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I. Introduction

The employment consequences of long-term investments have for a long time
been a controversial issue in economics and this issue seems to underlie many
disputes between firm owners and labor unions. In conventional models of
imperfectly competitive labor markets, for example Layard, Nickell and Jackmann
(1991), the investments have no effect on equilibrium unemployment. This is due
to the specification of a Cobb-Douglas production function, which implies a
constant wage elasticity of labor demand. For this class of production functions,
investments or interest rates will have no effect on the wage determination,
achieved through wage negotiations due to the constant wage elasticity, and

therefore no effect on equilibrium unemployment.

Many reservations can be raised against the Cobb-Douglas specification,
according to which the elasticity of substitution between labor and capital is equal
to one. For the U.S. economy empirical studies have produced estimates according
to which the elasticity of substitution empirical studies lies well below one (see e.g.
Lucas (1969), Chirinko (2002), Chirinko et.al (2004) and Antras (2004)). Also
empirical evidence concerning international data seems to consistently yield
estimates, which do not lie in conformity with the Cobb-Douglas specification (see
e.g. Rowthorn (1995), (1999), Duffy and Papageorgiou (2000) and Pessoa et. al
(2004)). Berthold et. al (1999) have argued that the elasticity of substitution
between capital and labor for Germany and France are higher than one. It has also
been argued that when trying to explain variations in the labor share there is a need
to depart from the usual assumption of a Cobb-Douglas production function (see
Bentolila and Saint-Paul (2002)). Moreover, and related, medium- to long-term
changes in unemployment tend to be correlated with medium- to long-term changes
in interest rates and thereby private investment — a feature which seems to be
inconsistent with predictions generated by models with Cobb-Douglas production
functions (for some empirics, see e.g. Herbertsson and Zoega (2002)). On the
theoretical side Phelps (2004) has argued, applying an intertemporal consumer
market model, that higher real interest rates will raise the mark-ups in the product
markets, leading to higher equilibrium unemployment. In the present paper we

abandon the Cobb-Douglas specification and introduce a link between the long-



term investment decisions and the negotiated wages by focusing on a more general

class of CES production functions.

We analyze the effects of simultaneous labor and product market imperfections
on equilibrium unemployment under exogenous as well as endogenous capital
intensity. Our study fulfils several purposes. Firstly, we explore the impact of long-
term investments on wage formation, and thereby on unemployment, in an
economy characterized by labor and product market imperfections. Secondly, we
investigate the consequences of imperfections in the product market on equilibrium
unemployment. We design a theoretical model, which establishes important
interaction effects between labor market imperfections, product market
imperfections and long-term investments. We demonstrate how these effects have
implications for equilibrium unemployment under exogenous capital intensity.
Finally, we characterize the qualitative properties of equilibrium unemployment in
the long run under endogenous capital intensity with a particular focus on the total
long-run effects of interest rates and of labor and product market imperfections on

equilibrium unemployment.

Some employment consequences of intensified competition and deregulation in
product markets have been analyzed in the recent literature. However, in this
literature the potential role of investments has been abstracted away by postulating
a production function with labor as the only production factor either in a linear (see
Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003), Ebell and Haefke (2003)) or Cobb-Douglas form
(see Spector (2004)). Blanchard (1997) has developed a model of employment and
capital accumulation, when firms are assumed to be monopolistically competitive
in the product market. He assumes that each firm uses one unit of capital, which it
combines with a variable amount of labor to produce output. Hence at the firm
level the capital stock is not modeled and at the aggregate level it is simply equal to
the number of firms through entry and exit decisions in the long run. Caballero and
Hammour (1998) study the effects of match-specific, i.e. “appropriable”,
investments and labor market institutions on both capital accumulation and

unemployment, but they do not model product market imperfections.

In what follows we extend the approach applied in these models by focusing

on a general class of CES production functions within a framework where we



capture the product market imperfections through monopolistic competition and the
labor markets imperfections through a ‘right-to-manage’ union bargaining model.
In particular, we incorporate the general CES-type production function with capital
and labor inputs in such a way that the elasticity of substitution between the

production factors will depend on the capital-labor ratio.'

In the present analysis we initially show that intensified product market
competition will decrease equilibrium unemployment under exogenous capital
intensity. The effect of capital intensity on equilibrium unemployment turns out to
depend on the specification of the production function. Higher capital intensity will
moderate the negotiated wage rate and thereby reduce equilibrium unemployment
when the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor is less than one.
However, higher capital intensity will have reverse effects when the elasticity of
substitution is higher than one but smaller than the price elasticity of demand in the
product market. In particular, the relationship between the capital stock and
equilibrium unemployment would vanish in the special case of the Cobb-Douglas
production function. Further, we determine the capital intensity consistent with a
long-run equilibrium in the capital market. We find that the long-run equilibrium
unemployment under endogenous capital intensity is an increasing (decreasing)
function of the interest rate when the elasticity of substitution between capital and
labor is lower (higher) than one. Finally, we characterize the qualitative properties
of equilibrium unemployment in the long run with a particular focus on the total
effects of labor and product market imperfections. These total long-run effects of
labor and product market imperfections on equilibrium unemployment incorporate
both direct effects and indirect mechanisms through the effects on wage formation
and long-run capital investments. We find that the long-run equilibrium
unemployment under endogenous capital intensity is always an increasing function
of the relative bargaining power of the labor unions, whereas there is, in general,
not a monotonic relationship between the long-run unemployment and the intensity
of product market competition. However, in this respect we find that there is critical
threshold below one of the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor such

that the long-run equilibrium unemployment is a decreasing function of the

Hoon (1998) has developed a model with a different focus to study the interactions of
unemployment and economic growth by assuming that the elasticity of substitution between
capital and labour is less than one under the efficiency wage hypothesis.



intensity of product market competition when the elasticity exceeds this threshold.

Our new theoretical findings suggest important topics for future empirical research.

We proceed as follows. Section II presents the basic structure of the model as
well as the time sequence of decisions. Price setting and labor demand by firms are
studied in section III. In section IV we analyze the wage determination through
Nash bargaining subject to price setting and labor demand, while taking the capital
intensity as given. Section V explores the determinants of equilibrium
unemployment under exogenous capital intensity. In section VI we investigate the
long-run investment decisions under labor and product market imperfections and
characterize the determinants of the long-run equilibrium unemployment when
capital intensity is endogenous. Finally, in section VII we present concluding

comments.

I1. Basic Framework

We focus on a model with product and labor market imperfections. In the long
run, at stage 1, firms commit themselves to their investment programs, which
determine the capital stocks. The investment decisions are made in anticipation of
their effects on wage setting, price setting and labor demand. At stage 2 there is
wage negotiation between firms and labor unions and at this stage the firms are
committed to their investments. The wage negotiations take place in anticipation of
the consequences for labor demand and price setting. Finally, at stage 3 firms make
employment decisions and set prices by taking the negotiated wage rate and

investment decision as given.

We summarize the time sequence of decisions in Figure 1. In the subsequent
sections we derive the decisions taking place at different stages by using backward

induction.



Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

time

[

A

1 1 1

capital stock wage labor demand

decision bargaining price setting

Figure 1: Time sequence of decisions

This timing structure captures the idea of long-term investment decisions,
which are inflexible at the stage when the wage negotiations are undertaken. Such a
timing structure seems plausible when the investments represent, for example,
irreversible technology choices. Of course, the relative timing between the
negotiated wage setting and the investment decisions could also be reversed so as
to capture that the negotiated outcome is a long-term contract relative to the
investment decision (see e.g. Anderson and Devereux (1991) or Cahuc and
Zylberberg (2004), chapter 9). In a recent study Hellwig (2004) has extensively
compared a number of key properties associated with these two alternative timing
structures within the framework of a general equilibrium model. He suggests that
although the long-term labor demand — with endogenous investment — is more
elastic than the short-term demand, it does not necessarily lead to a less aggressive
wage policy if the reactions of “temporary-equilibrium prices”, in particular the

reactions of real interests, anticipate the wage policies.

We postulate (for each firm i) a CES production function with constant returns

to scale according to
ol ol o1
R(K;,L) :[(l—a)Ki o +al, o } , i=1,...,n (1a)

where K, denotes firm i’s capital stock, L, is the amount of labor, and a and o are

parameters satisfying 0 < a < 1 and ¢ > 0, respectively. The parameter a is often
called the distribution parameter (see e.g. Arrow at al (1961)), while ¢ captures the
elasticity of substitution between capital and labor. This production function lies in
conformity with empirics and opens up a rich and interesting relationship between

the capital stock and equilibrium unemployment in the short or medium run as well



as in the long run, i.e. no matter whether the capital stock is exogenous or
endogenous. For reasons of comparison we also repeatedly consider the

conventional case of Cobb-Douglas production function
R (K, L)=K “L", i=1,..,n (1b)

where the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor is equal to one. Notice

that in (1b) the parameter a defines the labor share of production.

I11. Price Setting and Labor Demand

The product market is modeled to operate with monopolistic competition a la’
Dixit and Stiglitz (1977) and the firms face consumers endowed with the CES-

utility function

NP
U{n‘sZD,. s } , )
i=1

where s denotes the elasticity of substitution between products and where n is the
number of products (and firms). We take this elasticity of substitution as the
measure of the degree of product market competition.? A higher elasticity of
substitution means a higher degree of product market competition. In particular, the
limiting case of perfect competition is associated with the elasticity of substitution

s approaching infinity.

A firm i decides on price and employment so as to maximize the following

profit function

maxz, = PiR(K,, L) —w,L, . (3)

Pi-L;

? Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003) have analyzed the case where in the long-run there is free entry of
firms so that s is endogenous in that respect. The utility function (2) has the special feature that an
increase in the number of products does not increase utility directly (for more discussion in this
respect, see Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003), p. 882). In our framework the number of firms is
assumed to be fixed, but, in contrast to Blanchard and Giavazzi, capital intensity is endogenously
determined in the long-run.



At this stage the firm takes the negotiated wage rate w; and the capital stock K, as

given. From the underlying utility function, given by (2), the demand in the product

market can be seen to be of the form

_M(p)"
D,-—P(Pj , 4)

1

: . . | A TR .
where p; is the price of good i, P = {—Z ! s} * is the index of the aggregate
ni=l
price level, M is the aggregate nominal income and s >1 is the elasticity of
substitution between different products.” Thus, M/P denotes the real income.
Furthermore, if we assume that the rents from capital are competed away in the

long run, the aggregate nominal income is
M = N[(l—u)w+uB], (5)

where N denotes the number of workers, all unionized, in the economy, u is the
unemployment rate, w is the negotiated wage rate and B is the unemployment
compensation. It is important to point out that at this stage of the game the
aggregate nominal income M is exogenous, but later on both the wage rate w and

the unemployment rate u are endogenized.

We can rewrite the CES production function (1a) as

1 1 1

o 1 e1Ten
L:BR. Jﬂ"K@} . (6)

By imposing market-clearing in the product markets, D, = R,, and by using (6) we

can re-express the profit function (3) for the purpose of price setting according to

o-l1 o-1

1-s -s ; _ ol
max 7, = p,D, —w,L, =M P -W, DEAY:A ] aKiT (7)
- P al PP a

where M, P, K, and w; are taken as given.



The necessary first-order condition associated with (7) can be expressed as

o-1 o-1

1WM(p\~" R = l s
1-8)+w,| —| —| = - K.° ——=0 . 8
(1-s)+w, a{P(Pj } i )

We can reformulate (8) according to the equation

o-1
o-1 -\ & o-1
(s—Da o1 1| M p, ° l-a  —
T = | —| & - K. 9
[ W, P a| PP a ' ©)

By imposing the symmetry condition p, =P for all i (9) can be simplified

according to the following price-setting rule

o+l

o-1 o-1 o

o-1 o1\ _
Pl = [M ’ —(1—0)1(,-"} w,u(s)a ! for all (10a)

where the mark-up factor, u(s)=s/(s—1), associated with the pricing equilibrium,

depends negatively on the elasticity of substitution between products.

From (10a) and using the definition of the aggregate nominal income, M in (5),

we can attach the following qualitative properties to the price setting:

Pisg, Pigy Py Py ;’;" <0 (11)

ow 0B ou  ou

i

In the case of the Cobb-Douglas production function (1b) we can use a similar

procedure to find the following price setting rule

i

1-a
M.
pi|0_:1 =a* [—’j (w, 1(s))* for all i (10b)

As one can see, the qualitative properties of (10b) are similar to those of (10a).

3 A formal standard proof is available upon request.



We can now summarize our characterization of the optimal price setting by

firms in

Proposition 1 Higher wage rates, higher unemployment compensations or lower
elasticities of substitution between products will raise the equilibrium price in the
product market, whereas higher unemployment rates or higher capital stocks will

decrease it, ceteris paribus.

The pass-through effects - characterized in Proposition 1 - seem to appeal to
intuition and several of these features are well known from the literature. An
important new aspect in Proposition 1 is the role of the capital stock for the price
setting. An increase in the capital stock will increase production and thereby induce
lower prices.” This feature has not been captured in the earlier wage bargaining
literature under imperfectly competitive product markets (see Blanchard and

Giavazzi (2003), Ebell and Haefke (2003) and Spector (2004)).

In order to simplify notation we from now on mostly abstract from the firm-
specific index associated with product i. Doing so the necessary first-order

condition determining labor demand can be written as
7, =pR, —w=0 (12)

with the associated second-order condition 7,, = pR,, + p, R, <0. Using the CES
production function (la) the first-order condition (12) can be expressed as
1

ol ol o _L
{(l —a)K ° +aL” } al * =2 5o that the labor demand is
p

o—1 é
I = K Lfw) __a (132)
o#l l—a ap

with Lg >0 and L, , <0. In the case of the Cobb-Douglas production function

(w/p

(1b) we end up with the labor demand

* This provides an alternative argument for the result by Phelps (1994), according to which lower
interest rates will decrease the pricing mark-ups.

10



1
g
I =K [K] (13b)
) -

with Ly >0and L, ) <0 as well. In the labor demand functions (13a) and (13b)

the product price is endogenous as it depends on the wage rate.

