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12 22[E %> & #5472 Administrative data % Fi\>% (Comparative Organizational Inequality
Network database; COIN & FESY) . XRENZ H I T#FEPS (Canada) . 2R T HERBEW
(Denmark, Norway, Sweden), 22— 7 7 4 X A (France, Germany, the Netherlands) . FiFX
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CHARACTERISTICS OF COUNTRY-LINKED EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE DATA

TABLE 1

Number of
Workers in

Definition of Threshold Establishments Number of Number
Marginal Job Earning Size > 1 Establishments of Firms
Country Start End Field Threshold (End Year) (End Year) (End Year) (End Year) Source
Canada 1990 2019 Exhaustive 1/2 full-time full 8,921 CAD 15,571,107 697,953 686,598 Statistics
year minimum Canada
wage

Denmark 1994 2018 Exhaustive 1/4 average yearly 109,412 DKK 2,039,139 117,700 83,382 RAS, IDAN,

wage* and BEF

Norway 1996 2018 Exhaustive 1/4 average yearly 139,875 NOK 1,410,206 111,453 72,670 Statistics

wage* Norway

Sweden 1990 2018 Exhaustive 1/3 prime age P50 100,663 SEK 4,049,300 242,806 172,758 Statistics

Sweden

France 1993 2019 Exhaustive private 1/2 full-time full 8,024 EUR 14,328,590 939,634 718,333 BTS
and partial public year minimum
sectors wage

Netherlands 2006 2018 Exhaustive 1/2 Age-specific 4 EUR per hour 10,493,473 295,697 291,270 CBS

minimum hourly
wage

Germany 1999 2015 Sample of workers 1/2 full-time P10 12,871 EUR 1,119,590 9,713 IEBS
(6%} in 20,000
establishments

Spain 2006 2018 Random sample of 1/2 full-time full 5,837 EUR 239,159 48,769 40,869 CSWH and
workers (4%) year minimum tax records

wage

Czechia 2002 2016 Sample of workers 1/2 full-time full 52,830 CZK 1,917,812 27,667 16,602 ISPV survey
(80%) year minimum

wage

Hungary 2003 2017 Sample of workers 1/2 full-time yearly 765,000 HUF 1,017,665 90,131 79,254 Admin2 and
(50%) minimum wage Admin3

South Korea 1990 2012 Sample of workers 1/2 full-time full 4,764,000 KRW 613,369 17,327 Wage
(8%) out of a year minimum Structure
sample of private wage Survey
sector establishments
size > §

Japan 1990 2013 Sample of workers 1/2 full-time P10 1,056,700 JPY 994,687 56,277 Basic Survey
(4%) out of a of Wage
sample of private Structure
sector establishments
size > 5

NotE.—In Canada and Hungary, establishments are proxied through an intersection between regions and firms.

* Source: OECD AV_AN_WAGE series.
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F1G. 4 —Linear trend (yearly rate) of evolution of each decile’s exposure to one another
(general pattern): all countries. Top decile’s (D10) exposure to bottom decile (D1) decreased
at a linear yearly rate of —0.5%. We circle in black the points that measure the evolution of
isolation (exposure to one’s own group), such as D1 to D1, D2 to D2, and so on.
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L ENEDECENEREP R L, 2 OBEEPMENT — A7 ¥ =R T 5 2
ET. BIMSEOINLHIARE 5 & FRITE 5,

Country-year-workplace level D7 — % % F{\»"C, workplace =3 D IZAHFAI DM & -
THELTCO2D00HT 5, ROXZHET S ¢

Isolationgi’m% = PanYear, + Cat; X Country, + uj;, k:Country,j: Category,t: Year

{ TABLE 3
VARIATION IN Topr 10% IsoLATION TRENDS WHEN INTRODUCING REGION,
INDUSTRY, AND WORKPLACE FIXED EFFECTS

Region Industry Workplace

Benchmark trend .. ........................ .230 231 229
Trend with aggregated category fixed effects . . . . .219 .198 -
Trend with detailed category fixed effects® .. ... .205 137 113
Aggregated categories ...................... NUTS 1or 1 digit
equivalent
Detailed categories . .. ...................... NUTS 3 or 2 digits Workplace IDs
equivalent
Number of countries ..........coiivvinievans 8 10 10

Note.—Each cell corresponds to the year trend parameter in different regressions. For con-
sistency, in small units, we opt for linear yearly trends. Hence, overall, the top 10% isolation
ratio increases by 0.23 percentage points per year. Country estimates are displayed in table S8.1.
NUTS classification is a standardized hierarchical system for dividing up the economic territory.

