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ABSTRACT

Over the last five decades, the degree of unionisation of workers has been decreasing and, therefore, by inadvertently accepting
the deterioration of labour relations, the loss of labour rights, and the increase in the exploitation of labour all over the world,
workers have not genuinely contested the neoliberal agenda and the deregulation and flexibilisation of the labour market. Our
argument to explain this puzzling paradox of worsening labour conditions yet a lesser degree of unionisation finds that this is
due to the financialisation of workers. On the one hand, workers with financial assets tend to reduce their unionisation due to
their more financially solid position, pro-capital predisposition, perceived disconnection from union priorities, access to
attractive remuneration benefits, a (psychological) sense of being owners (employers) and an alignment with capital's
(employers’) interests. On the other hand, workers with financial liabilities tend to reduce their unionisation due to their more
financially fragile position, fears of job and income loss and concerns about default, reluctance to incur the immediate costs of
monthly union dues, worries about the social stigma linked to potential default and a tendency to prioritise individual interests
over collective action. This paper aims to study the relation between the financialisation of workers and their unionisation by
performing a time series econometric analysis centred on Portugal over the period from 1980 to 2023. Our results confirm that
the financialisation of workers exerts a negative effect on the degree of unionisation in Portugal. The financialisation of workers
has indeed been one of the main factors behind the deunionisation in Portugal since the 1980s.

JEL Classification: C22, G51 and J51 and J53

1 | Introduction

Labour conditions have been worsening, workers have been losing
some labour rights, and the degree of exploitation of labour has
been increasing all over the world since the 1970s and 1980s
(Korpi and Shalev 1979; Gouzoulis 2023; Prata Feres et al. 2024),
which is observable in the decrease of the labour income share
and in stagnant (or falling) wages (Gouzoulis 2021, 2022;
Barradas 2023; Alcobia and Barradas 2023 and Alcobia and
Barradas 2024; Gouzoulis et al. 2023a); the rise of top management
compensation vis-a-vis the working class and blue-collar workers

and the widening of inequalities in personal income (Barradas and
Lakhani 2024; Barradas 2025a); the proliferation of atypical work
(e.g., temporary or fixed-term contracts, dispatched contracts,
involuntary part-time jobs and multiple job-holding) and the
prevalence of non-standard labour contracts (Kalleberg 2000, 2009;
Chan 2023; Gouzoulis et al. 2023b and 2025); the increase in job
insecurity, instability, insufficient social protection, precarious-
ness, higher flexibility, scarcer incentives and lower-paid
jobs (Tridico and Pariboni 2018; Pariboni and Tridico 2020);
the surge of emotional abuse and/or other threats (e.g., discrimi-
nation, bullying, harassment and violence) in the workplace

The authors thank the anonymous referee, Sérgio Lagoa, Ruben Silva Barros, and the participants in the 27th Annual Conference of the Association for Heterodox Economics (King's College London,

June 2025) for their helpful comments and suggestions. The usual disclaimer applies.

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly

cited.

© 2025 The Author(s). Industrial Relations Journal published by Brian Towers (BRITOW) and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Industrial Relations Journal, 2026; 57:59-74
https://doi.org/10.1111/irj.70014

59


https://doi.org/10.1111/irj.70014
mailto:ricardo_barradas@iscte-iul.pt
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1111/irj.70014
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Firj.70014&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-10-13

(Buttigieg et al. 2011); the deterioration in the balance between
work and life and the intensification of work pressure (Chatrakul
Na Ayudhya et al. 2019); and the spread of informal work and
non-contract workers (Chan 2023).

Nonetheless, workers have been decreasing their degree of
unionisation in the last five decades and, therefore, have not
genuinely contested the neoliberal agenda and the deregulation
and flexibilisation of the labour market. This has been because
they have been inadvertently accepting the deterioration of
labour relations, the loss of labour rights, and the increase in
the degree of the exploitation of labour all over the world during
that time (Gouzoulis 2024). This paradox of worsening labour
conditions yet a lesser degree of unionisation is quite puzzling
for scholars in the field of industrial relations. Our investiga-
tion finds that this is due to the financialisation of workers
and their higher and stronger engagement with the realm of
finance (Lapavitsas 2011; Van Der Zwan 2014; Gongalves and
Barradas 2021).

This paper aims to study the relation between the financiali-
sation of workers and their unionisation by performing a time
series econometric analysis centred on Portugal over the period
from 1980 to 2023. This paper presents at least four different
contributions to the existing literature about this matter. First,
this paper clarifies from a theoretical point of view the mech-
anisms through which the financialisation of workers through
the side of both financial assets and financial liabilities has
favoured their deunionisation since the 1980s. Note that the
literature on industrial relations has neglected the potential
negative effects of the financialisation of workers through the
side of financial assets on their unionisation, despite the higher
theoretical and empirical development associated to the nega-
tive effects of this financialisation through the side of financial
liabilities on their unionisation (Kelly and Kelly 1994;
Langley 2007; Palley and LaJeunesse 2007; Stockhammer 2009;
Lazzarato 2012; Van Der Zwan 2014; Wood 2017; Sweet 2018;
Gouzoulis 2023, 2024). Second, this paper identifies the de-
terminants of unionisation in Portugal, paying particular
attention to the expected negative impact caused by the fi-
nancialisation of workers, for which the empirical evidence is
quite limited. Gouzoulis (2024) is the only exception, in con-
firming a negative relation between the financialisation of
workers through the side of financial liabilities and their un-
ionisation in the cases of Japan, Sweden and South Korea.
Third, this paper is centred on Portugal, for which empirical
evidence is non-existent. Portugal is a very interesting case in a
context in which we have also observed a general increasing
trend of financialisation of workers through the side of both

financial assets and financial liabilities and a strong decline in
their degree of unionisation (Figures 1 and 2). This seems to
suggest that these two stylised facts could be strongly inter-
connected, mainly if we take into account that Portuguese
workers are the most financialised and the least unionised of
the European Union (Barradas 2022a; Waddington et al. 2023;
Romado and Barradas 2024). Fourth, this paper also presents the
economic effects of the statistically significant estimates, which
allows us to better identify the main factors behind the deu-
nionisation in Portugal since the 1980s (McCloskey and
Ziliak 1996; Ziliak and McCloskey 2004).

We rely on an aggregate equation to address the determinants
of unionisation in Portugal by following a macroeconomic
approach, according to which unionisation depends on the fi-
nancialisation of workers and other control variables that have
been theoretically and empirically identified in the literature as
important determinants behind the deunionisation in the last
five decades all over the world (financialisation of corporations,
inflation rate, industrial workforce, public workforce, and
degree of globalisation). Our estimates were produced by em-
ploying the fully modified ordinary least squares (FMOLS) esti-
mator (Phillips and Hansen 1990), the canonical cointegration
regression (CCR) estimator (Park 1992) and the dynamic ordi-
nary least squares (DOLS) estimator (Saikkonen 1992; Stock and
Watson 1993), given that our variables are integrated of order one
and, at the same time, cointegrated.

We conclude that the financialisation of workers has had a
negative effect on unionisation in Portugal, especially through
the side of financial assets, due to their being widespread within
workers in comparison to financial liabilities. The financiali-
sation of workers has indeed been one of the main factors
behind the deunionisation in Portugal since the 1980s. We also

1980 1985 1990 1695 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

FIGURE 2 | Degree of unionisation in Portugal (% of total). Source:
OECD/AIAS ICTWSS and Barradas (2024).

FIGURE 1 | Financialisation of workers in Portugal (% of GDP). Source: Bank of Portugal.
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conclude that the decline in industrial workforce has also ex-
acerbated the fall in the degree of unionisation in Portugal
since the 1980s, in a context in which a positive inflation rate
and the expansion of public workforce were not enough to
reverse the general decreasing trend of unionisation in Portugal
since the 1980s.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 portrays
a brief history of financialisation and the deunionisation of
workers in Portugal. In Section 3 describe the theoretical
mechanisms and the empirical evidence about the financiali-
sation of workers, through both the side of financial assets and
that of financial liabilities, and their deunionisation. Section 4
presents the model specification and hypotheses and describes
the data and econometric methodology. The empirical results
and discussion are reported in Section 5. Finally, Section 6
provides the main conclusions.

2 | Brief History of Financialisation and the (De-)
Unionisation of Workers in Portugal

It is widely acknowledged that the ideas promoted by Re-
agonomics and Thatcherism have been widely disseminated all
over the world, including in Portugal, since the 1970s and
1980s, which has happened concurrently with a strong trans-
formation of the financial system at the level of liberalisation,
deregulation and privatisation of the financial institutions
(Barradas 2020, 2022b; Gouzoulis et al. 2024a). Consequently,
the financial system has grown greatly and obtained a general
increasing dominance over and penetration in the real econ-
omy, the general society, and the everyday life of workers, a
phenomenon that is commonly referred to as financialisation
(Van Der Zwan 2014).

One distinctive feature related to financialisation is the higher
and stronger engagement of workers, including low income,
low wealth and middle class ones, with the realm of finance
(Lapavitsas 2011; Van Der Zwan 2014; Goncalves and
Barradas 2021) through not only the acquisition of financial
assets (e.g., currency, deposits, bonds, stocks, investment fund
stocks, worker stock options, life insurance pensions, other
insurance products, money market funds, cryptoassets and
financial derivatives) but also the contractualization of financial
liabilities (e.g., mortgage credits, car loans, consumer credits,
credit cards with high credit limits or without any credit limits,
overdraft bank charges with small penalties or without any
penalties and student loans).

As a result, workers' financial assets and workers' financial li-
abilities have evidenced a steep increase in Portugal since the
1980s to unprecedented levels (Figure 1), even reaching his-
torical maximum levels, particularly up to the Great Recession
(Barradas and Tomas 2023; Romdo and Barradas 2024). Portu-
guese workers are among the most financialised in the Eur-
opean Union (Barradas et al. 2018; Barradas 2022a), a process
that was strongly supported by the European integration.
Portugal has developed a ‘bank-based’ financial system, where
banks play a dominant role, serving as the main agents of fi-
nancialisation, particularly concerning the general workers and
the provision of financial assets and financial liabilities by

acting as advisers, mediators, issuers, treasurers, and investors
(Barradas 2025b). The re-privatisation of banking activities and
the entry of foreign banks since the mid-1980s contributed to
the modernisation and enhanced competition in the Portuguese
banking system by allowing greater availability, sophistication,
and diversification of financial products, sustaining a general
increasing trend in the financialisation of workers through the
side of both financial assets and financial liabilities (Barradas
et al. 2018).