The wage elasticity of labor demand, which turns out to be important later on,

can be written in the case of the CES production function (1a) as (see Appendix A)

l—a =
oll+—k°
L w a

L I (142)
—+
S

k

a
while the Cobb-Douglas production function leads to

_ _Lw _ 1
U(S)L’:l - L 1- a((s — 1)/S) ’ (140)

where (s—1)/s = u(s)™". From (14a) we can conclude that the wage elasticity of
labor demand depends on the following four factors: the elasticity of substitution
between capital and labor (o), the degree of competition in the product markets
(s), the capital-labor ratio (k=K /L) and the distribution parameter a. We
observe that intensified product market competition, measured by higher elasticity
of substitution between the products, increases the wage elasticity of labor demand,

i.e. 7, > 0. More intense product market competition makes it harder for the firms

to survive with higher wages and thus increased competition makes the firms’
employment decisions more sensitive to changes in the wage rate. This feature
holds true also in the case of Cobb-Douglas production function (see equation

(14b)).> When we approach a situation with perfect competition in the product

> There is empirical evidence according to which product market regulation has decreased and
thereby competition increased in OECD countries during the 1990s (for evidence, see Nicoletti,
Bassanini, Ernst, Jean, Santiago and Swaim (2001)). Gersbach (2000) summarizes three
mechanisms (lower mark-ups, higher total factor productivity and expanded sets of product
varieties), through which reductions in product market imperfections might enhance employment.
Blanchard and Philippon (2004) have constructed a model to explore the effects of intensified
product market competition when labor unions learn slowly about structural changes in the
economic environment and when trust plays an important role in the labor market.

11



markets (as s —> o) the wage elasticity of labor demand converges to

1-o

c{l T k"], which reduces to 1/(1 - a) in the Cobb-Douglas case.

l1-a

Next we ask, what is the effect of the capital-labor ratio & on the wage
elasticity of labor demand? This is an important question as this wage elasticity
plays an important role when evaluating the relationship between the negotiated
wage and the capital stock. It is also an interesting issue because, for example, the
competitiveness of the capital markets and thereby the size of the capital stock will

affect the capital intensity k. Differentiating (14a) with respect to & yields

l1-a ((a—l)(a—s)j k-g

a S

m = — (15)
S a

where s>1. From (15) we infer the following properties: (i) Under gross

complementarity between capital and labor (o <1) higher capital intensity

increases the wage elasticity of labor demand. (ii) The same happens under gross
substitutability (o >1) as long as the elasticity of substitution between products
(s) is lower than the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor in the
production function. (iii) Under gross substitutability (o >1) the wage elasticity is
a decreasing function of the capital intensity if the elasticity of substitution between
products (s) is higher than the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor

o in the production function.

Case (iii) seems to be more plausible than case (ii) because empirical estimates
of o are never far above one, whereas available estimates of mark-ups imply that
s is significantly higher. In fact, empirical evidence suggests roughly that the
mark-ups lie in the range between 1.1 and 1.5 (see e.g. Roeger (1995) and Martins,
Scarpetta and Pilat (1996)). Mark-ups in this range would be consistent with an

assumption that s > 3. In what follows we will therefore assume that s > o.

With an exogenous capital intensity and for s > o we can summarize our

findings in

12



Proposition 2 [ntensified product market competition will increase the wage
elasticity of labor demand. Higher capital intensity will increase (decrease) the
wage elasticity of labor demand when the elasticity of substitution between labor

and capital is smaller (larger) than one.

From Proposition 2 we can conclude that the technological elasticity of
substitution between the production factors is of primary importance for the
relationship between capital intensity and the wage elasticity of labor demand.
According to Proposition 2, when capital and labor are ‘gross complements’

(o <1), higher capital intensity will increase the wage elasticity of labor demand

due to the fact that higher capital intensity will raise the labor share. Under ‘gross

substitutability’ (o >1) between capital and labor the reverse happens, i.e. higher

capital intensity will decrease the wage elasticity of labor demand due to the fact
that higher capital intensity now will decrease the labor share (see also Koskela and
Schob (2002), where it is demonstrated how the capital cost with endogenous

capital intensity affects the wage elasticity of labor demand when o #1).
Finally, (14b) reveals the following result in the Cobb-Douglas case

Corollary 1: The wage elasticity of labor demand is independent of the capital

intensity in the case of a Cobb-Douglas production function.

Corollary 1 verifies the conventional assumption, whereby there is no
relationship between wage elasticity and investment under circumstances with
Cobb-Douglas production functions due to the fact that the labor share is
independent of capital intensity. Thus, this type of production function eliminates
the potential channel through which credit market behavior might impact on the

wage elasticity via the determination of the capital stock.

IVv. Wage Determination via Nash Bargaining

We now turn to look at the stage of wage determination and we continue to
consider the capital stock K as given. We apply the Nash bargaining solution
within the context of the ‘right-to-manage’ approach according to which

employment is unilaterally determined by the firms. The wage bargaining takes

13



place in anticipation of optimal price and employment decisions by the firms.
Following the Nash bargaining approach the firm and the labor union negotiate

with respect to the wage so as to solve the optimization problem

max Q@ =[L' (w-b)} [pR(K, L)~ wi' | (16)

subjectto 7, =0 and 7, =0,

where the relative bargaining power of the union is £ and that of the firm is

(1- ), L'(w=b)=EU, b is the (exogenous) outside option available to union

members and 7 = pR(K,L)—wL . The outside options for the firm and the union

are 7° =—AK and U’ = Mb, respectively, where M is the number of labor union
members and A =1+r denotes the cost of capital. Under these assumptions the

necessary first-order condition for the wage determination can be written as

U,

U

+(1- )7 =0 a7

where

U, _ 1 w=nk,s)+bnk.s)] (182)
Uu w w—>b
and
* * l-o
Zy_Awh 1 pRL 1 a (18b)
V2 w wplR-R,L wl-a

Substituting the expressions (18a) and (18b) into the first-order condition (17)
yields, after some rearrangement, the following Nash bargaining solutions for the

wage rate in the case of CES (1a) and Cobb-Douglas (1b) production functions

w o= |1+ P b. (19a)

o#l 1

ﬂ(n(k,s)—1)+(l—ﬂ)£k7

and

14



- |14 P b (19b)
o=l a

Fn(s)-D+(1-75)

1-a

According to (19a) and (19b) the negotiated wage rate depends positively on the

outside option (b ) and on the relative bargaining power of the union ( £ ), while
negatively on the wage elasticity of labor demand (7). According to (19a), the

negotiated wage is affected by the capital-labor ratio (k) both directly and
indirectly though its impact on the wage elasticity of labor demand in a way, which
is determined by whether elasticity of substitution between labor and capital is
smaller or larger than one. Furthermore, the wage elasticity of labor demand
depends positively on product market competition (s) and for that reason
decreased product market imperfections moderate the negotiated wage. In

particular, as we approach perfect product market competition with s — oo in the
Cobb-Douglas case, the wage rate converges towards
[1+B0-a)/a]lb=[1+B/5-1)]b, where n=1/(1-a)is the wage elasticity of

labor demand under perfect product market competition.

