the
nominal total return minus the return of an asseickvis hypothetically free of
risk. The proxy for this risk-free asset is the réfterm interest rate. The excess
return is the compensation in terms of return geslias a counterpart to support
the risk invested in stocks. This excess returnidsvdhe problem of using
inflation rates data which can contain large meam@nt errors when the inflation
in question is higher than 50 % (such as betwed a88d 1948); especially when

they are used to calculate monthly real returnsguannual data only.

Similar to our results with the real return, theess return is clearly larger
under Left governments: 5.48% versus only 1.18% {s&ble 2). The difference
in excess returns is 4.3%. In the US, Santa-Claca\éalkanov (2003) found a
difference of 9% in favor of the Democrats, buthwi global average excess

return that was higher in the US than in France.

A last important effect could be that caused byatax. However, the
impact of taxation is very difficult to take inte@unt: rates and bases vary over
time, the tax is often different for dividend ompdal gains, and worse still, the tax
rates depend on the individual situation. As a lteswst of financial studies
neglect the fiscal impact. But, a correct measurgéhe tax effect would not
change our result, since the return under Rightegowents is close to zero.
Indeed, accepting the hypothesis that the tax laselhigher under Left
governments, it is better for an investor to payigher tax on a positive return
than to pay a lower tax on a null return. Furtheemthe real tax level depends on
the inflation rate. Indeed, the tax level is applaa the nominal return and then is
paid even if the real return is negative. Since itfflation rate is higher under
Right governments, this bias should also be highéeer the Right.

1% This difference is not statistically significant.
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3.3 The higher performance under a Left-wing gowemnt is not to due to chance

When faced with such a counter intuitive a resul important to do a battery of
robustness checks. The first check is to contratiwr the differences, observed
between Left and Right, are statistically signifitaccording to a Student t-test
adjusted for heteroscedasticity: an equal averaggddvmean that the coloration
of the government if free of significant impact.eltesults of the t-tests show that
the differences observed, between Left and Righistock price changes (capital
gains), total return, real total return and exae$srn are statistically significant
(both in arithmetic and in geometric mean). On dkiger hand, this difference is

non-significant for the dividend yield.

The second control is another kind of bootstrac@dare, undertaken to
measure the probability that chance explains treemied difference. Indeed, a
difference, even significant according to a t-teany be only the result of chance.
For each of the performance series observed, 10@®8amples are taken. The
1,654 monthly observations are randomly attributedRight or Left. Then, the
difference of means is calculated for the 10,0@0i@al combinations. The sum
of random cases that exhibit a difference equabtdjigher than, the difference
actually observed, is divided by 10,000 to calaukhie probability that chance is

the true explanation.

Contrasting with the prior bootstrap test (see ,3thg re-sampling is
performed while maintaining two main characterstidhe length of the
government’s tenure and the return series. Firs, keep the length of the
government’s tenure unchanged: the number of palithanges and the length of
each government should remain constant. Secordle sve will test cumulative
performances and not only monthly variations, wedn® respect the integrity of
the series (i.e. no random re-sampling). Indeedurme series could be
characterized by some properties which could b&dmwaown if monthly returns

are randomly re-sampled.

To maintain these two characteristics, one seriagtarns is shifted by
one month for each resample, whereas the serigeveirnment duration remains

constant. As an example, for the first re-samplihg, return assigned to January
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1871 is that observed in February 1871; therefallethe series is shifted. The
return assigned to December 2008 (last month ofstbdy) is that of January
1871. The second re-sampling assigned to Januaty, 1Be return observed in
March 1871 and so on. 10,000 re-samplings are peefd. Therefore, the series
of 1,654 monthly returns observed “turn” severatds since “only” 1,654 re-
sampling series can be created in respect of thetnditions mentioned above.

The probability that chance drives the actual d#ffiee is mentioned
regardless of the direction of the difference. Thember of cases divided by
10,000 are those of one random difference aboveatiteally observed one
whatever the direction. A more restrictive statistvould be derived by the
measurement only of cases where the “random Leftperforms the “random
Right”. These cases are half as likely that thebabilities presented here, since
we retain all cases of difference higher than the observed (and not only the
cases in favor of a random Left). This choice istivawed by the desire to
simplify the presentation of the results. Indeed,the case of one very weak
difference that chance can easily be the explamgtiee Table 6 for example), the
percentage indicated by the bootstrap test is dosE0%. On the other hand,
retaining only differences in the direction actyalbserved (in favor of the Left),
the result of the bootstrap test cannot be highan 60%; this 50% meaning that
the chance can explained in 100% of the casesraag donfusion.

