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Abstract This paper studies the role of labor market institutions on unemployment and on the cyclical properties of job flows. We construct an intertemporal general equilibrium model with search unemployment and endogenous job turnover, and examine the consequences of introducing an unemployment benefit, a firing cost and a downward wage rigidity. The model is able to reproduce the main cyclical properties of a typical European economy. It also suggests that downward wage rigidities, rather than unemployment benefit or firing cost, may well play a dominant role in explaining both the high unemployment rate and the cyclical properties of such an economy. D 2004 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved. JEL classification: E24; J38; J63; J65 Keywords: Unemployment; Job flow dynamics; Institutions



1. Introduction Unemployment rates are typically higher in Europe than in the United States although job turnover rates are roughly similar on either side of the Atlantic, but acyclical or procyclical in Europe and countercyclical in the United States (see OECD, 1994). A recent number of empirical papers suggest that the divergent pattern of European and US unemployment rates may be related to institutional differences by generating distinct responses to similar macroeconomic shocks (see, for instance, Blanchard and Wolfers, * Corresponding author. Tel.: +32-10-473508; fax: +32-10-473945. E-mail address: [email protected] (O. Pierrard). 1 The third author is also at the Universite´ Catholique de Lille and IZA, Bonn. 0927-5371/$ - see front matter D 2004 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved. doi:10.1016/j.labeco.2004.02.004
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2000; Bertola et al., 2001; Nickell, 1997). The institutional parameters emphasized by these studies as most important for aggregate employment are the generosity of the unemployment insurance system and the wage setting process, whereas employment protection measures have no clear effect on aggregate employment. Ljungqvist and Sargent (2002), in a general equilibrium search model, put forward the role of higher firing costs and more generous unemployment benefits to explain the weak performance of European labor market in face of higher economic turbulence. Den Haan et al. (2001) emphasize the effects of TFP growth, real interest rate and taxes rates rather than economic turbulences. Less work has however been devoted to analyze how to explain both the similarity in job turnover rates and the differences in unemployment rates, between Europe and the United States. It is now well known that job protection alone cannot explain these features because it unambiguously reduces both the job creation rate and the job destruction rate and has an ambiguous effect on the unemployment rate (see Ljungqvist, 2002). Bertola and Rogerson (1997) argue, however, that wage compression and dismissal restrictions have opposite effects on job turnover and that their interaction could account for the similarity of job turnover rates in countries where these institutional regulations differ. More recently, Cahuc and Zylberberg (1999) investigate the interaction between job protection and minimum wage. They start from the standard search and matching Mortensen and Pissarides (1994) model where, with freely negotiated wages, firing taxes have a positive impact on employment. They show that this conclusion can be reversed when wage negotiations are constrained by a minimum wage rule. A still less clarified question is how to explain the differences in the cyclical properties of job flows on European and US labor markets. Garibaldi (1998) analyzes the effect of employment protection legislation and shows that introducing firing permissions has a substantial effect on the dynamic behavior of job flows, despite a negligible impact on equilibrium unemployment. A decrease in the arrival rate of firing permissions reduces the relative volatility of the job destruction rate, so that the job turnover becomes less and less countercyclical. In Garibaldi’s (1998) model, wages are set by the firms at the workers’ exogenous reservation utility and, consequently, do not depend on the business cycle. Our objective is to build on these previous works and look more closely at the combined effects of unemployment benefits, employment protection and wage rigidities. We construct for that purpose a stochastic intertemporal general equilibrium model with search unemployment and endogenous job turnover. We examine the effects of these institutional variables, on both the stationary state values of unemployment and job flows and on their cyclical properties. Our starting point is Den Haan et al. (2000), who insert the Mortensen and Pissarides (1994) model into an intertemporal general equilibrium framework, with endogenous interest rates and capital accumulation. One can in this way capture the interactions between capital accumulation and job destruction. We then extend their analysis by introducing the three above mentioned labor market institutions. Unemployment benefits are exogenous and employment protection takes the form of a firing tax. The downward wage rigidity is modelled as a ‘‘minimum wage’’ constraint, i.e., as a lower bound on the outcome of wage negotiations; wages are renegotiated ‘‘at
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will’’ according to a Nash bargaining rule as long as they remain above this institutionally determined lower bound.2 We calibrate the model so as to reproduce the main characteristics of an ‘‘average’’ EU economy, and show that unemployment benefits have a sizeable effect on the unemployment rate, not so much though as the wage rigidity. As in Cahuc and Zylberberg (1999), the effect of employment protection depends on the level of the minimum wage. When the minimum wage is low (resp. high), a firing tax has a positive (resp. negative) effect on equilibrium employment. These effects remain quantitatively limited though. We extend this analysis to the cyclical properties of job flows. Unemployment benefits and especially wage rigidities are shown to have a positive effect on the job turnover procyclicality. Our main result is that the direction and size of the effects of employment protection on job flow dynamics depends on the degree of wage rigidity. With high wage rigidities, firing costs have a negative impact on the relative job destruction rate volatility (with respect to the job creation rate volatility) and increase the proclicality of the job turnover rate. These results are compatible with Garibaldi (1998). We show, however, that the results are reversed in the case of flexible wages. It is thus the minimum wage, and its interaction with the firing costs (rather than the firing cost alone), that seems to matter to explain the differences between the cyclical properties of US and EU labor markets. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we summarize some key empirical findings about the working of labor market in OECD countries, and report some estimates of the relative importance of unemployment benefits, job protection and wage rigidities. In Section 3, we present our theoretical framework. The model is then calibrated in Section 4 and simulated in Sections 5 and 6 to provide a quantitative assessment of the effects of our institutional variables on the steady-state and the cyclical properties or our model economy. The last section concludes.