Similarly, we observe a strong decline in the unionisation in
Portugal since the beginning of the 1980s (Figure 2), which
seems to confirm our argument that the deunionisation in
Portugal during that time cannot be dissociated from the fi-
nancialisation of workers. In Portugal, as in most EU countries,
the degree of unionisation is at its historically lowest levels
(Waddington et al. 2023), which has led some scholars to sug-
gest that trade unions are no longer representative of general
workers (Meardi et al. 2019). Portuguese workers are among the
least unionised in the European Union (Waddington
et al. 2023), a pattern that has been stimulated by the neoliberal
agenda, the deregulation and flexibilisation of the labour mar-
ket, and the severe austerity measures imposed in the context of
the last international request for financial assistance from the
International Monetary Fund, the European Commission, and
the European Central Bank (i.e., the so-called Troika) in May
2011 (Lima and Naumann 2023).

Indeed, the degree of unionisation in Portugal exhibited its
highest historical levels in the early 1980s, due to the positive
effects of the Carnation Revolution in April 1974, which es-
tablished democracy in the country after 48 consecutive years of
a conservative dictatorship (Lima and Naumann 2023). On the
one hand, members of corporatist unions, which were manda-
tory under the dictatorship, were transferred to free trade un-
ions. On the other hand, the first years of democracy were
marked by strong political mobilisation in Portuguese society
through collective labour action and unionisation, also visible
in huge workplace assemblies and committees with demands
for the purging of collaborationist managers, higher wages,
better working conditions, and workers' control (Stoleroff 2016).

Since then, the erosion of trade unions in Portugal has been a
stylised fact in its democracy (Stoleroff 2016; Tavora 2019). As
explained by Stoleroff (2016) and Lima and Naumann (2023),
trade unions have been losing members and power almost
continuously since the 1980s, which can be attributed to the end
of the extraordinary political circumstances that favoured un-
ionisation after the Carnation Revolution; deindustrialisation,
deregulation, liberalisation, and privatisations that began in the
1990s; the proliferation of atypical work and non-standard
labour contracts; globalisation and intensified international
competition; the European integration process; amendments to
the Labour Code in 2003; and the anti-union policies of the
Troika and the Portuguese right-wing government during the
adjustment programme from May 2011 to June 2014.

The relatively high level of collective bargaining coverage in
Portugal, especially up to the turn of the millennium, could also
explain the marked decline in the degree of unionisation since
the 1980s (Addison et al. 2017). Two different factors sustained
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the high bargaining coverage in Portugal during that time,
namely the practice of administratively extending sectoral
agreements beyond unionised workers and the practice that
collective agreements remained valid until replaced by a new
one (Tavora 2019).

As a consequence, Portuguese trade unions have adopted a
more defensive stance in the last few years, mostly focused on
saving jobs and taking on a partnership role with regard to
employment, training, health, safety, and social security, with-
out attempting to make incursions into corporate power and
decision-making (Stoleroff 2016).

The Portuguese case offers a particularly compelling context for
assessing the potential relationship between the financialisation
and deunionisation of workers. Portugal experienced an intense
and early wave of financialisation, with workers among the
most financialised in the European Union, while simulta-
neously undergoing a sharp and persistent decline in union-
isation since the 1980s, with workers among the least unionised
in the European Union. This trajectory unfolded in the context
of democratic consolidation, neoliberal reforms, and austerity
measures, providing a setting where the mechanisms linking
financialisation and deunionisation can be observed with clarity
and under conditions relevant to other advanced economies
undergoing similar processes.

3 | Review of the Literature on Financialisation
and (De-)Unionisation of Workers

The financialisation of workers through the side of financial
assets has favoured a general increasing trend of workers'
financial wealth all over the world since the 1970s and 1980s
(Barradas 2022a). This trend has been supported by the pro-
liferation of remuneration schemes in the form of stocks and/
or stock options (Grigoryeva 2024) and in the form of profit-
sharing (Orhangazi 2008); the strong wave of privatisation of
several public corporations occurring through public offerings
to promote the so-called ‘popular capitalism' (Barradas
et al. 2018); the retrenchment of welfare states, which has
produced a decrease in the quantity and/or quality of public
provision (e.g., housing, health, education, pensions, trans-
portation) and, consequently, a rise in the demand for private
provision through own housing, private health insurance,
life insurance pensions and other similar financial assets
(Finlayson 2009; Lapavitsas 2013); the presence of tax systems
that are more favourable to income from capital (e.g., interest,
dividends, rent and capital gains) vis-a-vis income from labour
(e.g., wages) (Kus 2012); the general absence of taxes related to
inheritances and large fortunes that have resulted in an
accumulation of financial assets across different generations
(Genschel et al. 2024); the development of financial technology
(e.g., cashless payment systems, internet banking, mobile
banking, blockchain, peer-to-peer lending, robo-advisors, re-
gtech, insurtech, fast and automated trading platforms) that
has improved the financial inclusion and a wider democratic
access to financial services and financial assets (Vukovié
et al. 2024); the improvement in the levels of educational
attainment and their beneficial impact on financial literacy
and participation in financial markets (Lusardi 2019); the

lesser degree of risk aversion on the part of the baby-boomer
generation vis-a-vis previous generations and the rise in
the demand for riskier financial assets (Cynamon and
Fazzari 2008); the persistence of low interest rates and an
increased appetite for riskier financial assets (Hein 2012); the
existence of asset price inflation (e.g., in stock prices) that have
increased (decreased) the demand (supply) of financial assets
(Hein 2012); and the spread of irrational behaviour in the
financial markets for short-term gains and speculative income
(Lee and Siddique 2021). All of these developments have, in
combination, increased the notional or virtual wealth of
workers, which, by serving as collateral, has relaxed their
credit constraints and allowed them to leverage and to accu-
mulate more and more financial assets over time (Hein 2012;
Westcott and Murray 2017).

The financialisation of workers through the side of financial
liabilities has promoted a general increasing trend of workers'
indebtedness all over the world since the 1970s and 1980s
(Barradas and Tomads 2023; Romao and Barradas 2024). This
trend has been fostered by the loosening of financial regula-
tions and the progressive relaxation of lending constraints
(Justiniano et al. 2019); the higher availability of credit sup-
ported by financial innovation (e.g., debt securitisation and the
‘originate to distribute’ strategies of financial institutions) that
have eased the access of financial institutions to funding at
lower costs (Hein 2012; Barradas et al. 2018); technological
progress (e.g., credit scoring models) that have improved the
analysis of the credit risk of potential borrowers (Cynamon
and Fazzari 2008); the emergence of new financial instru-
ments (e.g., home equity loans and credit cards) in the field of
credit (Barradas 2022a); the strong competition between
financial institutions and the adoption of aggressive commer-
cial policies in the credit segment (Stockhammer 2009); the
persistence of low interest rates and cheaper costs of borrow-
ing (Hein 2012); the availability of new and irresistible goods
and services (e.g., mobile phones and other technological
devices) for the majority of workers (Barba and Pivetti 2009);
the consumerist influence of advertising, marketing and the
mass media (Cynamon and Fazzari 2008); the aforemen-
tioned lesser risk aversion of the baby-boomer generation vis-
a-vis previous generations with regard to their financial
decisions and a more relaxed attitude about incurring debt
(Cynamon and Fazzari 2008); the drop in the labour income
share and the stagnant (or falling) wages, which has fostered
the demand for credit to prevent a loss in the standard of
living (Barba and Pivetti 2009); the increase in top manage-
ment's compensation vis-a-vis the working class and blue-
collar workers and the widening of inequalities in personal
income, which has also stimulated the demand for credit to
aspire to the lifestyle of the richest (Frank 2014); and the
aforementioned retrenchment of welfare states, which has
also boosted the demand for credit to satisfy basic needs that
were previously fully satisfied by the state and/or to cover
some risks that previously were fully covered by the state
(Finlayson 2009; Lapavitsas 2013). All of these developments
have, in combination, resulted in a deterioration of cred-
itworthiness standards and a lessening in collateral require-
ments by contributing to a democratisation of credit even for
low income, low wealth and middle-class workers (Cynamon
and Fazzari 2008; Hein 2012).
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The literature has particularly focused on the causes around the
financialisation of workers, but few attempts have been made to
discuss its consequences, especially with regard to industrial
relations and the observable deunionisation since the 1970s and
1980s all over the world (Gouzoulis 2024). Our investigation
finds that workers have been decreasing their degree of un-
ionisation because they are strongly financialised through the
side of both financial assets and financial liabilities.

With regard to the side of financial assets, we identify at least
six potential mechanisms through which this financialisation
could contribute to deunionisation. First, workers with finan-
cial assets are in a more financially solid position, which
reduces their incentives to obtain collective support and to be
unionised (Bryson and Freeman 2012). Second, workers with
financial assets tends to be (at least unconsciously) more
defenders of capital, which leads them to be less unionised gi-
ven the harmful impact of that on the capital income share and
on the prices of financial assets and, consequently, on their
financial wealth (Tippet et al. 2024). As pointed out by Smith
et al. (2019), there is no longer a distinction between workers
and capitalists, in a context in which the majority of workers are
also capitalists by receiving simultaneously income from
working (labour) and income from ownership (capital). Third,
workers with financial assets, especially those with higher wa-
ges, could perceive unionisation as less useful, by considering
that trade unions are more focused on protecting the interests of
low income, low wealth and middle-class workers instead of
their own interests (Cronert and Forsén 2023; Kristal 2023).
Fourth, workers with financial assets, especially those with
higher wages that could also assume management positions,
receive more attractive remuneration schemes and a lot of
fringe benefits (e.g., health insurance, pension plans, credit
cards, car, flexible schedules, childcare), which could decrease
the appeal of unionisation (Kristal 2023). Fifth, workers with
financial assets feel (psychologically) like owners (employers),
which improves their commitment, motivation, expectations,
reciprocity and productivity and minimises absenteeism, turn-
over intentions and conflicts in their workplaces (Carberry
et al. 2024), which makes their unionisation redundant. These
workers have more positive views of their employers and
believe that they have more influence on the corporation, its
strategy and performance (Carberry et al. 2024). Sixth, having
workers with financial assets helps to solve agency problems
because they have their interests more aligned with the finan-
cial interests of their employers (Pendleton and Robinson 2010;
Bryson and Freeman 2018; Cappelli et al. 2019), betters their
relations with them (Green and Heywood 2010), and, therefore,
lessens tensions and conflicts with them (Fakhfakh et al. 2019),
which potentially results in a better work environment and
improved job security (Olsen 2024), which motivates them to be
less unionised.

