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ABSTRACT
Unemployment and Productivity Growth∗
An Empirical Analysis within the Augmented Solow Model

Does a country’s level of unemployment have an impact on the long-run growth rate?
Incorporating unemployment into a generalised augmented Solow-type growth model, yields
some answers to this question. In particular, we show that the impact of unemployment on
productivity growth heavily depends on the influence of human capital in the production function.
In the traditional Solow model, unemployment has neither an influence on long-run productivity
growth nor on the long-run level of productivity. However, if human capital matters,
unemployment has a long-run effect on the level of productivity. Moreover, if we allow for
endogenous growth within our theoretical framework, unemployment has an impact on long-run
productivity growth. Using data from 13 OECD countries from 1960 to 1990 within a dynamic
panel data framework, we find supportive evidence that an increase in unemployment indeed
reduces the long-run level of productivity. Taken at face value our results suggest that if
unemployment would have remained at the level of 1960 then productivity today would be
roughly 10% higher than it is.
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,QWURGXFWLRQ

Does a country’s level of unemployment have an impact on the long-run growth rate?
Persistently high unemployment rates in Europe over the last two decades indicate that
unemployment is, at least to a large extent, not a pure business cycle phenomenon. This
implies a continuing waste of labour and of human capital in most European countries. Hence,
it seems reasonable to ask, whether given levels of unemployment influence long-run
productivity growth or the long-run level of productivity itself.
While unemployment is a severe problem in Europe, but not in the US, the decline in
productivity growth has been stronger in the US. Between 1979 and 1997 the average rate of
unemployment in the US was 6.7% and the average growth rate of labour productivity was
0.9%. In Europe the average rate of unemployment was 9.3% and the average growth rate of
labour productivity was 2.2%. The common explanation given for these facts is the following:
high wages lead firms to substitute labour with capital. This leads to increasing unemployment
and to increasing productivity since the workers who are still employed become more
productive Hence, it is argued that there is a trade-off between unemployment and
productivity growth. However, if we look at simple time series plots, the evidence lends at
best mild support to the above mentioned hypothesis. Figure 1 shows the development of
unemployment and productivity growth in Europe and in the US between 1960 and 1997. It is
striking that there has been an increase in the rate of unemployment that goes along with a
decline of productivity growth in Europe as well as in the USA.
Gordon (1997) and Bean (1997) argue that this time series evidence shows a causal link
running from unemployment to growth.1 Section 2 formalises this link by introducing

1

The traditional link between unemployment and productivity is represented in Okuns law. However the focus of
Okuns law is on short-run demand dynamics, see Gordon (1979). Neither the slowdown of productivity growth
nor the increase in unemployment over the last decades can be explained by such short-run business cycle effects.
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unemployment into an augmented Solow growth model. The model nests the standard Solow
model as well as the endogenous growth model as special cases Our main argument is that
physical and human capital are built up by savings and education. Unemployment reduces
savings and expenditures on education. Therefore, unemployment might impinge on
productivity and productivity growth. In section 3 and 4 we put our theoretical model to an
empirical test, where section 3 discusses the empirical specification and section 4 presents the
results of our estimates using a dynamic panel data framework. The main finding is that
unemployment indeed reduces the level of productivity: Taken at face value our results
suggest that if unemployment would have remained at the level of 1960 than productivity
today would be roughly10% higher than it is. Section 5 discusses some puzzles arising from
our empirical results. Section 6 concludes.



8QHPSOR\PHQWLQWKH$XJPHQWHG6RORZ*URZWK0RGHO

Our focus is on the interaction between long-run (equilibrium) unemployment and
productivity growth. Modern labour market theory provides at least three competing models to
explain equilibrium unemployment:2 1) union models, where wages are determined by a
bargain between unions and firms; 2) search models, where the wage is determined by a
bargain between individual workers and firms; 3) efficiency wage models, where firms set
wages above the competitive level to increase workers efforts. Even though the reasoning
behind these models differs, two important results of the models are very similar: first, the
equilibrium rate of unemployment is determined by institutional settings, such as the size and
power of unions, the bargaining system, and by the generosity of the unemployment insurance
system. Second, the equilibrium rate of unemployment is independent of production and

2

The classification follows Pissarides (1998).
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productivity growth.3 Both results seem to fit the data pretty well (see Nickell (1998) and
Bean (1994)). Since these determinants of equilibrium unemployment are exogenous to our
model of production and growth, we take the equilibrium rate of unemployment as
exogenously determined.
We start with a short-run model. Labour supply measured in efficiency units is given as N. All
workers are assumed to be equally efficient. Unemployment reduces labour input in
production: L = (1 – u)N. Available capital as well as the technological state of the economy
are given. Firms use physical capital K and labour L to produce a homogenous output Y. The
production function is assumed to be of Cobb-Douglas type: Y = K α L1− α  ZLWK     
Profit maximisation implies that the marginal product of capital equals the interest rate r =
<. DQG WKH PDUJLQDO SURGXFW RI DQ HIILFLHQF\ XQLW RI ODERXU HTXDOV WKH ZDJH IRU DQ
efficiency unit of labour wl  ± </
Efficiency units of labour are composed of raw labour and of human capital H. Efficiency
units of raw labour depend on the size of the workforce N and on the technological state of
the economy E. Consequently, labour supply in efficiency units is given as: N = H (E N )± ,
with 0  7KHUHIRUHWKHSURGXFWLRQIXQFWLRQLV
Y = (1 − u )1− α K α Hβ(1− α ) ( EN )(1− α )(1− β )