This method provides a strong test of the probigbihat chance is the
explanation, without any hypothesis upon the natoirethe distribution. For
example, the geometric mean of real return is 4.6484 464 basis points) higher
under Left governments. Such a difference of 4.6@#¥% 26.40% probability of
being due only to chance. Such a difference of%.61favor of the Lefivould
have only half this probability (13.20%) of beingedto chance. This probability,
regardless of the direction of the differencegisarted in the “bootstrap test” line,
the results of which are displayed in Table 2. Tieist shows that, despite a
significant t-test (at the 1% level), chance canbet totally excluded as an
explanation. The relatively low probability of thehance explanation” drives us

to undertake additional investigations.

'3 Despite that, 10,000 re-samples are performe@abwith a simple number.
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Table 2 Performances of French stocks under Left and Rjghernments.

Price changes Dividend Yield Total nominal return
L R L-R L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 16.49 18.36 -1.86 458 578 -1.20 16.38 18.39 -2.01
F-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00 0.00
F-test (signification) diff. diff. diff.
arithmetic average 590 212 3.78 391 353 0.38 9.80 565 4.15
T-test (p-value) 0.00 13.77 0.00
T-test (signification) diff. = diff.
bootstrap test 28.04 27.12 24.02
geometric average 454 044 4.10 8.45 397 4.47
T-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
T-test (signification) diff. diff.
bootstrap test 24.58 20.52
nb. observations 810 844 810 844 810 844
Inflation rate Real return
L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 289 281 0.08 16.49 1840 -1.91
F-test (p-value) 0.39 0.00
F-test (signification) = diff.
arithmetic average 546 5.63 -0.17 440 0.09 4.32
T-test (p-value) 28.89 0.00
T-test (signification) = diff.
bootstrap test 94.02 28.60
geometric average 3.05 -158 4.64
T-test (p-value) 0.00
T-test (signification) diff.
bootstrap test 26.40
nb. observations 810 844 810 844
Short term rate Excess return
L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 093 0.79 0.13 16.51 18.42 -1.91
F-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
F-test (signification) diff. diff.
arithmetic average 433 447 -0.14 548 1.18 4.29
T-test (p-value) 0.10 0.00
T-test (signification) = diff.
bootstrap test 62.08 23.18
geometric average 412 -0.50 4.62
T-test (p-value) 0.00
T-test (signification) diff.
bootstrap test 20.78
nb. observations 810 844 810 844

3.4 Political investment strategies illustrate skebility of the difference

The large difference of stock returns under Lefl &ight governments can be
illustrated by an investment strategy based upan gblitical situation. Two

opposing strategies are thus constructed:

Strategy 1) To buy stocks when the Left governs tanthvest at the short-term
rate when it is the Right.
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Strategy 2) To buy stocks when the Right goverrstannvest at the short-term
rate when it is the Left.

Figure 2 displays the two opposing strategies. @hergence begins
during the 18 century but remains low. Between 1878 and 192fat&yy 1
(stocks under the Left) provides a performance shghtly higher. In December
1920, the cumulate difference is about 36%. Af@t1] Strategy 2 (stocks under

116 stocks

the Right) over-performs, but only for a short pdri During WWI
reach a very artificial maximum in 1943. This risedue to the giant monetary
creation undertaken to pay for the German Occupafgs a result, all real assets,
what stocks partially are, are a highly attractireestment in order to escape
inflation. The end of the ZDcentury is clearly more favorable to the strategy

which buys stocks under Left (Strategy 1).

The final result of these two strategies shows amdtic divergence.
Investing in Strategy 1 in 1871, the final valuetloé Strategy 1 (stocks under the
Left) is 6,693 versus only 299 for Strategy 2 (ktainder the Right). These
measures are in nominal terms; since the inflataa is slightly higher under the
Right, the gap would be greater in real terms.

'® The Right-wing coloration is assigned to this perof governance despite the fact that the
Vichy regime (mainly known for its collaboration thithe Nazis) was a very special case: the
government, for a long time, was largely populagaréless of its political coloration, the huge
role given to the state in the formulation of eamim policy and several decisions in favor of the
working classes.
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Fig. 2 Comparison of political investment strategies

4 Robustnesstestsfor thelevel of risk and the macr o-economic context

4.1 This higher return is not explained by highsk r

In Finance, risk is the common counterpart of metuit is consistent to observe a
higher return if the risk is also higher. The riskcommonly measured by the
standard deviation of the returns. This potentigl@nation for the higher returns
observed under Left governments can be rejectes sie risk is higher under the
Right. According to the F-test, the differenceiskris statistically significant (see
Table 2) for all the measures of performance. heotvords, the stock return is
lower under the Right, whereas the risk supportgdnbestors is higher. This
higher risk leads to a stronger difference betweefh and Right if we measure
the compensation for the risk investors were expp¢send not only the observed

returns.