In relation to the side of financial liabilities, we identify at least
four potential mechanisms through which the financialisation
of workers could also contribute to their deunionisation. First,
workers with financial liabilities are in a more financially
fragile position, which motivates a more self-disciplined atti-
tude and risk-averse behaviour in their workplaces, due to the
fear of losing their jobs (and income) and the risks of default,
which prevents them from being unionised because of the fears

of being permanently replaced and/or dismissed in the medium
and long term (Langley 2007; Stockhammer 2009;
Lazzarato 2012; Wood 2017; Sweet 2018; Gouzoulis 2024). This
happens due to the strong deregulation and flexibilisation of
labour relations since the 1970s and 1980s all over the world,
which has weakened the positive relation between the power of
trade unions and protection from dismissal (Emmenegger 2014;
Gouzoulis 2024) and the tendency of employers to replace and
fire unionised workers (Stelzner 2017; Gourevitch 2018;
Gouzoulis 2024). Second, workers with financial liabilities are
more reluctant to be unionised to preserve their jobs and a
steady flow of income until they repay their existing debts and,
thus, avoid a potential default (Gouzoulis 2023, 2024). Note that
unionisation implies the payment of monthly union dues,
which naturally contributes to a loss of income in the short
term that ultimately could compromise their financial obliga-
tions, in a context in which the decision to join a trade union
and their benefits only occurred in the medium and long term
(Palley and LaJeunesse 2007). This happens because non-
unionised workers could be ‘free-riders’ by receiving the bene-
fits due to the unionised workers, particularly in cases with
wider bargaining coverage (Olson 1965; Freeman and
Medoff 1984; Bryson 2008). Third, workers with financial li-
abilities prefer to be nonunionised to be protected from
potential social stigma that would arise in case of default by
reflecting a certain incompetence to successfully manage their
personal finances (Wood 2017). This could be more relevant in
countries that view more negatively personal insolvency,
in countries with a more liberal/pro creditor bankruptcy law, in
countries with lesser credit regulations by the state and/or in
countries in which there is no credit directly provided by the
state-owned banks to less advantaged workers (Wood 2017;
Gouzoulis 2021, 2024). Fourth, workers with financial liabilities
prioritise their financial obligations and, thus, evidence less
solidarity and a behaviour more oriented to individualism, self-
interest, rationalism, and market values, which instigates them
to be nonunionised due to their lesser sense of group identifi-
cation and collective action (Kelly and Kelly 1994; Van Der
Zwan 2014).

Empirical evidence for the relation between the financialisation
of workers and their deunionisation is quite limited. Gouzoulis
(2024) is the only exception, in performing a time series econ-
ometric analysis focused on Japan, Sweden and South Korea
over the period from 1965 to 2018. The author concludes that
the financialisation of workers through the side of financial
liabilities exerts a negative effect on the degree of unionisation
in these three countries, more so in Japan and South Korea due
to their lower levels of protection for indebted workers and their
higher levels of social stigma toward insolvent, defaulting
workers, which implies even more a self-disciplined attitude
and a greater risk-averse behaviour by workers, namely with
regard to their participation on trade unions. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no empirical work that aims to examine the
influence of the financialisation of workers through the side of
financial assets on their deunionisation.

This paper aims to contribute to the literature by providing
further and new empirical evidence on the relation between the
financialisation of workers through the side of both financial
assets and financial liabilities and their unionisation and by
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employing a time series econometric analysis centred on
Portugal over the period from 1980 to 2023.

4 | Model Specification, Hypotheses, Data and
Econometric Methodology

Our model is based on an aggregate equation to address the
determinants of unionisation in Portugal by including the fi-
nancialisation of workers through both the financial assets and
financial liabilities sides, along with other control variables.
Control variables encompass those that have been theoretically
and empirically identified in the literature as relevant de-
terminants of the degree of unionisation registered in the last
five decades all over the world, namely the shareholder value
primacy and the financialisation of corporations (Peters 2011;
Kollmeyer and Peters 2019; Dupuis et al. 2020; Gouzoulis 2024;
Gouzoulis et al. 2024b); the disinflationary process (Bain and
Elsheikh 1976 and Elsheikh 1976; Western 1997; Checchi 2005);
deindustrialisation and accompanying reduction in industrial
workforce (Blaschke 2000; Lee 2005; Schnabel 2013; Jensen 2020);
the retrenchment of welfare states and the decrease in public
servants and public workforce (Visser 2002; Checchi 2005); and
globalisation and the increase of openness to trade (Bluestone and
Harrison 1982; Harrison and Bluestone 1988; Sasson 1996;
Western 1997; Brady and Wallace 2000; Slaughter 2007; Boulhol
et al. 2011). Hence, our control variables include the financiali-
sation of corporations, the inflation rate, industrial workforce,
public workforce and the degree of globalisation, which allows us
to avoid the problem of omitted relevant variables and to get more
consistent and efficient estimates (Brooks 2009).

We follow a macroeconomic approach that implicitly makes
the assumption of the existence of a representative worker
in Portugal whose behaviour in terms of unionisation does
not change across time and space. This macroeconomic
approach presents four different potentialities (Correia and
Barradas 2021; Gouzoulis 2023). First, we are able to address
the determinants of unionisation in Portugal as a whole by
transcending the idiosyncrasies of each worker in each cor-
poration, sector, industry or region. Indeed, if these de-
terminants have a statistically significant impact on
unionisation in Portugal, we are unable to address whether
that impact occurs only with some workers or in some cor-
porations, sectors, industries and regions or whether it has a
more generalised impact across all workers, corporations,
sectors, industries and regions in Portugal. If these determi-
nants do not have a statistically significant impact on un-
ionisation in Portugal, we are unable to address whether
there is an impact for some workers or in some corporations,
sectors, industries and regions, which however is not sub-
stantial enough to impact all workers, corporations, sectors,
industries and regions as a whole in Portugal. Second, we are
able to address the determinants of unionisation in Portugal
covering the longest period possible, which sets the stage for
microeconomic approaches at the worker level, the corporate
level, the sector level, the industry level and the regional
level. Third, we are able to address the determinants of un-
ionisation in Portugal by taking into account several factors
that are also predicted to have microeconomic impacts.
Fourth, we are able to address the determinants of

unionisation by encompassing some long-term forces, struc-
tural adjustments and economic and social transformations
that could not be addressed by microeconomic approaches,
whether at the worker level, the corporate level, the sector
level, the industry level and the regional level.

As previously discussed, the financialisation of workers through
both the side of financial assets and that of financial liabilities
should negatively impact unionisation.

Unionisation should also be negatively affected by the fi-
nancialisation of corporations, as workers prefer to be non-
unionised or to deunionise to mitigate the risks of redundancy
because financialised corporations tend to replace unionised
workers, by avoiding paying union wage premiums, with low-
cost nonunionised ones to contain labour costs, have more
profits, distribute high dividends, pay high interest and satisfy
impatient shareholders and demanding creditors (Peters 2011;
Kollmeyer and Peters 2019; Dupuis et al. 2020; Gouzoulis 2024;
Gouzoulis et al. 2024b).

The inflation rate should exert a positive influence on union-
isation, primarily because a rising inflation rate encourages
workers to unionise to demand higher wages to not lose their
purchasing power (Bain and Elsheikh 1976; Western 1997;
Checchi 2005).

Unionisation should positively depend on industrial workforce
and public workforce, particularly due to the fact that workers
in the manufacturing industries and workers in the public
sector tend to exhibit a stronger militant stance, being more
unionised than workers in the nonmanufacturing industries
and workers in the private sector, who normally are non-
unionised, have more atypical labour contracts and/or are self-
employed (Blaschke 2000; Visser 2002; Lee 2005; Checchi 2005;
Schnabel 2013; Jensen 2020; Gouzoulis 2023).

Finally, the degree of globalisation should exert a negative effect
on unionisation due to threat effects exerted by multinational,
transnational and ‘nomadic’ corporations related to offshoring
and/or relocating their production to countries with weaker
trade unions and lower labour costs, which dissuades workers
from being unionised to sustain their jobs and income
(Bluestone and Harrison 1982; Harrison and Bluestone 1988;
Sasson 1996; Western 1997; Brady and Wallace 2000;
Zamagni 2003; Slaughter 2007; Boulhol et al. 2011).

We collected data for Portugal on a yearly basis from 1980 to
2023, comprising a total sample of 44 observations. This cor-
responds to the period and the periodicity for which all data
were available. Effectively, the proxies to measure the fi-
nancialisation of workers through the side of both financial
assets and financial liabilities were only available from 1980
onwards and the majority of the proxies to measure all the
variables were only available on a yearly basis. All data were
collected in November 2024.

Our sample was quite suitable to produce our estimates, for
three different reasons. First, deunionisation is a long-term
stylised fact in Portugal, which is better captured through the
use of annual data (Waddington et al. 2023). Second, we used a
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relatively large sample that covers more than four decades,
which allows assessing the long-term forces, structural ad-
justments and economic and social transformations behind the
deunionisation in Portugal registered since the beginning of
the 1980s. Third, our sample covers the period when the fi-
nancialisation of workers gained more preponderance in
Portugal, which has occurred particularly with the European
integration process in 1986 and the obligation to liberalise,
deregulate and privatise the financial institutions since that
time (Barradas 2020).

