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Why has labour productivity slowed down in the era of 

financialisation? Insights from the post-Keynesians for the European 

Union countries 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

This paper employs a panel data econometric approach in order to empirically ascertain the role 

of the phenomenon of financialisation in the deceleration of labour productivity in the European 

Union (EU) countries from 1980 to 2019. During that time, the EU countries suffered a huge 

structural transformation based on Reaganomics and Thatcherism and their financial systems 

have experienced strong liberalisation and deregulation, which have contributed to poor evolution 

of labour productivity and have revived fears around a new ‘secular stagnation’ in the era of 

financialisation. Grounded in post-Keynesian literature, the slowdown of labour productivity in 

the majority of developed economies in the last decades cannot be separated from the 

phenomenon of financialisation, which has occurred through four different channels, namely the 

weak economic performance, the decline in the labour income share, the increase in personal 

income inequality, and strengthening of the degree of financialisation. Our findings confirm that 

lagged labour productivity, economic performance, and labour income share have a positive 

impact on labour productivity in the EU countries, while personal income inequality and the 

degree of financialisation impact it negatively. Our findings also reveal that labour productivity 

in the EU countries in the last decades would have grown more if there had been a stronger 

economic performance, a smaller decline (or even a rise) of the labour income share, a smaller 

increase (or even a decrease) of personal income inequality, and a weakening of the degree of 

financialisation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Since the mid-1970s and 1980s, the majority of developed economies have engaged in 

Reaganomics and Thatcherism and their financial systems have experienced huge liberalisation 

and deregulation, and these factors have contributed to a poor evolution of labour productivity 

and have revived the fears around a new ‘secular stagnation’ in the era of financialisation (Kus, 

2012; Verceli, 2013; Barradas, 2016; Tridico and Pariboni, 2018; Pariboni et al., 2020). 

 Effectively, the post-Keynesian literature tends to emphasise that the slowdown of labour 

productivity in the majority of developed economies in the last decades cannot be divorced from 

the phenomenon of financialisation, which has impaired it through four different channels, 

namely weak economic performance, a decline in the labour income share, an increase in personal 

income inequality, and strengthening of the degree of financialisation (Tridico and Pariboni, 

2018; Correia and Barradas, 2021). 

Some of these four channels have already been tested in several econometric works (Sylos 

Labini, 1983; Vergeer and Kleinknecht, 2014; Guarini, 2016; Micallef, 2016; Tridico and 

Pariboni, 2018; Carnevali et al., 2020; Yousef, 2020; and Correia and Barradas, 2021), although 

these works do not directly assess all the aforementioned four channels through which the 

phenomenon of financialisation has undermined labour productivity. Tridico and Priboni (2018) 

and Correia and Barradas (2021) are the only exceptions. The former work focuses on the 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries but uses only one 

proxy to capture the degree of financialisation (stock market capitalisation) and does not take into 

account in its estimates the potential indirect effects between the degree of financialisation (the 

fourth channel) and economic performance (the first channel), the labour income share (the 

second channel), and personal income inequality (the third channel). The latter work uses five 

different proxies to measure the degree of financialisation (credit, money supply, financial value 

added, stock market capitalisation, and shareholder orientation) and takes into account in its 

estimates the potential indirect effects between the degree of financialisation (the fourth channel) 

and economic performance (the first channel), labour income share (the second channel), and 

personal income inequality (the third channel) through the use of interaction terms, but it is only 

focused on Portugal. 

This paper employs a panel data econometric approach in order to empirically ascertain 

the role of these four channels in the deceleration of labour productivity in the EU countries from 

1980 to 2019. This paper offers at least five different novelties to the existing literature. Firstly, 

this paper assesses the role of the phenomenon of financialisation in explaining the poor evolution 
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of labour productivity in the EU countries, for which the empirical evidence is relatively scarce. 

The EU countries represent a very interesting case study because the majority of them have indeed 

experienced a slowdown of labour productivity (Figure A1 in the Appendix), which has occurred 

simultaneously with a weak economic performance (Figure A2 in the Appendix), a decline in the 

labour income share (Figure A3 in the Appendix), an increase in personal income inequality 

(Figure A4 in the Appendix), and a strengthening of the degree of financialisation (Figure A5 to 

A8 in the Appendix). This seems to suggest that the phenomenon of financialisation has played a 

central role in the poor evolution of labour productivity in the EU countries. Secondly, this paper 

employs a panel data econometric approach, which tends to be more beneficial than cross-

sectional econometric approaches and/or time series econometric approaches as it allows for the 

collection of more observations and larger samples with higher heterogeneity, which improves 

the consistency and efficiency of the produced estimates (Baltagi, 2005). Vergeer and 

Kleinknecht (2014), Guarini (2016), Tridico and Pariboni (2018), and Carnevali et al. (2020) are 

examples of panel data econometric works on the determinants of labour productivity, although 

they do not focus directly on the EU countries and/or the majority of them do not assess all the 

aforementioned four channels through which the phenomenon of financialisation has impaired 

labour productivity. Thirdly, this paper uses four different proxies to measure the degree of 

financialisation (credit, liquid liabilities, stock market capitalisation, and stock market value 

traded), which allows us to take into account different scopes (e.g. size, depth, and efficiency) 

related to the role played by the financial system (Beck et al., 2014; Breitenlechner et al., 2015) 

and different scopes related to the role played by banks and financial (stock) markets to sustain 

the phenomenon of financialisation (Barradas, 2020). A similar strategy was also followed by 

Correia and Barradas (2021), although their econometric work is also centred on Portuguese 

labour productivity. Fourthly and similarly to the econometric work performed by Correia and 

Barradas (2021), this paper also estimates a model with interaction terms in order to properly 

evaluate the potential indirect effects between the degree of financialisation (the fourth channel) 

and economic performance (the first channel), the labour income share (the second channel), and 

personal income inequality (the third channel). Fifthly and contrary to the majority of econometric 

works on this matter, this paper presents not only the determinants of labour productivity in the 

EU countries but also the respective drivers, which allows us to better identify the influence of 

each channel linked to the phenomenon of financialisation on the poor evolution of labour 

productivity in the EU countries.  

We estimate an aggregate equation according to which labour productivity depends on 

lagged labour productivity, economic performance, labour income share, personal income 

inequality, and degree of financialisation. We employed the Least-Squares Dummy Variable 

Bias-Corrected (LSDVC) estimator created by Nickel (1981), Bun and Kiviet (2003), Bun and 
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Carree (2005), and Bruno (2005a, 2005b) due to the existence of an unbalanced panel, a dynamic 

model, and a macro panel and the need to overcome the potential endogeneity due to the omission 

of relevant variables and/or simultaneity among the different variables (channels).  

Our findings confirm that lagged labour productivity, economic performance, and labour 

income share have a positive impact on labour productivity in the EU countries, whilst personal 

income inequality and degree of financialisation impact it negatively. Our findings also reveal 

that labour productivity in the EU countries in the last decades would have been grown more if 

there had been a stronger economic performance, a smaller decline (or even a rise) of the labour 

income share, a smaller increase (or even a decrease) of personal income inequality, and a 

weakening of the degree of financialisation. 

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides the theoretical and 

empirical literature on the relationship between the phenomenon of financialisation and the 

slowdown of labour productivity. In Section 3, we present the models to estimate labour 

productivity and the corresponding hypotheses. Data, stylised facts on labour productivity, and 

the econometric methodology are described in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. In Section 6, the 

findings are described and discussed. Finally, Section 7 concludes, presents the main policy 

implications, and adds some suggestions for further research. 

   

2.  LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY IN THE ERA OF FINANCIALISATION 

The majority of the developed economies have faced a radical transformation since the mid-1970s 

and 1980s, particularly after the collapse of the Bretton Woods system and mainly with the 

administrations of Richard Nixon and Ronald Reagan in the United States and Margaret Thatcher 

in the United Kingdom, due to the adoption of a set of reforms and structural adjustments based 

on supply-side economics, liberal orientations, a laissez-faire paradigm, the abandonment of 

Keynesian policies and full employment goals, liberalisation of trade and capital mobility, labour 

flexibility and weaker labour market institutions, tax competition for corporations and capital, 

privatisations, and retrenchments of welfare states (Kus, 2012; Verceli, 2013; Tridico and 

Pariboni, 2018; Pariboni et al., 2020). This new paradigm also implied a strong liberalisation and 

deregulation of the financial system, apparently as a motto to promote a higher financial 

development and stimulate economic growth (Barradas, 2016). 

Against this backdrop, the financial system has gained great prominence and assumed 

growing dominance over the real economy and the everyday life of citizens in the most developed 

economies since that time, leading to a substantial transformation from a ‘manufacturing-driven’ 

economy to a ‘finance-orientated’ economy (Tomaskovic-Devey et al., 2015). This has cast 
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doubts on the sustainable nature of this new strong liberalising and deregulatory environment, 

which has been fed by the higher recurrence of financial crises, a surge of financial corporate 

scandals and frauds, greater fragility of banking systems, lower stability of aggregate demand, 

and the growth of financial instability due to the corresponding rise of financial bubbles and bursts 

in the last decades (Rousseau and Wachtel, 2011; Barajas et al., 2013; Dabla-Norris and Srivisal, 

2013; Tridico and Pariboni, 2018). This excessive financial deepening and its negative 

repercussions in the economic and social spheres are commonly referred to as the phenomenon 

of financialisation (Barradas, 2016; Barradas et al., 2018).  

Additionally, an important feature linked to the phenomenon of financialisation has been 

the deceleration of labour productivity and the slowdown of economic performance in the 

majority of the developed economies in the last decades, which has revived fears of a new ‘secular 

stagnation’ in the era of financialisation (Tridico and Pariboni, 2018; Pariboni et al., 2020). This 

also seems to indicate that the sustained downward trend in both labour productivity and 

economic performance cannot be divorced from the phenomenon of financialisation by refuting 

the conventional claims on the finance–productivity nexus and on the finance–growth nexus due 

to the potential positive effects of the financial system on the allocation of savings to investment 

and to research and development, innovation, and technological progress (Levine, 1997; Dua and 

Garg, 2019).  