(1)

7KH SURGXFWLRQ IXQFWLRQ HQFRPSDVVHV WKUHH VSHFLDO FDVHV   :LWK    KXPDQ FDSLWDO LV
unproductive and efficiency units of labour depend only on the number of workers and on the
WHFKQRORJLFDOVWDWHRIWKHHFRQRP\DVLQWKHWUDGLWLRQDO6RORZJURZWKPRGHO :LWK  
raw labour is unproductive and labour supply depends only on human capital and therefore we

3

Layard et al (1991) explicitly state in the section about efficiency wages: "Note, that as with our union model,
productivity changes have no impact on u*"
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obtain an endogenous growth model in the spirit of Lucas (1993). 3) In the intermediate case
 ZHJHWWKHDXJPHQWHG6RORZPRGHOLQWURGXFHGE\0DQNLZ5RPHU:HLO  
Productivity, defined as production per worker, is given as P = Y/ L , where L is the number
of employed workers. Insert L = (1 − u ) N into the production function and divide by L to
obtain:

P=

 K  α  H  β(1− α )
(1 − u )α  EN   EN 
E

(2)

To establish the wage of a worker the labour share is divided by the number of workers w =
wl L/ L 7KHUHIRUHWKHZDJHLVSURSRUWLRQDOWRSURGXFWLYLW\Z  ± 31RZFRQVLGHUDQ
increase in the rate of unemployment. As an important first result we see that this leads to an
increase in productivity and wages and to a reduction of production and of the interest rate
This result holds for a given capital stock and a given level of labour efficiency. However,
labour supply, capital and labour efficiency grow the long-run. The work force grows with the
$ and exogenous technological progress leads to growing efficiency
exogenous rate n = N
e = E$ . Efficiency units of raw labour supply EN therefore grow at an exogenous rate n + e.

The equilibrium rate of unemployment stays constant and therefore labour used in production
grows with the same rate as labour supply.
& = I , where the dot denotes the
In each period physical capital is augmented by investment K
& = dK / dt . Since we are interested in consequences of long-run
time derivative K
unemployment and not in business cycle effects, we assume that all savings are invested I = S.

& = sY . Divide both sides by K
Savings are proportional to income S = sY. Hence we have K
and use (1) to obtain to growth rate of physical capital:

  β(1−α )  EN  (1− α )(1−β)
  K

$ = s(1 − u )1− α H
K
K

(3)
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Human capital is augmented by education. Spending on education is proportional to income

& = zY , where z is the educational spending rate. Use the production
and therefore we have H
function to substitute Y and divide by H to obtain the growth rate of human capital:

  −α  EN  (1−α )(1−β)
   H

$ = z(1 − u )1− α H
H
K

(4)

From (3) and (4) it becomes clear that an increase in the rate of unemployment reduces the
growth rates of physical and human capital.
We are interested in the impact of a discrete jump in the equilibrium rate of unemployment.

$ − (N
$ + E$ )) +
Productivity growth can be obtained from (2) as P$ = E$ + α( K
$ − (N
$ + E$ )) . Hence, productivity growth is determined by technical progress and
β(1 − α )( H
growth of physical and human capital per capita. Since growth rates of physical and human
capital are reduced by unemployment, productivity growth is also reduced.
In the long run the economy converges to the steady state, where capital and production grow
$ =K
$ . Transform the production function into growth rates to see that from
with equal rates Y

$ = e + n it follows: K
$ =K
$ and E$ + N
$ = βH
$ + (1 − β )( e + n ) . Two
the steady state condition Y
FDVHVDULVH ZLWK WKHVWHDG\VWDWHJURZWKUDWHLVGHWHUPLQHGE\WKHH[RJHQRXVUDWHRI
$ =K
$ =H
$ = n + e    ZLWK    ZH KDYH
technological progress and population growth Y

constant returns to the factors that can be accumulated and therefore a balanced endogenous
$ =K
$ =H
$ .
growth path with Y
$ =H
$ KROGVLQERWKFDVHV DQG   WKHVWHDG\VWDWHUDWLREHWZHHQKXPDQDQG
Since K

physical capital can be obtained from (3) and (4):

H z
=
K s

(5)

)RU WKH ORQJUXQ DQDO\VLV RI SURGXFWLYLW\ ZH KDYH WR WUHDW WKH WZR FDVHV    DQG   
$ = n + e and therefore the
VHSDUDWHO\ :LWK WKHVWHDG\VWDWH JURZWK UDWH RI RXWSXW LV Y
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growth rate of productivity is P$ = e . Hence, unemployment has no influence on the long-run
growth rate. However, it might influence the level of productivity. In the steady state K and H
$ =H
$ = e + n and therefore physical capital per efficiency unit of raw
grow with the rate K

labour k and human capital per efficiency unit of raw labour h are constant. Insert k = K/ EN
and h = H/ EN as well as (5) into equation (3) and (4) and use the steady state condition to
solve for k and h:

k = (1 − u )

h = (1 − u )