We estimated two different models. The first one is a base-
line model, according to which we addressed the effect of
financialisation of workers on unionisation by taking into
account separately the role exerted by workers' financial
assets and workers' financial liabilities. The second one is an
alternative model, according to which we addressed the
general effect of financialisation of workers on unionisation
by considering the role exerted by workers' net financial
assets (i.e., the difference between workers' financial assets
and workers' financial liabilities). This allowed us to capture
the interaction between the effect of both workers' financial
assets and workers' financial liabilities in only one consol-
idated variable and to address the robustness of our esti-
mates according to the model chosen to assess the relation
between the financialisation of workers and their
unionisation.

Table 1 presents the proxies, units and sources for all the
variables; Figures 1 and 2 and Figure Al in the Appendix
presents the plots for all the variables; Table Al in the Appendix
presents the descriptive statistics for each variable; Table A2 in
the Appendix presents the correlations between all the vari-
ables; Table A3 in the Appendix presents the results of the
conventional augmented Dickey and Fuller 1979 unit root test
for each variable; and Table A4 in the Appendix presents the
results of the Engle and Granger (1987) cointegration test for
the baseline model and the alternative model.

TABLE 1 | Proxies, units and sources for all the variables.

The correlations between some of our variables are higher than
the traditional ceiling of 0.8 in absolute terms (Table A2 in the
Appendix), which implies that we cannot completely rule out
the existence of severe multicollinearity (Studenmund 2016).
We also examined the variance inflation factors, according
to which the hypothesis of multicollinearity between all the
variables is strongly rejected because all the variance inflation
factors are lower than the conventional ceiling of 20
(Greene 2017)."

For all the variables, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that
they have a unit root in levels but we strongly reject that they
have a unit root in the first differences at the conventional sig-
nificance levels (Table A3 in the Appendix). Our variables are,
therefore, integrated of order one (i.e., they are non-stationary in
levels but they are stationary in their first differences).

We can also confirm that our variables are strongly cointegrated
in both the baseline model and the alternative model. For both
models, we rejected the null hypothesis of no cointegration
among all the variables at the traditional significance levels
(Table A4 in the Appendix).

Our econometric methodology involved the use of the FMOLS
estimator, the CCR estimator and the DOLS estimator, because
these estimators were designed for cases like ours that en-
compass variables that are integrated of order one and, simul-
taneously, cointegrated. The use of these three estimators
allowed us to estimate single cointegration equations to address
the (long-term) determinants of unionisation in Portugal and to
assess the robustness of these estimates according to the esti-
mator employed.

The FMOLS estimator was proposed by Phillips and Hansen
(1990). It employs a semi-parametric correction to eliminate the
problems caused by the long run correlation between the co-
integrating equation and stochastic regressors innovations. The
FMOLS estimator is asymptotically unbiased and fully efficient.

Variable

Proxy and units

Source

Degree of unionisation

Workers’ financial assets
Workers’ financial liabilities
Workers’ net financial assets

Financialisation of corporations

Unionised workers (% of total)

Total financial assets of households (% of GDP)
Total financial liabilities of households (% of GDP)
Net financial assets of households (% of GDP)

Financial payments of non-financial corporations (% INE

OECD/AIAS ICTWSS and
Barradas (2024)

Bank of Portugal
Bank of Portugal
Bank of Portugal

of gross value added)

Inflation rate

Industrial workforce

Public workforce

Degree of globalisation

Inflation, GDP deflator (annual %)

Workers employed in the secondary sector (% of
total)

Workers employed in the public sector (% of total)®

Exports and imports of goods and services (%

World Bank
PORDATA

PORDATA
World Bank

of GDP)

*Note that there is no available information pertaining to the number of workers employed in the general government for Portugal for the years from 1980 to 1982, from
1984 to 1985, 1987, from 1989 to 1990, from 1992 to 1995, from 1997 to 1998, and from 2006 to 2010. As such, this information was obtained through our own calculations

by using the technique of linear interpolation.
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The CCR estimator was created by Park (1992) and is closely
related to FMOLS. The CCR estimator asymptotically eliminate
the endogeneity caused by the long run correlation of the co-
integrating equation errors and the stochastic regressors inno-
vations and, simultaneously, corrects for the asymptotic bias
resulting from the contemporaneous correlation between the
regression and stochastic regressor errors. Estimates produced
by the CCR estimator are also strongly unbiased and fully
efficient.

The DOLS estimator was developed by Saikkonen (1992) and
Stock and Watson (1993), who construct an asymptotically
consistent and efficient estimator that also eliminates the
feedback in a cointegrated system. The DOLS estimator involves
augmenting the cointegration regression with lags and leads,
which implies that the cointegration equation error is orthog-
onal to the entire history of the stochastic regressor innovations.

We employed the recent method developed by Ditzen et al.
(2025) to detect the existence of structural breaks in our sample.
For the years identified as structural breaks, we introduced in
our models a dummy variable (Dummypg,cqks) as a deterministic
regressor to ensure the stability of our estimates over time.

We also performed four diagnostic tests to ensure the adequacy
and reliability of our estimates. We rely on the Harvey test, the
Jarque-Bera test, the Breusch-Godfrey test, and Ramsey's
RESET test to confirm that the residuals are homoscedastic,
normally distributed, and not serially correlated, and to guar-
antee that our models are well specified in their functional
forms.

Finally, we also addressed the economic effects of our long-term
estimates, which allows to better identify the role of each

statistically significant variable in explaining the deunionisation
in Portugal since the beginning of the 1980s (McCloskey and
Ziliak 1996; Ziliak and McCloskey 2004).

5 | Empirical Results and Discussion

The empirical results are presented and discussed throughout
this section. Table 2 presents the estimates of the degree of
unionisation in Portugal for the baseline model and Table 3 the
same estimates for the alternative model. All of our models do
not exhibit any econometric problems, as they are well specified
in their functional forms and their residuals are homoscedastic,
normally distributed, and not serially correlated.” Both models
describe considerable well the evolution of unionisation in
Portugal since the 1980s, as suggested by the very high levels for
R-squared and adjusted R-squared. The empirical results are
also quite robust because our estimates did not change dra-
matically in terms of statistical significance and signs of coef-
ficients across the three different estimators and/or across the
two different models. All variables are statistically significant at
the traditional significance levels, and six conclusions can be
drawn.

First, we confirm a negative relationship between the fi-
nancialisation of workers through the side of both financial
assets and financial liabilities and the degree of unionisation
in Portugal. This supports our argument that workers'
financial assets dissuade them from being unionised due to
their more financially solid position, pro-capital pre-
disposition, perceived disconnect from union priorities, access
to attractive remuneration benefits, a (psychological) sense of
being owners (employers) and an alignment with capital
(employers’) interests (Pendleton and Robinson 2010; Bryson

TABLE 2 | Estimates of unionisation in Portugal for the baseline model.
Variable FMOLS CCR DOLS
Bo 0.282% (0.048) [5.835] —0.599% (0.038) [—15.914] —0.510° (0.108) [—4.711]

Workers’ financial assets

Workers’ financial liabilities —0.015 (0.020) [—0.784]
0.536 (0.028) [19.287]
0.312% (0.050) [6.192]
0.265% (0.082) [3.246]

[
0.447° (0.258) [1.729]
[

Financialisation of corporations
Inflation rate

Industrial workforce

Public workforce

Degree of globalisation

Dummyg;eaks —0.003 (0.004) [—0.685]
Harvey (p-value) 0.115
Jarque-Bera (p-value) 0.051
Breusch-Godfrey (p-value) 0.151
Ramsey's RESET (p-value) 0.754
R-squared 0.923
Adjusted R-squared 0.905

—0.121% (0.020) [—6.121]

—0.173 (0.022) [—7.959]

—0.170° (0.040) [—4.262]
—0.141° (0.029) [—4.919]
0.886% (0.059) [14.837]
0.490% (0.076) [6.465]
0.573° (0.189) [3.038]
3.589 (0.508) [7.070]
0.313° (0.066) [4.750]
—0.009* (0.002) [—4.485]

—0.031° (0.014) [—2.274]
—0.115 (0.012) [—9.623]
0.597* (0.019) [30.786]
0.145 (0.037) [3.922]
2.076% (0.078) [26.678]
1.489% (0.159) [9.379]
—0.021 (0.014) [—1.449]
—0.017* (0.003) [—5.279]

0.115 0.246
0.051 0.000
0.151 0.131
0.506 0.682
0.788 0.999
0.738 0.998

Note: Standard errors are reported in (), t-statistics in [].
“Indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
®Indicates statistical significance at the 5% level.

‘Indicates statistical significance at the 10% level. Dummyg,eaxs takes the value of 1 for the Years 1986, 1997, 2006 and 2014, and 0 for all other years.
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TABLE 3 | Estimates of unionisation in Portugal for the alternative model.
Variable FMOLS CCR DOLS
Bo —0.078% (0.043) [—1.808] 0.337° (0.013) [25.277] 0.130 (0.271) [0.481]

Workers’ net financial assets
0.301° (0.022) [13.701]
0.592° (0.041) [14.337]
1.207° (0.072) [16.741]

Financialisation of corporations
Inflation rate

Industrial workforce

Public workforce

Degree of globalisation —0.019 (0.019) [—0.972]

Dummygyeaks —0.003 (0.004) [—0.682]
Harvey (p-value) 0.073
Jarque-Bera (p-value) 0.268
Breusch-Godfrey (p-value) 0.127
Ramsey's RESET (p-value) 0.551
R-squared 0.900
Adjusted R-squared 0.881

—0.055° (0.017) [—3.311]

—0.623° (0.178) [—3.500]

—0.091° (0.005) [—18.107]
0.362° (0.009) [39.114]

[
[ 0.096 (0.077) [1.251]
[
0.495° (0.016) [30.284]
[
[
[

0.397° (0.162) [2.454]

0.908° (0.279) [3.257]

0.378 (0.467) [0.808]
—0.320 (1.053) [—0.304]
—0.326° (0.139) [—2.349]
—0.003 (0.012) [—0.220]

0.448° (0.023) [19.580]
—1.452° (0.053) [—27.269]
—0.085° (0.006) [—15.108]

0.005° (0.002) [2.915]

0.073 0.610
0.268 0.924
0.127 0.615
0.376 0.679
0.920 0.997
0.903 0.987

Note: Standard errors are reported in (), t-statistics in [].

#Indicates statistical significance at the 10% level. Dummyp,.axs takes the value of 1 for the Years 1986, 1997, 2006 and 2014, and 0 for all other years.

®Indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
“Indicates statistical significance at the 5% level.

and Freeman 2012, 2018; Cappelli et al. 2019; Fakhfakh
et al. 2019; Smith et al. 2019; Cronert and Forsén 2023;
Kristal 2023; Carberry et al. 2024). This also sustains our
argument that workers' financial liabilities dissuade them
from being unionised due to their more financially fragile
position fears of job and income losses and concerns about
default, reluctance to incur the immediate costs of monthly un-
ion dues, worries about the social stigma linked to potential
default and a tendency to prioritise individual interests over
collective action (Kelly and Kelly 1994; Langley 2007; Palley and
LaJeunesse 2007; Stockhammer 2009; Lazzarato 2012; Van Der
Zwan 2014; Wood 2017; Sweet 2018; Gouzoulis 2023, 2024). On
average, the negative effect related to workers' financial assets is
greater than the negative effect linked to workers' financial as-
sets, which is probably because financial assets are more wide-
spread among workers than financial liabilities (Figure 1 and
Table Al in the Appendix). Effectively, workers' net financial
assets also exert a negative impact on unionisation in Portugal.
This seems to suggest that the negative impact of the financia-
lisation of workers on unionisation in Portugal is especially due
to the role played by workers' financial assets, which represents a
directly perceived benefit (e.g., financial security and indepen-
dence), in a context in which the role played by workers'
financial liabilities tends to represent an indirect perceived dan-
ger (e.g., financial insecurity and fears of job and income losses).
As workers' net financial assets have been positive and growing
in Portugal since the 1980s (Figure 1 and Table Al in the
Appendix), financial risks and fears of defaulting related to
workers' financial liabilities have been completely neutralised by
inducing them to be not unionised due to their more financially
solid position.

Second, we also report strong evidence that the financialisation
of corporations exerts a positive impact on unionisation in
Portugal.’ This counterintuitive result does not corroborate the

theoretical beliefs that the acceleration of the financialisation of
corporations persuade workers to deunionise to moderate the
risks of redundancy because financialised corporations tend to
replace unionised workers, by avoiding paying union wage
premiums, with low-cost nonunionised ones to contain labour
costs, have more profits, distribute high dividends, pay high
interest and satisfy impatient shareholders and demanding
creditors (Peters 2011; Kollmeyer and Peters 2019; Dupuis
et al. 2020; Gouzoulis 2024; Gouzoulis et al. 2024b). Two
potential mechanisms could explain this positive relationship.
On the one hand, the acceleration of the financialisation of
corporations could incite workers to be unionised to obtain
higher wages and better labour conditions as a reaction to the
primacy of shareholder value and the reduction of labour costs
along with high levels of profits, high distributed dividends and
high interest payments (Milkman 2013). On the other hand, the
acceleration of the financialisation of corporations could insti-
gate trade unions to increase their efforts and to implement
several strategies and campaigns to contain the deunionisation
of workers and to attract more workers to be unionised (Simms
et al. 2013; Grady and Simms 2019).

Third, the inflation rate has also a positive influence on un-
ionisation in Portugal.* This result confirms that high infla-
tionary pressures incite workers to obtain collective support and
to be unionised to demand higher wages to avoid loss of their
purchasing power (Bain and Elsheikh 1976; Western 1997;
Checchi 2005).

Fourth, we also find that industrial workforce and public work-
force are positive determinants of unionisation in Portugal. This
result corroborates the theoretical claims and the empirical evi-
dence that workers in the manufacturing industries and workers
in the public sector tend to exhibit a stronger militant stance,
being more unionised than workers in the nonmanufacturing
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industries and workers in the private sector, who normally are
nonunionised, have more atypical labour contracts and/or are
self-employed (Blaschke 2000; Visser 2002; Lee 2005;
Checchi 2005; Schnabel 2013; Jensen 2020; Gouzoulis 2023).

Fifth, the degree of globalisation tends to affect negatively the
unionisation in Portugal.’ This is also an expected result by
reiterating that an intensification of the degree of globalisation
discourages workers from being unionised to sustain their jobs
and income in the wake of threat effects exerted by multi-
national, transnational and ‘nomadic’ corporations related to
offshoring and/or relocating their production to countries with
weaker trade unions and lower labour costs (Bluestone and
Harrison 1982; Harrison and Bluestone 1988; Sasson 1996;
Western 1997; Brady and Wallace 2000; Zamagni 2003;
Slaughter 2007; Boulhol et al. 2011).

Sixth, our dummy variable also has a negative effect on union-
isation in Portugal. This could indicate that there were other
determinants not included in the baseline model and in the
alternative model that may have contributed to a reduction in the
unionisation in Portugal in 1986, 1997, 2006 and 2014, respec-
tively. As recognised by Gouzoulis (2024), the negative relation-
ship between the dummy variable and unionisation in Portugal
could be associated to the existence of a strong path-dependency
in relation to workers' attitudes towards their unionisation. The
strong decline in the unionisation in Portugal since the beginning
of the 1980s (Figure 1) reflects a weakening of the sense of group
identification and individual union participation that by itself
tends to dispel more union members, namely because there is a
transmission effect to relatives, children and new generations of
workers (Kelly and Kelly 1994).

Table 4 contains the economic effects of unionisation in
Portugal for the baseline model and the alternative model. The

most important finding pertains to the financialisation of
workers, which has definitely represented one of the main
drivers behind the deunionisation in Portugal since the 1980s.

In relation to the baseline model, we are able to report that the
increase of workers' financial liabilities, the decline in industrial
workforce, the deceleration of the financialisation of corporations
and the surge of workers' financial assets were the main causes
behind the decline of unionisation in Portugal since the 1980s.
Unionisation in Portugal during that time would have effectively
been higher by about 1.0%, 0.7%, 0.7% and 0.3% on average
per year if there had not been a rise of workers' financial li-
abilities, a decline in industrial workforce, a deceleration of the
financialisation of corporations and a surge of workers' financial
assets, respectively. During that time, a positive inflation, the
expansion of public workforce and the intensification of
the degree of globalisation were not enough to support higher
degrees of unionisation in Portugal. Unionisation in Portugal
during that time would have been lower by around 2.2%, 2.0%
and 0.1% on average per year if there had not been a positive
inflation rate, an expansion of public workforce and an intensi-
fication of the degree of globalisation, respectively.

With regard to the alternative model, we confirm that the ex-
pansion of public workforce, the decline in industrial work-
force, the deceleration of the financialisation of corporations,
the intensification of the degree of globalisation and the
increase of workers' net financial assets represented the main
reasons behind the decline of unionisation in Portugal since the
1980s, which accounted for about 1.1%, 0.6%, 0.4%, 0.4% and
0.1%, respectively. During that time, a positive inflation rate was
not enough to sustain higher unionisation in Portugal. Union-
isation in Portugal during that time would have been lower by
around 4.7% on average per year if there had not been a positive
inflation rate.

TABLE 4 | Economic effects of unionisation in Portugal.
Long-term Actual cumulative
Model Variable coefficient change Economic effect

Baseline Workers’ financial assets —0.107 0.028 —0.003
Workers’ financial liabilities —0.128 0.082 —0.010
Financialisation of corporations 0.673 —0.011 —0.007

Inflation rate 0.316 0.070 0.022

Industrial workforce 0.971 —0.007 —0.007

Public workforce 1.842 0.011 0.020

Degree of globalisation 0.070 0.017 0.001

Alternative Workers’ net financial assets —0.073 0.017 —0.001
Financialisation of corporations 0.353 —0.011 —0.004

Inflation rate 0.665 0.070 0.047

Industrial workforce 0.828 —0.007 —0.006

Public workforce —1.038 0.011 —0.011
Degree of globalisation —0.206 0.017 —0.004

Note: The long-term coefficient corresponds to the arithmetic average of the statistically significant estimated coefficients produced by FMOLS, CCR, and DOLS. The
actual cumulative change corresponds to the average of the annual growth rates of the corresponding variable from 1980 to 2023. The economic effect is calculated as the

multiplication of the long-term coefficient by the actual cumulative change.
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Summing up, we conclude that the financialisation of workers
exerts a negative effect on the degree of unionisation in Portugal,
especially through financial assets due to their being more
widespread among workers in comparison to financial liabilities.
The financialisation of workers has indeed been one of the main
factors behind the deunionisation in Portugal since the 1980s.

6 | Conclusion

This paper aimed to address the relation between the fi-
nancialisation of workers through the side of both financial
assets and financial liabilities and their unionisation by per-
forming a time series econometric analysis centred on Portugal
over the period from 1980 to 2023.

During that time, we observed a general increasing trend of
financialisation of workers visible in the strong growth of
workers' financial assets and workers’ financial liabilities,
which occurred simultaneously with a strong decline in their
unionisation. This seems to confirm our argument that the
deunionisation in Portugal during that time cannot be dissoci-
ated from the financialisation of workers.

We used an aggregate equation to address the determinants
of unionisation in Portugal by following a macroeconomic
approach, according to which unionisation depends on the fi-
nancialisation of workers through both the side of financial assets
and of financial liabilities, and other control variables that have
been theoretically and empirically identified in the literature as
the main determinants behind the deunionisation registered in
the last five decades all over the world (financialisation of cor-
porations, inflation rate, industrial workforce, public workforce,
and degree of globalisation). Our estimates were produced by
employing the FMOLS estimator, the CCR estimator and the
DOLS estimator, given that our variables are integrated of order
one and, simultaneously, cointegrated.

We concluded that the financialisation of workers exerted a
negative effect on unionisation in Portugal, especially through
financial assets, due to their being more among workers in
comparison to financial liabilities. The financialisation of work-
ers has indeed been one of the main factors behind the deunio-
nisation in Portugal since the 1980s. We also concluded that the
decline in the industrial workforce also exacerbated the decline
in the unionisation in Portugal since the 1980s, in a context in
which a positive inflation rate and the expansion of the public
sector workforce were not enough to reverse the general
decreasing trend of unionisation in Portugal since the 1980s.