2. Labor market flows and institutions: some stylized facts In this section, we briefly report some empirical evidences about labor market flows and institutional characteristics for several OECD countries. 2.1. Job turnover and unemployment An important feature regarding job flow dynamics is that, in most OECD countries, the job turnover rate (JT) is relatively high, between 15% and 25% (see second column of Table 1). This observation is more striking if we consider the third column of Table 1, which provides the net employment change rate (NET), defined simply as the difference 2 Wage rigidities may take much more subtle forms and be much more pervasive than ‘‘minimum wage’’ restrictions (see Cahuc and Zylberberg, 1999 for a more elaborated representation of downward wage rigidities). We will refer throughout the paper to the lower bound of the wage distribution as to the ‘‘minimum wage’’, keeping in mind that it is not associated with the worker’s productivity. Indeed, all individuals in our model have the same skills; different jobs may however have different productivities.
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Table 1 Job flows and unemployment: some empirical facts Country



JT (%)



NET (%)



r(JC)



r(JD)



r(JD)/r(JC)



corr(JT,NET)



U (%)



Belgium France Germany Italy Netherlands United States



15.2 24.4 16.5 21.0 15.4 18.6



0.2 0.9 1.5 1.0 1.0 2.6



– 1.7 0.8 1.2 – 2.0



– 0.9 0.8 0.9 – 3.0



– 0.5 1.0 0.7 – 1.5



– >0 c0 c0 – Qt j ;



ð26Þ



and the bargained wage Eq. (24) can be rewritten as: j j m wb; t ðxÞ ¼ gðx  Qt Þdt þ w :



ð27Þ



This equation shows that the lower bound wm has a direct positive effect on bargained wages, but also an indirect negative effect via an increase in the critical value Qt j. It is easy to check that without a wage rigidity, i.e., when wm is not binding, the decision to stop a match is jointly taken by the firm and the household; while if some wages are bounded downwards, the decision to stop a match is always taken by the firm.



