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THE STARTING POINT OF THIS FIELD OF INQUIRY

1. Background and rationale 2

Kaldor’s stylized facts of economic growth remind us that 
the shares of national income received by labour and capital 
are roughly constant over long periods of time.

This translates in the fact that wages should track 
productivity with remarkable stability in the long run…



LONG-TERM TREND IN THE (ADJUSTED) WAGE SHARE

1. Background and rationale 3

… but the evidence does not corroborate this view.



THE PARAMOUNT CASE: THE UNITED STATES

1. Background and rationale 4



OECD AVERAGE (24 COUNTRIES)

Source: OECD (2018) 

Note.
Labour productivity > Real average compensation à Drop in the wage share
Real average compensation > Real median compensation à Wage inequality

Which decoupling? We focus on the first component exclusively.

1. Background and rationale 5



RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. Background and rationale 6

What is the size of this decoupling?

• We aim at quantifying the extent to which productivity gains have 
translated into wage growth so far and by opposition to catch the 
magnitude of the decoupling.

Which causes behind that?

• We inquire into the factors that prevented wage growth from keeping 
pace with productivity. 



CURRENT EXPLANATIONS: THE MAINSTREAM VIEW

2. Literature overview 7

• Technology and skill-biased technical change (Hogrefe and Kappler, 2013; 
Bassanini and Manfredi, 2014; Grossman et al., 2017; IMF, 2017).

• Fall in the price of investment goods: combined with an elasticity of substitution 
between labour and capital greater than one (a debated point), this would cause 
capital deepening and lower the labour share (Karabarbounis and Neiman, 2014)

• International trade: unskilled labour would suffer the most from the integration of 
emerging economies, while capital and skilled labor would benefit; the reverse is 
expected to happen in labour-abundant economies (e.g., IMF, 2007).

• Role of superstar firms (winner take most) and market concentration (Autor et al., 
2017; Calligaris et al., 2018; Schwellnus et al., 2018). 

• Very few New Keynesian contributors underline

- the role of increasing unemployment (Stansbury and Summers, 2017) viewed 
however as a cyclical phenomenon; 

- the loss trade unions powers (Stansbury and Summers, 2020) in the context of 
‘New Consensus’ models, so that the decline of union’s power explains the 
decrease in the NAIRU.



2. Literature overview 8

Political economy (PE) approaches recognize that macroeconomic and institutional 
factors may have altered the balance of power between labour and capital.
The functional income distribution is the most immediate indicator of the balance of 
forces between labour and capital (Franzini and Pianta, 2015, p. 71). 

• Role of the labour market slack in affecting workers’ bargaining power 
(unemployment and underemployment);

• Globalization is international trade and capital mobility (cost competition, 
delocalization, erosion of productive structures in mature countries);

• Increasing financialization as a re-distributive process (shareholder value 
orientation, short-termism, investment opportunities);

• Decreasing institutions operating in favour of workers (political role of unions 
and rules-norms in the labour market).

CURRENT EXPLANATIONS: POLITICAL ECONOMY



LABOUR MARKET SLACK

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 9

Theore:cal founda:ons
• Conflict theory of income distribu\on (Marx and the classical economists)
• Labour market condi:ons (not unemployment uniquely) are regarded as very relevant 

factors that can affect wages – along with, of course, other ins\tu\onal, historical and 
poli\cal elements.

• We do not assume any tendency of the economy to return to some ‘equilibrium’ 
unemployment, understood as an a`ractor for the economic system (as in the 
neoclassical theory and/or the Shaikh’s posi\on (cf. S\ra\ and Paternesi Meloni, 2021)

à insufficient aggregate demand may cause persistent labour market slack, which in turn 
can affect workers’ bargaining power.

Evidence
• Nega\ve effect of labour market slack on the labour share in Kristal (2010), Dünhaupt

(2017); Pariboni and Tridico (2019); S\ra\ and Paternesi Meloni (2021).
• Downward pressure exerted on wages by unemployment in OECD (2014).
• S\ra\ and Paternesi Meloni (2018) and Stansbury and Summers (2017) document a 

nega\ve associa\on between unemployment and real wage growth.