1




1

 


β

1
1− β




s (1− α )(1− β ) z (1− β )
e+n
s

1
1− β




z (1− α )(1− β ) z (1− α )(1− β )
e+n
s

 


(6)

−α

(7)

An increase in the rate of unemployment reduces physical and human capital per effective raw
labour. Now insert (6) and (7) into (2) to gain:

P = E(1 − u )

β
1− β

 s  α /[(1− α )(1−β)]  z  β /(1−β)
 e + n
 e + n

(8)

$VDQLPSRUWDQWUHVXOWZHVHHWKDWIRU !XQHPSOR\PHQWUHGXFHVSURGXFWLYLW\LQWKHORQJ
run. In contrast, if  WKHUHLVQRHIIHFWRQWKHORQJUXQOHYHORISURGXFWLYLW\
,I  KROGVWKHPRGHOGHOLYHUVHQGRJHQRXVJURZWK,QVHUW  LQWRHTXDWLRQV  DQG 
to obtain:

  (1− α )
 

$ = s(1 − u )1− α H
K
K

  −α
 

$ = z(1 − u )1− α H
H
K

(9)

(10)

$ =K
$ =H
$ = (1 − u )1− α s α z1− α . Productivity
In steady state we have H/K = z/s and therefore: Y
grows with the rate P$ = Y$ − n and therefore we have:
P$ = (1 − u )1− α s α z1− α − n

(11)
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Hence, unemployment reduces productivity growth.
Finally, have a brief look at the process of adjustment induced by an increase in the level of
unemployment. In the short run the increase in unemployment leads to an increase in capital
per worker. Therefore productivity and wages rise, but income is reduced. This leads to a
decline in savings and in educational spending. As a result, the growth rates of physical and
human capital are reduced and productivity growth is also reduced. The long-run effect
depends on the size of the influence of human capital in the production function. 1) When
human capital does not matter, we have a traditional Solow type growth model. In that case
growth rates of physical capital and of productivity return to the exogenously given levels.
What is more, even the level of productivity is not affected in the long run. 2) When human
capital and raw labour are productive, the growth rates of physical and human capital as well
as the growth rate of productivity return to their original exogenous levels. However, the
transitory decline in productivity growth reduces the level of productivity in the long run.
3) When raw labour is unproductive and labour input depends only on human capital, the
growth rate of human and physical capital as well as the growth rate of productivity decline to
a new steady state level. Hence, we have a permanent reduction in productivity growth.



(PSLULFDO6SHFLILFDWLRQDQG'DWD

To test for the impact of unemployment on growth we will augment standard growth
regressions by levels and changes of the unemployment rate, as motivated by our theoretical
model To capture dynamic as well as long-run effects we exploit a dynamic panel data
framework.An advantageous feature of dynamic panel data models is that we do not have to
rely on stochastic assumptions about the initial levels of technology, which has to be done in

8

cross-section data regressions.4 Initial levels of technology as well as other time invariant
country effects are captured by fixed effects. Exogenous technological progress and other time
specific common shocks are modelled by fixed (deterministic) time effects.
The general specification of our growth regressions as a dynamic two-way fixed effects model
is:

yc,t = γ y c,t −1 + δu c,t −1 + x ’c,t −1θ + µ c + ηt + ε c,t

(12)

where y c,t is the log of the dependent variable, u c,t −1 is the log of the country’s lagged
unemployment rate, x ’c,t −1 is a vector of the log of lagged variables controlling for observed
WLPHYDULDQWFRXQWU\FKDUDFWHULVWLFV  and θ are the parameter(s) (vector)of interest, µ c is a
fixed country effect, η t is a fixed time effect and ε c,t is a standard error term with ε c,t ∼
N(0, σ 2ε ), E( ε c,t , ε j,s ) = 0, c ≠ j or t ≠ s, E( µ c , ε j,s ) = 0 ∀ r, j, t and E( x c,t , ε j,s ) = 0 ∀ c, j, s, t.
Using lagged values of all explanatory variables, any potential endogeneity should be
reduced.5
As it is well known from the literature (Nickell 1981, Kiviet 1995), the usual least square
dummy variable estimator (LSDV) of equation (12) yields asymptotically biased estimates of
the parameters. We therefore additionally use a GMM-estimator proposed by Arellano/Bond
(1991). In a first step equation (12) is first-differenced to wipe out µc. This allows in a second
step to exploit all lagged values of yc,t-i (i ≥ 2) as instruments in the first-differenced equation.
Moreover, if endogeneity of some other regressors like the saving rate is an issue, these