By differentiating the wage rate (19a) with respect to the capital-labor ratio we

find for s > o that

1-20
-p ,Bnk(k,s)+(1—,3)1_70Lk o | (<0 ool
ow" o l-a
ok = 0p asyo=1 . (20)
{ﬂ(ﬂ(kas)—l)+(1—ﬁ)laka} >0 l<o<s
—a

The relationship (20) characterizes the capital stock as a strategic commitment
device, whereby the capital stock may serve as a mechanism inducing wage
moderation. The technological features summarized by the elasticity of substitution
between the production factors determine whether such wage moderation actually
takes place or not. The intuition for this relationship can be understood as follows:
First, when o <1 higher capital intensity decreases the negotiated wage rate via
two channels: (1) it becomes harder for the union to extract rent in negotiations

because of the induced higher wage elasticity of labor demand, and (2) a higher

15



capital-labor ratio increases the negative effect of the wage rate on the profit, i.e.

a%(ﬂj<0 when o <1 and thus moderates wage formation. As (20) makes
V4

clear, increased capital intensity will induce higher wages under o >1. The

interpretation of this finding is analogous (but opposite) to the case of o <1.
We now summarize our analysis of the wage determination in

Proposition 3 The negotiated wage rate depends negatively on the wage elasticity
of labor demand and therefore intensified product market competition will
decrease the wage rate. Higher capital intensity will decrease (increase) the
negotiated wage rate if the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor is

smaller (larger) than one.

Finally, if the production function is Cobb-Douglas we can replicate the
Layard, Nickell and Jackman (1991) finding according to which the capital stock

does not affect wage formation.

Corollary 2 With a Cobb-Douglas production function capital intensity will have

no effect on the negotiated wage.

The negotiated Nash wage (19a) and (19b) imply a number of interesting
special cases. If all the bargaining power lies with the union (S =1), the Nash

bargaining solution is simplified to the monopoly union solution

M

= _n(k,s) b and w"

n(s) ,
o#l 77(k,S) _ 1 b (20 )

()1

according to which the wage mark-up depends negatively on the wage elasticity of
labor demand, which is a function of the capital-labor ratio £ when o #1 while it
is not when o =1. Further, the wage elasticity of labor demand is an increasing
function of the price elasticity of product demand s. In the opposite case with all

the bargaining power concentrated to the firm (4 =0), the relationship between
the negotiated wage and the capital intensity disappears. In this case the negotiated

wage converges to the competitive wage with w® =4, i.e. the wage mark-up is
eroded. Intuitively this seems to make sense for the following reason. The capital

intensity serves as a strategic commitment device, which will affect the distribution

16



of the rents, achieved through bargaining, in imperfectly competitive labor
markets.® Once the labor market imperfections are eroded the capital intensity can

no longer play such a strategic role.

There is empirical evidence according to which higher product market
competition will moderate wage formation. Nickell (1999) presents a survey of this
literature, which includes, for example, Abowd and Lemieux (1993) (Canadian
data), Nickell, Vainiomaki and Wadhwani (1994) (British manufacturing data) and
Neven, Roller and Zhang (1999) (data from eight European airline companies) to

analyze links between product market competition and union power.

V. Product Markets, Exogenous Capital Intensity and
Equilibrium Unemployment

Above we have characterized wage formation, labor demand and price setting
from a partial equilibrium perspective. We now move on to explore the
determinants of equilibrium unemployment in a general equilibrium framework. In
this section we are interested in the relationships between the exogenous capital
intensity, the intensity of competition in the product market and the equilibrium

unemployment.

According to (19a) and (19b) the negotiated wage rate in industry i is of the
form w) = 4,b, where the mark-up factors in the cases of CES and Cobb-Douglas

production functions are

_ 1y P (21a)

|o’¢l 1-

ﬂ(n(k,s)—l)+(l—ﬁ)ﬁk7

A4 =1 + P : (21b)
Pn(s)-D+1A-4)

a
l-a

% In other contexts both the capital structure and the compensation scheme have been shown to
constitute a similar type of commitment device (see e.g. Dasgupta and Sengupta (1993) and
Koskela and Stenbacka (2004a), (2004D)).

17



These mark-up factors are, in principle, industry-specific. We impose symmetry
assumptions meaning that 4, = 4 and w)' = w" for all i. In a general equilibrium

the term b should be re-interpreted as the relevant outside option, which we

specify as
b=(1-u)w" +uB, (22)

where u is the unemployment rate, B captures the unemployment benefit and w”

denotes the negotiated wage rate in all identical industries (see, e.g. Nickell and
Layard (1999)). Assuming a constant benefit replacement ratio g = B/ w" and

substituting (22) for b into the Nash bargaining solutions (19a) and (19b) yields

the equilibrium unemployment

v_ L1
u —l_q{l A}, (23)

where the wage mark-up 4 is given by (21a) for o #1 and by (21b) for o =1.

According to (23) a higher benefit-replacement ratio, ¢, and a higher mark-up

in the wage determination, A4, will increase equilibrium unemployment. Further,
from the mark-ups in the wage determination we can conclude that higher wage
elasticity of labor demand will decrease equilibrium unemployment. In fact,
differentiating (21a) with respect to s gives
2
A =— B, < 0, (24)

s -0 2

ﬂ(n(k,s)—1)+(l—ﬂ)£k7

meaning that intensified product market competition will moderate the wage mark-
up in the general case o # 1. The same qualitative result holds true also in the case
with o =1 as can be seen by differentiating (21b) with respect to s. Hence,

intensified product market competition will, ceteris paribus, decrease equilibrium

N
unemployment because 77, > 0 and aaL <0.
n
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As for the impact of the capital-labor ratio on equilibrium unemployment we

initially observe under s > o that

1-20
l-c a ,—
B 13771("'(1—,3)71_611( o <0 o<l
Ak=— 1 5 = as o= . (25)
ﬂ(ﬂ(k,S)—1)+(1—,6')1Lk7 >0 l<o<s
—-a

(25) offers a characterization of the capital stock as a strategic commitment device

N
k

with employment effects. Because it holds true that =4, b, we can explore

the effect of the capital intensity on equilibrium unemployment by combining (20)
and (25). The relationship between the negotiated wage and the capital intensity
was characterized in Proposition 3. According to Proposition 3 more intense
product market competition will, ceteris paribus, moderate the negotiated wages
and thereby decrease equilibrium unemployment, while the relationship between
capital intensity, wage formation and thereby the relationship between capital
intensity and equilibrium unemployment is more complicated. More specifically, it
depends on the size of the elasticity of substitution between production factors, on
the degree of product market competition, measured by the price elasticity of

demand as well as on the relative sizes of these two parameters.

Our findings concerning the determinants of equilibrium unemployment under

exogenous capital intensity can now be summarized in

Proposition 4 Increased product market competition will reduce equilibrium
unemployment. Higher capital intensity will reduce equilibrium unemployment
when the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor is smaller than one

while the reverse happens when it is higher than one.