Our results provide very important insights for workers, em-
ployers, trade unions, policy makers and political parties.
Workers should be aware that their re-unionisation is important
to achieve higher wages and better labour conditions, to recover
some lost labour rights, and to contain the proliferation of
labour exploitation practices. Employers should incentivise or-
ganising labour through trade unions and/or workers' com-
missions in order to improve job satisfaction, to retain (or
attract) talent and the best workers, and to avoid high levels of
both absenteeism and turnover or even strong labour conflicts.
Trade unions should increase their efforts around the

implementation of several strategies and campaigns to dem-
onstrate that unionisation has important collective impacts and,
thus, manage to attract more members to the unions. Policy
makers should adopt public policies that encourage or protect
unionisation to maintain a relatively reasonable balance of
power between labour (workers) and capital (employers).
Political parties should expand their discourse to show the
systemic importance of policies that strengthen labour, not only
for workers in a more financially fragile position but also for
workers in a more financially solid position.

Our results should be read with some caution, namely because
the adoption of a macroeconomic approach imposed two
different limitations on our empirical work (Correia and
Barradas 2021). First, we were unable to address whether the
determinants of unionisation in Portugal depend on the work-
er's own characteristics (e.g., age, sex, qualifications, occupa-
tion, type of labour contract, household size, income and social
stratum). Second, we were unable to address whether the de-
terminants of unionisation in Portugal depend on the corpora-
tion, sector, industry and/or region of the worker's job. To
overcome these limitations, further research on unionisation
in Portugal should follow a microeconomic approach at the
worker level, the corporate level, the sector level, the industry
level and the regional level. This will allow us to assess whether
the financialisation of workers through the side of financial
assets, through the side of financial liabilities, and the
remaining determinants, have different effects on unionisation
in Portugal according to the worker's own characteristics and/or
according to the corporations, sectors, industries and/or regions
of the worker's job.
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Endnotes
!Results of the variance inflation factors are available upon request.

“The only exceptions occur in the baseline model, in which the nor-
mality hypothesis is rejected, and in the alternative model estimated
using the FMOLS and CCR estimators, in which the homoscedasticity
hypothesis is also rejected. Nonetheless, the normality hypothesis
tends to be automatically satisfied due to the use of a sample with
more than 30 observations, following the central limit theorem
(Barradas 2020), and the homoscedasticity hypothesis would not be
rejected if the ARCH test were used instead of the Harvey test.

3The positive impact of the financialisation of corporations on un-
ionisation in Portugal did not change if we used the net financial
payments (i.e. the difference between the financial payments paid by
non-financial corporations and the financial receipts received by non-
financial corporations) as a percentage of the gross value added of the
non-financial corporations instead of the financial payments paid by
non-financial corporations as a percentage of the gross value added of
non-financial corporations. Results are available upon request.
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“The positive influence of the inflation rate on unionisation in
Portugal did not change if we used the annual percentage growth rate
of the consumer price index instead of the annual percentage growth
rate of the gross domestic production deflator. Results are available
upon request.

>The degree of globalisation remained its negative effect on union-

isation in Portugal if we used imports as a percentage of the gross
domestic product (i.e. the import penetration rate) or the net inflows
related to foreign direct investment as a percentage of the
gross domestic product instead of the trade as a percentage of the
gross domestic product. Results are available upon request.

References

Addison, J. T., P. Portugal, and H. Vilares. 2017. “Unions and Collective
Bargaining in the Wake of the Great Recession: Evidence From
Portugal.” British Journal of Industrial Relations 55, no. 3: 551-576.

Alcobia, J., and R. Barradas. 2023. “Falling Labour Share and Anaemic
Growth in Portugal: A Post-Keynesian Econometric Analysis.” Economic
and Labour Relations Review 34, no. 3: 536-554.

Alcobia, J., and R. Barradas. 2024. “Functional Income Distribution and
Sluggish Growth in Europe: The Post-Keynesian Debate on Wage- or
Profit-Led Growth Models.” Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 48,
no. 2: 307-338.

Chatrakul Na Ayudhya, U., R. Prouska, and T. A. Beauregard. 2019.
“The Impact of Global Economic Crisis and Austerity on Quality of
Working Life and Work-Life Balance: A Capabilities Perspective.”
European Management Review 16, no. 4: 847-862.

Bain, G. S., and F. Elsheikh. 1976. Union Growth and the Business Cycle:
An Econometric Analysis. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Barba, A., and M. Pivetti. 2009. “Rising Household Debt: Its Causes and
Macroeconomic Implications — A Long-Period Analysis.” Cambridge
Journal of Economics 33, no. 1: 113-137.

Barradas, R. 2020. “Does the Financial System Support Economic
Growth In Times of Financialisation? Evidence for Portugal.”
International Review of Applied Economics 34, no. 6: 785-806.

Barradas, R. 2022a. “Drivers of Private Consumption in the Era of Fi-
nancialization: New Evidence for the European Union Countries.”
Review of Keynesian Economics 10, no. 3: 406-434.

Barradas, R. P. 2022b. “The Finance-Growth Nexus in the Age of Fi-
nancialisation: An Empirical Reassessment for the European Union
Countries.” Panoeconomicus 69, no. 4: 527-554.

Barradas, R. 2023. “Why Has Labor Productivity Slowed Down in the
Era of Financialization?: Insights From the Post-Keynesians for the
European Union Countries.” Review of Radical Political Economics 55,
no. 3: 390-422.

Barradas, R. 2024. “Why Are (Financialised) Workers Becoming More
Resigned and Conformist and Less Claimant? Empirical Evidence From
Portugal.” In Economic and Industrial Democracy. At Press. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/0143831x241265023.

Barradas, R. 2025a. “Why Does the Nexus Between Finance and Income
Inequality Break in Times of Financialisation? Empirical Evidence for
the European Union Countries.” Journal of Economic Studies 52, no. 3:
449-463.

Barradas, R. 2025b. “Financialisation, Indebted Workers and Labour
Discipline: Empirical Evidence on Reduced Strike Activity in the Eur-
opean Union Countries.” New Political Economy 30, no. 4: 607-622.

Barradas, R., and I. Tomas. 2023. “Household Indebtedness in the
European Union Countries: Going Beyond the Mainstream Interpreta-
tion.” PSL Quarterly Review 76, no. 304: 21-49.

Barradas, R., and R. Lakhani. 2024. “The Finance-Inequality Nexus in
the Era of Financialisation: Evidence for Portugal.” International
Journal of Finance & Economics 29, no. 3: 3510-3544.

Barradas, R., S. Lagoa, E. Ledo, and R. P. Mamede. 2018. “Financiali-
zation in the European Periphery and the Sovereign Debt Crisis: The
Portuguese Case.” Journal of Economic Issues 52, no. 4: 1056-1083.

Blaschke, S. 2000. “Union Density and European Integration:
Diverging Convergence.” European Journal of Industrial Relations 6,
no. 2: 217-236.

Bluestone, B., and B. Harrison. 1982. The Deindustrialization of Amer-
ica: Plant Closings, Community Abandonment, and the Dismantling of
Basic Industry. New York: Basic Books.

Boulhol, H., S. Dobbelaere, and S. Maioli. 2011. “Imports as Product and
Labour Market Discipline: Imports as Market Discipline.” British
Journal of Industrial Relations 49, no. 2: 331-361.

Brady, D., and M. Wallace. 2000. “Spatialization, Foreign Direct
Investment, and Labor Outcomes in the American States, 1978-1996.”
Social Forces 79, no. 1: 67-100.

Brooks, C. 2009. Introductory Econometrics for Finance (2nd Edition.).
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Bryson, A. 2008. “Union Free-Riding in Britain and New Zealand.”
Journal of Industrial Relations 50, no. 1: 5-24.

Bryson, A., and R. B. Freeman. 2012. “Employee Perceptions of
Working Conditions and the Desire for Worker Representation in
Britain and the US.” Journal of Labor Research 34: 1-29.

Bryson, A., and R. B. Freeman. 2018. “The Role of Employee Stock
Purchase Plans — Gift and Incentive? Evidence From a Multinational
Corporation.” British Journal of Industrial Relations 57, no. 1: 86-106.

Buttigieg, D. M., M. Bryant, G. Hanley, and J. Liu. 2011. “The Causes
and Consequences of Workplace Bullying and Discrimination: Results
From an Exploratory Study.” Labour and Industry 22, no. 1-2: 117-141.

Cappelli, P., M. Conyon, and D. Almeda. 2019. “Social Exchange and
the Effects of Employee Stock Options.” ILR Review 73, no. 1: 124-152.

Carberry, E. J., J. O. Kim, J. H. Han, D. Weltmann, J. Blasi, and
D. Kruse. 2024. “Feeling Like Owners: The Impact of High-
Performance Work Practices and Psychological Ownership on Em-
ployee Outcomes in Employee-Owned Companies.” International
Review of Applied Economics 39, no. 4-5: 595-616.

Chan, J. 2023. “Class, Labour Conflict, and Workers' Organization.”
Economic and Labour Relations Review 34, no. 3: 383-394.

Checchi, D. 2005. “Pattern Persistence in European Trade Union
Density: A Longitudinal Analysis 1950-1996.” European Sociological
Review 21, no. 1: 1-21.

Correia, D., and R. Barradas. 2021. “Financialisation and the Slowdown
of Labour Productivity in Portugal: A Post-Keynesian Approach.” PSL
Quarterly Review 74, no. 299: 325-346.

Cronert, A., and R. Forsén. 2023. “Like Worker, Like Union? Labor
Market Risk Exposure, White-Collar Predominance and Trade Unions’
Policy Advocacy.” Socio-Economic Review 21, no. 1: 367-395.

Cynamon, B. Z., and S. M. Fazzari. 2008. “Household Debt in the
Consumer Age: Source of Growth - Risk of Collapse.” Capitalism and
Society 3, no. 2: 1-32.

Dickey, D. A., and W. A. Fuller. 1979. “Distribution of the Estimators for
Autoregressive Time Series With a Unit Root.” Journal of the American
Statistical Association 74, no. 366: 427-431.

Ditzen, J., Y. Karavias, and J. Westerlund. 2025. “Testing and Esti-
mating Structural Breaks in Time Series and Panel Data in Stata.”
Mimeo Stata Journal 25, no 3: 526-560.