The Sharpe ratio combines the returns and riskngia measure of the
compensation for each unit of risk (see AppendixAE)for the excess return, the
observed total nominal return is minus by the stewnh rate to provide the

returns solely of the supported risk. Then, thismreis divided by the supported
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risk which is measured by the standard deviatiotheftotal nominal returns. In
this way, the poor performance under governmenthe®fRight appears worse:
the Sharpe ratio is 0.33 under Left and only 0.0flen the Right. As a
consequence, the risk supported by stock-holdershisrefore, very poorly

compensated under the Right.

4.2 The macroeconomic context partially explairestifgher returns observed
under the Left-wing governments

This higher return under the Left governments caitdply be the result of a
more favorable economic context. The coloratiothefgovernment could only be
a "proxy" for overall economic activity. The stoakurns are affected by changes
in economic activity (Fama 1989; Campbell et al9720 If the coloration is
correlated with the political business cycle, therelation with stock market

return can only be indirect (i.e. a proxy).

Different macroeconomic variables (available on anthly basis) are
known to partially predict stock prices: the dividerate, the long-term interest
rate, the inflation rate, the spread of terms anrttes (difference between long-
term rate and short-term rate) and the relativertdban rate (the difference
between the short-term rate and its moving aveoage the last twelve months).
Cross-correlations exhibit a strong correlationwaein long-term rates and the
term spread. Thus, the long-term rate is excludgsiise all information must be

contained in the spread of terms variable.

Conversely, despite their strong correlation whbk spread of terms and
with inflation (negative correlation), the ratio DP is maintained as it should
contain different information. As a consequencee fvariables are retained to
control for the macroeconomic situation. Moreovwde goal of the following
regression is to control for these variables, aotl to identify explanatory
variables (and, therefore, to seek significant ItesuFor the same reason, the
stationarity of variables is not relevant to thealgsis; the regression can be

fallacious because we do not look for significaimceelationships.
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Table 3 Variable Characteristics

Exs return LT rate DIP Term spread Relat. ST rate  ibflat
Exs return 1
LT rate -0.00106 1
D/P 0.07849 0.46304 1
Term spread 0.00186 0.99918 0.46337 1
Relat. ST rate -0.04792 0.04289 -0.05007 0.02308 1
Inflation 0.00854 0.07466  -0.22656 0.07543 0.08361 1
Average (annualized) 7 1.68% 5.30% 3.71% 4.94% -0.01% 5.63%
Standard deviation (annualizeid) 17.56% 0.75% 0.44% %.69 0.27% 2.84%

The five macroeconomic variables used allow theksteturns to be
decomposed into expected and unexpected parts. &Viggression of macro-
economic variables on monthly returns (excess mstumeasured in logarithm)
according to equation (1), we assume the expeetedr & + ¥ X.) to be the part

of the return that is due to the macroeconomic eddntThe residual of the

regressiontfu(t + 1)) is assigned to be the unexpected part.

Tegy = @+ 'err +Ursq (1)

Each month, the expected and unexpected parts easured, and, then,
attributed to either Left or Right governments adawy to whether the Left or the
Right is in office during that month. However, thesults of this analysis can,
arguably, be criticized. In part, this is becalsedxpected returns are only poorly
captured by the macro-economic variables, with &onfRess than 0.1 (typical in
this kind of exercise). Nevertheless, this testviges a useful indicator on

account of the large number of months studied.

The expected return under the Left is 2.56% an8%.@nder the Right.
The unexpected return (the residual of the regra$ss 1.56% under the Left and
-1.48% under the Right. Finally, a global return £12% is observed under
governments of the Left and -0.50% under thosénefRight. Thus, some aspect
of the market’s bad performance, observed whenruRigt governments, is due
to a less favorable macroeconomic context. Bututiexpected part of the returns

(that is not the result of the macroeconomic cantesxbest under Left rather than

7 See details of the regression in Appendix 2.
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Right governments, with a difference of 304 baatis in favor of the Left.
Two-thirds (3.04 / 4.62) of the global Left-Righiffdrence is as a result of the
unexpected returns, and, thus, only one third ia essult of the more favorable

macro-economic environment experienced under thergance of the Left.

