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The  European  labor  market  is  characterized  by  a  great
economical  and  institutional  divergence.  On  the  one  hand,
there is the German miracle constituted in part by a decrease
in unemployment rate during the Great Recession. On the other,
there is high unemployment in southern European countries. For
example, 27% in Spain in comparison with 6% in Germany in
2013. Southern European countries tended to either increase or
retain their higher measures of centralization, especially in
wage  bargaining  practices.  Therefore,  some  credit
decentralization  policies,  such  as  the  Hartz  reforms,  for
Germany’s success. However, this economic divergence cannot be
explained  solely  by  opposing  centralization  and
decentralization, accentuating the benefits of flexibility in
the latter and the drawbacks of rigidity in the former. The
most  evident  counterexamples  to  this  dichotomy  are  the
Scandinavian countries that experience low unemployment with
high centralization.

It is important to note that in our analysis we focus on
centralization in wage bargaining. Our centralization measure
relies on union density rate, coverage rate (percentage of all
employees covered by collective bargaining agreements out of
all wage and salary earners in employment with the right to
bargaining),  and  extension  rate  (mandatory  extension  of
collective agreements to non-organized employers).

Three Profiles of the Labor market

Utilizing our definition of centralization consisting out of
the  three  variables  of  measurement,  we  identified  three
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profiles of the labor market: decentralized, centralized, and
intermediate.[1] As seen in Figure 1, the first group consists
of  mostly  Anglo-Saxon  countries,  the  second  mostly  of
Scandinavian ones, and the third mostly of the four western
European countries with the highest GDP in the EU (France,
Germany, Spain, and Italy).

Ca
lmfors-Driffill and the Great Recession

Calmfors and Driffill (1988) presented their hypothesis of a
concave  non-monotonic  relationship  between  wage  bargaining
centralization  and  macroeconomic  performance.[2]  The  “hump-
shaped” relationship hypothesized by the two authors proves
itself true with our results and sheds light on the different
economic and institutional trajectories of European countries.

On the left side of the curve of Figure 2, one finds Anglo-
Saxon countries with low un- employment rates, due to flexible
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real wage adjustments in financial shocks. On the right side
of the curve, one finds Scandinavian countries with similar
macroeconomic performance as that of the Anglo-Saxon countries
but this group has very centralized wage setting practices for
both  employees  and  employers  implemented  at  the  national
level. Between the two groups, the intermediate countries find
themselves at the top of the hump with higher unemployment
rates in comparison to the initial two groups. Consequently,
the countries in the middle that aimed to strike a balance
have become subject to the disadvantages of both centralized
and  decentralized  systems:  wage  rigidity  that  restricts
flexibility and adaptability needed in financial shocks, and
security  provided  by  collective  or  national  wage  setting
practices.

Di



fferent trajectories along the hump-shaped curve

Our results render the Calmfors-Driffill hypothesis evermore
pertinent in the context of the Great Recession. The two most
striking countries as outliers on Figure 3 are Germany (DE)
and Italy (IT). From the 1990’s Germany’s trajectory has been
very unique as one can trace its movement along the curve over
the years (Figure 3). Germany has left its group of the “Big
Four”  and  moved  along  the  curve  toward  the  decentralized
Anglo-Saxon group. This shift is due to the decentralization
policies implemented after Reunification and reinforced by the
Hartz  laws  (2003-2005).  The  country  has  experienced  de-
unionization and a sharp decline in union density over the
last 20 years. Italy, on the other hand, has maintained high
unemployment  rates  throughout  the  sampled  period  and  is
characterized  by  less  ambitious  decentralization.  The  data
supports the notion of a non-monotonic concave relationship
between centralization and macroeconomic performance.



In
stitutions  constitute  an  important  component  of  countries’
macroeconomic performances. Considering the idiosyncrasies of
every  country,  it  is  impossible  to  prescribe  any  one
centralized or decentralized policy, but our analysis shows
that there are multiple different versions of economies that
can be tailored to the differing characteristics of European
countries and that could yield in the long-term favorable
macroeconomic results.
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Which companies are investing
in France?
By Sarah Guillou

At  a  time  when  investment  has  become  a  priority  for  the
European Union, the IMF and France, at a time when the French
government  is  preparing  legislation  to  boost  business
investment,  it  is  urgent  to  look  into  who  is  actually
investing  in  France’s  physical  capital[1].

Physical  investment  in  France’s  commercial  sector  is
concentrated  in  certain  sectors:  manufacturing,  trade,
transport, real estate, information and communication, along
with  the  generation  of  electricity  and  gas.  These  “big
contributors” totalled 72% of all tangible investment in 1997,
and 70% in 2011. This temporal stability obscures two major
changes: the manufacturing and real estate sectors saw their
contribution to investment change dramatically. The decline in
manufacturing’s share of GDP has resulted in a decline in the
share of investment in machinery and tools. However, this type
of  investment  includes  investments  in  automation  and
computerization,  which  are  major  vectors  for  boosting
productivity. Nor was this decline offset by investment in the
information  and  communication  sector,  which  also  invests
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heavily in machine tools.

The steep rise in real estate and construction prices inflated
construction’s  share  of  investment.  It  is  particularly
noteworthy  that  the  increase  in  construction  prices  has
captured  a  large  share  of  business  spending  on  capital
investment,  thereby  diverting  financial  capital  from
productive  destinations.  While  this  dynamic  growth  in
investment in construction has indeed positively influenced
investment trends in physical assets, it mainly explains the
dynamics of investment in the property sector. Construction
prices  have  not  fallen  since  the  crisis,  even  though  the
volume of investment has fallen sharply.

The resilience of the investment rate France’s non-financial
companies is due in part to investment in construction, but
this holds true especially for the real estate sector and the
transport sector.

The  highest  investment  rates  are  on  the  part  of  the  big
corporations  and  firms  with  the  highest  profit  rates.
Furthermore, the rate of investment is positively correlated
with the debt ratio, exporter status, export intensity and R&D
intensity.  In  contrast,  human  capital  indicators  such  as
labour productivity or average hourly earnings tend to be
negatively correlated with the investment rate.

The continuation of deindustrialization and the outsourcing of
manufacturing could accelerate the decline in investment in
machine tools and equipment. The development of information
and communication technology and of this sector more generally
could  offset  the  decline  in  manufacturing.  Given  that
investment  in  machine  tools  is  a  source  of  higher
productivity, maintaining a solid level of activity in the
manufacturing sector and the information and communications
sector is imperative.

 



 

[1]  Note  de  l’OFCE  no.  50  of  22  April  2015  [in  French]
characterizes the sectors and companies that invest in France.
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