4. Calibration The calibration is based on quarterly data, as in Mortensen and Pissarides (1999). The calibration is chosen to reproduce the stylized facts presented in Section 2 for EU labor markets. The numerical values of the calibrated parameters are reported in Table 3. We use the following specific functions: FðK; QÞ ¼ e¯ðKÞl ðQÞ1l ;



ð28Þ



UðCÞ ¼ lnðCÞ;



ð29Þ



¯ Þk ðSðSÞU Þ1k ; MðV ; SðSÞU Þ ¼ mðV



ð30Þ



SðSÞ ¼ r1



S r2 ; r2 S



DS ðSÞ ¼ /S1



ð31Þ N



S /2 N /2 and DN ðN Þ ¼ /N1 N : S /2 /2



ð32Þ



11 In these equations, the firm asset value is expressed in final good unit while the representative household’s welfare is in utility unit. As, for instance, in Merz (1995), we therefore divide the household’s marginal welfare by the marginal utility of consumption, to normalize.
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Table 3 Numerical parameter values Symbol



Value



Symbol



Value



Matching function m ¯



0.60



k



0.4



Production function ¯e



1



l



0.33



Search function r1



1



r2



0.55



Disutility functions /S1 /N1



1 0.16



/S2 /N2



2 1



Costs a



0.20



f



0.50



Wages determination g wm



0.60 0.60



wu



0.44



Discount and depreciation b



0.99



d



0.025



The depreciation rate d of capital is set at 2.5% while the psychological discount factor b is 0.99, implying an annual interest rate of 4%. The aggregate productivity shock e¯ is normalized to 1; l = 0.33 yields a capital –output ratio around 9. Empirical estimates of the elasticity of matches with respect to unemployment are in the range of 0.5 – 0.7 for EU countries (see, for instance, Petrongolo and Pissarides, 2001). We choose an intermediate value 1  k = 0.6. The household’s bargaining power is set equal to the workers’ parameter of the matching function, i.e., g = 1  k.12 The cost of keeping a vacancy open is usually estimated to be small. We fix a = 0.2 which implies an average recruiting cost equal to 7% of the annual wage, a figure similar to Mortensen and Pissarides (1999). Table 2 shows that the net replacement ratio is higher than 0.50 in most EU countries. This ratio must nevertheless be seen as an upper bound because it does not account for eligibility criteria and the effect of unemployment duration on benefit entitlements. In our model, we fix the replacement ratio to 0.43, which gives an unemployment benefit wu = 0.44. The cost arising from employment protection is also expected to be high in EU countries but is more difficult to estimate. In our model, f is a firing tax which encompasses the cost of administrative procedurals, of social protests, etc. We therefore follow Mortensen and Pissarides (1999), who estimate this cost to be about three times as large as the cost of keeping a vacancy open and we set f = 0.50. Table 2 reports a gross 12



See, for instance, Andolfatto (1996) and Merz (1995) for a similar assumption. Their motivation is that this so-called Hosios condition implies, in their simpler model, a competitive equilibrium of the decentralized economy equivalent to the equilibrium of the social planner’s problem.
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Kaitz index above 0.50 in the EU countries. The net Kaitz index is therefore higher and we fix it to 0.58 in our model leading to a minimum wage level wm = 0.6. This minimum wage implies that 14% of the employed workers are paid at the minimum wage (the OECD, 1998 reports, for instance, a figure of 11% for France in 1996) and a D9/D1 ratio of 2.5, which seems realistic enough. Following Mortensen and Pissarides (1999), we assume that idiosyncratic shocks are uniformly distributed, so that: F(x) = x, bxa[0,1]. It remains to determine the seven ¯ , ri and /ij, with ia{1,2} and ja{S,N}. For simplicity, we following parameters: m assume a quadratic (resp. linear) search (resp. work) disutility function and the slope parameters of the search efficiency and the search disutility functions are set to 1. m ¯ , r2 and /1N are finally determined so as to recover particular steady state values for the unemployment rate, the mean duration of the unemployment spell, and the job destruction rate. The chosen values imply an unemployment rate of 10.5% (close to the value observed, see Table 1; and an average unemployment spell duration of 2.4 quarters). In their model calibrated on Europe, Mortensen and Pissarides (1999) use an average unemployment spell duration of 9 months, instead of 3 months in their calibration on US data. As shown in Section 2, the average annual job turnover is estimated to be in between 15% and 25% in EU countries. Taking the mean value (20%) would imply an annual job destruction rate of 10%,13 and therefore a quarterly job destruction rate of 2.5%. However, this figure underestimates the true job destruction rate, because it does not take into account the jobs created and destroyed within the year. We thus set the job destruction rate v1 = 4%.