4

Standard augmented growth regressions relying on cross-section data have to deal with the problem that the
initial level of technical efficiency [E(0)] for each country is unobserved. This introduces an omitted variable bias
if one or more regressors are correlated with the initial level of technical efficiency (Caselli et al. 1996, Temple
1999). To solve the problem Mankiw/Romer/Weil (1992) assume that E(0) is a linear function of a stochastic
technology shifter, which is independent of all explanatory variables. The dynamic panel data framework has also
been used by Islam (1995) and by Caselli et al.(1996).
5
We will further address endogeneity problems later on.
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variables might be instrumented using lagged values of xc,t-i (i ≥ 2) as well. However, firstdifferencing introduces a moving average with unit root in the disturbance ∆ε c,t . The
weighting matrix of the GMM-estimator takes the MA form of ∆ε c,t into account.6 Our IVestimator hinges upon the assumption that there is no second-order serial correlation for the
disturbances of the first-differenced equations. Therefore, we employ a robust test of secondorder correlation suggested by Arellano and Bond (1991). Moreover, standard tests indicate
that heteroscedasticity is an issue in our data. Standard errors and all test statistics are
therefore robust to general heteroscedasticity.
Our data set covers 13 OECD countries from three sources. Real GDP per worker as a
measure for labour productivity, the investment share of GDP in percentage points as a proxy
for the saving rate, capital stock per worker (all three at constant 1985 international prices)
and the average population growth are drawn from the Penn World Tables version 5.6.
The unemployment rates are the OECD standardised unemployment rates. Our proxy for the
country’s stock of human capital is the percentage of secondary school attainment in the total
population aged 15 and over, which is drawn from the Barro/Lee (1996) data set. Like most
other studies (Temple 1999) we opt for a five year time interval to remove the effects of
business cycles, i.e. the explanatory variables are taken as averages over the 5 years preceding
t or t – 1, and y c,t − y c,t −1 are five year differences [t – (t – 5)]. However, using 5-year
averages leaves us with a small data set with respect to the time dimension. As a check of
robustness, we therefore additionally run some regressions with annual data within an error
correction framework. Since we have standardised unemployment rates starting in 1964 up to
1997, but only information for the secondary school attainment from 1960 to 1990, we exploit

6

This is Arellano and Bonds’ GMM1-estimator. In most Monte Carlo simulations (Judson/Owen 1999, Kievit
1995) GMM1 outperforms GMM2 if one takes the sample size of our data set into account. All GMMestimations are carried out using GAUSS and the DPD-tool developed by M. Arellano and S. Bond
(Arellano/Bond (1988)).
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data from 1960 to 1990.7 Table A in the Appendix provides descriptive statistics for all
variables used in the empirical analysis. In our data the log of averaged unemployment is
negatively correlated with productivity growth as indicated by an overall correlation
coefficient of ρ = –0.47 (p = 0.001). Country-specific correlation coefficients of
unemployment and productivity growth range from –0.83 (Netherlands) up to 0.10 (UK).
Except for the UK all country specific correlation coefficients are negative.



5HVXOWV

We start with a dynamic analysis of the bivariate relation between the level of productivity
and unemployment using LSDV- and GMM-estimators The underlying argument of our
theoretical model is that productivity growth might be reduced by an increase of
unemployment via reduced savings and educational expenditures (see equations 3 and 4).
Therefore, we also analyse bivariate correlations between lagged unemployment and physical
capital and lagged unemployment and human capital per worker The reason for the
parsimonious specification is that due to the potential mechanical correlation between the
investment share of GDP in percentage points and GDP itself, the signal in the other
explanatory variables of interest might be low conditional on investment (see Barro (1997)
and Krueger/Lindahl (1998))Table 1 displays our results.
Columns 1 and 2 of Table 1 show the results of the LSDV- as well as the GMM-estimator for
the productivity equation The estimated parameters for lagged unemployment are both
significantly negative. Hence, we find a negative correlation between lagged unemployment
and productivity, which is in line with our theoretical model In addition, the estimated

7

This implies that we use the unemployment rate in 1964 as a proxy for the average unemployment rate of the
years 1960 to 1964.
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parameters of the short-run effect of unemployment are significantly negative. Therefore,
within our five-year time span the initially positive effect of an increase in unemployment on
productivity is totally purged by the following adjustment process. Columns 3 and 4 show the
results for capital per worker. The correlation between lagged unemployment and capital per
worker is significantly negative and is greater than the negative correlation between labour
productivity and unemployment. This provides supportive evidence for the underlying link
that an increase in unemployment goes along with a decrease in capital accumulation.
Columns 5 and 6 indicate that we do not find any significant correlation between lagged
unemployment and human capital measured by the secondary school attainment rate. Only the
estimated parameter for the short-run averaged growth rates of unemployment in the LSDVmodel is significantly positive, which is not in line with our simple model, but might be
explained by the fact that young people might stay in school in the short run when
unemployment increases.
With respect to the different wald statistics (Wald_P, Wald_C, Wald_T) the panel
specification of our parsimonious models seems to be appropriate. The BP-statistics indicate
that heteroscedasticity is an issue in our data.8 Considering the m2 statistics, there is no
evidence for serial correlation in the disturbances in our underlying model in levels.
In a second step we estimate our extended version of the standard augmented growth
regression introduced by Mankiw/Romer/Weil (1992). The following specification can be
derived from equations (6), (7), and (8). Instead of employment rates we use unemployment
rates to assess the effect of unemployment directly. In addition to the lagged unemployment
rate we introduce somewhat ad hoc the change in the averaged unemployment rate ∆ u c,t and