According to Proposition 4 the effect of capital intensity on equilibrium
unemployment depends on whether the elasticity of substitution between labor and
capital exceeds or falls short of one. In any case, as the empirical studies cited in
the introduction unanimously seem to reject the Cobb-Douglas specification,
Proposition 4 predicts that there is a systematic relationship between equilibrium

unemployment and capital intensity. As the existing empirical studies cited in the
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introduction all report estimates according to which the elasticity of substitution is
below one for the U.S. economy our model would imply the prediction of a
negative relationship between equilibrium unemployment and the capital intensity

for this economy.

Finally, if we were to accept the Cobb-Douglas production function our model
would reproduce the Layard, Nickell and Jackman (1991) finding according to

which the capital stock does not affect wage formation.

Corollary 3 With a Cobb-Douglas production function equilibrium

unemployment is independent of the capital intensity.

Our results regarding the relationship between labor market imperfections,
product market imperfections, investments and equilibrium unemployment are
related to a few recent research contributions. Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003) and
Spector (2004) have earlier theoretically studied the employment consequences of
product market competition and deregulation within a bargaining framework. Ebell
and Haetke (2003) apply a dynamic matching model to explore the dynamic
relationship between product market competition and equilibrium unemployment.
In contrast to Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003) and Spector (2004), Ebell and Haetke
(2003) make use of a Cournot model where the number of firms competing in each
industry measures the intensity of product market competition. All these
contributions, however, abstract from the determination of capital investment and,
in particular, from its potential implications for employment by assuming either the
linear or Cobb-Douglas production function with labor being the only production
factor. As our study makes clear, the characterization of equilibrium
unemployment is bound to be incomplete under such restrictions of the models. As
we have shown, the interactions between labor market imperfections, product
market imperfections and the capital intensity have important implications for the

wage formation, and thereby for equilibrium unemployment.

VL. Endogenous Capital Intensity and Equilibrium
Unemployment: The Long-Run Perspective

So far we have restricted ourselves to a short run or medium run perspective,

where the capital stock has been considered exogenous. In this section we now turn
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to explore the initial stage of the decision making structure. At this stage firms
determine the capital investments and thereby the intensity k=K/L. We are
particularly interested in characterizing how the interest rate and labor and product
market imperfections impact on the capital investments and on the associated
equilibrium unemployment in the long run.

We impose no imperfections on the capital market. Thus, in the long run the
capital intensity is determined so as to generate zero profits. However, the firms
have rational expectations regarding the subsequent outcomes with respect to wage
negotiation, employment and price setting and the long-run investment decisions
internalize the effects of the capital intensity on wages, employment and prices.

The long-run capital stock is determined by the equilibrium condition

T = p RK,L)-w'L —AK, = 0, foralli (26)

st. Q,=0,7, =0and 7, =0.

The constraints capture that the capital stock is set in anticipation of the subsequent
determination of wages, employment and prices. In (26) A =1+r denotes the cost
of capital, which we assume to be exogenously given.

Substituting the labor demand, determined by (12), into the profit function in
the left hand side of (26) and dropping the firm-specific index we can write the

profit function as 7z = Y R-wVL - AK. Further, by exploiting the property that
L

o-1
Ri = L{l g 4 1} for the CES production function (1) we see that the profit
. a

function associated with (26) can be rewritten as

o-1

7= wNL*F_a ko + 1} ~w"L - AK . By further dividing all the terms by L it

a

follows that the equilibrium condition (26) can be expressed in terms of the

endogenous capital intensity, &, according to

_g o .
r o= w9 _a = 0. 27)
a
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From (27) we can see that the equilibrium capital intensity has to satisfy

g, C (1—a WY
Wi e Jac0 o & =(1 “W—J : (28)
a A

(28) defines the equilibrium capital intensity as a function of effective cost of

capital (A), and via the Nash bargaining wage w" in (19a), as a function of the
measure of product market competition (s ) and the relative bargaining power of the

trade union ( £ ) so that we have kK~ =k (A, s, ). By differentiation of (28) we find

that

>0 . (29)

Hence, the equilibrium capital intensity is a decreasing function of the effective
costs of capital and the intensity of product market competition, whereas it is an
increasing function of relative bargaining power of trade union. These comparative
statics properties can be shown to hold also in the case of a Cobb-Douglas

production function with o =1 (1b).

We summarize our findings regarding the equilibrium capital intensity in

Proposition 5 The equilibrium capital intensity depends negatively on the degree
of product market competition and on the effective costs of capital, whereas it

depends positively on the bargaining power of the trade union.

The negative relationship in (29) between the equilibrium capital intensity and
the degree of product market competition captures the idea that increased product
market competition simply diminishes the available returns associated with the
investment. This relationship seems to be consistent with the empirical evidence
presented by Alesina et al (2003). These authors used OECD data to study how
various measures of regulation in the product market, concerning in particular entry
barriers, are related to investment behavior. According to their findings product

market deregulation seems to have a statistically significant negative effect on
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investment behavior, ceteris paribus. It should, however, be remarked that the
analysis of Alesina et al (2003) abstracts from labor market frictions. The positive
relationship in (29) between the labor market imperfections and the equilibrium
investment captures the intuition that increased bargaining power of the labor union
decreases the relative attractiveness of labor as a production factor. Therefore, the

optimal response of the firm is to increase the capital investment.

We next characterize the equilibrium unemployment in the long run with
endogenous capital intensity. We are particularly interested in exploring the effects
of the degree of product market competition, the bargaining power of the trade
unions and the interest rate on equilibrium unemployment. For that purpose we
essentially have to study the effects of these parameters on the wage mark-up.

The negotiated wage mark-up associated with the equilibrium capital intensity

is given by

A = 1 + p —. (30)
ﬁ'(ﬂ(l’f*(Aas,ﬁ'))—1)+(1—ﬂ)ék*(Aas,ﬁ')T

Now we study the long-run effects of the interest rate as well as product and
labor market imperfections on the wage mark-up under endogenous capital
intensity. ’ We first explore the impact of the interest rate on the wage mark-up. By
differentiating (30) we can see that the effect of a change of the effective cost of

capital is given by Aktkz , where 4 . is characterized in (25). Clearly, in the long
run this effect is now opposite in sign compared with (25) due to the property that
k; < 0. Hence, a lower effective cost of capital, associated, for example, with more

intense credit market competition as a result of financial market reforms, reduces
equilibrium unemployment when the elasticity of substitution between labor and
capital is smaller than one, while the reverse happens when it is higher than one.

We can formulate this feature in

Proposition 6 The long-run equilibrium unemployment under endogenous capital

intensity is an increasing (decreasing) function of the interest rate when the

" Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003, p. 893) call for a similar extension in a related context.
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elasticity of substitution between capital and labor is lower (higher) than one, while
the interest rate has no effect on equilibrium unemployment in the case of a Cobb-
Douglas production function.

Earlier we showed that intensified product market competition will reduce
equilibrium unemployment when the capital intensity is exogenously given. We
next ask the following question: What is the long-run effect of intensified product
market competition, when this affects the mark-up and thereby equilibrium
unemployment both directly via the wage elasticity of labor demand and indirectly
by changing the wage rate and thereby the capital intensity, which in turn affects the
mark-up both directly and through the wage elasticity of labor demand?