5. Simulations In this section, we simulate our model and examine both steady-state and dynamic properties. The focus is on the effects of labor market institutions on the unemployment rate and on job flows. The unemployment rate Ut is defined by Eq. (1). Using a uniform idiosyncratic shock distribution, the job destruction rate is given by JDt = Rt1, while the job creation rate JCt is: JCt ¼



ð1  R0t ÞMt1 : Nt1



ð33Þ



The job turnover JTt and the net employment change NETt are the sum and the difference between these two rates, respectively: JTt ¼ JCt þ JDt ; NETt ¼ JCt  JDt ¼



13



ð34Þ Nt  Nt1 : Nt1



At the steady state, the job creation is equal to the job destruction.



ð35Þ



G. Joseph et al. / Labour Economics 11 (2004) 451–468



463



Table 4 Long run effects of institutional shocks (deviations from the benchmark)



Benchmark wm ( + 10%) wm ( + 10%)



F



JT



U



pop wm



U duration



w¯



1.43  2.0%  4.0%



9.8% + 2.1 + 6.8



10.5% + 2.6 + 6.9



14.5%  1.0 + 4.6



2.4 + 8.3% + 5.7%



1.03 + 0.5% + 1.6%



pop wm: percentage of the workers paid at the lower bound wage. U duration: mean unemployment spell duration (expressed in quarters). w¯: mean wage.



5.1. Steady-state effects We focus on this subsection on the long-run, steady-state effects of changes in our three institutional parameters (the unemployment benefit wu, the lower bound wm for the bargained wage and the firing tax f ). The results are displayed in Table 4 and Fig. 1. A 10% increase in the unemployment benefit reduces the household’s search effort, thereby lengthening unemployment duration by 8.3%. This is in line with the result of Layard et al. (1991), according to which the elasticity of the unemployment duration to the unemployment benefit is estimated to be between 0.2 and 0.9. By strengthening the worker’s bargaining position, an increase in wu has a direct positive impact on bargained wages. The destruction rate and the average wage increase, unemployment rises and output falls. We hence recover empirical and theoretical results showing a negative relationship between the unemployment benefit and the employment level. A strengthening of the wage rigidities via a 10% increase in wm has a positive effect on the job destruction rate and the fraction of workers paid at the minimum wage. The average wage increases, employment and output decrease. The effect of an increase in the firing tax is known to be ambiguous; that is, it decreases the job destruction rate, but also reduces job creation and increases unemployment duration. This, in turn, negatively affects the bargaining position of the worker and leads



Fig. 1. Effect on unemployment of a firing tax 10% increase, for different values of wm.
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Table 5 Cyclical properties of job flows in reference calibration



AR(1) r coor(JTt,NETt)



JCt



JDt



JTt



0.88 0.82 0.46



0.69 1.00  0.68



0.89 1.50  0.21



All series are HP filtered. Autocorrelation of order 1 [AR(1)]. Standard deviations (r). Correlation with respect to net employment change [corr(.,NETt)].



to a lower bargained wage. If wages are flexible (low wm), this wage effect is sufficient to ensure a decrease in equilibrium unemployment. However, if wages are rigid (high wm), the decrease in the bargained wage is no longer large enough and unemployment rises. We illustrate these interactions between f and wm in Fig. 1. We reproduce the effects on the unemployment rate of a 10% increase in the firing tax, for different levels for the minimum wage. As in Cahuc and Zylberberg (1999), the effect is negative for low values of wm, whereas it becomes positive for larger values. However, whatever the level of wm, the effect of f on the unemployment rate is quite small. 5.2. Cyclical properties We now focus on the effects of institutions on the cyclical properties of job flows. We introduce an autocorrelated aggregate productivity shock. In Eq. (28), e¯ is replaced by: et ¼ e¯1c ect1 eut ;