8

In Table 1 we use White estimators to compute robust standard errors. However, the finite sample
characteristics of White’s estimator are widely unknown (Greene 1997, p. 549). We therefore also compute an
alternative estimator recommended by Greene (1997) for the LSDV model. The crucial results with respect to the
lagged level of unemployment remain stable but the standard errors are higher, e.g. the estimated standard errors
for uc,t-1 are in column 1 sx = 0.021 and in column 3 sx = 0.023.

12

the average annual growth rate of unemployment over the five years preceding tav ( ∆( u s )) to
capture short-run dynamics:
p c,t = γp c,t −1 + δ1u c,t −1 + δ 2 ∆ u c,t + δ 3av ( ∆( u s )) + δ 4 [s k − ( n + e + d )] + δ 5 h + µ c + ηt + ε c,t
(13)
The log of the variable sk is proxied by the averaged log investment share of GDP over the 5
years preceding t and the variable h is the secondary school attainment rate as provided by
Barro/Lee (1996).9 The variable n is the average rate of population growth in the relevant 5year interval; e and d represent exogenous technological progress and depreciation
respectively. In line with large parts of the literature we take (e + d) to be equal to 0.05. Table
2 shows our results.
Column 1 and 2 report LSDV- and GMM- estimates of equation (13). The estimated
parameters for p c,t −1 are both significantly positive and clearly unequal from one. Hence, we
observe convergence to the exogenous trend captured in the time effects in our data. The
implied convergence rate ranges between 0.11 and 0.12 and is in line with results presented by
Islam (1995) and Caselli et al (1996). The estimated parameters for [s k − ( n + e + d )] are
positive and significant. The implied shares of capital are equal to 0.28 (LSDV) and 0.37
(GMM), which corresponds to other results (Gollin 1998). The estimated parameters for h are
never significantly different from zero. This is again in line with results provided by Islam
(1995) and Caselli et al. (1996).
The estimated parameters for the lagged level of unemployment are both significantly
negative. Hence we observe a negative impact of the lagged level of unemployment on
productivity, as suggested by our model. The implied long-run elasticity of productivity with

Following previous panel data estimates we use this stock measure for human capital. Flow measures used by
Mankiw/Romer/Weil (1992) are not available for 5-year intervals.

9

13

respect to unemployment is roughly –0.08.10 This indicates that unemployment does indeed
have a remarkable long-run effect on productivity in our data: since unemployment in some
countries roughly doubled over the observed period, our estimates imply that their
productivity today would be 8% to 10 % higher than it would have been without the increase
in unemployment.
Considering the fit of our regressions, all Wald statistics indicate that our panel specification
is appropriate. Once again, the test statistic of the Breusch-Pagan test indicates that
heteroscedasticity is an issue in our data. Moreover, the m2 statistics give supportive evidence
for the validity of the GMM-procedure.
One might argue that endogeneity of both capital shares and of lagged unemployment is an
issue inour data, e.g. rapidly growing countries are able to attract more investment. To check
for endogeneity we exploit lagged values of all explanatory variables as instruments in the
GMM procedure. Column 3 of Table 2 shows that the results remain stable with respect to the
convergence parameter and the estimated parameter for the level of unemployment, but that
none of the other estimates is significantly different from zero.
Following the empirical growth literature (Temple 1999) and using five year averages to wipe
out any cyclical effects leaves us with a panel data set with a small dimension with respect to
T. Recent Monte Carlo studies (Judson/Owen 1999, Bun/Kiviet 1999) have emphasized that
the finite sample properties of different inference techniques for dynamic panel data are not
well understood. Therefore, we ran some additional regressions using annual data from 1965
up to 1990 to check for the robustness of our results. Since we do not have annual data on
human capital, we restrict ourselves to parsimonious specifications like the one documented

10

Note that using the above mentioned alternative estimator to compute robust standard errors does not change
the results qualitatively. However, the standard error for the estimated parameter of lagged unemployment in the
LSDV model is then 0.018, which implies a significance level of only 10%.
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in Table 1. We specify ad hoc error correction equations with fixed effects for both labor
productivity growth and for growth of capital per worker using the LSDV- and GMMestimator. To test for cointegration between productivity (capital per worker) and
unemployment we compute two residual based tests of the null of no cointegration in panels
suggested by Pedroni (1999). With respect to labour productivity both tests reject the null
(panel-t:–2.91; group-t:–36.8), with respect to capital per worker only one test rejects the null
(panel-t:–0.03; group-t:–2.3).11 Table 3 displays our results for the ECM estimates.
Column 1 of Table 3 shows that we again observe a significant negative correlation (α < 0.1)
between lagged unemployment and productivity using the LSDV-estimator. 12 Moreover, with
respect to the short-run dynamics we find a positive relationship of productivity growth and
the change of unemployment as predicted by our model. The estimated parameter for the
lagged level of productivity is significantly negative, which is in line with the results of the
cointegration tests. However, column 2 shows that we do not observe any significant
relationship between lagged unemployment and productivity growth within the GMMframework. Hence, based on annual data, we find only partly supportive evidence for a
negative long-run correlation of unemployment and productivity.13 Column 3 and 4 indicate
that we observe a significantly negative correlation between lagged unemployment and growth
of capital per worker in our data. These results are in line with our estimates presented in
Table 1.