Differentiating (30) with respect to s gives after some rearrangements®

120

a l-o .~

—Bn, =Pk, —(1-f——k 7k
A =5 l-a o . 31)

B-D+(1-5) -2k -

ko

1-a

where 17 =n(k",s).As delineated in (31), we can identify three channels whereby
the intensity of product market competition affects the long-run mark-up: (1) a

direct effect via the change in the wage elasticity of labor demand (— f7,) (cf.
(24)), (2) an indirect effect via the wage elasticity of labor demand (- ,377,;1{:) due

to a change in capital intensity and (3) an indirect effect via the change in the

capital intensity for the effect of the wage rate on the profit

=20

(—(l—ﬂ)l_—o-k k). The direct effect is always negative, because 7, >0,
o

while the two indirect effects may be negative or positive depending on the size of
o . We know from (29) that k. is always negative, while from (15) we see that n,:

is negative provided that o >1. It follows that the first indirect effect is always
negative when o >1. As for the remaining indirect effect we can observe that it is

always negative when o > 1. Therefore, wheno > 1, each of the three effects drive

¥ We can see that this is reduced to (24) in the absence of the investment effects.
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in the same direction and intensified product market competition unambiguously
decreases the negotiated wage mark-up in the labor market and thereby reduces
equilibrium unemployment under endogenous capital intensity. Notice that this
long-run impact of product market competition on equilibrium unemployment also

holds true in the special case of Cobb-Douglas production function.

When the elasticity of substitution between labor and capital is less than one
(o <1), intensified product market competition does not necessarily result in a
decrease in the negotiated wage mark-up in the labor market. In this situation only

the direct effect is negative, while the indirect effects tend to increase the negotiated

wage mark-up, because k. is always negative, while 1, 1s positive when o <1.

Whether the two indirect effects outweigh the direct effect depends on the
parameters of the model. Extensive numerical experiments with different parameter

values indicate that there is a critical value & €[0,1] such that 4, <0 (4,>0)

whenever 0 >6 (0 <0).
We collect our results to the following proposition.

Proposition 7 There is a critical threshold value & <1 such that the long-run
equilibrium unemployment is a decreasing function of the intensity of product

market competition when ¢ > & .

Proposition 7 indicates that if the elasticity of substitution between labor and
capital is less than one, the consequences of tighter product market competition for
the wage mark-up and unemployment are not clear. It is of particular interest to
characterize those circumstances under which intensified product market

competition induces higher wage markups and, thus, a higher unemployment rate.

Figure 2 illustrates how the critical value 6 depends on the bargaining power of
the labor union, £ . Notice that the critical value tends to be very low when the
bargaining power is close to zero, while it rises rather sharply when / increases
from zero. This observation is quite natural, because a stronger labor union is able
to push wages up, while it is harder for the firms to off-set these pressures with
higher capital-labor ratios, i.e. to replace labor with capital, when o is sufficiently

low. A sufficiently small o serves as a technological obstacle against substituting
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labor with capital. When this technological obstacle is strong (o low) and when the
bargaining power of the union undermines the investment incentives of the firm the
total effect of intensified product market competition may increase the wage-mark

up and thereby harm employment.

Interestingly, the critical value & is not necessarily a monotonic function of

S . When the bargaining power approaches one, eventually the critical value &

may start to decrease. This phenomenon indicates that the effectiveness of the
capital-labor ratio as an instrument of the firm to prevent wages from rising
becomes efficient when the labor union becomes very strong. Thus with very strong

labor market imperfections (/ sufficiently close to one), a lower elasticity of

substitution is required for increased product market competition to result in higher

wage mark-ups and higher unemployment rates.
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Figure 2: Critical o above (below) which intensified product market
competition decreases (increases) the wage mark-up for the parameter
combination with s = 10, A =1.03, and a = 0.5.
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Figure 3 further illustrates how the critical value & shifts when the distribution
parameter a changes. In general, the larger is a (the labor share of production), the
smaller is the region where A4, is positive.” This observation means that intensified
product market competition is a stronger device for inducing wage moderation

when the labor plays a more significant role relative to capital as a production

factor.

|
1 .
1
Lo o
[T
o uh

Figure 3: The effect of the parameter a for the critical o above (below) which
intensified product market competition decreases (increases) the wage mark-up
for the parameter combination with s = 10 and A = 1.03.

Finally, we explore the long-run effect of the bargaining power of the labor
union on equilibrium unemployment under endogenous capital intensity. Now,

differentiating (30) with respect to £ yields, after some rearrangements,

’ We were able to verify this same pattern with a series of numerical experiments with alternative
parameter values.
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. a l-o =
- Ky - =)k
l1-a o

2

*lfo'
a k .
l1-a

B (32)

-0

ﬂw—D+ﬂ—ﬁMfaf“

Again there are three channels of influence whereby the parameter [ affects the

long-term mark-up: (1) a direct effect via the change in the bargaining power

l-c

k ° ), (2) an indirect effect through the shift in the wage elasticity of labor

a

(

l-a
demand produced by a change in the capital intensity (— ﬂznk*k;) and (3) an

indirect effect of the wage rate on the profit via the induced change of the capital
. . 1o "7, .

intensity (— f(1— ﬂ)Tk 7 kg). A priori, we would expect that more
imperfect labor markets yield higher wage mark-ups also in the long run, which
would imply a higher rate of equilibrium unemployment. In fact, as is shown in
Appendix A, this turns out to be the case, but it is not a self-evident result from a
technical point of view as the direction of the indirect effects is opposite to the

direct effect when o < 1.

We can formulate

Proposition 8 The long-run equilibrium unemployment under endogenous capital
intensity is always an increasing function of the relative bargaining power of the

labor unions.

Thus, we have established the following general result. Even though increased
bargaining power of the labor union will stimulate the investment incentives of
firms in the long run, the induced increase in the equilibrium capital stock will not
be large enough from the point of view of the total employment effects so as to
outweigh the negative direct employment effects of higher negotiated wages. This
suggests that the expansion of the capital stock induced by increased labor market
imperfections can never be large enough so as to promote employment in the long

run.
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VII. Conclusions

The employment consequences of intensified competition and deregulation in
product markets have been analyzed to some extent in the recent literature.
However, in this literature the potential role of investments has been neglected as
these studies have postulating a production function with labor as the only
production factor either in a linear (see Blanchard and Giavazzi (2003), Ebell and
Haefke (2003)) or in a Cobb-Douglas form (see Spector (2004)). Our starting point
has been similar to these studies in that we have assumed imperfect competition in
the product and labor markets, but importantly we have generalized these models
by assuming a more general and realistic CES-type production function, in which
the elasticity of substitution between capital and labor can be different from one.
This has established a new and richer framework for studying the interaction
effects between imperfections in labor and product markets and long-term
investment decisions for the determination of equilibrium unemployment in the

long run.