Effectively, the post-Keynesian literature tends to emphasise that the phenomenon of 

financialisation has impaired labour productivity due to four different channels, namely the weak 

economic performance, the decline in the labour income share, the increase in personal income 

inequality, and the strengthening of the degree of financialisation (Tridico and Pariboni, 2018; 

Correia and Barradas, 2021). The first three channels are indirect channels through which the 

phenomenon of financialisation has undermined labour productivity and the fourth channel is a 

direct channel through which the phenomenon of financialisation has weakened labour 

productivity. All of them are described thoroughly in what follows.  

 The first channel corresponds to an indirect effect between the phenomenon of 

financialisation, economic performance, and labour productivity. By relying on the post-

Keynesian literature, this channel states that the phenomenon of financialisation has contributed 

to a weak economic performance1, which impairs labour productivity due to the so-called ‘Smith 

effect’ (1776) or the so-called ‘Classical Kaldorian-Verdoorn effect’ (Verdoorn, 1949; Kaldor, 

1961). These two effects consider the existence of a positive relationship between economic 

                                                            
1 Barradas (2020) discusses the extent to which the phenomenon of financialisation has contributed to a weak economic performance 

in the last decades, which has been confirmed by several econometric works (Rioja and Valev, 2004a, 2004b; Aghion et al., 2005; 

Kose et al., 2006; Prasad et al., 2007; Rousseau and Wachtel, 2011, Cecchetti and Kharroubi, 2012; Barajas et al., 2013; Dabla-Norris 

and Srivisal, 2013; Beck et al., 2014; Breintenlechner et al., 2015; Alexiou et al., 2018; Ehigiamusoe and Lean, 2018; Barradas, 2020; 

Pariboni et al., 2020). 
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performance and labour productivity due to the rising returns to scale (Kaldor, 1957). Sylos Labini 

(1983) adds that this positive relationship between economic performance and labour productivity 

occurs in both the short term and the long term. With regard to the short-term, the author claims 

that a better economic performance tends to promote a more efficient use of labour, often by 

exploiting earlier innovations, which contributes to the growth of labour productivity. Regarding 

the long term, the author highlights that a better economic performance will promote the 

introduction of new and more efficient plants and machines to replace the existing ones, which 

also fosters the growth of labour productivity. Moreover, a better economic performance suggests 

an extension of the domestic market, which will induce a greater division of labour with workers 

focusing on and specialising in specific tasks, which determines the growth of labour productivity 

(Sylos Labini, 1999; Carnevali et al., 2020).  

The second channel occurs through an indirect effect between the phenomenon of 

financialisation, labour income share, and labour productivity. Drawing on the post-Keynesian 

literature, this channel considers that the phenomenon of financialisation has damaged the labour 

income share2, which undermines labour productivity due to the so-called ‘Webb-Sylos Labini 

effect’ (Sylos Labini, 1983, 1984, 1999) or the so-called ‘Marx and Hicks effect’ (Hein and 

Tarassow, 2010). These effects support the existence of a positive relationship between labour 

income share and labour productivity due to at least six different motives. Firstly, the positive 

relationship between the labour income share and labour productivity is linked with the so-called 

‘organisation effect’ (Carnevali et al., 2020), according to which the rise of labour income share 

stimulates the adoption of new technologies and the reorganisation of the production process in 

order to limit production costs by supporting the rise of production even without an increase in 

the number of workers and the growth of labour productivity (Webb, 1912; Sylos Labini, 1983, 

1984, 1999; Altman, 1998). Secondly, the positive relationship between the labour income share 

and labour productivity is related to the so-called ‘wage-efficiency effect’ (Tridico and Pariboni, 

2018), according to which the rise of labour income share induces a decline of the ‘x-

inefficiencies’, which causes an improvement in working conditions, the reinforcement of more 

cooperative labour relations, improved motivation, decreased levels of turnover, increased 

discipline and effort among workers, and a corresponding growth of labour productivity (Altman, 

1998). Thirdly, the positive relationship between the labour income share and labour productivity 

is connected to the so-called ‘savings effect’ (Altman, 1999), according to which the rise of the 

labour income share increases the pressure to adopt new technologies and the reorganise the 

production process, which forces high-wage corporations to increase their propensity to save in 

                                                            
2 Hein (2012), Barradas and Lagoa (2017a), Barradas (2019), and Kohler et al. (2019) clarify the extent to which the phenomenon of 

financialisation has damaged the labour income share in the last decades, which has been confirmed by several econometric works 

(Kristal, 2010; Dünhaupt, 2013; Lin and Tomaskovic-Devey, 2013; Alvarez, 2015; Barradas and Lagoa, 2017a; Stockhammer, 2017; 

Barradas, 2019; Kohler et al., 2019). 
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order to sustain the rise of investment, which will cause the growth of labour productivity3. 

Fourthly, the positive relationship between the labour income share and labour productivity is 

associated with the so-called ‘Marshall effect’ (Marshall, 1890), according to which a rise in the 

labour income share attracts highly productive workers and motivates them to be more efficient 

by determining the growth of labour productivity (Carnevali et al., 2020). Fifthly, the positive 

relationship between the labour income share and labour productivity is linked with the rise of 

market share of the most innovative corporations and the corresponding growth of labour 

productivity of the whole economy when there is a rise of the labour income share because routine 

corporations and/or laggards are thrown out of the market in a process of ‘natural selection’ or 

‘creative destruction’ (Carnevali et al., 2020). Sixthly, the positive relationship between the 

labour income share and labour productivity is related to countries that are characterised by 

‘wage-led growth models’ (Onaran and Obst, 2016), according to which the rise of labour income 

share is beneficial to the economic performance by supporting the growth of labour productivity 

in these countries through the aforementioned ‘Smith effect’ (1776) or ‘Classical Kaldorian-

Verdoorn effect’ (Verdoorn, 1949; Kaldor, 1961). 

The third channel relates to an indirect effect between the phenomenon of financialisation, 

personal income inequality, and labour productivity. Based on the post-Keynesian literature, this 

channel states that the phenomenon of financialisation has caused an increase in personal income 

inequality4, which weakens labour productivity because workers put less effort into their jobs 

(Tridico and Pariboni, 2018) due to their increased vulnerability and reduced confidence in job 

stability in the labour market (Vergeer and Kleinknecht, 2014) in the face of more unstable and 

precarious jobs, higher flexibility, scarcer incentives, and lower-paid jobs (Pariboni and Tridico, 

2020). Against this backdrop, the majority of workers, but particularly unskilled or low-skilled 

ones, feel less encouraged to invest in training and education in order to upgrade their skills, 

which also impairs labour productivity (Pariboni and Tridico, 2020). Note that the increase in 

personal income inequality, the decline of the labour income share, the weak economic 

performance, and the slowdown of labour productivity have been stylised facts in the era of 

financialisation, particularly due to the abandonment of Keynesian policies and full employment 

goals, the emergence of a paradigm based on ‘shareholder value orientation’, an excessive focus 

on short-term profits, the proliferation of multinational corporations that reallocate their 

production to low-wage countries, the deregulation and flexibilisation of labour markets (at the 

                                                            
3 Please note that we do not discuss this effect further because it relies on the neoclassical (mainstream) loanable funds theory, which 

is not consistent with the post-Keynesian literature. 
4 Lagoa and Barradas (2020) examine the extent to which the phenomenon of financialisation has caused an increase in personal 

income inequality in the last decades, which has been confirmed by several econometric works (Greenwood and Jovanovic, 1990; 

Banerjee and Newmann, 1993; Galor and Zeira, 1993; Baldacci et al., 2002; Roine et al., 2009; Atkinson and Morelli, 2011; Gimet 

and Lagoarde-Segot, 2011; Assa, 2012; Fournier and Koske, 2012; Jauch and Watzka, 2012; Jaumotte et al., 2013; Karanassou and 

Sala, 2013; Denk and Cournede, 2015; Furceri and Loungani, 2015; Jaumotte and Buitron, 2015; Haan and Sturm, 2017; Baiardi and 

Morana, 2018). 
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level of unemployment benefits, employment protection, employment rights, and minimum 

wage), the propagation of practices such as outsourcing, the increase of precarious labour 

conditions, and the deterioration of workers’ bargaining power (Tridico and Pariboni, 2018).  

The fourth channel is associated with a direct effect between the phenomenon of 

financialisation and labour productivity. Grounded in the post-Keynesian literature, this channel 

considers that the phenomenon of financialisation has been harmful to innovation, research and 

development, technological progress, and productive investments performed by non-financial 

corporations5, which directly reduces labour productivity (Hein, 2010). This negative relationship 

between the phenomenon of financialisation and innovation, research and development, 

technological progress, and productive investments realised by non-financial corporations could 

be explained by two different motives. Firstly, the phenomenon of financialisation has instigated 

a rise of financial investments made by non-financial corporations, which diverts funds from 

innovation, research and development, technological progress, and productive investments and 

compromises the growth of labour productivity. This ‘crowding-out effect’ or ‘management 

preference channel’ (Hein, 2012) has been exacerbated by the existence of shorter planning 

horizons and the corresponding ‘managerial myopia’ (Crotty, 2005; Samuel, 2000); an excessive 

focus on short-term profits (so-called ‘rent-seeking behaviour’) instead of long-term expansion 

(Orhangazi, 2008); the decreasing trend of profits in productive activities and the increasing trend 

of external funding costs since the mid-1980s (Crotty, 2005; Orhangazi, 2008; Baud and Durand, 

2012); the rise of macroeconomic uncertainty and heightened risks (Akkemik and Özen, 2014); 

the learning process with other non-financial corporations (so-called ‘mimetic behaviour’); and 

the strong influence of some agents (e.g. financial executives or independent consultants) 

concerning the advantages of higher engagement in financial activities (Soener, 2015). Secondly, 

the phenomenon of financialisation has instigated lower retention ratios due to the strong 

pressures exerted by shareholders over non-financial corporations to increase their financial 

payments (e.g. interest, dividends, stock buybacks), which decreases the funds available for 

innovation, research and development, technological progress, and productive investments and 

compromises the growth of labour productivity. This ‘profit without investment’ hypothesis or 

‘internal means of finance channel’ (Stockhammer, 2006; Hein, 2012; Cordonnier and Van de 

Velde, 2015) has been exacerbated by the ‘principle of increasing risk’ and the corresponding 

difficulty of accessing external funding in the presence of imperfect capital markets (Kalecki, 

1937; Hein, 2010); the higher levels of indebtedness exhibited by non-financial corporations 

(Orhangazi, 2008); the proliferation of remuneration schemes based on profits (Orhangazi, 2008); 

                                                            
5 This disruptive relationship between the phenomenon of financialisation and innovation, research and development, technological 

progress, and productive investments performed by non-financial corporations has been confirmed by several econometric works 

(Stockhammer, 2004; Orhangazi, 2008; van Treeck, 2008; Onaran et al., 2011; Seo et al., 2012; Barradas, 2017; Barradas and Lagoa, 

2017b; Davis, 2017; Tori and Onaran, 2017, 2019). 
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the increasing significance of institutional investors (Orhangazi, 2008); and the excessive focus 

on the primacy of shareholder value (so-called ‘shareholder value orientation’) by 

underestimating other corporations’ stakeholders (Lazonick and O’Sullivan, 2000).  