ð36Þ



where c is the coefficient of autocorrelation and ut is drawn from a normal distribution N(0,ru). As in Den Haan et al. (2000), we set c = 0.95 and we calibrate ru = 0.03 in order to have realistic volatilities for the job flows. We linearize our model, using a first-order Taylor expansion,14 and we simulate it during 10,000 periods. Table 5 displays the main cyclical properties for the job flows. The job flows are highly autocorrelated and, by calibration, their volatilities are similar to those observed in Table 1, although the relative job destruction volatility may be somewhat too high for a European economy. We also obtain the job creation rate procyclicality (with respect to the net employment change) and the job destruction rate countercyclicality observed in the data. The job turnover is more acyclical, as seems to be the case in EU countries. We vary our three institutional parameters ( F 10%), and we evaluate their effects on the relative volatility of the job destruction rate and on the procyclicality of the job turnover rate. As shown in Table 6, unemployment benefit changes have almost no effects on the cyclical properties of job flows. Changes in wage rigidities do however have substantial consequences. More wage rigidities leads to a lower relative volatility of the job destruction rate and, consequently, to a less countercyclical job turnover. The intuition 14 We use the stochastic version of the software Dynare developed at CEPREMAP, Paris (see Juillard and Collard, 1999). Our results are similar if we use a second-order Taylor expansion.
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Table 6 Sensitivity of cyclical properties to wu and wm wu = r(JDt)/r(JCt) corr(JTt,NETt)



0.40 1.22  0.21



0.42 1.22  0.21



0.44 1.22  0.21



0.46 1.21  0.20



0.48 1.21  0.19



wm = r(JDt)/r(JCt) corr(JTt,NETt)



0.54 1.28  0.27



0.57 1.26  0.24



0.60 1.22  0.21



0.63 1.18  0.16



0.66 1.12  0.12



All series are HP filtered. Standard deviation (r). Correlation with respect to net employment change [corr(.,NETt)].



is that, on the job destruction side, only low productivity jobs, paid at the exogenous minimum wage, are destroyed; the adjustments on this side of the labor market will thus be in quantities (job destruction rate) rather than in prices (exogenous minimum wage). On the job creation side, most jobs will be paid at a bargained wage, larger than the minimum wage, and the adjustments can go through both wages and job creation. In this context, an increase in the minimum wage will have little effect on the volatility of the job destruction rate, while on the job creation side, it will reduce the proportion of bargained wages and thereby increase the volatility of the job creation rate. If an increase in the firing tax unambiguously reduces volatilities of job destruction and job creation rates, its effect on the relative value of these two volatilities is however ambiguous and depends on the level of the minimum wage (see Figs. 2 and 3). When wages are flexible, aggregate productivity shocks are partly absorbed by wage changes. With a minimum wage constraint, productivity shocks have larger effects on the job destruction rate, whose volatility increases (see before). Firing taxes thus have a much larger impact on the job destruction rate in a minimum wage economy, as it counteracts the effects of the wage rigidity. Thus, an increase in f combined with flexible wages leads to a higher relative job destruction volatility; while an increase in f combined with rigid wages leads to a lower relative job destruction volatility. Using a model with completely rigid wages, Garibaldi (1998) shows that increasing employment protection may explain the



Fig. 2. Effect on the relative job destruction rate volatility of a firing tax 10% increase, for different values of wm.
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Fig. 3. Effect on the job turnover cyclicality of a firing tax 10% increase, for different values of wm.



European labor market cyclical properties. We find the same results but we extend them by showing that these results are no more valid with flexible wages. As a conclusion, we can extend our steady-state results to the cyclical properties. That is, the wage rigidities may contribute to explain the high unemployment rate and the cyclical properties of a typical European economy, and these rigidities are also important because they affect the effects of the firing tax.



6. Robustness of the results We construct in this paper a general equilibrium model with variable capital. This allows us to magnify the effects of shocks (Table 4), through the endogenous interest rate and the accumulation of capital. Moreover, it improves the general statistical properties of our model. For instance, the volatility of consumption would be much too high (and unrealistic if compared to real data) with a fixed capital stock. It is, however, worth noting that our main conclusions (the effects of the firing tax on the unemployment rate and on the job flow cyclical properties depend on the level of the minimum wage) would remain valid even with fixed capital. As mentioned in Section 4, f is not a severance pay but a firing tax which encompasses the cost of administrative procedural, social protests, etc. The calibration of this parameter is thus tricky and to test the robustness of our results, we conduct the same simulations as in the previous section, but using different calibrations for f, from 0 to 0.8 ( f = 0.5 in the reference calibration). Again, it is worth noting that all our conclusions remain valid, whatever the calibration chosen for the firing tax.