We have shown the following new results. Under exogenous capital intensity —
which can be interpreted to offer either a short-run or a medium-rum perspective
for structural unemployment analysis — reduced product market imperfections,
ceteris paribus, will always decrease equilibrium unemployment. The effect of
capital intensity is more complex. The capital intensity serves as a strategic
commitment device with which the owners of the firms can affect the distribution
of rents achieved through wage bargaining in imperfectly competitive labor
markets. In fact, the negotiated wage rate decreases, and therefore also equilibrium
unemployment declines, as a result of higher capital intensity when the elasticity of
substitution between capital and labor is less than one, while the reverse happens
when the elasticity of substitution is higher than one. This is due to the fact that in
the former (latter) case higher capital intensity will increase (decreases) wage
elasticity of labor demand. In the special case with a Cobb-Douglas production
function the relationship between capital stock and equilibrium unemployment will
vanish. When the negotiated wage converges to the competitive rate the capital
intensity does no longer serve as a strategic commitment device, which could affect
the distribution of the rents. Thus, in the absence of labor market imperfections the

capital intensity can have no effect on equilibrium unemployment.
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After demonstrating how labor and product market imperfections affect the
equilibrium capital intensity in the long-run, we investigated the determinants of
equilibrium unemployment from the long-run perspective. Higher interest rates will
increase (decrease) equilibrium unemployment when the elasticity of substitution
between capital and labor is lower (higher) than one. Furthermore, we explored the
qualitative properties of equilibrium unemployment in the long run with a
particular focus on the total long-run effects of labor and product market
imperfections on equilibrium unemployment. These total long-run effects of labor
and product market imperfections on equilibrium unemployment incorporate both
direct effects and indirect mechanisms through the effects on wage formation and
long-run capital investments. We have shown that the long-run equilibrium is
always an increasing function of the relative bargaining power of the labor unions,
whereas there is, in general, not a monotonic relationship between the long-run
unemployment and the intensity of product market competition. There is, however,
a critical threshold, below one, of the elasticity of substitution between capital and
labor such that the long-run equilibrium unemployment is a decreasing function of
the intensity of product market competition when the elasticity exceeds this

threshold.

Our model can clearly be extended in several dimensions. Throughout the
analysis we have focused on a homogeneous labor force. However, it could be very
interesting to separate the labor force into a high-skill and low-skill segment with
different elasticities of labor demand due to the fact that elasticity of substitution
between capital and skilled labor will likely differ from the elasticity of substitution
between capital and unskilled labor.'® Within such a richer context it might be
possible to characterize qualitatively different interaction patterns between and
capital investments and employment across the different labor market segments.

Also, our model has abstracted from all aspects of taxation of production factors.

Our new theoretical findings also raise interesting empirical issues for future
research. In particular, our analysis highlights the importance of obtaining reliable

estimates for the elasticity of substitution between labor and capital inputs,

"% Goldin and Katz (1998) have analyzed the origins of technology-skill complementarity both
theoretically and empirically. Krusell et.al (2000) have provided a theoretical framework to
explain the skill premium in terms of relative wage of skilled and unskilled labor.
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because, as we have emphasized throughout this analysis, several significant
properties of the long-run equilibrium unemployment are contingent on this
elasticity. Moreover, the relationship between long-run equilibrium unemployment
and product market competition depends on other parameters as well, which is an

important topic for empirical research.
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Appendix A: Derivation of wage elasticity of labor demand

By using the production function we can write the wage elasticity of labor demand

as follows
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Using (A.2) and (A.3) the wage elasticity of substitution can be written as
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Q.E.D.

Appendix B: Proof of Proposition 8
We have to prove that 4, given by (32) satisfies that 4, > 0. We separate the proof

into two separate parts, one for o =1 and one for o <1.
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(1) o =1: The sign of (32) is determined by the numerator, which consists of three

1 o

effects: (a) the direct effect (—k o ), (b) the indirect effect through the shift in

the wage elasticity of labor demand produced by a change in the capital intensity
(- ﬂznk*k;) and (c) an indirect effect via the induced change of the capital

«1—20
intensity (— (1 — ,B)l_—o-k o k;). The direct effect is always positive. Recalling
o

from (29) that k; is always positive, it follows that both the indirect effects are also

positive whenever o 21, because then it holds that 7,. >0 .

(2) o <1: In this case it is not straightforward to see that the condition 4, >0
holds, because when o <1 we have 77, <0 and 1-0 <0 so that both of the
indirect effects in (32) are negative. For the result 4, >0 to hold, the (positive)
direct effect must exceed the (negative) indirect effects in (32). In order to show
that this indeed holds true we present a proof by contradiction.

Suppose an antithesis that 4, <0, which means that

120 -0

. a l-o
Bl + BU-PH—"Tk o >
l-a o

p—
|
Q

By re-arrangement and taking (29) into account this condition can be expressed

according to

((0 (o - S)]

Wﬂ w«__9

pi | A-0)1=-p) + fok > 1.
w

{:w

However, since w" = A4b the antithesis would imply that w}’ < 0. But, this would

lead to a contradiction, since the factor inside the bracket in the inequality above is

positive whenever o <1. Consequently, it must hold true that 4, >0 whenever

o<l. Q.E.D.

35



CESifo Working Paper Series

(for full list see www.cesifo.de)

1281 Ayal Kimhi, Growth, Inequality and Labor Markets in LDCs: A Survey, September
2004

1282 Robert Dur and Amihai Glazer, Optimal Incentive Contracts for a Worker who Envies
his Boss, September 2004

1283 Klaus Abberger, Nonparametric Regression and the Detection of Turning Points in the
Ifo Business Climate, September 2004

1284 Werner Giith and Rupert Sausgruber, Tax Morale and Optimal Taxation, September
2004

1285 Luis H. R. Alvarez and Erkki Koskela, Does Risk Aversion Accelerate Optimal Forest
Rotation under Uncertainty?, September 2004

1286 Giorgio Brunello and Maria De Paola, Market Failures and the Under-Provision of
Training, September 2004

1287 Sanjeev Goyal, Marco van der Leij and José¢ Luis Moraga-Gonzalez, Economics: An
Emerging Small World?, September 2004

1288 Sandro Maffei, Nikolai Raabe and Heinrich W. Ursprung, Political Repression and
Child Labor: Theory and Empirical Evidence, September 2004

1289 Georg Gotz and Klaus Gugler, Market Concentration and Product Variety under Spatial
Competition: Evidence from Retail Gasoline, September 2004

1290 Jonathan Temple and Ludger WoBmann, Dualism and Cross-Country Growth
Regressions, September 2004

1291 Ravi Kanbur, Jukka Pirttild and Matti Tuomala, Non-Welfarist Optimal Taxation and
Behavioral Public Economics, October 2004

1292 Maarten C. W. Janssen, Jos¢ Luis Moraga-Gonzédlez and Matthijs R. Wildenbeest,
Consumer Search and Oligopolistic Pricing: An Empirical Investigation, October 2004

1293 Kira Borner and Christa Hainz, The Political Economy of Corruption and the Role of
Financial Institutions, October 2004

1294 Christoph A. Schaltegger and Lars P. Feld, Do Large Cabinets Favor Large
Governments? Evidence from Swiss Sub-Federal Jurisdictions, October 2004

1295 Marc-Andreas Miindler, The Existence of Informationally Efficient Markets When
Individuals Are Rational, October 2004



1296 Hendrik Jirges, Wolfram F. Richter and Kerstin Schneider, Teacher Quality and
Incentives: Theoretical and Empirical Effects of Standards on Teacher Quality, October
2004