* Average (weighted by years) of separate regression parameters displayed in table S8.1.

SEDIREB DY, Region FE, Industry FE (¥ X O Workplace FE) % #ifill L 7285412 £ DFREE K
VI oheilsl LT, EOHERDP LY FICHBIL TW 20025 TE % (Table 3),

TSR S 1, Industry FE Z#iiill L 725G D2 K D RE K| EEDORERZS F L
¥ PICT40%REEHLG L. 2 E¥bhr b,

IR EZ1L & £/ Deindustrialization and financialization

WRPESEALIC BT 25kmid. & CICBUESE L | P —ERED ) TH SRIZED top 1%D
HAICHF LS L Twa il T b, 22T, EFEMNCHELGE, CNODEETILE
Pt E OINZEAI DK E S HEA X DD % # % (within-industry trend) , FEDE T IV ZRD &
IBIELET VEHET 5 ¢

Isolation,";'}fw% = Bj(Cat; X Year,) + Cat; X Countryy + uy;;

ZOfEH, & CICBLESE, DV TRREE CANZEA S AP HEA 72 2 L D30 D> 72 (Table
4), & QIZBELESEIE BAL 10%DANZEIADSZHIHET L TR D . SRlE TR BAL 1%D71
YA EPARG R



TABLE 4
Variation 1IN Tor 10% IsoraTioNn TRENDS BY REGION AND INDUSTRY

Average Within-
Workplace Categorical Category Category
Isolation Isolation Isolation Isolation
Trend in 2012, % Trend Trend
(1) (2) (3) 4)
A. Category: Two regions
(11 countries):
Global financial center x
Vear . ... ... 258wk 19.1 .009 2409%%*
(.078) (.017) (.066)
Rest of the country x
VAT . .ot A70%%* 8.6 —.004 74k
(.035) (.007) (.034)

Fixed effects (country x
aggregate region) ....... Yes Yes Yes
B. Category: Industry
(10 countries):

Manufacturing x year ... .. AT73%wk 13.6 BRYAL 336%%*
(.080) (.014) (.081)
Wholesale and retail trade x
Year . ... ... .180** 8.4 —.039 L219%*
(.068) (.024) (.073)
Transportation and storage x
2 | 234%* 8.5 —.036 270%%*
(.103) (.033) (.072)
Finance x year .......... A62%%* 29.1 204 %% 258%*
(.053) (.047) (.073)
Support service activities x
YORE . .ccoravsscsncncns .021 9.2 —.186%** 207%%*
(.058) (.050) (.022)
Other activities x year ... .. -.016 12.5 -.070 .054
(.051) (.039) (.041)

Fixed effects (country x
aggregate sector) ....... Yes Yes Yes

Note.—Incol. 1, the dependent variable is top earner workplace isolation, and in cols. 2 and
3, it is top earner category isolation. Category isolation refers to the exposure of top earners to
themselves within coarsened geographic or industry categories. For example, in 2012 (the last
year when all countries are present), the share of top earners in global financial centers is
19.1%, implying that top earners’ isolation within this coarsened category is 19.1%. In col. 4,
the dependent variable is within-category workplace isolation, defined as the difference between
workplace isolation and category isolation. Robust SEs clustered both at the country and year
level are in parentheses.

*P< 1

¥ p< s,

% P < 01

B35 D B Workplace restructuring (downsizing)

BHENDOEE ) ORT, RERBESLT I PV =2 v T A7 a7V TRED
downsizing Z#EHET 2 X HICh->Tn05, NS EBL TERFED A 7EBEUNZHS LT
Wl e, RIHE OISR E 2 EFZ 51D,

FEEE, JaD Table 3 £ 0, Workplace FE Zfiiill L T B BEDRBBIETH S I Lh 6,
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Table 5 Model 1 & O, fEEBHEDONBDOFREIZATH S, 2F 0., BEOMEEBELD
%7513 E, Top 10%DINAAETIXFR L 78 5,