Tableau 4 Expected versus unexpected returns.

Excess return
Expected Unexpected Observed

() (Iny (I+11)
L R LR L R LR L R LR

average (annualized) 256 098 158 156 -1.48 3.04 4.12 -050 4.62
standard-deviation (annualized) 1.72 1.91 -0.19 16.51 18.255-116.51 18.42 -1.91
F-test (p-value) 0.14% 0.19% 0.08%
F-test (signification) diff. diff. diff.

T-test (p-value) 0.00% 0.04% 0.00%
T-test (signification) diff. diff. diff.

Observed returns are regressed via the forecasdinigples: the fitted values of the regression are
the expected returns (I) and the regression relsidwa unexpected returns (ll) attributed each
month and to either the Left or the Right.

5 Can the market anticipations explain the over-performance under the L eft?

5.1 Shocks before political coloration changes

Market reaction during the months preceding theoredion change is more
consistent with common opinion. During the three nthe preceding the
appointment of a Left government, stock pricesliigll7.44% (non-annualized) on
average (Table 5} Conversely, when Right governments are set tcacepthe
Left, the stock prices increase by 9.63% on averdges huge difference of
17.08% (1,708 basis points) of price variationgfifeh gains) is also observed on
real returns and excess returns (1,567 and 1,683 paints). In all cases, the
difference is statistically robust. In additionadte (line bootstrap test) has a very

low probability of being the source of these diffieces.

It is important to note that this high return obsel under the Left
governments, just before the coloration changenas inconsistent with the

finding (presented in 3.1) that the market apptesiawith all appointments.

'8 According to a non-reported test, a length ofehr®nths provides the higher difference.
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Indeed, with the increase during the month of tippoatment of any new

government, stock prices react to the end of treeainty that characterized the
period preceding the fall of any government (agriedicted by the uncertain
information theory of Brown et al. 1988). While bethe market gives one price,
three months before the appointment, to a moreess business-friendly future

government.

The huge difference in returns, observed duringhhee months prior to a
coloration change, is consistent with the idea thaight-wing government is
more business friendly. The analytical strengthhed difference implies that the
market correctly forecasts the coloration of afeitgovernment. To summarize, a
large discrepancy is observed over the three prionths (Table 5) but at the
same time, the difference is weak during the mawithactual governmental
appointment (Table 1). In other words, the marlestcts before the change of
government, and, therefore, remains indifferentespect to Left-Right political
distinctions when the actual change occurs; theketanly reacts to the end of

uncertainty.

This finding is consistent with the theory of afi@ént market that fully
integrates all the available information, includithg political equilibrium (Fama
1991). Indeed, it is reasonable to accept the tdaaithe market integrates the
information of a political coloration change, sirtbe change appears predictable.
Political coloration changes are rarely unpredigtatexogenous shocks.
Consequently, financial market participants ardigiéy able to integrate the news

before the actual implementation.

Thus, a part of the higher return observed underl#ft is due to the last
three months, reflecting the forecast of a futurghRgovernment. Conversely,
weak returns under the Right are partially explditg the three bad months
preceding the arrival of the Left. This countereefflikely explains some of the

difference in favor of the Left as seen in Table 2.
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Table 5 Stock performances during the last three monthetifand Right governments.

Price changes Dividend Yield Total nominal return
L R L-R L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 17.33 1582 1.51 468 462 006 17.71 1569 2.02
F-test (p-value) 0.30 0.91 0.30
F-test (signification) = = =
arithmetic average 9.63 -7.44 1707 352 351 001 13.15 -3.93 17.08
T-test (p-value) 0.00 93.12 0.00
T-test (signification) diff. = diff.
bootstrap test 9.18 59.30 9.54
geometric average 8.11 -8.69 16.80 11.62 -5.18 16.80
T-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
T-test (signification) diff. diff.
bootstrap test 10.02 9.90
nb. observations 25 26 25 26 25 26
Inflation rate Real return
L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 4.04 347 057 18.01 15.89 2.11
F-test (p-value) 0.20 0.29
F-test (signification) = =
arithmetic average 723 585 1.38 6.05 -9.62 15.67
T-test (p-value) 2.73 0.00
T-test (signification) diff. diff.
bootstrap test 33.80 12.90
geometric average 454 -10.87 15.41
T-test (p-value) 0.00
T-test (signification) diff.
bootstrap test 13.78
nb. observations 25 26 25 26
Short term rate Excess return
L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 0.69 0.66 0.03 17.28 1583 1.45
F-test (p-value) 0.74 0.31
F-test (signification) = =
arithmetic average 382 357 0.25 9.33 -7.50 16.83
T-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
T-test (signification) diff. diff.
bootstrap test 58.96 9.80
geometric average 7.80 -8.75 16.55
T-test (p-value) 0.00
T-test (signification) diff.
bootstrap test 10.50
nb. observations 25 26 25 26