From an empirical point of view, we identify in the existing literature several econometric 

works that address the determinants of labour productivity, namely Sylos Labini (1983), Fortune 

(1987), Vergeer and Kleinknecht (2014), Guarini (2016), Micallef (2016), Tridico and Pariboni 

(2018), Dua and Garg (2019), Pariboni and Tridico (2020), Carnevali et al. (2020), Yousef (2020), 

and Correia and Barradas (2021). Nevertheless, the majority of these econometric works face at 

least one important flaw because they do not take into account the aforementioned four channels 

through which the phenomenon of financialisation has slowed down labour productivity in the 

majority of the developed countries. This increases the risk that their results could be biased and 

inconsistent because several relevant variables are clearly omitted (Baltagi, 2005). The 

econometric works performed by Tridico and Pariboni (2018) and Correia and Barradas (2021) 

are the only two exceptions. The former conducts a panel data econometric analysis for 26 

countries of the OECD (Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Denmark, Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, 

Portugal, Republic of Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States) from 1990 to 2013 and the latter performs a time series econometric 

analysis for Portugal from 1980 to 2017. Nonetheless, the former applies only one proxy to 

capture the degree of financialisation (stock market capitalisation) and does not take into account 

in its estimates the potential indirect effects between the degree of financialisation (the fourth 

channel) and economic performance (the first channel), the labour income share (the second 

channel), and personal income inequality (the third channel). The latter uses five different proxies 

to measure the degree of financialisation (credit, money supply, financial value added, stock 

market capitalisation, and shareholder orientation) and employs interaction terms in its estimates 

in order to take into consideration the potential indirect effects between the degree of 

financialisation (the fourth channel) and economic performance (the first channel), the labour 

income share (the second channel), and personal income inequality (the third channel). Both of 

these econometric works find that economic performance and labour income share exert a positive 

impact on labour productivity, whilst personal income inequality and the degree of 

financialisation exert a negative impact on labour productivity. Sylos Labini (1983) for the United 

States and Italy, Guarini (2016) for 30 European countries (Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Czech 

Republic,  Denmark,  Estonia,  Finland,  France,  Germany,  Greece,  Hungary,  Iceland, Ireland, 

Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Macedonia, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,  Portugal,  

Romania,  Slovakia,  Slovenia,  Spain,  Sweden,  Switzerland, and the United Kingdom), and 

Carnevali et al. (2020) for eight euro-area countries (Austria, France, Greece, Germany, Italy, the 
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Netherlands, Portugal, and Spain) also conclude that economic performance impacts labour 

productivity positively. Vergeer and Kleinknecht (2014) for 20 OECD countries (Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, the 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States) and Carnevali et al. (2020) and Yousef (2020) for Jordan also find that 

labour income share exerts a positive effect on labour productivity.  

Similarly to the econometric works carried out by Tridico and Pariboni (2018) and 

Correia and Barradas (2021), this paper aims to assess the role of the phenomenon of 

financialisation in labour productivity by performing a panel data econometric work for all the 

EU countries from 1980 to 2019. 

 

3. MODELS AND HYPOTHESES 

Our model to estimate labour productivity is an extension of the model presented by Sylos Labini 

(1983, 1984, 1999) and by Tridico and Pariboni (2018), according to which labour productivity 

depends on the aforementioned four channels through which the phenomenon of financialisation 

has impaired the evolution of labour productivity in the majority of the developed economies in 

the last decades.  

Against this backdrop, our model to estimate labour productivity includes five 

independent variables, namely lagged labour productivity, economic performance, labour income 

share, personal income inequality, and degree of financialisation6. The inclusion of lagged labour 

productivity among the independent variables aims to control for state dependency and to assess 

the degree of persistence and inertia shown by labour productivity (Vergeer and Kleinknecht, 

2004).  

 Our model to estimate labour productivity assumes the following configuration:  

 

 (1) 

                                                            
6 Please note that we do not include in our model to estimate labour productivity the cost of labour in relation to the price of investment 

goods – the so-called ‘Ricardo effect’ (Ricardo, 1821) – due to three different theoretical motives. Firstly and taking into account a 

Sraffian point of view, the ‘Ricardo effect’ changes with the distribution of income by implying that the cost of labour and the price 

of investment goods are interdependent, which constitutes an objection to including the ‘Ricardo effect’ among the independent 

variables of our model to estimate labour productivity (Sylos Labini, 1983). Secondly, the validity of the ‘Ricardo effect’ is quite 

limited because it is restricted to an extremely special case by requiring very specific assumptions about the available set of production 

methods from which producers can choose (Gehrke, 2003). Thirdly, the impact on labour productivity of the ‘Ricardo effect’ is rather 

analogous to the one exerted by the aforementioned ‘Webb-Sylos Labini effect’ or the ‘Marx and Hicks effect’, namely because both 

of them will induce the adoption of new technologies and the reorganisation of the production process in order to limit production 

costs, which supports the growth of labour productivity (Tridico and Pariboni, 2018). A similar empirical strategy was carried out by 

Tridico and Pariboni (2018) and Correia and Barradas (2021).  
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where i is the country, t is the time period (year), LP is labour productivity, EP is economic 

performance, LIS is the labour income share, PII is personal income inequality, DF is the degree 

of financialisation, and  is the two-way error term component to account for unobservable 

country-specific effects and time-specific effects. 

Our hypotheses assume that lagged labour productivity, economic performance, and 

labour income share should positively impact labour productivity, whereas personal income 

inequality and degree of financialisation should negatively impact labour productivity. Our 

estimated coefficients should exhibit the following signs:  

 

 (2) 

  

We also present a second model to estimate labour productivity by including three 

interaction terms between the degree of financialisation and economic performance, the degree 

of financialisation and labour income share, and the degree of financialisation and personal 

income inequality. This model, similar to the one proposed by Correia and Barradas (2021), aims 

to better assess the aforementioned three indirect effects through which the phenomenon of 

financialisation has undermined the evolution of labour productivity.  

  Our second model to estimate labour productivity assumes the following configuration: 

 

 (3) 

 

 According to our second model to estimate labour productivity, the impact of economic 

performance, labour income share, and personal income inequality on labour productivity 

depends linearly on the degree of financialisation, that is: 

 

 (4) 

 

 (5) 

 

 (6) 
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Here, 2, 4, and 6 measure the impact of economic performance, labour income share, 

and personal income inequality on labour productivity if the degree of financialisation is zero. In 

that situation, economic performance and labour income share should positively impact labour 

productivity, whereas personal income inequality should negatively impact labour productivity. 

At different (positive and higher) values of the degree of financialisation, the impact of economic 

performance, labour income share, and personal income inequality on labour productivity tends 

to be lower due to the arguments described previously according to which the phenomenon of 

financialisation has favoured a weak economic performance, a decline in the labour income share, 

and an increase in personal income inequality by impairing labour productivity. Our estimated 

coefficients should exhibit the following signs:  

 

 (7) 

  

Our two models to estimate labour productivity represent an aggregate equation to assess 

the extent to which the phenomenon of financialisation has contributed to the decline of labour 

productivity in the EU countries in the last few decades. Our macroeconomic approach introduces 

at least two important flaws in our analysis. On the one hand, we cannot assess the role of the 

phenomenon of financialisation in the slowdown of labour productivity in different corporations, 

sectors, industries, and/or regions. On the other hand, we cannot assess the role of the 

phenomenon of financialisation in the slowdown of labour productivity in the different countries, 

namely because we are dealing with a panel data econometric work that produces estimates that 

represent an average effect of the phenomenon of financialisation on labour productivity for all 

the EU countries as a whole. Nonetheless, our macroeconomic approach allows us to assess the 

general macroeconomic effect of the phenomenon of financialisation on the decline of labour 

productivity in the EU countries. Against this backdrop, if the aforementioned four channels 

linked to the phenomenon of financialisation are proved to impact labour productivity in the EU 

countries, we cannot assess whether their impact affects only some corporations, sectors, 

industries, regions, and/or countries or affects all corporations, sectors, industries, regions, and/or 

countries indifferently. If the aforementioned four channels related to the phenomenon of 

financialisation are proved to not impact labour productivity in the EU countries, we cannot assess 

whether their impact affects some corporations, sectors, industries, and/or countries but not 

enough to generate a global impact in all corporations, sectors, industries, regions, and/or 

countries.  
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4. DATASET AND STYLISED FACTS ON LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY 

We collected annual data from 1980 to 2019 for all the EU countries, constituting a panel dataset 

composed of a total of 28 cross-sectional units (N = 28) observed over time (T = 40)7. This 

represents the span and the frequency for which all data are available. Note that the proxy for 

personal income inequality is only available on a yearly basis from 1980 to 2019.  