INDICATORS OF LABOUR MARKET SLACK

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 10

Our indicators of labour market slack (𝐿𝑀𝑆) 

• Unemployment rate (𝑈𝑁)
• Short-term unemployment rate (𝑆𝑇𝑈) 
• Long-term unemployment rate (𝐿𝑇𝑈)
• An index of unemployment intensity (𝑈𝑁𝐼𝑁𝑇) constructed in the spirit of Shaikh 

(2016), which combines 𝑈𝑁 and its duration

• Enlarged measures of slack in the labour market, that is
- the missing employment rate (𝐸𝑅)
- the employment growth with the opposite sign (𝐸𝐺) 
- the missing participation rate (𝑃𝑅)

• Two original multidimensional indicators of labour market slack that condense three 
measures of underemployment (by using a PCA)

- 𝑈𝑁𝐷1 combines 𝑈𝑁, 𝐸𝑅 and 𝑃𝑅
- 𝑈𝑁𝐷2 combines 𝑈𝑁, 𝐸𝐺 and 𝑃𝑅



GLOBALIZATION

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 11

Premises
1. With respect to trade
- On the one side, globaliza\on is supposed to benefit capital in advanced economies 
and unskilled labour in developing countries (Stolper and Samuelson, 1941) à wage 
modera\on related to the expansion of interna\onal trade and the large newcomers 
(Acemoglu, 1998, 2003).
- On the other side, the PE approach argues that the main effect of trade on income 
distribu\on works by affec\ng the bargaining posi\on of the par\es (Rodrik, 1998).

2. With respect to capital mobility
Guschanski and Onaran (2018) elucidate that globaliza\on increases the fall-back 
op\ons of capital. Tridico and Paternesi Meloni (2018): tax compe\\on.

Evidence
• IMF (2007), Stockhammer (2013) and OECD (2015) find nega\ve, albeit small, 

effects of globaliza\on on the wage share in high-income countries. 
• Fauser (2014) finds that capital mobility is associated to increasing inequality.
• S\ra\ and Paternesi Meloni (2018) es\mate a nega\ve effect of exchange rate 

deprecia\on on real wage growth.



INDICATORS OF GLOBALIZATION

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 12

Our indicators of globalization (𝐺𝐿𝑂𝐵)

- Globalization is predominantly intended as trade openness, but we shall also use two 
metrics of financial globalization.

• Share in GDP of exports of goods and services (𝐸𝑋𝑃)
• Share in GDP of imports of goods and services (𝐼𝑀𝑃)
• Trade openness (𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑁), expressed as the sum of the import and export shares. 

- We shall also consider the dynamics of the real effective exchange rate (𝛥𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅, an 
increase meaning real appreciation).

• 𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅 captures the evolution of relative prices of imports, which may have effects 
on the income distribution.



FINANCIALIZATION

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 13

Premises
- Financializa\on can be observed from different angles (Hein, 2015; Dünhaupt, 2017; 

Pariboni and Tridico, 2019), including the influence of the returns on financial assets on 
the profit rate (Pivem, 1991; Hein, 2014).

Financializa\on as is an intrinsically “redistribu\ve process” (Van der Zwan, 2014). 
Possible channels (Stockhammer, 2013):
- More op\ons for inves\ng (loca\on, dura\on and typology);
- Less incen\ves to enhance long-term growth through real investment (Van Treeck, 2009)
- Downsize and distribute and short-termism (Lazonick and O’Sullivan, 2000)

Evidence
The effects of financializa\on on wage dynamics are not so clear at the empirical level.
• A nega\ve but moderate effect on the wage share in Pariboni and Tridico (2019) with 

market capitaliza\on, and in Gouzoulis (2020) with credit from banks/fin. operators
• Significant (nega\ve) effect of foreign direct investment (Dünhaupt, 2013) and foreign 

assets/liabili\es as a proxy for financial globaliza\on (Stockhammer, 2017) 
• Distributed dividends over the GDP (Duménil and Lévy, 2001; Hein and Schoder, 2011; 

Onaran et al., 2011) à not always significant (probably troublesome)



INDICATORS OF FINANCIALIZATION

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 14

Our indicators of financialization (𝐹𝐼𝑁)

We refer to pure financial variables related to the domestic economy
• credit provision (𝐶𝑅𝐸𝐷) 
• market capitalization (𝑀𝐾𝑇)

and to variables that may provide some indications concerning the effects of 
financialization intended as international finance and capital mobility
• financial globalization (𝐹𝐺𝐿) as foreign assets plus liabilities (share of the GDP)
• foreign direct investment (𝐹𝐷𝐼), inflows plus outflows (share of the GDP). 