11

Following Pedroni’s (1999) terminology we compute the panel t-statistic (parametric) and the group t-statistic
(parametric). Both are analogous to the familiar augmented Dickey-Fuller t-statistics based on the withinrespectively the between-dimension of the data. The values of the test statistics have to be compared to the
appropriate tail of the normal distribution.
12
This result holds when we use the above mentioned different robust estimator of the standard error.
13
Daveri/Tabellini (1997) find a significantly negative relationship between unemployment and productivity
growth in their study using five year averages of the data. Note that using productivity growth implies that they
impose the restriction γ = 1 in equation (13).
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Our empirical evidence is partly in line with our theoretical analysis: most importantly we find
a negative effect of unemployment on the level of productivity in nearly all specifications.
However, we also yield some results, that are at variance with the predictions of our
theoretical model. Our results give supportive evidence to the conditional convergence
hypothesis and point to a negative impact of the level of unemployment on the level of
productivity, but does not provide any evidence on an effect of human capital on productivity.
However, in terms of our theoretical model, unproductive human capital implies that the longrun level of productivity is independent of the unemployment rate. One reason for the fact that
our empirical results are at odds with the theoretical model if we assume that human capital is
unproductive might be that - like other empirical growth studies using cross country data - we
underestimate the effect of human capital in our augmented growth regression due to
measurement error (Krueger/Lindahl 1998 . Secondary school attainment rates are clearly a
very poor proxy for human capital, in particular if only OECD countries are considered.
However, if we decide to take our results with respect to human capital literally we have to
look for another explanation for the negative long-run effect of unemployment on
productivity.
Without human capital the production function isY = K α L1− α , withL = (1 − u )EN . A crucial
assumption of our model in section 2 is that the saving rate is independent of unemployment.
Like Daveri/Tabellini (1997) we will now argue that this need not be the case, if the model
takes adequate account of the tax and unemployment insurance system. There are two types of
individuals: employed and unemployed. The employed workers receive wage income and the
unemployed individuals receive unemployment benefits. To finance unemployment benefits
the employed have to pay contributions to the unemployment insurance system. The net wage
of the employed is (1 – t)w, where t is the contribution rate and w is the gross wage.
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Unemployment benefits B are fixed in relation to the net wage: B = b(1 – t)w, where b is the
fixed net replacement rate. Total income is composed of wage income of the employed,
benefits paid to the unemployed, and interest income Y = (1 – u)(1 – t)w N + ub(1 – t)w N +
rK. With a balanced budget of the unemployment insurance system the contributions of the
employed equal benefits paid to the unemployed: (1 – u)tw N = ub(1 – t)w N . Hence total
income is Y = (1 – u)w N + rK. Notice L = (1 – u) N Z  < L DQGU  <.WRVHHWKDWWKH
identity holds. The assumption that savings are proportional to income implies that the saving
rates from different income sources are the same. In particular this implies that the saving rate
from wage income is the same as the saving rate from unemployment benefits. Empirically
this is highly unlikely.
For simplicity and to make our point, we will now assume that the unemployed do not save.
We will maintain the assumption that saving rates from interest income and from wage
income are identical. In that case savings are: S = s[(1 – u)(1 – t)w N + rK] . Contribution
rates to the unemployment insurance depend on the replacement rate and on the level of
unemployment: t = ub/(1 – u + ub). An increase in the level of unemployment as well as an
increase in the replacement rate increases the contribution rate. Insert the contribution rate into

& = S = s[β(1 − t ) + α ]Y and divide both sides by K, replace production with the help of (1)
K
and rearrange to obtain:




$ = s(1 − u + αbu ) EN(1 − u )
K
1 − u + bu

K

 1− α


(14)

Here it becomes obvious that an increase in the rate of unemployment as well as an increase in
unemployment benefits reduces the growth rate of capital.
In the long run the economy converges to the steady state, where capital and production grow

$ = e+n
with equal rates. From the production function we know that in the steady state K
holds Hence, growth rates are not affected by unemployment. To inquire into the level of
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productivity we will analyse capital per unit of effective labour k = K/ EN . Aggregate capital

$ = e +n and productivity growth is given by P$ = e in the steady state.
K grows with the rate K
Hence, capital per effective labour unit k = is K/ EN constant. Insert k into (14) and use the

$ = e + n to obtain:
steady state condition K
1/ (1− α )

s11 − u + αbu 6 
k = (1 − u )
 1e + n611 − u + bu6

(15)

Consequently, an increase in the rate of unemployment reduces capital per effective labour
unit more than proportionally. Now insert capital per effective labour unit in (2) to gain:
α /(1− α )

s11 − u + αbu 6 
P = E
 1e + n611 − u + bu6

(16)

As (16) shows, an increase in the level of unemployment leads to a decline in productivity.
The mechanism is as follows. An increase in unemployment requires higher contributions to
unemployment insurance. This reduces savings of the employed. Since this is not
compensated by savings of the unemployed, capital accumulation is reduced. In the same way
an increase in the replacement rate leads to a decline of productivity.