Due to the natural complexity related to the phenomenon of financialisation, we used four 

different variables to measure the degree of financialisation, namely credit, liquid liabilities, stock 

market capitalisation, and stock market value traded. On the one hand, these four variables reflect 

different scopes related to the role played by the financial system, namely its size, depth, and 

efficiency (Beck et al., 2014; Breitenlechner et al., 2015). On the other hand, these four variables 

reflect different scopes related to the role played by banks and by financial (stock) markets to 

sustain the phenomenon of financialisation (Barradas, 2020). Credit and liquid liabilities are more 

connected to the role played by the banking system, while the stock market capitalisation and the 

stock market value traded are more linked to financial (stock) markets. These four proxies will be 

used separately from each other in order to avoid multicollinearity problems and to confirm the 

robustness of our results to the proxy chosen.  

Nonetheless, the available data differ slightly according to each proxy for the degree of 

financialisation, although for each of them there is not data available for all the years for each 

country. Thus, and in order to maximize the number of observations and to minimize the number 

of missing values, four unbalanced panels were created. Table 1 describes the structure and 

composition of our four unbalanced panels.  

 

Table 1. The structure and composition of our four unbalanced panels 

Country Credit 
Liquid 

Liabilities 

Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

Austria 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2019 1980-2019 

Belgium 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2018 1980-2014 

Bulgaria  1996-2017 1996-2017 1996-2011 1996-2013 and 

2019 

Croatia 1996-2017 1996-2017 1996-2019 1996-2019 

Cyprus 1996-2017 1996-2017 2006-2019 1996-2019 

                                                            
7 The United Kingdom was also included in our sample because our dataset encompasses annual data from 1980 to 2019 and Brexit 

only occurred at the beginning of 2020.  
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Czechia  1994-2017 1994-2017 1994-2008 1994-2014 

Denmark 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2004 1980-2004 

Estonia 1995-2017 2004-2017 1999-2011 1998-2004 

Finland 1980-2017 1980-2017 1982-2004 1982-2004 

France 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2018 1980-2014 

Germany  1992-2017 1992-2017 1992-2019 1992-2019 

Greece  1980-2017 1980-2017 2001-2019 1980-2019 

Hungary 1996-2017 1996-2017 2002-2019 2002-2019 

Ireland 1980-2017 1980-2017 1997-2018 1995-2019 

Italy 1980-2017 1980-2017 1999-2008 1980-2008 

Latvia 1993-2017 1994-2017 1995-2011 1997-2004 

Lithuania 1993-2017 1994-2017 1995-2011 2003-2004 

Luxembourg 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2019 1982-2019 

Malta 1992-2017 1992-2017 2000-2019 1998-2019 

Netherlands 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2014 

Poland 1993-2017 1993-2017 1995-2019 1993-2019 

Portugal 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2018 1993-2014 

Romania 1996-2017 1991-2017 1998-2011 and 

2019 

1997-2014 and 

2019 

Slovakia 1996-2017 2002-2017  1996-2013 1996-2013 

Slovenia 1996-2017 1996-2017 1997-2019 1996-2019 

Spain 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2019 1980-2019 

Sweden 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2003 1980-2004 

United Kingdom 1980-2017 1980-2017 1980-2008 1980-2008 

Observations 860 848 690 702 

Missing Values 260 272 430 418 

Total 1120 1120 1120 1120 

 

 



16 

 

Table 2. The proxies, units and sources for each variable 

Variable Proxy Source 

Labour 

Productivity 

GDP at constant prices per person employed (growth 

rate %) 

AMECO 

Economic 

Performance 

GDP at constant prices (growth rate %) AMECO 

Labour Income 

Share 

Adjusted labour income share (% of GDP) AMECO 

Personal Income 

Inequality 

Top 10% income share (% of total) World Inequality 

Credit Domestic credit to the private sector (% of GDP) The Global 

Economy 

Liquid Liabilities Liquid liabilities (% of GDP) The Global 

Economy 

Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

Stock market capitalisation (% of GDP) The Global 

Economy8 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

Stock market value traded (% of GDP) The Global 

Economy 

 

Table 3. The descriptive statistics of each variable in each unbalanced panel 

Model Statistic LP EP LIS PII DF 

Credit 

Mean 0.020 0.025 0.546 0.330 0.751 

Median 0.018 0.027 0.548 0.331 0.709 

Maximum 0.208 0.252 0.764 0.450 2.533 

Minimum -0.129 -0.164 0.347 0.232 0.067 

Standard 

Deviation 

0.028 0.034 0.058 0.038 0.414 

Skewness 0.574 -0.713 -0.015 0.156 1.115 

Kurtosis 9.249 9.889 2.841 3.007 4.927 

Liquid 

Liabilities 

Mean 0.019 0.025 0.548 0.329 0.878 

Median 0.018 0.026 0.550 0.330 0.646 

Maximum 0.208 0.252 0.764 0.450 9.387 

Minimum -0.126 -0.148 0.347 0.233 0.037 

Standard 

Deviation 

0.028 0.033 0.058 0.036 1.060 

Skewness 0.555 -0.655 0.033 0.085 5.607 

Kurtosis 9.551 9.617 2.965 2.984 37.929 

                                                            
8 Please note that the information pertaining to the stock market capitalisation for Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were collected from 

the Fred St. Louis database due to the inexistence of that information for these three specific countries on The Global Economy 

database.   
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Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

Mean 0.020 0.027 0.549 0.332 0.433 

Median 0.018 0.027 0.552 0.333 0.321 

Maximum 0.208 0.252 0.764 0.450 3.264 

Minimum -0.112 -0.148 0.338 0.238 0.001 

Standard 

Deviation 

0.027 0.034 0.060 0.036 0.395 

Skewness 0.810 -0.482 -0.138 0.081 1.990 

Kurtosis 9.623 9.623 2.934 3.066 9.445 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

Mean 0.019 0.026 5.488 0.330 0.204 

Median 0.018 0.027 0.551 0.332 0.068 

Maximum 0.208 0.252 0.764 0.450 2.653 

Minimum -0.112 -0.141 0.330 0.233 0.000 

Standard 

Deviation 

0.026 0.030 0.060 0.038 0.321 

Skewness 0.835 -0.015 -0.192 0.048 2.844 

Kurtosis 11.105 9.428 3.117 2.976 14.069 

 

Table 4. The correlation matrix between all the variables in each unbalanced panel 

Model Variable LP EP LIS PII DF 

Credit 

LP 1.000     

EP 0.739*** 1.000    

LIS -0.122*** -0.207*** 1.000   

PII 0.090*** 0.121*** -0.249*** 1.000  

DF -0.302*** -0.186*** 0.064* 0.103*** 1.000 

Liquid 

Liabilities 

LP 1.000     

EP 0.734*** 1.000    

LIS -0.141*** -0.247*** 1.000   

PII 0.068** 0.119*** -0.271*** 1.000  

DF -0.180*** 0.001 -0.089*** 0.175*** 1.000 

Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

LP 1.000     

EP 0.716*** 1.000    

LIS -0.187*** -0.280*** 1.000   

PII 0.078** 0.127*** -0.238*** 1.000  

DF -0.159*** 0.097** -0.042 0.110*** 1.000 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

LP 1.000     

EP 0.726*** 1.000    

LIS -0.142*** -0.274*** 1.000   

PII 0.055 0.129*** -0.239*** 1.000  

DF -0.105*** -0.004 0.034 0.033 1.000 

Note: *** indicates statistically significance at 1% level, ** indicates statistically significance at 5% level and * 

indicates statistically significance at 10% level 
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            Table 1 exhibits proxies, units, and sources for each variable, Table 2 includes the 

descriptive statistics of each variable in each unbalanced panel, Table 3 contains the correlation 

matrix between all the variables in each unbalanced panel, and Figures A1 to A8 in the Appendix 

show the plots of each variable.  

All correlations between all the variables in each unbalanced panel are less than 0.8 in 

absolute terms, which disproves the hypothesis on the existence of multicollinearity among them 

(Studenmund, 2005). We also confirm that labour productivity has exhibited a timid growth of 

around 2% on average in the EU countries from 1980 and 2019 (Table 2), in a context where its 

slowing down has been a stylised fact in the majority of EU countries (Figure A1 in the 

Appendix). Similarly, the weak economic performance, the decline in the labour income share, 

the increase in personal income inequality, and the strengthening of the degree of financialisation 

have also been stylised facts in the majority of EU countries in the last decades (Figures A2 to A8 

in the Appendix), which suggests that the aforementioned four channels through which the 

phenomenon of financialisation has made labour productivity sluggish has also occurred in the 

case of the EU countries.  

 

5. ECONOMETRIC METHODOLOGY 

Our econometric methodology involves the implementation of the LSDVC estimator proposed 

by Nickel (1981), Bun and Kiviet (2003), and Bun and Carree (2005) and extended by Bruno 

(2005a, 2005b) for the specific case of unbalanced panels. Stata software is used to produce our 

estimates by employing the ‘xtlsdvc’ routine.  

This particular estimator was chosen for four different reasons, which are directly related 

to the characteristics of our four panels (unbalanced, dynamic, and macro panels) and the need to 

deal with the potential problem of endogeneity. On the one hand, our four panels described 

previously are indeed unbalanced due to the existence of some missing values because it was not 

possible to collect data for all the variables for all the years for each country, are also dynamic 

due to the inclusion of lagged labour productivity among the independent variables, and are also 

macro due to the relatively small number of cross-sectional units (countries). On the other hand, 

we need to take into account the hypothetical existence of endogeneity for two different reasons, 

namely the omission of the aforementioned ‘Ricardo effect’ (Ricardo, 1821) and/or other relevant 

variables not directly or indirectly linked to the phenomenon of financialisation but that are 

typically used in some econometric works on this subject (Fortune, 1987; Vergeer and 

Kleinknecht, 2014; Guarini, 2016; Micallef, 2016; Dua and Garg, 2019; Carnevali et al., 2020; 

Pariboni and Tridico, 2020; Yousef, 2020) and the possibility of simultaneity among our variables 

(Vergeer and Kleinknecht, 2014; Carnevali et al., 2020). 
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In what follows, we describe the four reasons that explain our choice to implement the 

LSDVC estimator. Firstly, the conventional panel data estimators (e.g. pooled ordinary least 

squares, least-squares dummy variables, fixed effects, and random effects) do not produce 

unbiased and consistent estimates in the case of dynamic panel data models, particularly because 

the lagged dependent variable is correlated with fixed effects in the error term component (Nickel, 

1981). Secondly, the conventional panel data estimators for dynamic panel data models (e.g. 