We also make use of a variable representing the ‘downsize and distribute’ behaviour of 
businesses: 
• distributed dividends as a share of profits, both in the total economy (𝐷𝐼𝑉) and in 

non-financial corporations (𝐷𝐼𝑉_𝑁𝐹𝐶).

- We shall also consider the real interest rate (𝑅𝐼𝑅), as high interest rates might be 
associated with a higher rate of profit - and hence higher profit shares.



LABOUR MARKET INSTITUTIONS

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 15

Mixed evidence
EC (2007): null effect of unions on income distribu\on (posi\ve effects for medium-to-
high-skilled workers and even nega\ve effects for low-skilled workers).
IMF (2007): no effects of labour market policies and ins\tu\ons to the labour share.
Stockhammer (2013): trade unions have a (posi\ve) influence on the wage share, while 
no significant effects from EPL, minimum wage and unemployment benefits.
Pariboni and Tridico (2019), Deakin et al. (2014), Brancaccio et al. (2018): posi\ve 
associa\on between employment protec\on and the labour share.

A debated point
• Pariboni and Tridico (2019): ‘flexicurity’ à poor employment protec\on legisla\on 

associated with sustained income and job security (e.g., Denmark)
• Baccaro and Howell (2011): in Europe ins\tu\onal change by means of a changing 

role of exis\ng ins\tu\ons (deroga\on clauses of na\onal contracts). 
• Iversen et al. (2016): union membership is in structural decline, but the coverage of 

union wage agreements has not fallen in line with the membership (e.g. France)
• Baccaro and Pontusson (2019): in Germany, star\ng from the 1990s, the “collec\ve 

bargaining system ceased to redistribute produc\vity across sectors” 



INDICATORS OF LABOUR MARKET INSTITUTIONS

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of political economy 16

Our indicators of labour market institutions (𝐿𝑀𝐼)

• Trade union density (𝑇𝑈)
• Strength of employment protection legislation

- for regular contracts (𝐸𝑃𝐿), 
- for temporary contracts (𝐸𝑃𝐿_𝑇)

• Collective bargaining coverage (𝐵𝐶)
• Share of part-time contracts (𝑃𝑇)
• Share of temporary contracts (𝑇𝐸𝑀𝑃)



GENERAL FRAMEWORK 

4. Empirical exploration 17

Intui&vely, our inves&ga&on will assess the associa&on between real 
wage growth (our dependent variable), on the one side, and labour 
produc&vity growth and a set of dimensions found to be relevant to 
our discussion, on the other side. 

• Countries: the empirical explora&on is confined to advanced 
economies, we follow Girardi et al. (2020) and define ‘mature’ 
countries as the ones that joined the OECD before 1973.

We thus iden&fy 22 countries: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, 
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, UK, US. 

Timespan: from 1970 to 2018 (dictated by data availability).



THE MODEL

4. Empirical exploration 18

• 𝛥𝑅_𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑃 is the yearly rate of change of the average labour compensation per employed person, deflated 
by means of the CPI index (or the GDP deflator)

• 𝛥𝑅_𝑃𝑅𝑂𝐷 is the annual rate of growth of labour productivity, measured as the rate of change of the real GDP 
per person employed

• we always make use of both country- and year-fixed effects (𝛼! and 𝛿")

1. Simple model. We first estimate a ‘one variable’ model. With 𝛽# equal to one, productivity growth would 
completely translate into higher wages and no changes in the labour share would be detected (the ‘strongest 
linkage’). We can expect 𝛽# to range between zero and one.

2. Baseline model. We add to the simple model the following variables: 𝐿𝑀𝑆, 𝑅𝐼𝑅, 𝛥𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅.

3. Extended model. We add to the baseline model one further dimension at a time, namely 𝐺𝐿𝑂𝐵, 𝐹𝐼𝑁 and 𝐿𝑀𝐼.

4. General model. By taking stock of what emerged from the extended models, we focus on variables that are 
proven to be relevant to the pace of real compensation and consider them simultaneously.



MAIN FINDINGS – SIMPLE MODEL OF DECOUPLING

5. Findings 19

Compensa\ons deflated by CPI.

• Robustness: we also deflate compensa:ons by means of the product deflator.