1297 David S. Evans and Michael Salinger, An Empirical Analysis of Bundling and Tying:
Over-the-Counter Pain Relief and Cold Medicines, October 2004

1298 Gershon Ben-Shakhar, Gary Bornstein, Astrid Hopfensitz and Frans van Winden,
Reciprocity and Emotions: Arousal, Self-Reports, and Expectations, October 2004

1299 B. Zorina Khan and Kenneth L. Sokoloff, Institutions and Technological Innovation
During Early Economic Growth: Evidence from the Great Inventors of the United
States, 1790 — 1930, October 2004

1300 Piero Gottardi and Roberto Serrano, Market Power and Information Revelation in
Dynamic Trading, October 2004

1301 Alan V. Deardorff, Who Makes the Rules of Globalization?, October 2004

1302 Sheilagh Ogilvie, The Use and Abuse of Trust: Social Capital and its Deployment by
Early Modern Guilds, October 2004

1303 Mario Jametti and Thomas von Ungern-Sternberg, Disaster Insurance or a Disastrous
Insurance — Natural Disaster Insurance in France, October 2004

1304 Pieter A. Gautier and José Luis Moraga-Gonzalez, Strategic Wage Setting and
Coordination Frictions with Multiple Applications, October 2004

1305 Julia Darby, Anton Muscatelli and Graeme Roy, Fiscal Federalism, Fiscal
Consolidations and Cuts in Central Government Grants: Evidence from an Event Study,
October 2004

1306 Michael Waldman, Antitrust Perspectives for Durable-Goods Markets, October 2004

1307 Josef Honerkamp, Stefan Moog and Bernd Raffelhiischen, Earlier or Later: A General
Equilibrium Analysis of Bringing Forward an Already Announced Tax Reform,

October 2004

1308 M. Hashem Pesaran, A Pair-Wise Approach to Testing for Output and Growth
Convergence, October 2004

1309 John Bishop and Ferran Mane, Educational Reform and Disadvantaged Students: Are
They Better Off or Worse Oft?, October 2004

1310 Alfredo Schcelarek, Consumption and Keynesian Fiscal Policy, October 2004

1311 Wolfram F. Richter, Efficiency Effects of Tax Deductions for Work-Related Expenses,
October 2004



1312 Franco Mariuzzo, Patrick Paul Walsh and Ciara Whelan, EU Merger Control in
Differentiated Product Industries, October 2004

1313 Kurt Schmidheiny, Income Segregation and Local Progressive Taxation: Empirical
Evidence from Switzerland, October 2004

1314 David S. Evans, Andrei Hagiu and Richard Schmalensee, A Survey of the Economic
Role of Software Platforms in Computer-Based Industries, October 2004

1315 Frank Riedel and Elmar Wolfstetter, Immediate Demand Reduction in Simultancous
Ascending Bid Auctions, October 2004

1316 Patricia Crifo and Jean-Louis Rullicre, Incentives and Anonymity Principle: Crowding
Out Toward Users, October 2004

1317 Attila Ambrus and Rossella Argenziano, Network Markets and Consumers
Coordination, October 2004

1318 Margarita Katsimi and Thomas Moutos, Monopoly, Inequality and Redistribution Via
the Public Provision of Private Goods, October 2004

1319 Jens Josephson and Karl Wérneryd, Long-Run Selection and the Work Ethic, October
2004

1320 Jan K. Brueckner and Oleg Smirnov, Workings of the Melting Pot: Social Networks and
the Evolution of Population Attributes, October 2004

1321 Thomas Fuchs and Ludger Wo6Bmann, Computers and Student Learning: Bivariate and
Multivariate Evidence on the Availability and Use of Computers at Home and at
School, November 2004

1322 Alberto Bisin, Piero Gottardi and Adriano A. Rampini, Managerial Hedging and
Portfolio Monitoring, November 2004

1323 Cecilia Garcia-Penalosa and Jean-Frangois Wen, Redistribution and Occupational
Choice in a Schumpeterian Growth Model, November 2004

1324 William Martin and Robert Rowthorn, Will Stability Last?, November 2004

1325 Jianpei Li and Elmar Wolfstetter, Partnership Dissolution, Complementarity, and
Investment Incentives, November 2004

1326 Hans Fehr, Sabine Jokisch and Laurence J. Kotlikoff, Fertility, Mortality, and the
Developed World’s Demographic Transition, November 2004

1327 Adam Elbourne and Jakob de Haan, Asymmetric Monetary Transmission in EMU: The
Robustness of VAR Conclusions and Cecchetti’s Legal Family Theory, November 2004

1328 Karel-Jan Alsem, Steven Brakman, Lex Hoogduin and Gerard Kuper, The Impact of
Newspapers on Consumer Confidence: Does Spin Bias Exist?, November 2004



1329 Chiona Balfoussia and Mike Wickens, Macroeconomic Sources of Risk in the Term
Structure, November 2004

1330 Ludger WoBmann, The Effect Heterogeneity of Central Exams: Evidence from TIMSS,
TIMSS-Repeat and PISA, November 2004

1331 M. Hashem Pesaran, Estimation and Inference in Large Heterogeneous Panels with a
Multifactor Error Structure, November 2004

1332 Maarten C. W. Janssen, Jos¢ Luis Moraga-Gonzalez and Matthijs R. Wildenbeest, A
Note on Costly Sequential Search and Oligopoly Pricing, November 2004

1333 Martin Peitz and Patrick Waelbroeck, An Economist’s Guide to Digital Music,
November 2004

1334 Biswa N. Bhattacharyay and Prabir De, Promotion of Trade, Investment and
Infrastructure Development between China and India: The Case of Southwest China and

East and Northeast India, November 2004

1335 Lutz Hendricks, Why Does Educational Attainment Differ Across U.S. States?,
November 2004

1336 Jay Pil Choi, Antitrust Analysis of Tying Arrangements, November 2004

1337 Rafael Lalive, Jan C. van Ours and Josef Zweimueller, How Changes in Financial
Incentives Affect the Duration of Unemployment, November 2004

1338 Robert Woods, Fiscal Stabilisation and EMU, November 2004

1339 Rainald Borck and Matthias Wrede, Political Economy of Commuting Subsidies,
November 2004

1340 Marcel Gérard, Combining Dutch Presumptive Capital Income Tax and US Qualified
Intermediaries to Set Forth a New System of International Savings Taxation, November
2004

1341 Bruno S. Frey, Simon Luechinger and Alois Stutzer, Calculating Tragedy: Assessing the
Costs of Terrorism, November 2004

1342 Johannes Becker and Clemens Fuest, A Backward Looking Measure of the Effective
Marginal Tax Burden on Investment, November 2004

1343 Heikki Kauppi, Erkki Koskela and Rune Stenbacka, Equilibrium Unemployment and
Capital Intensity Under Product and Labor Market Imperfections, November 2004



	Abstract
	Koskela equilibriumunemployment.pdf
	**Department of Economics, P.O. Box 17 (Arkadiankatu 7), 00014 University of Helsinki, Finland, CESifo, Munchen, and IZA, Bonn, Germany. E-mail: erkki.koskela@helsinki.fi.