Anderson and Hsiao, 1982; Arrelano and Bond, 1991; Arrelano and Bover, 1995; Blundell and 

Bond, 1998) also do not produce unbiased and consistent estimates in the case of macro panels 

with a relatively small number of cross-sectional units (Bruno, 2005a, 2005b). Thirdly, the Monte 

Carlo simulations show that the LSDVC estimator outperforms the aforementioned estimators in 

terms of efficiency and consistency in the case of macro panels (Kiviet, 1995; Judson and Owen, 

1999; Bruno 2005a, 2005b). Fourthly, the Monte Carlo simulations also show that the LSDVC 

estimator performs reasonably well in terms of efficiency and consistency even in the presence 

of endogeneity (Behr, 2003).  

The LSDVC works in two different steps in order to produce the corresponding estimates 

(Bruno, 2005a, 2005b). In the first one, the LSDVC estimator produces consistent estimates by 

requiring an initial matrix of starting values to be defined through the implementation of one of 

three consistent estimators, namely Anderson and Hsiao (1982), Arrelano and Bond (1991), and 

Blundell and Bond (1998). In the second one, the LSDVC estimator corrects the bias by 

performing several multiple replications to bootstrap the standard errors. Nevertheless, the 

choices in the aforementioned two steps related to the consistent estimator and the number of 

replications do not affect the estimates produced by the LSDVC estimators in terms of statistical 

significance and/or signs (Bun and Kiviet, 2001; Bruno, 2005a, 2005b).  

 

6. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this section, we present our estimates for labour productivity in the EU countries for the model 

without interaction terms (Table 5) and for the model with interaction terms (Table 6). For the 

two models, Arrelano and Bond’s (1991) estimator was employed in the first stage and a number 

of replications equal to 250 was used in the second stage. For these two models, we included time 

dummies in order to take into account the specific features of each year in the evolution of labour 

productivity in the EU countries. Wald tests were also performed in order to assess the statistical 

significance of the time dummies.  

In relation to the estimates for labour productivity in the EU countries for the model 

without interaction terms (Table 5), our findings confirm that all variables are statistically 

significant at the traditional significance levels and have the expected signs. This confirms the 
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robustness of our estimates, namely because our results do not change considerably when using 

the different proxies for the degree of financialisation. We find that the lagged labour productivity 

positively impacts the actual labour productivity in the EU countries by confirming that this 

variable evolves with a strong inertia, which is in line with the results found by Vergeer and 

Kleinknecht (2014) and Correia and Barradas (2021). This reinforces the urgent need for the 

adoption of several policies to reverse this downward on the evolution of labour productivity in 

the EU countries, otherwise the current slowdown will persist in the coming years. We also find 

that economic performance is a positive determinant of labour productivity in the EU countries, 

which is in line with the ‘Smith effect’ (1776) or the ‘Classical Kaldorian-Verdoorn effect’ 

(Verdoorn, 1949; Kaldor, 1961). Sylos Labini (1983), Guarini (2016), Tridico and Pariboni 

(2018), Carnevali et al. (2020), and Correia and Barradas (2021) also report a positive effect of 

economic performance on labour productivity. Our findings also confirm that the labour income 

share also determines labour productivity in the EU countries by exerting a positive effect. This 

result supports the ‘Webb-Sylos Labini effect’ (Sylos Labini, 1983, 1984, 1999) or the ‘Marx and 

Hicks effect’ (Hein and Tarassow, 2010). Vergeer and Kleinknecht (2014), Tridico and Pariboni 

(2018), Carnevali et al. (2020), Yousef (2020), and Correia and Barradas (2021) also found that 

labour income share exerts a positive impact on labour productivity. As also expected, personal 

income inequality exerts a negative effect on labour productivity in the EU countries9. A similar 

result was reported by Tridico and Pariboni (2018) and Correia and Barradas (2021). As also 

found by Tridico and Pariboni (2018) and Correia and Barradas (2021), our results confirm that 

the degree of financialisation negatively impacts the labour productivity in the EU countries. The 

only exception pertains to the case with the proxy of credit, according to which labour 

productivity depends positively on credit. This counterintuitive result could be explained by the 

structure of the productive system in the EU countries, where the majority of corporations (around 

99%) are small and medium sized. These corporations face higher funding constraints in 

comparison with larger corporations and they are more dependent on credit to improve labour 

productivity through new investments in human capital and/or on physical capital.  

 

Table 5. Estimates of labour productivity for the model without interaction terms (1980-2019) 

Variable Credit 
Liquid 

Liabilities 

Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

LPt-1 

0.042 

(0.029) 

[1.45] 

0.058** 

(0.027) 

[2.12] 

0.023 

(0.032) 

[0.72] 

0.110*** 

(0.035) 

[3.13] 

                                                            
9 It is worth noting that the negative effect of personal income inequality on labour productivity in the EU countries would be 

maintained if we used the top 1% income share or the Gini coefficient instead of the top 10% income share. Results are available upon 

request.  
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EPt 

0.607*** 

(0.027) 

[22.33] 

0.604*** 

(0.026) 

[23.43] 

0.594*** 

(0.025) 

[23.50] 

0.620*** 

(0.029) 

[20.79] 

LISt 

0.038** 

(0.019) 

[2.05] 

0.037* 

(0.020) 

[1.89] 

0.024 

(0.027) 

[0.90] 

0.033 

(0.024) 

[1.37] 

PIIt 

-0.052* 

(0.032) 

[-1.63] 

-0.056* 

(0.032) 

[-1.74] 

-0.060 

(0.038) 

[-1.59] 

-0.078** 

(0.036) 

[-2.19] 

DFt 

0.006** 

(0.003) 

[2.12] 

-0.001* 

(0.001) 

[-1.64] 

-0.007** 

(0.003) 

[-2.16] 

-0.005* 

(0.003) 

[-1.63] 

Observations 804 792 633 644 

Countries 28 28 28 27 

Years 40 40 40 40 

Time Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Wald Test (P-

value) 

0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000** 0.000*** 

Note: Standard errors in ( ), z-statistics in [], *** indicates statistically significance at 1% level, ** indicates 

statistically significance at 5% level and * indicates statistically significance at 10% level. Coefficients, standard 

errors and z-statistics for the year dummies are not reported 

 

Table 6. Estimates of labour productivity for the model with interaction terms (1980-2019) 

Variable Credit 
Liquid 

Liabilities 

Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

LPt-1 

0.029 

(0.027) 

[1.08] 

0.059** 

(0.027) 

[2.17] 

0.022 

(0.032) 

[0.71] 

0.088*** 

(0.033) 

[2.64] 

EPt 

0.834*** 

(0.035) 

[23.65] 

0.601*** 

(0.030) 

[20.16] 

0.591*** 

(0.028) 

[21.43] 

0.674*** 

(0.030) 

[22.84] 

EPtDFt 

-0.367*** 

(0.040) 

[-9.21] 

0.004 

(0.020) 

[0.20] 

0.007 

(0.053) 

[0.14] 

-0.617*** 

(0.098) 

[-6.29] 

LISt 

0.039* 

(0.023) 

[1.65] 

0.039 

(0.028) 

[1.38] 

0.036 

(0.028) 

[1.25] 

0.041* 

(0.025) 

[1.64] 

LIStDFt 
-0.041 

(0.038) 

-0.003 

(0.035) 

-0.048 

(0.051) 

-0.085* 

(0.051) 
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[-1.09] [-0.08] [-0.95] [-1.66] 

PIIt 

-0.012 

(0.045) 

[-0.28] 

-0.057 

(0.040) 

[-1.41] 

-0.058 

(0.043) 

[-1.36] 

-0.096*** 

(0.037) 

[-2.60] 

PIItDFt 

-0.043 

(0.046) 

[-0.94] 

0.001 

(0.021) 

[0.03] 

-0.011 

(0.054) 

[-0.21] 

0.058 

(0.064) 

[0.90] 

DFt 

0.046* 

(0.028) 

[1.65] 

-0.0003 

(0.021) 

[-0.01] 

0.023 

(0.039) 

[0.58] 

0.047 

(0.037) 

[1.28] 

Observations 804 792 633 644 

Countries 28 28 28 27 

Years 40 40 40 40 

Time Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Wald Test (P-

value) 

0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 

Note: Standard errors in ( ), z-statistics in [], *** indicates statistically significance at 1% level, ** indicates 

statistically significance at 5% level and * indicates statistically significance at 10% level. Coefficients, standard 

errors and z-statistics for the year dummies are not reported 

 

With regard to the estimates for labour productivity in the EU countries for the model 

with interaction terms (Table 6), our findings do not change considerably in comparison with the 

results for the model without interaction terms. Effectively, we continue to find evidence that 

labour productivity is strongly persistent, positively affected by economic performance and labour 

income share, and negatively affected by personal income inequality. The main change occurs 

with the degree of financialisation, which loses its statistical significance in the majority of cases, 

with the exception of the case where credit is used as a proxy, which continues to exhibit a positive 

effect on labour productivity. Our findings confirm that the interaction term between economic 

performance and the degree of financialisation is statistically significant at the traditional 

significance levels and exhibits a negative sign, which confirms that the impact of economic 

performance on labour productivity in the EU countries depends linearly and negatively on the 

degree of financialisation. We also find that the interaction term between labour income share and 

the degree of financialisation is also statistically significant at the traditional significance levels 

and exhibits a negative coefficient, which corroborates that the impact of labour income share on 

labour productivity in the EU countries also depends linearly and negatively on the degree of 

financialisation. These results are in line with the post-Keynesian predictions on the existence of 

the aforementioned indirect channels between the strengthening of the degree of financialisation, 

the weak economic performance (and the decline of the labour income share), and the 
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corresponding slowdown of labour productivity in the EU countries (Tridico and Pariboni, 2018; 

Correia and Barradas, 2021). The statistical insignificance of the interaction term between 

personal income inequality and labour productivity does not confirm the indirect channel between 

the strengthening of the degree of financialisation, the increase of personal income inequality, and 

the deceleration of labour productivity in the EU countries (Tridico and Pariboni, 2018; Correia 

and Barradas, 2021), probably because the increase of personal income inequality in the EU 

countries is explained not only by the phenomenon of financialisation but also by a host of 

different factors.  