5.2 The higher performance under the Left disappatier re-allocation of the
last three months

According to the hypothesis that the market colyeantticipates the coloration of
a new government three months before its appoirtimerns appropriate to

allocate the last three months of the Left to thghR and vice versa. Thus,
returns under Left and Right governments will netrbeasured according to the

legal distinction (i.e. actual changes in governthebut according to the date
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when future coloration change can be predicted, taree months before legal
changes seem reasonable. In this last test, we thev@oundaries between Right

and Left by three months.

The results obtained with a 3-month lag contragh wiose previously
discussed. Firstly, the differences in returns uride Left and the Right become
very small (for example, the difference in realurat decreases from 4.15 to
1.18%). Moreover, these differences are not siedibt significant according to
the t-test (with the exception of that measuredttun real return in geometric
mean). Finally, and most importantly, chance iglitkto be the only explanation
for the slight remaining premium of the Left. Ongerchanges (capital gains), the
difference in favor of the Left is found in 98.188f%cases in a random allocation
(bootstrap test). Even for the performance meagurerhich the chance has the
weakest probability to explain the difference oliedr(excess return measured by

geometric mean), this probability is still very hi72.10%).

Certainly, the remaining, small, premium for thetl{@hich can easily be
explained by chance) would completely disappeagratontrolling for macro-
economic conditions. In contrast, the market "votésee months before the

results of an election.
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Table 6 Performances of French stocks under Left and Rigthta three-month lag

Price changes Dividend Yield Total nominal return
L R L-R L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 16.42 18.45 -2.03 457 579 -1.22 16.26 1852 -2.26
F-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00 0.04
F-test (signification) diff diff diff
arithmetic average 414 379 0.35 390 354 0.37 8.04 7.32 0.72
T-test (p-value) 68.24 14.97 40.03
T-test (signification) = = =
bootstrap test 98.18 31.18 89.38
geometric average 280 208 0.72 6.70 5.62 1.09
T-test (p-value) 40.39 0.00
T-test (signification) = diff.
bootstrap test 86.92 79.94
nb. observations 814 840 814 840 814 840
Inflation rate Real return
L R L-R L R L-R
standard deviation 282 287 -0.05 16.36 1855 -2.19
F-test (p-value) 0.77 0.00
F-test (signification) = =
arithmetic average 531 5.77 -0.46 279 161 1.18
T-test (p-value) 0.11 17.10
T-test (signification) = =
bootstrap test 99.74 84.00
geometric average 1.46 -0.08 154
T-test (p-value) 7.34
T-test (signification) =
bootstrap test 78.94
nb. observations 814 840 814 840
Short term rate Excess return
L R L-R L R L-R
standard devation 093 0.79 0.13 16.43 18.51 -2.08
F-test (p-value) 0.00 0.00
F-test (signification) diff. diff.
arithmetic average 430 450 -0.20 3.74 282 0.92
T-test (p-value) 0.00 28.37
T-test (signification) diff. =
bootstrap test 85.80 83.00
geometric average 240 112 1.29
T-test (p-value) 13.46
T-test (signification) =
bootstrap test 72.10
nb. observations 814 840 814 840

6 Conclusion

Using data for France between 1871 and 2008, ttideashows that the political
factor affects the stock returns in two ways. Fissock price variations (capital

gains) are three times higher during the monthgafernmental appointment
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(regardless the coloration) than during other miiorhis premium for political
change is consistent with the hypothesis that ipalituncertainty is costly for
investors. This large premium for new governmestsignificantly positive over

the 130 years sample period.

Second, over the long run, stock returns are mugheh under the Left
than under the Right. Several alternatives hypetheme test to explain this
counter-intuitive observation. This higher returbed not originate from a few
exceptional episodes, it is not due to a highds, @md bootstrap tests show that
this finding is not due to chance. Once we confml the macroeconomic
environment, this difference in returns is redubgdapproximately one third, but

still is on average more favorable under Left wijoyernments.