FINDINGS – BASELINE MODEL (TRADITIONAL LMS)

5. Findings 20



FINDINGS – GENERAL MODEL

5. Findings 21



OUR COEFFICIENTS AND SOME MACRO-INSTITUTIONAL TRENDS

22

Variable
Approx. 

average value
in the 70s/80s

Approx. 
average value

post-2001

Average annual effect on
real wage growth

(1970-2018)

Unemployment rate 3.5% 7% -0.55% 

Trade openness 
(share GDP) 40% 102% -0.31%

FDI inflow plus outflow 
(share GDP) 1.5 16.5 -0.13%

Trade union density 45% 30% -0.45%

Employment protection 2.4 2.0 -0.22%

Contributions calculated by using the average (semi)elasticity stemming from our estimations, and the 
increase/decrease in the average value of each variable. Reference period: 1970-2018.

5. Findings



FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

236. Concluding remarks

• The productivity-pay pass-through coefficient is about 0.3 on a yearly basis and 
reaches 0.5 when averaging over the cycle.

• The coefficient is found to be lower in recent times and when confining the analysis 
to the private sector of the economy. 

• A marginally greater divergence when considering CPI-deflated instead of GDP 
deflator-deflated average compensation: consumer prices have grown at a higher 
rate than product prices in mature economies.

• Some of our dimensions have effectively contributed to wage stagnation: among 
them, a preeminent role for labour market slack, worsening labour market 
institutions, trade openness and capital mobility.

• While the process of increasing financialization seems not to have exerted a 
significant impact on real wage growth.

• We generally find a positive effect on wages of real appreciation, while the role of 
the real interest rate is not clear-cut.

• Macroeconomic and institutional factors DO matter, hence the PE approach is a 
promising way to elaborate on the drivers of income distribution (cf. Stockhammer, 
2017).



Thank you for your attention.

Full paper available as

Paternesi Meloni, W., & Stirati, A. (2023). The decoupling 
between labour compensation and productivity in high-
income countries: Why is the nexus broken?

British Journal of Industrial Relations, Volume 61, Issue2
June 2023, pp. 425-463



WHY?

1. Background and rationale Appendix

• Before the GFC, a.en0on to the personal income distribu1on uniquely.

‘the great mystery of the modern theory of distribu2on is why anyone regards the share of 
wages and profits as an interes2ng problem’ (Blaug, 1996, p. 467)

• Back then, ins0tu0onal reports (European Commission, 2007; IMF, 2007) and academic 
contribu0ons (Glyn, 2009; Atkinson, 2009) put the emphasis also on wage share trends

Three main reasons:
1. capital and property incomes are not so widespread even among workers and middle 

classes (what Glyn called the rhetoric of the Everyman a capitalist);
2. the wage income share relates to the personal income distribu0on (European Commission, 

2008; Jacobson and Occhino, 2012; Bengtsson and Waldenström, 2018; Erauskin, 2020) 
and increasing wealth polariza0on (Barba and PiveZ, 2009; Pike.y, 2014);

3. wage share trends are relevant for macroeconomic stability as they affect aggregate 
demand – both its composi0on and its evolu0on (Onaran and Galanis, 2012; Hein, 2015; 
Cynamon and Fazzari, 2015; Hein and Prante, 2018) - and the composi0on of the tax base.

The func0onal income distribu0on is ‘the most immediate indicator of the balance of forces 
between labour and capital’ (Franzini and Pianta, 2015, p. 71).



FROM THE (DROP IN THE) WAGE SHARE TO THE DECOUPLING 

An approximately one-to-one connection between the wage 
growth and the pace of productivity would imply a relative 
stability of income shares over time.

1. Background and ra[onale Appendix

Wage share in the US defined as 
employees compensation 

divided by GDP, as a percentage. 

Source: Ameco



CURRENT EXPLANATIONS: THE MAINSTREAM VIEW (1)

2. Literature overview Appendix

Main explana6on

• Technology and skill-biased technical change (Hogrefe and Kappler, 2013; Bassanini
and Manfredi, 2014; Grossman et al., 2017; IMF, 2017).

- Technological change is skill biased (ICT is viewed as complementary to skilled labour 
and a subs\tute for unskilled labour) à shiu in income distribu\on towards skilled 
labour à sharp increase in personal income inequality (Autor et al. 1999; Card and Di 
Nardo 2002).

- Technological change is capital augmen:ng rather than labour augmen\ng (EC, 2007; 
IMF, 2007), and this is consistent with skill-biased technological change 
(Stockhammer, 2017) à rising demand for high-skilled labour and falling demand for 
low-skilled labour à rising wages for high-skilled workers and falling wages for low-
skilled workers à nega:ve net effect on the wage share

• As men\oned before, rising wage inequality has been proved to be associated with 
decreasing labour share (EC, 2008; Erauskin, 2020); Bengtsson and Waldenström
(2017) find a long-run associa\on between the capital share and the top 1%-5%.