In order to confirm the robustness of our estimates to resampling, we also employ a 

jackknife analysis (Quenouille, 1949, 1956; Tukey, 1958) through the re-estimation of our results 

for the model without interaction terms and for the model with interaction terms by excluding one 

country at a time and one year at a time10. For both models, the results of the jackknife analysis 

show that the majority of our variables maintain their statistical significance and the same impacts 

on labour productivity vis-á-vis the results for all the EU countries for all the years that are shown 

in Tables 5 and 6.  

Our results confirm that the poor evolution of labour productivity in the EU countries 

cannot be divorced from the phenomenon of financialisation and its corresponding four channels. 

Tables 7 and 8 describe the economic effects of our estimates (McCloskey and Ziliak, 1996; Ziliak 

and McCloskey, 2004) in order to assess the role of each channel in the evolution of labour 

productivity in the EU countries. Just for simplicity, we present the economic effects only for the 

model without interaction terms. 

 

Table 7. Economic effects of labour productivity for the model without interaction terms (1980-

2019) 

Model Variable 
Short-term 

Coefficient 

Long-term 

Coefficient 

Actual 

Cumulative 

Change11 

Economic 

Effect 

Credit 

EPt 

0.607*** 

(0.027) 

[22.33] 

0.633*** 

(0.025) 

[11.61] 

0.025 0.016 

LISt 

0.038** 

(0.019) 

[2.05] 

0.040** 

(0.019) 

[2.06] 

-0.170 -0.007 

PIIt -0.052* -0.054* 0.137 -0.007 

                                                            
10 Please note that the results of the jackknife analysis are available upon request.  
11 Note that the actual cumulative change for the models with the proxies of credit and liquid liabilities corresponds to the annual 

growth rate of the correspondent variables from 1980 and 2017 due to the existence of missing values in 2018 and 2019 (Table 1). 
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(0.032) 

[-1.63] 

(0.034) 

[-1.62] 

DFt 

0.006** 

(0.003) 

[2.12] 

0.006** 

(0.003) 

[2.12] 

0.565 -0.004 

Liquid 

Liabilities 

EPt 

0.604*** 

(0.026) 

[23.43] 

0.641*** 

(0.028) 

[23.30] 

0.025 0.016 

LISt 

0.037* 

(0.020) 

[1.89] 

0.039* 

(0.021) 

[1.88] 

-0.170 -0.007 

PIIt 

-0.056* 

(0.032) 

[-1.74] 

-0.059* 

(0.034) 

[-1.73] 

0.137 -0.008 

DFt 

-0.001* 

(0.001) 

[-1.64] 

-0.001* 

(0.001) 

[-1.64] 

1.017 -0.001 

Stock Market 

Capitalisation 

EPt 

0.594*** 

(0.025) 

[23.50] 

0.608*** 

(0.024) 

[24.84] 

0.027 0.016 

DFt 

-0.007** 

(0.003) 

[-2.16] 

-0.007** 

(0.003) 

[-2.15] 

2.714 -0.019 

Stock Market 

Value Traded 

EPt 

0.620*** 

(0.029) 

[20.79] 

0.696*** 

(0.030) 

[23.12] 

0.026 0.018 

PIIt 

-0.078** 

(0.036) 

[-2.19] 

-0.088** 

(0.040) 

[-2.19] 

0.188 -0.017 

DFt 

-0.005* 

(0.003) 

[-1.63] 

-0.005* 

(0.003) 

[-1.62] 

3.273 -0.016 

Note: Standard errors in ( ), z-statistics in [], *** indicates statistically significance at 1% level, ** indicates 

statistically significance at 5% level and * indicates statistically significance at 10% level. The long-term coefficient 

is calculated through the ratio between the short-term coefficient (estimated coefficient) and one minus the coefficient 

of the autoregressive estimation (estimated lagged labour productivity coefficient) by employing the ‘nlcom’ routine 

from the Stata software. The actual cumulative change corresponds to the average annual growth rate of the economic 

performance and to the growth rate of the labour income share, personal income inequality and degree of 

financialisation. The economic effect is the multiplication of the long-term coefficient by the actual cumulative 

change 
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Table 8. Average of the economic effects of labour productivity for the model without interaction 

terms (1980-2019) 

Variable Short-term 

Coefficient 

(Average) 

Long-term 

Coefficient 

(Average) 

Actual 

Cumulative 

Change 

(Average) 

Economic 

Effect 

(Average) 

EPt 0.606 0.645 0.026 0.017 

LISt 0.038 0.040 -0.170 -0.007 

PIIt -0.062 -0.067 0.154 -0.011 

DFt -0.002 -0.002 1.892 -0.010 

  

We conclude that all four channels associated with the phenomenon of financialisation 

explain the evolution of labour productivity in the EU countries. The increase of personal income 

inequality, the strengthening of the degree of financialisation, and the decline of the labour income 

share have contributed to the sluggish labour productivity in the EU countries from 1980 to 2019 

by around 1.1%, 1%, and 0.7% on average, respectively. Economic performance has been the 

main driver of labour productivity in the EU countries by favouring a growth of about 1.7% on 

average, which has not been enough to compensate for the detrimental economic effects of the 

increase in personal income inequality, the strengthening of the degree of financialisation, and 

the decline of the labour income share. During that time, labour productivity in the EU countries 

would have grown more if there had been a stronger economic performance, a smaller decline (or 

even a rise) of the labour income share, a smaller increase (or even a decrease) of personal income 

inequality, and a weakening of the degree of financialisation. 

 

7. CONCLUSION 

This paper employed a panel data econometric approach in order to empirically ascertain the role 

of the phenomenon of financialisation in the deceleration of labour productivity in the EU 

countries from 1980 to 2019. 

Theoretically, and by relying on the post-Keynesian literature, the phenomenon of 

financialisation cannot be divorced from the deceleration of labour productivity in the majority 

of the developed economies since the mid-1970s and 1980s, namely due to four different 

channels: the weak economic performance, the decline in the labour income share, the increase 

in personal income inequality, and strengthening of the degree of financialisation (Tridico and 

Pariboni, 2018; Correia and Barradas, 2021). 
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Some of these four channels have already been tested in several econometric works (Sylos 

Labini, 1983; Vergeer and Kleinknecht, 2014; Guarini, 2016; Micallef, 2016; Tridico and 

Pariboni, 2018; Carnevali et al., 2020; Yousef, 2020; and Correia and Barradas, 2021), although 

they do not directly assess all the aforementioned four channels through which the phenomenon 

of financialisation has undermined labour productivity. Tridico and Priboni (2018) and Correia 

and Barradas (2021) are the only two exceptions. The former work focuses on the OECD 

countries but uses only one proxy to capture the degree of financialisation (stock market 

capitalisation) and does not take into account in its estimates the potential indirect effects between 

the degree of financialisation (the fourth channel) and economic performance (the first channel), 

the labour income share (the second channel), and personal income inequality (the third channel). 

The latter uses five different proxies to measure the degree of financialisation (credit, money 

supply, financial value added, stock market capitalisation, and shareholder orientation) and takes 

into account in its estimates the potential indirect effects between the degree of financialisation 

(the fourth channel) and economic performance (the first channel), the labour income share (the 

second channel), and personal income inequality (the third channel), through the use of interaction 

terms, but it only focuses on Portugal. 

Hence, we estimated an aggregate equation according to which labour productivity 

depends on lagged labour productivity, economic performance, labour income share, personal 

income inequality, and degree of financialisation. We used the LSDVC estimator created by 

Nickel (1981), Bun and Kiviet (2003), Bun and Carree (2005), and Bruno (2005a, 2005b) due to 

the existence of an unbalanced panel, a dynamic model, and a macro panel and the need to 

overcome the potential endogeneity due to the omission of relevant variables and/or simultaneity 

among the different variables (channels).  

Our findings confirm that the weak evolution of labour productivity in the EU countries 

cannot be dissociated from the phenomenon of financialisation and its corresponding four 

channels. Lagged labour productivity, economic performance, and labour productivity positively 

impact the labour productivity in the EU countries, while personal income inequality and the 

degree of financialisation impact it negatively. Our findings also reveal that labour productivity 

in the EU countries in the last decades would have grown more if there had been a stronger 

economic performance, a smaller decline (or even a rise) of the labour income share, a smaller 

increase (or even a decrease) of personal income inequality, and a weakening of the degree of 

financialisation. 

Our findings suggest that policy makers in the EU countries should engage in policies 

that could promote a stronger economic performance, a rise of the labour income share, a decrease 

of personal income inequality, and a weakening of the degree of financialisation in order to 
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support higher growth of labour productivity in the coming years and to avoid a new ‘secular 

stagnation’ in the era of financialisation. Following post-Keynesian insights, policy makers 

should put in place several measures to interrupt the continuously decreasing demand, which 

should involve international coordination to abandon the paradigm of Reaganomics and 

Thatcherism and to resume a focus on demand-side economics, full employment goals, welfare 

state expansion, labour market protection, expansionary budget policies, and redistributive 

policies (Pariboni et al., 2020). Re-regulation of the financial system, a process of de-

financialisation, and a Global Keynesian New Deal could be desirable to achieve all of these goals 

(Hein, 2012). 

 The use of micro data at corporate level, industry level, sector level, regional level, and/or 

country level could represent a suggestion for further research on labour productivity in EU 

countries. This will be crucial to assess whether these four channels linked to the phenomenon of 

financialisation have a detrimental effect on labour productivity in all corporations, sectors, 

regions, industries, regions, and/or countries or only in some of them. An analysis of the 

consequences of the slowdown of labour productivity in the EU countries could represent another 

suggestion for further research on this matter. 

 

8. REFERENCES 

Aghion, P., Howitt, P., and Mayer-Foulkes, D. (2005). The Effect of Financial Development on 

Convergence: Theory and Evidence. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 120 (1), 173–222. 

Akkemik, K. A., and Özen, Ş. (2014). Macroeconomic and institutional determinants of 

financialisation of non-financial firms: Case study of Turkey. Socio-Economic Review, 

12 (1), 71–98. 