Dupuis, M., J. Peters, and P. J. Scrimger. 2020. “Financialization and
Union Decline in Canada: The Influence on Sectors and Core Indus-
tries.” Competition & Change 24, no. 3-4: 268-290.

Emmenegger, P. 2014. The Power to Dismiss — Trade Unions and the Reg-
ulation of Job Security in Western Europe. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

70

Industrial Relations Journal, 2026

85UB017 SUOWIWOD @A 11D 8|qeal|dde ay) Ag peusenob ale sojoie YO ‘8sn Jo s Joy Akeiq 1 8uluQ 48|\ UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SLLLB/LI0D A8 1M Alelg 1 jeuluo//Sdny) SuonIpuoD pue swie | 8y 8es *[9202/10/.0] uo Ariqiauljuo 4| 910s| A $T00. I/TTTT OT/I0p/W0d A3 | 1M Atelq 1pul|uo//sdy Wolj papeojumoq ‘T ‘9202 ‘8EEZ89YT


https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831x241265023
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831x241265023

Engle, R. F.,, and C. W. J. Granger. 1987. “Co-Integration and Error
Correction: Representation, Estimation, and Testing.” Econometrica 55,
no. 2: 251-276.

Fakhfakh, F., A. Robinson, and A. Tall. 2019. “Financial Participation
and Collective Conflicts: Evidence From French Firms.” Industrial
Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society 58, no. 4: 674-703.

Prata Feres, L., A. Wilhans  Antonio Palludeto, and
H. M. Oliveira Rodrigues Dias. 2024. “Financialization and Labor Discipline
in Contemporary Capitalism.” Economia 25, no. 2: 329-346.

Finlayson, A. 2009. “Financialisation, Financial Literacy and Asset-Based
Welfare.” British Journal of Politics and International Relations 11: 400-421.

Frank, R. H. 2014. “Expenditure Cascades.” Review of Behavioral
Economics 1, no. 1-2: 55-73.

Freeman, R. B., and J. L. Medoff. 1984. What Do Unions do? New York:
Basic Books.

Genschel, P., J. Limberg, and L. Seelkopf. 2024. “Revenue, Redistribution,
and the Rise and Fall of Inheritance Taxation.” Comparative Political
Studies 57, no. 9: 1475-1505.

Gongalves, A., and R. Barradas. 2021. “Financialisation and the Portu-
guese Private Consumption: Two Contradictory Effects?” Bragzilian
Journal of Political Economy 41, no. 1: 79-99.

Gourevitch, A. 2018. “The Right to Strike: A Radical View.” American
Political Science Review 112, no. 4: 905-917.

Gouzoulis, G. 2021. “Finance, Discipline and the Labour Share in the
Long-Run: France (1911-2010) and Sweden (1891-2000).” British
Journal of Industrial Relations 59, no. 2: 568-594.

Gouzoulis, G. 2022. “Financialisation, Globalisation, and the Industrial
Labour Share: A Comparison Between Iran and Thailand.” Industrial
Relations Journal 53, no. 1: 35-52.

Gouzoulis, G. 2023. “What Do Indebted Employees Do? Financialisa-
tion and the Decline of Industrial Action.” Industrial Relations Journal
54, no. 1: 71-94.

Gouzoulis, G. 2024. “Does Household Indebtedness Contribute to the
Decline of Union Density?” New Political Economy 29, no. 3: 414-431.

Gouzoulis, G., C. Constantine, and J. Ajefu. 2023a. “Economic and
Political Determinants of the South African Labour Share, 1971-2019.”
Economic and Industrial Democracy 44, no. 1: 184-207.

Gouzoulis, G., P. T. Iliopoulos, and G. Galanis. 2023b. “Financialization
and the Rise of Atypical Work.” British Journal of Industrial Relations
61, no. 1: 34-45.

Gouzoulis, G., P. T. Iliopoulos, and G. Galanis. 2024a. “EU-Induced
Financialisation and Its Impact on the Greek Wage Share, 1999-2021.”
European Journal of Industrial Relations 31, no. 3: 287-312.

Gouzoulis, G., G. Galanis, and P. T. Iliopoulos. 2024b. “Financialisation,
Shareholder Value Orientation, and the Decline of Trade Union
Membersip in the EU.” Transfer: European Review of Labour and
Research 30, no. 2: 161-179.

Gouzoulis, G., P. Iliopoulos, and G. Galanis. 2025. “Financialisation,
Underemployment and the Disconnected Greek Capitalism.” Industrial
Relations Journal 56, no. 2: 158-172.

Grady, J., and M. Simms. 2019. “Trade Unions and the Challenge of
Fostering Solidarities in an Era of Financialisation.” Economic and
Industrial Democracy 40, no. 3: 490-510.

Green, C. P, and J. S. Heywood. 2010. “Profit Sharing and the Quality of
Relations With the Boss.” Labour Economics 17, no. 5: 859-867.

Greene, W. H. 2017. Econometric Analysis (8 Edition.). Boston: Addison
Wesley Pearson.

Grigoryeva, A. 2024. “Does Employee Ownership Promote Workers'
Wealth Accumulation? the Case of Stock Options.” International Review
of Applied Economics 39, no. 4-5: 669-691.

Harrison, B., and B. Bluestone. 1988. The Great U-turn: Corporate
Restructuring And The Polarizing of America. New York: Basic
Books.

Hein, E. 2012. The Macroeconomics of Finance-dominated Capitalism -
and its Crisis. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Jensen, C. S. 2020. “Labour Market Segmentation and Mobility as De-
terminants of Trade Union Membership: A Study From Denmark.”
Economic and Industrial Democracy 41, no. 4: 824-838.

Justiniano, A., G. E. Primiceri, and A. Tambalotti. 2019. “Credit Supply
and the Housing Boom.” Journal of Political Economy 127, no. 3:
1317-1350.

Kalleberg, A. L. 2000. “Nonstandard Employment Relations: Part-Time,
Temporary and Contract Work.” Annual Review of Sociology 26, no. 1:
341-365.

Kalleberg, A. L. 2009. “Precarious Work, Insecure Workers: Employment
Relations In Transition.” American Sociological Review 74, no. 1: 1-22.

Kelly, C., and J. Kelly. 1994. “Who Gets Involved in Collective Action?:
Social Psychological Determinants of Individual Participation in Trade
Unions.” Human Relations 47, no. 1: 63-88.

Kollmeyer, C., and J. Peters. 2019. “Financialization and the Decline of
Organized Labor: A Study of 18 Advanced Capitalist Countries,
1970-2012.” Social Forces 98, no. 1: 1-30.

Korpi, W., and M. Shalev. 1979. “Strikes, Industrial Relations and Class
Conflict in Capitalist Societies.” British Journal of Sociology 30, no. 2:
164-187.

Kristal, T. 2023. “What Can Unions Do? An Impact Estimate for an
Increase in the US Private-Sector Unionization Rate on Workers'
Earnings.” Work and Occupations 50, no. 3: 400-411.

Kus, B. 2012. “Financialisation and Income Inequality in OECD
Nations: 1995-2007.” Economic and Social Review 43, no. 4: 477-495.

Langley, P. 2007. “Uncertain Subjects of Anglo-American Financiali-
zation.” Cultural Critique 65, no. Winter: 67-91.

Lapavitsas, C. 2011. “Theorizing Financialization.” Work, Employment
and Society 25, no. 4: 611-626.

Lapavitsas, C. 2013. “Profiting Without Producing.” In How Finance
Exploits Us All. London: Verso.

Lazzarato, M. 2012. The Making of Indebted Man: An Essay on the
Neoliberal Condition. MIT Press.

Lee, C. S. 2005. “International Migration, Deindustrialization and Un-
ion Decline in 16 Affluent OECD Countries, 1962-1997.” Social Forces
84, no. 1: 71-88.

Lee, K. K., and M. A. B. Siddique. 2021. “Financialization and Income
Inequality: An Empirical Analysis.” The Japanese Political Economy 47,
no. 2-3: 121-145.

Lima, M. P. C. L., and R. Naumann. 2023. “Trade Unions in Portugal:
Between Marginalization and Revitalization.” In Trade Unions in
the European Union: Picking up the Pieces of the Neoliberal Change,
edited by J. Waddington, T. Miiller, and K. Vandaele, 871-910. Brussels:
Peter Lang.

Lusardi, A. 2019. “Financial Literacy and the Need for Financial Edu-
cation: Evidence and Implications.” Swiss Journal of Economics and
Statistics 155, no. 1: 1-8.

McCloskey, D. N., and S. T. Ziliak. 1996. “The Standard Error of

> 9

Regressions’.” Journal of Economic Literature 34, no. 1: 97-114.

Meardi, G., M. Simms, and D. Adam. 2019. “Trade Unions and Precariat
in Europe: Representative Claims.” European Journal of Industrial
Relations 27, no. 1: 41-58.

Milkman, R. 2013. “Back to the Future? US Labour in the New Gilded
Age.” British Journal of Industrial Relations 51, no. 4: 645-665.

71

85UB017 SUOWIWOD @A 11D 8|qeal|dde ay) Ag peusenob ale sojoie YO ‘8sn Jo s Joy Akeiq 1 8uluQ 48|\ UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SLLLB/LI0D A8 1M Alelg 1 jeuluo//Sdny) SuonIpuoD pue swie | 8y 8es *[9202/10/.0] uo Ariqiauljuo 4| 910s| A $T00. I/TTTT OT/I0p/W0d A3 | 1M Atelq 1pul|uo//sdy Wolj papeojumoq ‘T ‘9202 ‘8EEZ89YT



Olsen, E. K. 2024. “The First Study of Majority Employee-Owned En-
terprises In the U.S.: an Historical Retrospective Analysis.” International
Review of Applied Economics 39, no. 2-3: 293-305.

Olson, M. 1965. The Logic of Collective Action — Public Goods and the
Theory of Groups. Harvard: Harvard University Press.

Orhangazi, O. 2008. “Financialisation and Capital Accumulation in the
Non-Financial Corporate Sector: A Theoretical and Empirical Investi-
gation on the US Economy: 1973-2003.” Cambridge Journal of
Economics 32, no. 6: 863-886.

Palley, T. I., and R. M. LaJeunesse. 2007. “‘Social Attitudes, Labor
Law, and Union Organizing: Toward a New Economics of Union
Density’.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 62, no. 2:
237-254.