TABLE 5
ErrecT OF WORKPLACE SIZE ON Tor 10% WORKPLACE ISOLATION EVOLUTION

= Ps, log(Size,,) + B, Year, + w + u,,;, w: Workplace, t: Year

MODEL 2
MobEL 1 Cumulative Decrease in
Workplace Log Size Workplace Log Size Workplace Log Size
Canada.............. —2.534%%% —1.274%%* =2.53 1 %%%
(.013) (.015) (.013)
Dentharks . i vonvaws —3.320%%* —3.210%%* —.224
(.244) (.328) (.377)
INOEWAY: nceve s srasimeraess —4.420%%* —4.410%%* —.002
(.291) (.318) (.358)
Sweden .............. =3 710 "** —3.680%** —.066
(.222) (.251) (.309)
France: . o6 o v —5.5.70%** —5.410%%* —.306%*
(.143) (.16) (.141)
Netherlands .......... —6.440%%* —5.910%%* —1.190%*
(.352) (.371) (.474)
(57011 1 VRS, —.178 —.362 338
(.191) (.245) (.253)
Hungary ............. —7.310%%* —7.310%%%* 016
(.105) (.116) (.103)
South Korea: : vuvean 2.510%** 2.740%** —.538%**
(.134) (.143) (.137)
Japan saemnas o e —.749%%* —.494 —.490
(.285) (.470) (.791)
All* Lo —3.102%%* —2.820%%* —.568%%*
(.068) (.087) (.118)

Norte.—Parameters of two different regressions with top 10% isolation as the dependent
variable and workplace and linear time fixed effects. Model 1 uses the log of workplace size
as the independent variable. Model 2 also adds the cumulative decrease in log size to capture
an eventual asymmetry of size on top earners’ concentration. Robust SEs clustered at the
workplace level are in parentheses (except for Canada).

* Average (weighted by years) of separate regression parameters. To proxy the SEs, we
draw 1,000,000 values for each country in normal law distributions scaled by the country’s re-
gression parameters. We then compute the SD of the weighted average of these values.

® P< 1,

*%.P<i.S,

*** P < .01.

72720, WRGDOWEEBBDMZ 5 T L Lils 2 LTI RBIRDH 2000 Ltk w
(BG DB Z IS THIZIZ T E L TEA X)L = (BB OEEEZS 7720, &
SICHANZEADE F 2000 Ltz ), 2 2C, BEBEER OO BEA (Cumulative
Decrease in workplace Log Size) 'OZEZBMTHRAT 2, b L ZOfEddAaThiud, e
BEDWA L7 Zic, I oI1GBMTHNVRE 2HA23H 25 Evw) 2 EE2EKRT 5,
Model 2 D HIE Z DRFEZ SLHKF T 5, FEEBDI- 72 & ST 550 £ 2 i 13,
(Downsizing DEFITIEFTFEDHEEB D X DI 50 2 2W Z12) HEEBDE Z

I Cue = i;([(log(nw’i) — log(nw_i_l)) < 0] [log(nw_i) - log(nwli_l)]) fori > 1,and C; =
Ofori=1
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Z D% France D7 — ¥ % i 7z Event study TH D> 541 %, Outsourcing,
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TVLWLTILS HEIC Top 10% DAL E > T2 (Figure 5)

A B

@
i

5.04

»
"

254

N
"

0.04

Top 10% isolation (in % point)

o
+

-254

O
w)

204

Top 10% isolation (in % point)
o
o

20104
20114
2012
2013
20144
2015
2016
2017
2018

-@- treated - no control - treated - size control

F16. 5.—Impact of weighted workplace restructuring events on top 10% isolation in
France: 4, outsourcing (10% of workforce); B, offshoring (10% of workforce); C, layoffs
(10% of workforce); D, subcontracting (10% of sales). Subcontracting is not based on a

Global Cross-Country Evidence
FETAXRZEHDIZD, RO~ 70 WAL SPRE O EHm 22 L Tw5 &2
55,
- BTEHT Technological change : ER 2L LHICT ICEZIAZ SN L LItk -
T, FERTAF N L XNV DOEALREDOAZERT LT T ) MRENTN S, Z D
R, mRE DA 3L,

- 7' — )Ll Globalization : 7' 12 — 3)U{biZ X - TEREENIZEA F L otE%
BAFREAN7 Y FY =292 K91k %, ZORE. 70— U REOFIHENZ
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R E O ANz ASHE L,
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— ¥ DIFH) DN L T\ %, Country-year level DT —F ZH\WT, ED X7z~ 7 nEED
L~V D@ E OIS E 5 L Th 2 00 % 5813 5,
Isolationf:;pm% = X[ + t + Country, + uy;
S HIE Table 6 D L& D, £ Lodud, BUTOMHAICBIET 2 ERH D A fE O Iz
G LT s EnZ s 0 (1) B L BERO> = 7od) . (2) Bea Dk
(BeEBHOWA). 3) T¥FME (ICT A+ v 7 ORI, SREHEORKREIE EA 10%D