This counter intuitive observation can be explaiaedepting the market is
able to anticipate changes in the political coloratof the governments about
three months in advance. Indeed, stocks offer aehnigeturn in the last three
months of a Leftwing government when the marketeetpthe appointment of a
Right government; and vice versa, returns measune@r the Right suffer three
months before the appointment of a Left administratTo control for this effect,
the transition between Left and Right is assumefiednown three months in
advance. The boundaries between Left and Rightnareed three months in
advance to measure again the stock returns acgotdinthe coloration of the
governments. With this new dating choice, the d#fee in favor of the Left

largely disappears and becomes insignificant.

It appears that, at least, the Right does not gémebetter stock
performance: it is unrealistic to expect greatepnecnic success from a

government that is considered to be more busirressdfy.
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Appendix 1: Formulas

Sharpe =

o _ dividend
Dividend Yield = ——
b 1)
Price variation = M
P. )
_ dividend + P. — P,
Total nominal return =
b 3)

(Total nominal return + 1) )
{Inflation rate + 1) 4)

Total real return =

Excess Return = Total nominal return — Short term rate (5)

Total nominal return — Short term rate

Standard deviation of total nominal return (6)

Appendix 2: Regression of excessreturn on macr o-economic variables

coefficients  standard error T-stat p-value
Constant -0.0078333 0.0037195 -2.1060017 3.54%
D/P 4.3474431 1.1555010 3.7623881 0.02%
term spread -1.2992757 0.7250139 -1.7920701 7.33%
relative TSR -2.8832229 1.5871535 -1.8165999 6.95%
Inflation 0.2508693 0.1584622 1.5831491 11.36%
R2 0.0109490
adjustedR? 0.0085499
Observations 1654
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Appendix 3: List of chief of government, party and L eft/Right ranking

Start End Name Party L R Start End Name Party L R
19/02/1871 24/05/1873  Jules-Armand Dufaure Centre 29/07/1929 03/11/1929  Avistide Briand Parti Répubiicgocialiste
24/05/1873 24/11/1873  Albert de Broglie Centre Droit 03/11/1929 21/02/1930  André Tardieu Alliance Démocpaei
26/11/1873 18/05/1874  Albert de Broglie Centre Droit 21/02/1930 02/03/1930  Camille Chautemps Parti Radical
22/05/1874 10/03/1875 Emest Courtot de Cissey Caoie 02/03/1930 13/12/1930  André Tardieu Alliance Démoqpagi
10/03/1875 23/02/1876  Louis-Joseph Buffet Centre Droit 13/12/1930 27/01/1931  Théodore Steeg Parti Radical
09/03/1876 12/12/1876  Jules-Armand Dufaure Centre 27/01/1931 13/06/1931  Pierre Laval non-inscrit
12/12/1876 17/05/1877  Jules Simon auche Républid 13/06/1931 14/01/1932  Pierre Laval non-inscrit
17/05/1877 23/11/1877  Albert de Broglie Centre Droit 14/01/1932 20/02/1932  Pierre Laval non-inscrit
23/11/1877 13/12/1877  G. de Grimaudet de Rochebouét 20/02/1932 10/05/1932  André Tardieu Alliance Démoapai
13/12/1877 04/02/1879  Jules-Armand Dufaure Centre 10/05/1932 03/06/1932  André Tardieu Alliance Démoapai
04/02/1879 28/12/1879  Wiliam Henry Waddington Cer@eaich 03/06/1932 17/12/1932  Edouard Herriot Parti Radical
28/12/1879 23/09/1880 Charles de Freycinet auche Républid 17/12/1932 30/01/1933  Joseph Paul-Boncour Parti RégaubSocialiste
23/09/1880 14/11/1881  Jules Ferry auche Républid 30/01/1933 24/10/1933  Edouard Daladier Parti Radical
14/11/1881 30/01/1882  Léon Gambetta nion Républica) 26/10/1933 25/11/1933  Albert Sarraut Parti Radical
30/01/1882 07/08/1882  Charles de Freycinet auche Républid 25/11/1933 30/01/1934  Camille Chautemps Parti Radical
07/08/1882 29/01/1883  Charles Duclerc auche Républid 30/01/1934 09/02/1934  Edouard Daladier Parti Radical
29/01/1883 21/02/1883  Armand Faliieres 1ion Démocrati 09/02/1934 08/11/1934  Gaston Doumergue Parti Radical
21/02/1883 06/04/1885  Jules Ferry 1ion Démocrati 08/11/1934 01/06/1935  Pierre-Etienne Flandin Alliabéenocratique
06/04/1885 07/01/1886  Henri Brisson Gauche Radicq 07/06/1935 24/01/1936  Pierre Laval non-inscrit
07/01/1886 11/12/1886  Charles de Freycinet auche Républid 24/01/1936 04/06/1936  Albert Sarraut Parti Radical
11/12/1886 30/05/1887  René Goblet nion des Gaucj 04/06/1936 22/06/1937  Léon Blum Section Francaisénteinationale Ouvriere
30/05/1887 12/12/1887 Maurice Rouvier nion des Gaucj 22/06/1937 18/01/1938  Camille Chautemps Parti Radical
12/12/1887 03/04/1888  Pierre Tirard nion des Gaucj 18/01/1938 14/03/1938  Camille Chautemps Parti Radical
03/04/1888 22/02/1889  Charles Floquet Gauche Radicq 14/03/1938 10/04/1938  Léon Blum Section Francaisénteinationale Ouvriere
22/02/1889 17/03/1890  Pierre Tirard auche Républid 10/04/1938 11/05/1939  Edouard Daladier Parti Radical
17/03/1890 27/02/1892  Charles de Freycinet auche Républid 11/05/1939 14/09/1939  Edouard Daladier Parti Radical
27/02/1892 06/12/1892  Emile Loubet auche Républid 14/09/1939 21/03/1940  Edouard Daladier Parti Radical
06/12/1892 11/01/1893  Alexandre Ribot nion des Gauc| 21/03/1940 07/06/1940  Paul Reynaud Alliance Démoauatic
11/01/1893 04/04/1893  Alexandre Ribot nion des Gaucj 15/06/1940 12/07/1940  Philippe Pétain -