&RQFOXVLRQ

To answer the question whether unemployment influences productivity in the long run we
incorporate unemployment into an augmented Solow-type growth model. The model shows
that unemployment reduces the level of productivity if human capital is productive. In contrast
unemployment has no long-run effect on the level of productivity if human capital is
unproductive. Empirically we analyse the relationship between unemployment and
productivity in a dynamic panel data framework using data for 13 OECD countries. It turns
out that unemployment indeed has a negative impact on the level of productivity. However,
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we do not find a significant impact of human capital on productivity. Besides pointing out
substantial measurement error in cross-country education data, we also offer an alternative
explanation for the negative impact of unemployment on productivity. If we incorporate an
unemployment insurance system in our theoretical model, we observe an impact of
unemployment on savings. As a result the extended model shows that unemployment reduces
productivity even if human capital is unproductive.

19

5HIHUHQFHV
$UHOODQR0and%RQG6(1991) “Some Test of Specification of Panel Data: Monte Carlo
Evidence and an Application to Employment Equations.” 5HYLHZRI(FRQRPLF6WXGLHV,
58, 277 - 297.
$UHOODQR0and%RQG6(1988) “Dynamic Panel Data Estimation Using DPD - A Guide
for Users.” :RUNLQJ3DSHU1R,QVWLWXWHIRU)LVFDO6WXGLHV/RQGRQ.
%DUUR 5 - (1997) 'HWHUPLQDQWV RI (FRQRPLF *URZWK $ &URVV&RXQWU\ (PSLULFDO 6WXG\
The MIT Press, Cambridge MA.
%DUUR5-and/HH-:(1996) “International Measures of Schooling Year and Schooling
Quality.” $PHULFDQ(FRQRPLF5HYLHZ3DSHUVDQG3URFHHGLQJV, 86, 218 - 223.
%HDQ &5 (1994) “European Unemployment: A Survey.” -RXUQDO RI (FRQRPLF /LWHUDWXUH,
32, 573 - 619.
%HDQ&5(1997) “Discussion of R. Gordon: Is there a Trade-Off between Unemployment
and Productivity Growth.” In D. J. Snower and G. de la Dehesa, eds., 8QHPSOR\PHQW
3ROLF\ *RYHUQPHQW 2SWLRQV IRU WKH /DERXU 0DUNHW. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 464 - 465.
%XQ0-*. and .LHYLW-) (1999) “On the Small Sample Accuracy of Various Inference
Procedures in Dynamic Panel Data Models.” Manuscript, University of Amsterdam.
*ROOLQ '. (1998) “Getting Income Shares Right: Self Employment, Unincorporated
Enterprise, and the Cobb-Douglas Hypothesis.” 0DQXVFULSW 'HSDUWPHQW RI
(FRQRPLFV:LOOLDPV&ROOHJH
&DVHOOL)(VTXLYHO*and/HIRUW)(1996) “Reopening the Convergence Debate: A New
Look at Cross-Country Growth Empirics.” -RXUQDORI(FRQRPLF*URZWK, 1, 363 - 390.
'DYHUL ) and 7DEHOOLQL * (1997) “Unemployment, Growth and Taxation in Industrial
Countries.” &(35'LVFXVVLRQ3DSHU, No. 1681.
*RUGRQ 5 - (1979) “The "End-of-Expansion" Phenomenon in Short-run Productivity
Behavior.” %URRNLQJV3DSHUVRQ(FRQRPLF$FWLYLW\, 447 - 461.
*RUGRQ 5 - (1997) “Is there a Trade-Off between Unemployment and Productivity
Growth.” In: D. J. Snower and G. de la Dehesa, eds., 8QHPSOR\PHQW 3ROLF\
*RYHUQPHQW2SWLRQVIRUWKH/DERXU0DUNHW. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
433 - 463.
*UHHQH:+. (1997) (FRQRPHWULF$QDO\VLV. New York-London.