Alexiou, C., Vogiazas, S., and Nellis, J. (2018). Reassessing the relationship between the financial 

sector and economic growth: Dynamic panel evidence. International Journal of Finance 

& Economics, 23 (2), 155–173. 

Altman, M. (1998). A High-Wage Path to Economic Growth and Development. Challenge, 41 

(1), 91–104. 

Alvarez, I. (2015). Financialisation, non-financial corporations and income inequality: the case 

of France. Socio-Economic Review, 13 (3), 449–475. 

Anderson, T. W., and Hsiao, C. (1982). Formulation and estimation of dynamic models using 

panel data.  Journal of Econometrics, 18 (1), 570–606. 



28 

 

Arrelano, M., and Bond, S. (1991). Some tests of specification for panel data: Monte Carlo 

evidence and an application to employment equations. Review of Economic Studies, 58 

(2), 277–297. 

Arrelano, M., and Bover, O. (1995). Another look at the instrumental variable estimation of error-

components models. Journal of Econometrics, 68, 29–51. 

Assa, J. (2012). Financialisation and its Consequences: the OECD Experience. Finance Research, 

1(1), 35–39. 

Atkinson, A. B., and Morelli, S. (2011). Economic crises and inequality. UNDP-HDRO 

Occasional Papers 2011/6. 

Baiardi, D., and Morana, C. (2018). Financial development and income distribution inequality in 

the euro area. Economic Modelling, 70, 40–55. 

Baltagi, B. (2005). Econometric Analysis of Panel Data. 3rd Edition. New York: John Wiley & 

Sons, Ltd.  

Baldacci, E., de Mello, L., and Inchauste, G. (2002). Financial Crises, Poverty and Income 

Distribution. IMF Working Paper 02/4. 

Banerjee, A. V., and Newman, A. F. (1993). Occupational Choice and the Process of 

Development. Journal of Political Economy, 101 (2), 274–298. 

Barajas, A., Chami, R., and Yousefi, S. R. (2013). The Finance and Growth Nexus Re-Examined: 

Do All Countries Benefit Equally?. IMF Working Paper 13/130.  

Barradas, R. (2016). Evolution of the Financial Sector – Three Different Stages: Repression, 

Development and Financialisation. In O. Gomes, and H. F. Martins (eds.), Advances in 

Applied Business Research: the L.A.B.S. Initiative. New York: Nova Science Publishers. 

Barradas, R. (2017). Financialisation and Real Investment in the European Union Beneficial or 

Prejudicial Effects?. Review of Political Economy, 29 (3), 376–413. 

Barradas, R. (2019). Financialization and Neoliberalism and the Fall in the Labour Share: A Panel 

Data Econometric Analysis for the European Union Countries. Review of Radical 

Political Economics, 51 (3), 383–417. 

Barradas, R. 2020. Does the financial system support economic growth in times of 

financialisation: Evidence for Portugal. International Review of Applied Economics, 34 

(6), 785–806. 



29 

 

Barradas, R., and Lagoa, S. (2017a). Functional Income Distribution in Portugal: The Role of 

Financialisation and Other Related Determinants. Society and Economy, 39 (2), 183–212. 

Barradas, R., and Lagoa, S. (2017b). Financialisation and Portuguese real investment: A 

supportive or disruptive relationship?. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics, 40 (3), 413–

439. 

Barradas, R., Lagoa, S., Leão, E., and Mamede, R. P. (2018). Financialisation in the European 

Periphery and the Sovereign Debt Crisis: The Portuguese Case. Journal of Economic 

Issues, 52 (4), 1056–1083. 

Baud, C., and Durand, C. (2012). Financialization, globalization and the making of profits by 

leading retailers. Socio-Economic Review, 10 (2), 241–266.  

Beck, T., Degryse, H., and Kneer, C. (2014). Is more finance better? Disentangling intermediation 

and size effects of financial systems. Journal of Financial Stability, 10 (1), 50–64. 

Behr, A. (2003). A comparison of dynamic panel data estimators: Monte Carlo evidence and an 

application to the investment function. Discussion Paper nº 05/03. Economic Research 

Centre of the Deutsche Bundesbank: Frankfurt am Main. 

Blundell, R., and Bond, S. (1998). Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic panel-

data models. Journal of Econometrics, 87, 115–143. 

Breitenlechner, M., Gächter, M., and Sindermann, F. (2015). The finance-growth nexus in crisis. 

Economics Letters, 132 (1), 31–33. 

Bun, M. J. G., and Carree, M. A. (2005). Bias-Corrected Estimation in Dynamic Panel Data 

Models. Journal of Business and Economic Statistics, 23 (2), 200–210.  

Bun, M. J. G., and Kiviet, J. F. (2003). On the diminishing returns of higher orders terms in 

asymptotic expansions of bias. Economic Letters, 79 (2), 145–152.  

Bruno, G. S. F. (2005a). Approximating the bias of the LSDV estimator for dynamic unbalanced 

panel data models. Economic Letters, 87 (3), 361–366. 

Bruno, G. S. F. (2005b). Estimation and inference in dynamic unbalanced panel-data models with 

a small number of individuals. The Stata Journal, 5 (4), 473–500.  

Carnevali, E., Godin, A., Lucarelli, S., and Passarella, M. V. (2020). Productivity growth, Smith 

effects and Ricardo effects in Euro Area’s manufacturing industries. Metroeconomica, 71 

(1), 129–155. 



30 

 

Cecchetti, S. G., and Kharroubi, E. (2012). Reassessing the impact of finance on growth. BIS 

Working Paper 381. 

Cordonnier, L. , and Van de Velde, F. (2014). The demands of finance and the glass ceiling of 

profit without investment. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 39 (3), 871–885. 

Correia, D., and Barradas, R. (2021). Financialisation and the Slowdown of Labour Productivity 

in Portugal: A Post-Keynesian Approach. PSL Quarterly Review. At Press. 

Crotty, J. R. (2005). The Neoliberal Paradox: The Impact of Destructive Product Market 

Competition and Impatient Finance on Nonfinancial Corporations in the Neoliberal Era. 

In A. Epstein (ed.), Financialisation and the World Economy. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar 

Publishing Limited.  

Dabla-Norris, E., and Srivisal, N. (2013). Revisiting the Link Between Finance and 

Macroeconomic Volatility. IMF Working Paper 13/29.  

Davis, L. (2017). Financialization and the non-financial corporation: An investigation of firm-

level investment behavior in the United States. Metroeconomica, 69 (1), 270–307. 

Denk, O., and Cournède, B. (2015). Finance and income inequality in OECD countries. OECD 

Economics Department Working Paper 1224. 

Dua, P., and Garg, N. K. (2019). Determinants of labour productivity: Comparison between 

developing and developed countries of Asia-Pacific. Pacific Economic Review, 24 (5), 

686–704. 

Dünhaupt, P. (2013). The Effect of Financialisation on Labor’s Share of Income. Working Paper 

Nº 17/2013. Berlin: Institute for International Political Economy. 

Ehigiamusoe, K. U., and Lean, H. H. (2018). Finance-Growth Nexus: New Insights from the West 

African Region. Emerging Markets Finance and Trade, 54 (11), 2596–2613. 

Fortune, J. N. (1987). Some determinants of labour productivity. Applied Economics, 19 (6), 839–

843. 

Fournier, J. M., and Koske, I. (2012). The determinants of earnings inequality: evidence from 

quantile regressions. OECD Journal: Economic Studies, 2012 (1), 5–36. 

Furceri, D., and Loungani, P. (2015). Capital account liberalization and inequality. IMF Working 

Paper 15/243. 

Galor, O., and Zeira, J. (1993). Income Distribution and Macroeconomics. The Review of 

Economic Studies, 60 (1), 35–52. 



31 

 

Gehrke, C. (2003). The Ricardo Effect: Its Meaning and Validity. Economica, 70 (277), 143–158. 

Gimet, C., and Lagoarde-Segot, T. (2011). A closer look at financial development and income 

distribution. Journal of Banking and Finance, 35 (7), 1698–1713. 

Greenwood, J., and Jovanovic, B. (1990). Financial Development, Growth, and the Distribution 

of Income. Journal of Political Economy, 98(5), 1076–1107. 

Guarini, G. (2016). Macroeconomic and technological dynamics: A structuralist-Keynesian 

cumulative growth model. PSL Quarterly Review, 69 (276), 49–75. 

Haan, J., and Sturm, J. E. (2017). Finance and income inequality: A review and new evidence. 

European Journal of Political Economy, 50 (5), 171–195. 

Hein, E. (2010). ‘Financialisation’, Capital Accumulation and Productivity Growth: a Post-

Keynesian Approach. In G. Fontana, J. McCombie, and M. Sawyer (eds.), 

Macroeconomics, Finance and Money. Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hein, E., and Tarassow, A. (2010). Distribution, aggregate demand and productivity growth: 

theory and empirical results for six OECD countries based on a post-Kaleckian model. 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, 34 (4), 727–754. 

Hein, E. (2012). The Macroeconomics of Finance-dominated Capitalism – and its Crisis. 

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 

Jauch, S., and Watzka, S. (2012). Financial development and income inequality: a panel data 

approach. CESifo Working Papers 3687. 

Jaumotte, F., Lall, S., and Papageorgiou, C. (2013). Rising Income Inequality: Technology, or 

Trade and Financial Globalization?. IMF Economic Review 08/185. 

Jaumotte, F., and Buitron, C. O. (2015). Inequality and Labor Market Institutions. IMF Staff 

Discussion Note 15/14. 

Judson, R. A., and Owen, A. L. (1999). Estimating dynamic panel data models: a guide for 

macroeconomists. Economic Letters, 65 (1), 9–15. 

Kaldor, N. (1957). A Model of Economic Growth. The Economic Journal, 67 (268), 591–624. 

Kaldor, N. (1961). Capital Accumulation and Economic Growth. In F. A. Lutz, and D. C. Hague 

(ed.), The Theory of Capital. Lutz, F. A. and Hague, D. C. New York: St. Martin’s Press. 

Kalecki, M. (1937). The Principle of Increasing Risk. Economica, 4 (16), 440–447. 