NZEANC I H F OEHFES L TR, B 1%DI0EIIZIZEFS L T\wb (FR),

TABLE 6
Top 10% IsoLATION: CROSS-COUNTRY PANEL REGRESSIONS

1) (2) 3) ) (5) (6) 7
A. Separate variables:
Log mean wage (OECD) .................... —.305%%* — .41 2%*¥ — 470%** — .35k —.33 7% — 491 %*¥ —.245%*
(.084) (.108) (.091) (.082) (.115) (.085) (.120)
Log 20-64 population (OECD) ............... —.149%kx  — 130% —.155%* —.187Hkk  — 113% —.235%kK 78wk
(.053) (.067) (.064) (.062) (.064) (.073) (.061)
Deindustrialization: manufacturing share
of workforce ........... ... ... il —.428%**
(.099)
Average log size of workplaces ............... —.170%** —.067
(.071) (.067)
Cumulative decrease in average log size
of workplaces ............... ... ... ... ... —.135%**
(.030)
Globalization: outward FDI stock (UNCTAD) .. -.029
(.048)
Global financial center wage share* ........... .022
(.040)
ICT share of assets (OECD and EU KLEMS) . . . .306%**
(.050)
Financialization: stock exchange volume (GFDD) L173%*
(.079)
N o 251 249 249 251 243 235 217
R (fullmodel) ............ ... ... ... .. 773 744 .780 720 746 .806 733
Country fixed effects (no. groups) ............. 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Year fixed effects (no. groups) ................ 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
(11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17)
B. All variables combined:
Log mean wage (OECD) .................... — 41 5%%* —.307%%* —.35 ¥k —.505%%* —.461%%* —.224%* —.244%*
(.088) (.070) (.069) (.081) (.086) (.108) (.112)
Log 20-64 population (OECD) ............... — .17 —.188%%* —.155%%% —.200%%* —.24 1%k —.355%%* —.34 R
(.055) (.049) (.053) (.056) (.063) (.085) (.091)
Deindustrialization: manufacturing share
of workforce .. .......... ... ... ... ... ..., —.333%k% — .48 *H* —.463%%* —.299%kk —.2093%%* —.377H** —.367%%*
(.111) (.076) (.084) (.053) (.058) (.063) (.065)
Average log size of workplaces ............... —.107* —.132%* —.136%* —.230%#* —.224%%% —.259%%* —.265%%*
(.058) (.061) (.056) (.051) (.047) (.050) (.047)
Cumulative decrease in average log size
of workplaces . .......................... —.064* —.067 —.100 —.108* —.014 072 073
(.032) (.064) (.069) (.054) (.064) (.064) (.061)
Globalization: outward FDI stock (UNCTAD) .. .088** 103%H* .098%** .038 017 —.028 —.035
(.035) (.035) (.036) (.031) (.032) (.054) (.052)
Global financial center wage share* ........... 075%* .09 1%** 067%* 11 8%H% 125%%%
(.037) (.034) (.032) (.041) (.043)
ICT share of assets (OECD and EU KLEMS) . . . 186%* 147% .148%
(.070) (.082) (.083)
Financialization: stock exchange volume (GFDD) —.087
(.067)
N o e 249 241 241 225 225 191 191
R (fullmodel) ............. ... ....co... .800 .803 .807 825 833 842 844
Country fixed effects (no. groups) ............. 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Year fixed effects (no. groups) ................ 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Note.—Dependent and independent variables are country demeaned and standardized. Therefore, in model 1, 1 within-country SD in manufacturing
share leads to —0.43 within-country top 10% isolation SDs. Unless we specify the source of the variable in parentheses, the variables are estimated thanks
to the linked employer-employee data to which our team had access, listed in table 1. Robust SEs clustered by years are in parentheses. FDI = foreign direct
investment; ICT = information and communication technology.

* As we do not have geographical variables in our database for South Korea, we complete the global financial wage share with statistics provided by the
Korean Ministry of Employment and Labor.

*P<.l.

= pc.y,

Rk P < 01,
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