20

,VODP 1 (1995) “Growth Empirics: A Panel Data Approach.” 4XDUWHUO\ -RXUQDO RI
(FRQRPLFV, 110, 1127 - 1170.
-XGVRQ5$. and 2ZHQ $/(1999) “Estimating Dynamic Panel Data Models: A Guide for
Macroeconomists.” (FRQRPLFV/HWWHUV, 65, 9-15.
.LYLHW- (1995) “On Bias, Inconsistency, and Efficiency of Various Estimators in Dynamic
Panel Data Models.” -RXUQDORI(FRQRPHWULFV, 68, 53-78.
.UXHJHU$%. and /LQGDKO 0(1998) “Education for Growth in Sweden and the World.”
3ULQFHWRQ8QLYHUVLW\:RUNLQJ3DSHU1R.
/D\DUG 5 1LFNHOO 6 and -DFNPDQQ 5 (1991) 8QHPSOR\PHQW 0DFURHFRQRPLF
3HUIRUPDQFHDQGWKH/DERXU0DUNHW. Oxford University Press, Oxford.
/XFDV5((1993) “Making a Miracle.” (FRQRPHWULFD, 61, 251 - 273.
0DQNLZ 1* 5RPHU ' and :HLO '1 (1992) “A Contribution to the Empirics of
Economic Growth.” 4XDUWHUO\-RXUQDORI(FRQRPLFV, 100, 225 - 251.
1LFNHOO6(1998) “Unemployment: Questions and Some Answers.” (FRQRPLF-RXUQDO, 108,
802 - 816.
1LFNHOO6. (1981) “Biases in Dynamic Models with Fixed Effects.”(FRQRPHWULFD, 49, 14171426.
3HGURQL 3 (1999) “Critical Values for Cointegration Tests in Heterogeneous Panels with
Multiple Regressors.” 2[IRUG%XOOHWLQRI(FRQRPLFVDQG6WDWLVWLFV, 61, 653 - 670.
3LVVDULGHV &+$ (1998) “The Impact of Employment Tax Cuts on Unemployment and
Wages; The Role of Unemployment Benefits and Tax Structure.” (XURSHDQ(FRQRPLF
5HYLHZ, 42, 155 - 183.
6DODL0DUWLQ ; (1997a) “I Just Ran Four Million Regressions.” 1%(5 :RUNLQJ 3DSHU,
6252.
6DODL0DUWLQ ; (1997b) “I Just Ran Two Million Regressions.” $PHULFDQ (FRQRPLF
5HYLHZ, 87, 178 - 183.
7HPSHO-(1999) “The New Growth Evidence.” -RXUQDORI(FRQRPLF/LWHUDWXUH, 37, 112 156.

10

6

8

5
4

6

3
4

2

2

1

0

Productivity Growth

Unemployment Rate

21

0
60-73

Europe

73-79

79-97

US

Unemployment Rate

Unemployment Rate

Productivity Growth

Productivity Growth

Source: OECD


Figure 1: Unemployment and Productivity Growth
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BP (df)
7.4 (2)
-Wald_P (df) 264.8 (13)
-Wald_C (df)
48.8 (12)
-Wald_X (df) 155.69 (4) 233.4 (4)
Wald_T (df) 236.10 (5) 52.6 (4)
m1
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m2

--
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15.6 (3)
87.8 (13)
56.0 (12)
27.1 (4)
53.9 (5)
---

----60.6 (4)
11.4 (4)
-1.9
-0.8

Notes: N(LSDV) = 65 (13 countries * 5 intervals), N(GMM)=52.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (α < 0.05) ; ** (α < 0.01). Test statistics are robust to heteroscedasticity.
Time dummies included in all regression.
BP: Breusch-Pagan test for heteroscedasticity using within residuals.
Wald_P: Wald test of joint significance of country effects; Wald_C: Wald test of identical country effects; Wald_X: Wald test of
joint significance of all independent variables (excluding time dummies), Wald_T: Wald test of joint significance of time dummies.
Degrees of freedom for χ2-statistics are reported in parentheses.
m1: Test of first-order correlation of disturbances; m2: Test of second-order correlation of disturbances. Both tests are distributed
N(0,1).
Instruments used in the GMM-estimates are all available lagged (t-i, i≥2) values of y c , t , all time dummies and all other explanatory
variables.
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Notes: N(LSDV) = 65 (13 countries * 5 intervals). N(GMM)=52.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. * (α < 0.05) ; ** (α < 0.01). Test statistics are robust to heteroscedasticity.
Time dummies included in all regression.
BP: Breusch-Pagan test for heteroscedasticity using within residuals.
Wald_P: Wald test of joint significance of country effects; Wald_C: Wald test of identical country effects; Wald_X: Wald test
of joint significance of all independent variables (excluding time dummies). Wald_T: Wald test of joint significance of time
dummies. Degrees of freedom for χ2-statistics are reported in parentheses.
m1: Test of first-order correlation of disturbances; m2: Test of second-order correlation of disturbances. Both tests are distributed
N(0,1).
(a) Instruments used in the GMM-estimates are all available lagged (t-k, k≥2) values of y c , t , all time dummies and all other
explanatory variables. (b) Additionally instrumenting unemployment and both capital shares by lagged values t-2 and t-k, k=2,3
respectively.
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Wald_P: Wald test of joint significance of country effects; Wald_C: Wald test of identical country effects;
Wald_X: Wald test of joint significance of all independent variables.
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m1: Test of first-order correlation of disturbances; m2: Test of second-order correlation of disturbances.
Both tests are distributed N(0,1).
Instruments used in the GMM-estimates are all available lagged (t-i, i≥3) values of y c , t and all other explanatory variables.
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