7. Conclusion We construct a stochastic intertemporal general equilibrium model to study the role of labor market institutions on the unemployment rate and on the cyclical properties of job creation and job destruction flows. Not surprisingly, we obtain that unemployment benefits
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and especially wage rigidities (taking the form of a lower bound on the negotiated wages), are able to explain high unemployment rate. We also obtain, as other authors do, that firing taxes have small effects on the unemployment rate. The effects can be positive or negative depending on the level of the minimum wage. These steady-state results are in line with recent empirical studies on labor market performances. Focusing on job flows, the model suggests that their cyclical properties depend crucially on the level of the wage rigidity. With a relatively high minimum wage, firing costs have a negative impact on volatility of the job destruction rate (with respect to the job creation rate volatility) and make the job turnover rate more acyclical. These effects are reversed if the minimum wage is relatively low. The interaction between minimum wage and firing restrictions thus seems to play a significant role in explaining the differences between EU and US labor markets. These results suggest that further developing the model to introduce more sophisticated representations of wage rigidity and employment protection mechanisms is a worthwhile research venue. Our representation of wage rigidities remains much too simple compared to institutional features that characterize the wage setting process, in Europe. Rather than introducing a firing tax, and the problems associated with its calibration, we could instead use firing restrictions a` la Garibaldi. The specification adopted in this paper remains tractable and could serve as a useful starting point for future developments. Another way of improving this paper would be to take into account the complex protection employment device that associates long-term protected jobs and short-term unprotected jobs. As pointed out recently by Cahuc and Postel-Vinay (2002), these two policy instruments have conflicting effects on the job turnover rate and, according to our results, are likely to interact with wage rigidities.



Acknowledgements This research is part of a project financed by the Service des Etudes et de la Statistique (SES) of the Walloon Region, Belgium. We also benefited from the financial support of the PAI-UAP federal research programme P5/10/28. We are grateful to two anonymous referees for their very helpful comments on earlier drafts of this manuscript.



References Andolfatto, D., 1996. Business cycles and labor-market search. American Economic Review 86 (1), 112 – 132. Bertola, G., Rogerson, R., 1997. Institutions and labor reallocation. European Economic Review 41, 1147 – 1171. Bertola, G., Blau, F., Kahn, L., 2001. Comparative analysis of labor market outcomes: lessons for the US from international long-run evidence. NBER Working Paper 8526. Blanchard, O., Wolfers, J., 2000. The role of shocks and institutions in the rise of European unemployment: the aggregate evidence. Economic Journal 110, 1 – 33. Boeri, T., 1996. Is job turnover countercyclical? Journal of Labor Economics 14 (4), 603 – 625. Caballero, J., Hammour, M., 1996. On the timing and the efficiency effect of creative destruction. Quarterly Journal of Economics 111, 805 – 852. Cahuc, P., Postel-Vinay, F., 2002. Temporary jobs, employment protection and labor market performance. Labour Economics 9 (1), 63 – 91.