CURRENT EXPLANATIONS: THE MAINSTREAM VIEW (2)

2. Literature overview Appendix

Other explanations

• Fall in the price of investment goods: combined with an elasticity of substitution 
between labour and capital greater than one (a debated point), this would cause 
capital deepening and lower the labour share (Karabarbounis and Neiman, 2014)

• International trade: unskilled labour would suffer the most from the integration of 
emerging economies, while capital and skilled labor would benefit; the reverse is 
expected to happen in labour-abundant economies (e.g., IMF, 2007).

• Role of superstar firms (winner take most): market concentration in big firms that, 
although big, employ relatively few workers, would have contributed to depression 
of the aggregate labour share (Autor et al., 2017; Calligaris et al., 2018; Schwellnus et 
al., 2018; Gutierrez G. and Philippon, 2019). 

• Very few New Keynesian contributors underline: the role of increasing 
unemployment (Stansbury and Summers, 2017) viewed however as a cyclical 
phenomenon; and the loss trade unions powers (Stansbury and Summers, 2020) in 
the context of New consensus models, so that the decline of union’s power explains 
the decrease in the NAIRU.



WHAT SIZE FOR THE PRODUCTIVITY-PAY DECOUPLING? 

2. Literature overview Appendix

Country-specific studies
• Stansbury and Summers (2017)

USA: 0.7 (1974-2016), 0.5 (1999-2016)
UK: 1.55; CAN: 0.95; GER pre-1991: 0.88.
GER post-1991: 0.23); FRA: 0.32; ITA: 0.42

• Theodoropoulou (2019)
POR: 0.46; ITA: 0.50; UK: 0.54; SPA: 0.61.

Panel explora6ons
• Škare and Škare (2017): ten selected OECD countries (1950– 2014), 1980s as a 

dominant breaking point for the start of the phenomenon.
• Pasimeni (2018): European countries, strong link pre-1998, and 50% later on.
• Prenner (2018) focuses on 28 EU countries (1960-2018) and finds that a 1% 

increase in produc6vity increases the real average compensa6on by 0.64%.
• Schröder (2020): CEEC, heterogeneity for the period 2002– 2017: decoupling in 

countries that followed export-led strategies.



OUR CONTRIBUTION AND THE EXISTING LITERATURE

Our work’s main elements of novelty:

- Average behaviour of the wage-produc6vity link in mature countries for a long 
'mespan (22 high-income countries from 1970 to 2018).

- Use of a plurality of indicators for each macroeconomic and ins6tu6onal 
dimension.

- Focus on the structural effects (not cyclical/short-run) of ins6tu6onal and 
macroeconomic factors.

- We do not assume a tendency of the economy to return to some ‘equilibrium’ 
unemployment compa'ble with a stable wage share and/or understood as an 
aeractor for the economic system.

- Inclusion of extended indicators of labour market slack, which take into account 
also underemployment.

- Adop6on of methodological refinements (i.e., we do not focus on the wage 
share, but we treat compensa6on and produc6vity separately).

2. Literature overview Appendix



LABOUR MARKET SLACK

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of poli[cal economy Appendix

Persistent unemployment and more generally greater labour market slack may act as 
wage-modera\ng factor à in recent years, capitalist economies, and par\cularly 
European countries, have featured higher and persistent levels of unemployment. 



LABOUR MARKET INSTITUTIONS

3. Our ‘dimensions’ of poli[cal economy Appendix

Premises
- Ins6tu6ons opera6ng in favour of workers, public policies and prac6ces are 
recognized in the process of “promo6ng a broader sharing of produc6vity gains, 
both by suppor6ng wages at the boeom of the wage distribu6on and raising labour 
shares” (OECD, 2018, p. 60).
- A general process of labor market flexibiliza6on is documented in a variety of 
works (among others Deakin et al., 2014; Brancaccio et al., 2018; Tridico and 
Paternesi Meloni, 2018; Hein et al., 2020). 