04/04/1893 03/12/1893  Charles Dupuy p. de Gouverne 10/07/1940 13/12/1940 Pierre Laval N

03/12/1893 30/05/1894  Jean Casimir-Perier p. de Gouverne 13/12/1940 09/02/1940  Pierre-Etienne Flandin

30/05/1894 01/07/1894  Charles Dupuy p. de Gouverne 09/02/1941 18/04/1942  Francois Darlan

01/07/1894 26/01/1895  Charles Dupuy p. de Gouverne 18/04/1942 19/08/1944  Pierre Laval

26/01/1895 01/11/1895  Alexandre Ribot p. de Gouverne 19/08/1944 26/01/1946  Charles de Gaulle non-inscrit

01/11/1895 29/04/1896  Léon Bourgeois Radical-Socialis} 26/01/1946 24/06/1946  Félix Gouin Section Francaistinternationale Ouvriére
29/04/1896 28/06/1898  Jules Méline p. de Gouverne 24/06/1946 16/12/1946  Georges Bidault (par interim) uMement Républicain Populaire
28/06/1898 01/11/1898  HenriBrisson uche Démocraj 16/12/1946 22/01/1947  Léon Blum Section Francaisdntednationale Ouvriére
01/11/1898 18/02/1899  Charles Dupuy ¥p. Progressis 22/01/1947 19/11/1947  Paul Ramadier Section Frangidnternationale Ouvriére
18/02/1899 22/06/1899  Charles Dupuy ¥p. Progressis 24/11/1947 19/07/1948  Robert Schuman Mouvement RégibPopulaire
22/06/1899 07/06/1902  Pierre Waldeck-Rousseau nion Républica 26/07/1948 27/08/1948  André Marie Parti Radical

07/06/1902 24/01/1905  Emile Combes Parti Radi| 11/09/1948 05/10/1949  Henri Queuille Parti Radical

24/01/1905 18/02/1906 Maurice Rouvier nion Républica 28/10/1949 24/06/1950  Georges Bidault Mouvement RégaiblPopulaire
18/02/1906 14/03/1906  Maurice Rouvier nion Républica 12/07/1950 28/02/1951 René Pleven Union Démocratig$eialiste de la Résistance|
14/03/1906 25/10/1906 ~ Ferdinand Sarrien Parti Rad| 10/03/1951 04/07/1951  Henri Queuille Parti Radical

25/10/1906 24/07/1909  Georges Clémenceau Parti Ra( 11/08/1951 07/01/1952  René Pleven Union Démocratig®eialiste de la Résistance|
24/07/1909 03/11/1910  Aristide Briand Républicain Sq 20/01/1952 28/02/1952  Edgar Faure Parti Radical