32 

 

Karanassou, M., and Sala, H. (2013). Distributional Consequences of Capital Accumulation, 

Globalisation and Financialisation in the US. IZA Discussion Paper Nº 7244.  

Kiviet, J. F. (1995). On bias, inconsistency, and efficiency of various estimators in dynamic panel 

data models. Journal of Econometrics, 68 (1), 53–78. 

Kohler, K., Guschanski, A., and Stockhammer, E. (2019). The impact of financialisation on the 

wage share: a theoretical clarification and empirical test. Cambridge Journal of 

Economics, 43 (4), 937–974. 

Kose, M. A., Prasad, E., Rogoff, K. S., and Wei, S. (2006). Financial Globalization: A 

Reappraisal. IMF Staff Papers Nº 06/189.  

Kristal, T. (2010). Good times, bad times. Postwar Labour’s Share of National Income in 

Capitalist Democracies. American Sociological Review, 75 (5), 729–763. 

Kus, B. (2012). Financialisation and Income Inequality in OECD Nations: 1995-2007. The 

Economic and Social Review, 43 (4), 477–495. 

Lagoa, S., and Barradas, R. (2020). Financialisation and Inequality in the Semi-Periphery: 

Evidence from Portugal. In A. C. Santos, and N. Teles (eds.), Financialisation in the 

European Periphery: Work and Social Reproduction in Portugal. London: Routledge. 

Lazonick, W., and O’Sullivan, M. (2000). Maximising shareholder value: a new ideology for 

corporate governance. Economic and Society, 29 (1), 13–35. 

Levine, R. (1997). Financial Development and Economic Growth: Views and Agenda. Journal 

of Economic Literature, 35 (2), 688–726. 

Lin, K., and Tomaskovic-Devey, D. (2013). Financialisation and US Income Inequality, 1970-

2008. American Journal of Sociology, 118 (5), 1284–1329. 

Marshall, A. (1890). Principles of Economics. London: MacMillan. 

McCloskey, D. N., and Ziliak, S. T. (1996). The Standard Error of Regressions. Journal of 

Economic Literature, 34 (1), 97–114. 

Micallef, B. (2016). Determinants of Labour Productivity in Malta: Evidence from a Firm-Level 

Survey. Economics and Sociology, 9 (4), 27–40.  

Nickell, S. (1981). Biases in Dynamic Models with Fixed Effects. Econometrica, 49 (6), 1417–

1426. 



33 

 

Onaran, Ö., and Obst, T. (2016). Wage-led growth in the EU15 member-states: the effects of 

income distribution on growth, investment, trade balance and inflation. Cambridge 

Journal of Economics, 40 (6), 1517–1551. 

Onaran, Ö., Stockhammer, E., and Grafl, L. (2011). Financialisation, income distribution and 

aggregate demand in the USA. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 35 (4), 637–661. 

Orhangazi, Ö. (2008). Financialisation and capital accumulation in the non-financial corporate 

sector: A theoretical and empirical investigation on the US economy: 1973-2003. 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, 32 (6), 863–886. 

Pariboni, R., and Tridico, R. (2020). Structural change, institutions and the dynamics of labor 

productivity in Europe. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 30 (1), 1275–1300. 

Pariboni, R., Paternesi, M., and Tridico, P. (2020). When Melius Abundare Is No Longer True: 

Excessive Financialization and Inequality as Drivers of Stagnation. Review of Political 

Economy, 32 (2), 216–242. 

Prasad, E. S., Rajan, R. G., and Subramanian, A. (2007). Foreign Capital and Economic Growth. 

NBER Working Paper 13619.  

Quenouille, M. H. (1956). Notes on bias in estimation. Biometrika, 43 (3/4), 353–360. 

Ricardo, D. (1821). On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation. New York: John 

Murray, Albemarle-Street. 

Rioja, F., and Valev, N. (2004a). Finance and the Sources of Growth at Various Stages of 

Economic Development. Economic Inquiry Journal, 42 (1), 127–140.  

Rioja, F., and Valev, N. (2004b). Does one size fit all? A reexamination of the finance and growth 

relationship. Journal of Development Economics, 74 (1), 429–447. 

Roine, J., Vlachos, J., and Waldenströrm, D. (2009). The long-run determinants of inequality: 

What can we learn from top income data?. Journal of Public Economics, 93(7/8), 974–

988. 

Rousseau, P. L., and Wachtel, P. (2011). What is happening to the impact of financial deepening 

on economic growth?. Economic Inquiry, 49 (1), 276–288. 

Samuel, C. (2000). Does Shareholder Myopia Lead to Managerial Myopia? A First Look. Applied 

Financial Economics, 10 (5), 493–505. 

Seo, H. J., Kim, H. S., and Kim, Y. C. (2012). Financialization and the Slowdown in Korean 

Firms’ R&D Investment. Asian Economic Papers, 11 (3), 35–49. 



34 

 

Smith. A. (1776). The Wealth of Nations. London: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.  

Soener, M. C. (2015). Why do firms financialize? Meso-level evidence from the US apparel and 

footwear industry, 1991-2005. Socio-Economic Review, 13 (3), 549–573. 

Stockhammer, E. (2004). Financialisation and the slowdown of accumulation. Cambridge 

Journal of Economics, 28 (5), 719–741. 

Stockhammer, E. (2006). Shareholder value orientation and the investment-profit puzzle. Journal 

of Post Keynesian Economics, 28 (2), 193–215. 

Stockhammer, E. (2017). Determinants of the Wage Share: A Panel Data Analysis of Advanced 

and Developing Economies. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 55 (1), 3–33.  

Studenmund, A. H. (2005). Using Econometrics: A Practical Guide. 5th Edition, Boston: Addison 

Wesley Pearson. 

Sylos Labini, P. (1983). Factors Affecting Changes in Productivity. Journal of Post Keynesian 

Economics, 6 (2), 161–179. 

Sylos Labini, P. (1984). The Forces of Economic Growth and Decline. Cambridge: MIT Press.  

Sylos Labini, P. (1999). The Employment Issue: Investment, Flexibility and the Competition of 

Developing Countries. PSL Quarterly Review, 52 (10), 257–280. 

Tomaskovic-Devey, D., Lin, K., and Meyers, N. (2015). Did financialization reduce economic 

growth?. Socio-Economic Review, 13 (3), 525–548.  

Tori, D., and Onaran, Ö. (2018). The effects of financialization on investment: evidence from 

firm-level data for the UK. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 42 (5), 1393–1416. 

Tori, D., and Onaran, Ö. (2019). Financialization, financial development and investment. 

Evidence from European non-financial corporations. Socio-Economic Review, 18 (3), 

681–718. 

Tridico, P., and Pariboni, R. (2018). Inequality, financialization, and economic decline. Journal 

of Post Keynesian Economics, 41 (2), 236–259. 

Tukey, J. W. (1958). Bias and Confidence in Not-Quite Large Sample. Annals of Mathematical 

Statistics, 29 (2), 614–623. 

Van Treeck, T. (2008). Reconsidering the Investment-Profit Nexus in Finance-Led Economies: 

an ARDL-Based Approach. Metroeconomica, 59 (3), 371–404. 



35 

 

Vercelli, A. (2013). Financialisation in a Long-Run Perspective. International Journal of Political 

Economy, 42 (4), 19–46. 

Verdoorn, P. J. (1949). Fattori che regolano lo sviluppo della produttività del lavoro. L’industria, 

1(1), 3–10. 

Vergeer, R., and Kleinnknecht, A. (2014). Do labour market reforms reduce labour productivity 

growth? A panel data analysis of 20 OECD countries (1960-2004). International Labour 

Review, 153 (3), 365–393. 

Webb, S. (1912). The Economic Theory of a Legal Minimum Wage. Journal of Political 

Economy, 20 (10), 973–998. 

Yousef, E. M. M. A. (2020). The Determinants of Labor Productivity in Jordan During the Period 

1980-2017. International Journal of Business and Economic Research, 9 (1), 21–28. 

Ziliak, S. T., and McCloskey, D. N. (2004). Size matters: the standard error of regressions in the 

American Economic Review. The Journal of Socio-Economics, 33 (5), 527–54. 



 

9. APPENDIX 

Figure A1. Labour productivity (growth rate %) 
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Figure A2. Economic performance (growth rate %) 
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Figure A3. Labour income share (% of gross domestic product) 

 

 

 

.52

.56

.60

.64

.68

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Austria

.58

.60

.62

.64

.66

.68

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Belgium

.35

.40

.45

.50

.55

.60

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Bulgaria

.52

.56

.60

.64

.68

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Croatia

.48

.50

.52

.54

.56

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Cyprus

.44

.46

.48

.50

.52

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Czechia

.52

.54

.56

.58

.60

.62

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Denmark

.46

.48

.50

.52

.54

.56

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Estonia

.48

.52

.56

.60

.64

.68

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Finland

.52

.56

.60

.64

.68

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

France

.54

.56

.58

.60

.62

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Germany

.48

.52

.56

.60

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Greece

.44

.46

.48

.50

.52

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Hungary

.3

.4

.5

.6

.7

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Ireland

.50

.55

.60

.65

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Italy

.40

.44

.48

.52

.56

.60

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Latvia

.35

.40

.45

.50

.55

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Lithuania

.48

.52

.56

.60

.64

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Luxembourg

.46

.48

.50

.52

.54

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Malta

.55

.60

.65

.70

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Netherlands

.44

.48

.52

.56

.60

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Poland

.50

.55

.60

.65

.70

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Portugal

.4

.5

.6

.7

.8

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Romania

.40

.42

.44

.46

.48

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Slovakia

.58

.60

.62

.64

.66

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Slovenia

.52

.56

.60

.64

.68

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Spain

.44

.46

.48

.50

.52

.54

.56

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

Sweden

.50

.52

.54

.56

.58

.60

.62

80 85 90 95 00 05 10 15

United Kingdom

LIS



39 

 

Figure A4. Personal income inequality (% of total) 
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Figure A5. Credit (% of gross domestic product) 
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Figure A6. Liquid liabilities (% of gross domestic product) 
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Figure A7. Stock market capitalisation (% of gross domestic product) 
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Figure A8. Stock market value traded (% of gross domestic product) 
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