468



G. Joseph et al. / Labour Economics 11 (2004) 451–468



Cahuc, P., Zylberberg, A., 1999. Job protection, minimum wage, and unemployment. IZA Discussion Paper 95. Den Haan, W., Ramey, G., Watson, J., 2000. Job destruction and propagation of shocks. American Economic Review 90, 482 – 498. Den Haan, W., Haefke, C., Ramey, G., 2001. Shocks and institutions in a job matching model. NBER Working Paper 8463. Garibaldi, P., 1998. Job flow dynamics and firing restrictions. European Economic Review 41, 245 – 275. Juillard, M., Collard, F., 1999. Accuracy of stochastic perturbation methods: the case of asset pricing models. CEPREMAP Discussion Paper 9922. Layard, R., Nickell, S., Jackman, R., 1991. Unemployment: Macroeconomic Performance and the Labour Market. Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford. Ljungqvist, L., 2002. How do lay-off costs affect employment? The Economic Journal 112, 829 – 853. Ljungqvist, L., Sargent, T., 2002. The European employment experience. CEPR Discussion Paper 3543. Merz, M., 1995. Search in the labor market and the real business cycle. Journal of Monetary Economics 36, 269 – 300. Mortensen, D., Pissarides, C., 1994. Job creation and job destruction. Review of Economic Studies 1, 733 – 753. Mortensen, D., Pissarides, C., 1999. Job reallocation, employment fluctuations and unemployment. In: Taylor, J., Woodford, M. (Eds.), Handbook of Macroeconomics, vol. 1. North-Holland, Amsterdam, pp. 1171 – 1228. Nickell, S., 1997. Unemployment and labor market rigidities: Europe versus North America. Journal of Economic Perspectives 11 (3), 55 – 74. OECD, 1994. Employment Outlook. Paris. OECD, 1996. Employment Outlook. Paris. OECD, 1998. Employment Outlook. Paris. OECD, 1999. Employment Outlook. Paris. OECD, 2002. Benefits and Wages. Paris. Petrongolo, B., Pissarides, C., 2001. Looking back into the black box: a survey of the matching function. Journal of Economic Literature 39, 390 – 431.



























des documents recommandant







[image: alt]





Labor Market Policies and Unemployment in Morocco 

those described in these other papers, in order to reflect the country's insti- ... unskilled labor) has been an important policy issue in Morocco. Our frame- work allows ..... course of the last century, Morocco has experimented, on average, a .... 










 


[image: alt]





Matching, Turnover, and Unemployment 

model-much like Burdett'sâ€”and combines it with my matching ... II. The Model. The production technology is the same as in Jovanovic (1979a). ... the next section .... to the paper it is shown that these equations have a unique solution ..... findin










 


[image: alt]





Studying Labor Market Institutions in the Lab 

The Institute for the Study of Labor (IZA) in Bonn is a local and virtual ... A central concern in economics is to understand the interplay between institutions and labor ... market institutions, possessing several key advantages relative to more ...










 


[image: alt]





Divergence in Labor Market Institutions and ... - Lise Patureau 

Each period, the labor contract stipulating the real wage (wit) and the number ...... Kehoe, P. and Kydland, F. (1995) International Real Business Cycles: Theory.










 


[image: alt]





Labor market institutions and firms' location choices - Springer Link 

Oct 12, 2013 - describing French firms' expansion strategies in OECD countries over 1992â€“2002. First, we provide evidence that labor market institutions do ...










 


[image: alt]





Labor Market Segmentation: A Cluster Analysis of Job Groupings and 

Our research has the following objectives. First, we develop ... in the U.S. since World War II: the â€œneoinstitutionalistâ€� school, human capital theory, and dual labor ...










 


[image: alt]





Technological change, organizational change, and job turnover 

German health insurance, statutory pension scheme, and unemployment insurance.10. Both data sets .... practices that were identified by Betcherman (1997) and OECD (1999) as main characteristics of ...... Employment Outlook. OECD, Paris.










 


[image: alt]





Are Protective Labor Market Institutions at the Root 

erosity, but there are reasons to doubt both the economic importance of this ... Howell thanks the Schwartz Center for Economic Policy Analysis (New .... and preparing workers for jobs; tax policy, which influences behavior and affects .... Unemploym










 


[image: alt]





Are Protective Labor Market Institutions at the Root 

Capitalism and Society, Vol. 2 [2007], Iss. 1, Art. 1 ..... sectional regression tests published in a series of papers and books in the early- and mid-1990s (Layard, ...










 


[image: alt]





Job Matching and the Theory of Turnover 

A long-run equilibrium theory of turnover is presented and is shown to explain the ... models,jobs are pure search goods and matches dissolve because of the arrival of new ... imperfect information exists on both sides of the market about the.










 


[image: alt]





Job Training, New Technology and Labour Turnover 

vicious circle of under-investment in skills, skill shortages, lack of innova- tion and low profitability in high-technology traded goods sectors (Acemo- glu 1994).