03/11/1910 02/03/1911  Aristide Briand Républicain Sq 08/03/1952 23/08/1952  Antoine Pinay Centre National ilelépendants et Paysans
02/03/1911 27/06/1911  Ernest Monis Parti Radi 08/01/1953 21/05/1953  René Mayer Parti Radical

27/06/1911 14/01/1912  Joseph Caillaux Parti Radi 27/06/1953 12/06/1954  Joseph Laniel Centre Nationslldéépendants et Paysans
14/01/1912 21/01/1913  Raymond Poincaré ance Démocrat 18/06/1954 05/02/1955  Pierre Mendes France Parti Radic

21/01/1913 18/02/1913  Avristide Briand Républicain Sq 01/02/1955 01/12/1955  Edgar Faure Parti Radical

18/02/1913 22/03/1913  Aristide Briand Républicain Sq 01/12/1955 21/05/1957  Guy Mollet Section Francais éinkemationale Ouvriére
22/03/1913 09/12/1913  Louis Barthou ance Démocrat 12/06/1957 30/09/1957  Maurice Bourges-Maunoury Partiical

09/12/1913 09/06/1914  Gaston Doumergue Parti Rad 06/11/1957 15/04/1958  Félix Gaillard Parti Radical

13/06/1914 26/08/1914  René Wviani Républicain Sq 13/05/1958 28/05/1958  Pierre Pfiimiin Mouvement Rémain Populaire
26/08/1914 29/10/1915  René Wviani Républicain Sq 01/06/1958 08/01/1959  Charles de Gaulle Gaulliste

29/10/1915 12/12/1916  Aristide Briand non-inscrit 08/01/1959 14/04/1962  Michel Debré Union pour la NdievRépublique
12/12/1916 20/03/1917  Avistide Briand non-inscrit 14/04/1962 10/07/1968 Georges Pompidou Union pouplaville République
20/03/1917 12/09/1917  Alexandre Ribot nion Républica 10/07/1968 16/06/1969 Maurice Couve de Murville Unjour la Défense de la République
12/09/1917 16/11/1917  Paul Painlevé Républicain Sq 20/06/1969 05/07/1972  Jacques Chaban-Delmas Unionlp@éfense de la République
16/11/1917 20/01/1920  Georges Clemenceau Parti Ra( 07/07/1972 27/05/1974  Pierre Messmer Union des Dérreour la République
20/01/1920 18/02/1920  Alexandre Millerand Républicaine N 28/05/1974 25/08/1976  Jacques Chirac Union des Démascprour la République
18/02/1920 24/09/1920  Alexandre Millerand Républicaine N 27/08/1976 13/05/1981  Raymond Barre non-inscrit

24/09/1920 16/01/1921  Georges Leygues ance Démocrat 22/05/1981 19/07/1984  Pierre Mauroy Parti Socialiste

16/01/1921 15/01/1922  Aristide Briand Républicain Sq 23/07/1984 20/03/1986  Laurent Fabius Parti Socialiste

15/01/1922 29/03/1924 Raymond Poincaré ance Démocrat 20/03/1986 30/04/1988  Jacques Chirac RassemblemenigpBépublique
29/03/1924 09/06/1924 Raymond Poincaré ance Démocrat 22/05/1988 15/05/1991  Michel Rocard Parti Socialiste

14/06/1924 17/04/1925  Edouard Herriot Parti Radi 15/05/1991 31/03/1992  Edith Cresson Parti Socialiste

17/04/1925 29/10/1925  Paul Painlevé Républicain Sq 02/04/1992 28/03/1993  Pierre Bérégovoy Parti Socialist

29/10/1925 28/11/1925 Paul Painlevé Républicain Sq 29/03/1993 16/05/1995  Edouard Balladur Rassemblemantlp République
28/11/1925  09/03/1926 Aristide Briand Républicain Sq 16/05/1995  02/06/1997  Alain Juppé Rassemblement paRépublique
09/03/1926 23/06/1926  Aristide Briand Républicain Sq 02/06/1997 06/05/2002  Lionel Jospin Parti Socialiste

23/06/1926 19/07/1926  Avristide Briand Républicain Sq 06/05/2002 31/05/2005 Jean-Pierre Raffarin Union pouMouvement Populaire
23/07/1926 11/11/1928  Raymond Poincaré ance Démocrat 02/06/2005 15/05/2007  Dominique de Villepin Union pearMouvement Populaire
11/11/1928 29/07/1929 Raymond Poincaré ance Démocrat 15/05/2007 Francois Fillon Union pour un Mouvemenp@aire
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