Pariboni, R., and P. Tridico. 2020. “‘Structural Change, Institutions and

the Dynamics of Labor Productivity in Europe’.” Journal of Evolutionary
Economics 30, no. 1: 1275-1300.

Park, J. Y. 1992. “Canonical Cointegrating Regressions.” Econometrica
60, no. 1: 119-143.

Pendleton, A., and A. Robinson. 2010. “Employee Stock Ownership,
Involvement, and Productivity: An Interaction-Based Approach.” ILR
Review 64, no. 1: 3-29.

Peters, J. 2011. “The Rise of Finance and the Decline of Organised
Labour in the Advanced Capitalist Countries.” New Political Economy
16, no. 1: 73-99.

Phillips, P. C. B., and B. E. Hansen. 1990. “Statistical Inference in
Instrumental Variables Regression With I(1) Processes.” Review of
Economic Studies 57, no. 1: 99-125.

Romaio, A., and R. Barradas. 2024. “Macroeconomic Determinants of
Households Indebtedness in Portugal: What Really Matters in the Era of
Financialisation?’.” International Journal of Finance & Economics 29,
no. 1: 383-401.

Saikkonen, P. 1992. “Estimation and Testing of Cointegrated Systems by
an Autoregressive Approximation.” Econometric Theory 8, no. 1: 1-27.

Sasson, D. 1996. Social Democracy at the Heart of Europe. London:
Institute for Public Policy Research.

Schnabel, C. 2013. “Union Membership and Density: Some (not so)
Stylized Facts and Challenges.” European Journal of Industrial Relations
19, no. 3: 255-272.

Simms, M., J. Holgate, and E. Heery. 2013. Union Voices: Tactics and
Tensions in UK Organizing. Ithaca and London: Cornell University
Press.

Slaughter, M. J. 2007. “Globalization and Declining Unionization in the
United States.” Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society
46, no. 2: 329-346.

Smith, M., D. Yagan, O. Zidar, and E. Zwick. 2019. “Capitalists in
the Twenty-First Century.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 134, no. 4:
1675-1745.

Stelzner, M. 2017. “The New American Way — How Changes in Labour
Law Are Increasing Inequality.” Industrial Relations Journal 48, no. 3:
231-255.

Stock, J. H., and M. W. Watson. 1993. “A Simple Estimator of Coin-
tegrating Vectors in Higher-Order Integrated Systems.” Econometrica
61, no. 4: 783-820.

Stockhammer, E. 2009. ““The Finance-Dominated Accumulation
Regime, Income Distribution and the Present Crisis.” Papeles de Europa
19: 58-81.

Stoleroff, A. 2016. “The Portuguese Labour Movement and Industrial
Democracy: From Workplace Revolution to a Precarious Quest for
Economic Justice.” Transfer: European Review of Labour and Research
22, no. 1: 101-119.

Studenmund, A. H. 2016. Using Econometrics: A Practical Guide (7th
Edition). Boston: Addison Wesley Pearson.

Sweet, E. 2018. “Like You Failed at Life’: Debt, Health and Neoliberal
Subjectivity.” Social Science & Medicine 212, no. 1: 86-93.

Tévora, I. 2019. “Collective Bargaining in Portugal in the Aftermath of
the Crisis: Trends and Prospects.” Industrial Relations Journal 50,
no. 5-6: 548-563.

Tippet, B., O. Onaran, and R. Wildauer. 2024. “The Effect of Labor's
Bargaining Power on Wealth Inequality in the UK, USA, and France.”
Review of Income and Wealth 70, no. 1: 102-128.

Tridico, P., and R. Pariboni. 2018. “Inequality, Financialization, and Eco-
nomic Decline.” Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 41, no. 2: 236-259.

Van Der Zwan, N. 2014. “Making Sense of Financialization.” Socio-
Economic Review 12, no. 1: 99-129.

Visser, J. 2002. “Why Fewer Workers Join Unions in Europe: A Social
Custom Explanation of Membership Trends.” British Journal of
Industrial Relations 40, no. 3: 403-430.

Vukovi¢, D. B., M. K. Hassan, B. Kwakye, A. Febtinugraini, and M. Shakib.
2024. “Does Fintech Matter for Financial Inclusion and Financial Stability
in Brics Markets?” Emerging Markets Review 61: 101164.

Waddington, J., T. Miiller, and K. Vandaele. 2023. Trade Unions in the
European Union: Picking up the Pieces of the Neoliberal Change. Brus-
sels: Peter Lang.

Westcott, M., and J. Murray. 2017. “Financialisation and Inequality in
Australia.” Economic and Labour Relations Review 28, no. 4: 519-537.

Western, B. 1997. Between Class and Market: Postwar Unionization in
the Capitalist Democracies. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Wood, J. D. G. 2017. “The Effects of the Distribution of Mortgage Credit
on the Wage Share: Varieties of Residential Capitalism Compared.”
Comparative European Politics 15, no. 6: 819-847.

Zamagni, S. 2003. “A Socio-Economic Reading of Globalisation.” Society
and Economy 25, no. 2: 181-205.

Ziliak, S. T., and D. N. McCloskey. 2004. “Size Matters: The Standard
Error of Regressions in the American Economic Review.” Journal of
Socio-Economics 33, no. 5: 527-546.

72

Industrial Relations Journal, 2026

85UB017 SUOWIWOD @A 11D 8|qeal|dde ay) Ag peusenob ale sojoie YO ‘8sn Jo s Joy Akeiq 1 8uluQ 48|\ UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SLLLB/LI0D A8 1M Alelg 1 jeuluo//Sdny) SuonIpuoD pue swie | 8y 8es *[9202/10/.0] uo Ariqiauljuo 4| 910s| A $T00. I/TTTT OT/I0p/W0d A3 | 1M Atelq 1pul|uo//sdy Wolj papeojumoq ‘T ‘9202 ‘8EEZ89YT



Appendix
nar lisa " 1 e Inflata 1l s
LY AS ‘
3z | 10 LA
2% y /N =\
. / \ A3 \
_‘ ™\ \ \
L1
Industnial workforce (% of total Public workforce (%% of total)
40 18
A 16 '8 "‘-.
6 -\ | \ I
14
14 (113
80 RS 90 as 0D 10 15 20 30 45 Yo us o us 10 15 20
Degree of globalisation (% of GDP)
1.1
1K
0.5 -
N A\ o "\.- I|.,v'
0 /\ \ -
cr '-,{.»'/ \/
0.3
80 RS o0 a 0D 10 20
FIGURE Al | Plots of the variables. Source: INE, World Bank and PORDATA.
TABLE Al | The descriptive statistics for each variable.
Variable Mean Median Maximum Minimum Standard deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Degree of unionisation 0.257 0.216 0.548 0.119 0.117 1.129 3.286
Workers’ financial assets 1.638 1.778 2.238 0.861 0.463 —0.373 1.566
Workers’ financial liabilities 0.614 0.719 1.047 0.146 0.310 —0.193 1.445
Workers’ net financial assets 1.024 1.032 1.410 0.715 0.186 0.120 2.220
Financialisation of corporations 0.252 0.230 0.465 0.166 0.070 1.351 4.397
Inflation rate 0.070 0.034 0.247 —0.004 0.073 1.262 3.304
Industrial workforce 0.308 0.317 0.371 0.250 0.040 —-0.275 1.614
Public workforce 0.134 0.142 0.166 0.100 0.020 —0.457 1.865
Degree of globalisation 0.682 0.641 1.016 0.540 0.114 1.008 3.366
73

85UB017 SUOWIWOD @A 11D 8|qeal|dde ay) Ag peusenob ale sojoie YO ‘8sn Jo s Joy Akeiq 1 8uluQ 48|\ UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SLLLB/LI0D A8 1M Alelg 1 jeuluo//Sdny) SuonIpuoD pue swie | 8y 8es *[9202/10/.0] uo Ariqiauljuo 4| 910s| A $T00. I/TTTT OT/I0p/W0d A3 | 1M Atelq 1pul|uo//sdy Wolj papeojumoq ‘T ‘9202 ‘8EEZ89YT



TABLE A2 | The correlations between all the variables.

Variable DU FW™ FW™- FW\Fa FC IR w PW DG
DU 1.000

FWr —0.886" 1.000

FW' —0.802° 0.962° 1.000

FWNFA —0.871° 0.889° 0.730% 1.000

FC 0.606° —0.304° —0.160 —0.490° 1.000

IR 0.905° —-0.872° —0.839° —0.774 0.523* 1.000

W 0.796* -0.851° —0.750° —0.872° 0.308" 0.670° 1.000

PW —0.873° 0.967° 0.929° 0.862° —0.347° —0.891° —0.799° 1.000

DG —0.697° 0.698* 0.577* 0.779* —0.326° —0.495° —0.847% 0.641° 1.000

*Indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
®Indicates statistical significance at the 5% level.
“Indicates statistical significance at the 10% level.

TABLE A3 | The p-values from the ADF unit root test for each variable.

Level First difference
Variable Intercept Trend and intercept None Intercept Trend and intercept None
Degree of unionisation 0.058 0.182° 0.009 0.139 0.177 0.041%
Workers’ financial assets 0.374% 1.000 0.895 0.000 0.140 0.000*
Workers’ financial liabilities 0.595% 0.998 0.616 0.077 0.093 0.007*
Workers’ net financial assets 0.605% 0.063 0.950 0.000% 0.001 0.000
Financialisation of corporations 0.230 0.606" 0.123 0.000 0.001 0.000"
Inflation rate 0.013 0.882% 0.001 0.013 0.000 0.001%
Industrial workforce 0.844 0.389* 0.068 0.000* 0.000 0.000
Public workforce 0.504* 0.748 0.892 0.000 0.031 0.000%
Degree of globalisation 0.977 0.242 0.987% 0.000 0.003* 0.000

Note: The lag lengths were selected automatically based on the AIC information criteria.
#Indicates the exogenous variables included in the test according to the AIC information criteria.

TABLE A4 | The Engle and Granger (1987) cointegration test for
both the baseline and alternative models.

Model z-statistic p value
Baseline —96.199 0.000
Alternative —92.648 0.000
Note: The lag lengths were selected automatically based on the AIC information
criteria.
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