 


[image: alt]





The Interaction of Labor Market Regulation and 

positive complementarities between reforms in a double meaning ..... In the UK active labor market policies always played a much less prominent role than in ...... Unemployment benefit generosity (gross replacement rates for different earnings).










 


[image: alt]





Getting a good job: Mobility in a segmented labor market 

Page 1. Page 2. Page 3. Page 4. Page 5. Page 6. Page 7. Page 8. Page 9. Page 10. Page 11. Page 12. Page 13. Page 14. Page 15. Page 16. Page 17. Page 18 ...










 


[image: alt]





Reorganization of firms and labor-market inequality 

Reorganization of Firms and Labor-Market Inequality .... labor-market inequality, however, we need to look into ... of labor are employed at two tasks to produce.










 


[image: alt]





Labor Market Segmentation: Positive Feedback and Divergent 

There are good jobs and there are bad jobs. This is such ... that call for detailed analysis in their own right. ... divergent development without invoking .... its are subsequently eroded in two ways, both of which improve real wages. First, .... Th










 


[image: alt]





Technical Change, Inequality, and The Labor Market 

Jun 1, 2001 - The recent consensus is that technical change favors more skilled workers, ... The title of Alan Krueger's (1993) influential ..... New technologies have become more skill-biased throughout most of the twentieth century ...... Matthew B










 


[image: alt]





Technical Change, Inequality, and The Labor Market 

Jun 1, 2001 - substituting the industry of women and children for that of men; of that of .... Moreover, male-female wage difference narrowed substantially over.










 


[image: alt]





The Interaction of Labor Market Regulation and 

The Institute for the Study of Labor (IZA) in Bonn is a local and virtual international research center and a place of communication between science, politics and ...










 


[image: alt]





Job satisfaction and labour market mobility - Hussonet 

satisfaction, with women exhibiting higher levels of job satisfaction than men, ... male/female wage gap and the lower opportunity for promotion for women ...










 


[image: alt]





Earnings mobility and labor market segmentation in Europe and USA 

created in segments of the economy and destroyed in others. ... demand) because prices (wages) are not free to respond. ..... statistical significance). In Italy ..... achieve middle-class status in the country (see Business Week, March 27, 2000).










 


[image: alt]





Earnings mobility and labor market segmentation in Europe and USA 

This view is now the object of reconsideration. Since the mid Eighties, monetary policy in Europe was strongly restrictive (and pro- cyclical), with interest rates at ...










 


[image: alt]





A hobo syndrome? Mobility, wages, and job turnover 

Page 1 ... Abstract. We present an analysis of labor mobility as a predictor of wages and job turnover. Data from the ... market outcomes, such as wages and future job changes (turnover), is a widely recognized ...... Therefore, the relative performa










 


[image: alt]





Human Capital and Institutional Theories of the Labor Market: Rivals 

Page 1. Page 2. Page 3. Page 4. Page 5. Page 6. Page 7. Page 8. Page 9. Page 10. Page 11. Page 12. Page 13. Page 14. Page 15. Page 16. Page 17 ...










 


[image: alt]





Employment Regulation and Labor Market Policy in Germany ... - IZA 

1990. 1995. 2000. 2005. Total. Men. Women. West and East. 0. 2. 4. 6. 8. 10. 12. 14. 1990. 1995. 2000 .... through Hartz IV amendments; prolongation of longer ...










 














×
Report Job turnover, unemployment and labor market institutions





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Signe






Email




Mot de passe







 Se souvenir de moi

Vous avez oublié votre mot de passe?




Signe




 Connexion avec Facebook












 

Information

	A propos de nous
	Règles de confidentialité
	TERMES ET CONDITIONS
	AIDE
	DROIT D'AUTEUR
	CONTACT
	Cookie Policy





Droit d'auteur © 2024 P.PDFHALL.COM. Tous droits réservés.








MON COMPTE



	
Ajouter le document

	
de gestion des documents

	
Ajouter le document

	
Signe









BULLETIN



















Follow us

	

Facebook


	

Twitter



















Our partners will collect data and use cookies for ad personalization and measurement. Learn how we and our ad partner Google, collect and use data. Agree & Close