Indicators in literature
- Employment protec6on legisla6on (Tridico, 2013; Hein et al., 2020)
- Trade union density (Kristal, 2010; Stockhammer, 2013; Bengtsson, 2014; 

Prenner, 2018; Tridico and Paternesi Meloni, 2018)
- Collec6ve bargaining coverage (Dell’Aringa and Pagani, 2007; Iversen et al., 2016)
- The generosity of unemployment benefits (Guichard and Rus6celli, 2010)
- Strike ac6vity (Dünhaupt, 2017) 
- Part- 6me and temporary contracts (Pariboni and Tridico, 2019b).



SOME DESCRIPTIVE TRENDS

Appendix

Variable Panel average
1970-1980

Panel average
1981-1998

Panel average
post-1998

Productivity growth 1.91% 2.15% 1.28%

Real compensation growth 1.64% 1.54% 1.50%

Unemployment rate 3.23 6.15 7.79

Trade openness (share GDP) 42.1 46.2 94.4

FDI inflow plus outflow (share GDP) 1.2 2.5 11.2

Market capitalization (share GDP) 18.2 43.4 74.1

Trade union density 45.3 43.1 29.4

Employment protection 2.34 2.27 2.11

4. Empirical explora[on



METHODOLOGICAL AND ECONOMETRIC REFINEMENTS

4. Empirical exploration Appendix

• The use of both country- and year-fixed effects enable us to control explicitly for spatial 
heterogeneity, specific time effects and/or coordinated business cycles. In addition, time 
fixed effects may reduce the risk of errors due to omitted variables.

• All the variables have been checked to be panel stationary by means of a Fisher-type unit-
root test based on augmented Dickey-Fuller tests (Choi, 2001).

• As our principal tool, we will use the feasible generalized least squares (FGLS) estimator 
(robust estimations in the presence of autocorrelation within panels as well as cross-
sectional correlation and heteroskedasticity across panels).

• We run our models with alternative estimators, namely:

i) an autoregressive AR-FGLS estimator (with AR(1) disturbance);
ii) an Arellano–Bond estimator for dynamic panel data;
iii) a linear GMM (generalized method of moments) estimator;
iv) a system GMM estimator. 

• We also consider 5-year fixed or moving averages to deal with the cyclicality of 
productivity (Basu, 1996) and wages (Stirati, 2016), and to capture the ‘structural’ effects 
of our variables (impact on the bargaining power of the parties and on wages over time).

• Robustness: subperiods, different deflators, private sector uniquely, wage/compensation.



Appendix

4. Empirical exploration Appendix

Mul:dimensional indicators of LMS



Appendix

4. Empirical exploration Appendix

Simple model of decoupling (deflating compensations with GDP deflator)



Appendix

5. Findings Appendix

Baseline model with alterna:ve es:mators



FINDINGS – BASELINE MODEL (ENLARGED LMS)

5. Findings 34



FINDINGS – EXTENDED MODEL (WITH GLOB)

5. Findings 35



FINDINGS – EXTENDED MODEL (WITH FIN)

5. Findings 36



FINDINGS – EXTENDED MODEL (WITH LMI)

5. Findings 37



Appendix

5. Findings Appendix

Alterna:ve specifica:ons



Appendix

5. Findings Appendix

General model with 5-years moving and fixed averages 



COMPARISION WITH OTHER WORKS

406. Concluding remarks

• Concerning unemployment, our findings are almost completely in line with 
literature, with an average coefficient of -0.2.

• Same effects also for globaliza\on, intended as trade or capital mobility (FDI).
• Some disagreement with respect to financializa\on: market capitaliza\on has a 

significant (nega\ve) effect in both Stockhammer (2017) and Pariboni and Tridico
(2019); the dividend-to-profit ra\o is also not significant in our work.

• Concerning 𝐿𝑀𝐼, our findings do not confirm the nuanced picture suggested by 
some of the literature: in our inves\ga\on, all the selected proxies for ins\tu\on in 
favour of workers have the expected associa\on with wage dynamics. 

How discrepancies can be mo\vated
- Two different panels: Stockhammer (2017) refers to the pre-2008 period uniquely 

and considers both mature and developing economies 
- Stockhammer (2017) uses a different indicator of employment protec\on (we focus 

on mature countries), while our results are in line with Pariboni and Tridico (2019)
- Methodological reasons: we treat produc\vity and pay separately (side-effects?), 

and we always use a two-way fixed effect strategy



Appendix

What has driven the delinking of wages from productivity? Appendix

Variables and sources (1)



Appendix

What has driven the delinking of wages from productivity? Appendix

Variables and sources (2)


