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Productivity Dispersion and Worker Flows

Core findings in the literature:

Large and persistent differences in productivity even within narrowly
defined industries.

High pace of job and worker flows

Connection? Cyclicality?

Cleansing (Davis and Haltiwanger (1990), Caballero and Hammour
(1994) and Mortensen and Pissarides (1994))

Job destruction at low productivity jobs increases in recessions.
Evidence in support in Foster, Grim and Haltiwanger (2016)

Sullying (Barlevey (2002), Moscarini and Postel-Vinay (2016))
Job ladder collapses in recessions with increased fraction of workers at
lower paying, lower productivity jobs.
Evidence in support using firm wage ladder in Haltiwanger, Hyatt,
Kahn, and McEntarfer (HHKM, 2017)

Recent structural models of sorting (Lise and Robin (2017)) have
both sullying and cleansing.
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Our contribution

We use new firm productivity data linked to employer-employee data to
decompose net employment growth across the firm productivity
distribution into two components:

Worker reallocation across firms via job-to-job moves

Worker flows in and out of employment

As cross check, we use AKM decomposition to measure firm premium. In
search and matching models, this will be closely related to firm
productivity.

We compare and contrast the patterns of worker flows for firms
classified by productivity and by AKM firm premia.
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Data

LEHD data, private UI-covered employment

28 states, 1998-2015

Integrate with RE-LBD on firm level (log) gross real output per
worker.

AKM: yijt = θi + φj + X ′
itβ + ηit . Use φj to rank firms.

Use HHKM (2017) ’within/adjacent’ quarter approach for J-to-J.
HHKM find patterns are robust to alternatives.
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Decomposing net employment growth into poaching and
hiring from nonemployment

We start with the following simple identity:

NetJobFlows(NJF ) = H − S

= (Hp + Hn) − (Sp + Sn)

= (Hp − Sp) + (Hn − Sn)

Then, aggregate over firms by type (e.g. high prod/low prod):
Net employment growth at high productivity =
Net employment poached from less productive firms
+ Net flows from nonemployment.

Haltiwanger, Hyatt, McEntarfer, & Staiger Productivity Job Ladders January 2021 5 / 16



Overview Data Decomposition Cyclical Dynamics Quantifying Productivity Implications Conclusion

Worker Flows for High Productivity Firms
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Worker Flows for Low Productivity Firms
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Net Job Flows Decomp by Firms Ranked by Productivity,
AKM Firm Premium and Avg Earnings Per Worker
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Cyclicality of high vs. low, national regressions

Table 2: Unemployment and Differential Net Flows

Change in the unemployment rate

(1) (2) (3)

A. Net Job flows
high-low differential -0.288 -0.401 -0.378

(0.0695) (0.0693) (0.0658)
linear time-trend -0.006 -0.003 -0.001

(0.0024) (0.0019) (0.0019)

B. Poaching Job flows
high-low differential -0.437 -0.541 -0.554

(0.0416) (0.0578) (0.0523)
linear time-trend 0.0000 -0.000 -0.004

(0.0009) (0.0010) (0.0011)

C. Nonempoyment Job flows
high-low differential 0.1484 0.1406 0.1757

(0.0619) (0.0308) (0.0317)
linear time-trend -0.006 -0.002 0.0024

(0.0019) (0.0011) (0.0011)

Definition of Job Ladder productivity wages AKM fixed effect

Notes: Each cell presents estimates from a separate regression estimated on national
quarterly data. The dependent variable variable in all regressions is the change in the
national unemployment rate between the current and subsequent quarter. The min
independent variable is the differential worker flow rate between firms on the high and
long rung of the job ladder, where the type of flow is indicated by the panel label. The job
ladder is defined by productivity, wages, and the AKM firm effect in columns 1, 2, and 3,
respectively. All regressions also include a linear time-trend. Standard errors are presented
in parentheses.

34

Haltiwanger, Hyatt, McEntarfer, & Staiger Productivity Job Ladders January 2021 9 / 16



Overview Data Decomposition Cyclical Dynamics Quantifying Productivity Implications Conclusion

Accounting Decomposition

Change in share of emp. at high-type firms: ∆θht = λ̃h
t + δ̃ht + ε̃ht

∆Pt = (R̃h
t−1 − R̃ l

t−1)∆θht︸ ︷︷ ︸
Worker Reallocation

+θlt∆R̃ l
t + θht ∆R̃h

t + ∆

(∑
k

[θt(k)P̄t(k)]

)

(R̃h
t−1 − R̃ l

t−1)∆θht︸ ︷︷ ︸
Worker Reallocation

= (R̃h
t−1 − R̃ l

t−1)λ̃h
t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Poaching

+ (R̃h
t−1 − R̃ l

t−1)δ̃ht︸ ︷︷ ︸
Nonemployment

+ (R̃h
t−1 − R̃ l

t−1)ε̃ht︸ ︷︷ ︸
Residual

Implement for direct measure of productivity and indirect measure (AKM
firm premium).

Haltiwanger, Hyatt, McEntarfer, & Staiger Productivity Job Ladders January 2021 10 / 16



Overview Data Decomposition Cyclical Dynamics Quantifying Productivity Implications Conclusion

Decomp of Changing Employment Share
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Haltiwanger, Hyatt, McEntarfer, & Staiger Productivity Job Ladders January 2021 11 / 16



Overview Data Decomposition Cyclical Dynamics Quantifying Productivity Implications Conclusion

Productivity Decomp (within ind prod)
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AKM Firm Premium Decomp (within ind)
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AKM Firm Premium Decomp (within & between ind)

-.5
0

.5
1

1.
5

ch
an

ge
 in

 u
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t r

at
e

-.5
-.2

5
0

.2
5

.5
lo

g 
po

in
ts

 (q
ua

rte
rly

)

2000 2005 2010 2015

Poaching Nonemployment

Net poaching: .3 (avg), 0.37 (2006:1), 0.16 (2008:4) 0 (2009:3). Net NE:
-0.37 (avg), -.46 (2006:1), -0.02 (2008:4), -0.36 (2009:3)

Haltiwanger, Hyatt, McEntarfer, & Staiger Productivity Job Ladders January 2021 14 / 16



Overview Data Decomposition Cyclical Dynamics Quantifying Productivity Implications Conclusion

Cyclicality of Gains from Productivity

Table 3: Productivity Gains from Job Flows Over the Cycle

Cyclical Indicator

(1) (2) (3)

A. Net Job Flows
Change in Unemployment Rate 0.040 0.010 0.005

(0.015) (0.016) (0.043)
Unemployment Rate Deviations -0.023 -0.027 -0.085

(0.005) (0.005) (0.013)

B. Poaching Job Flows
Change in Unemployment Rate -0.052 -0.062 -0.225

(0.009) (0.009) (0.029)
Unemployment Rate Deviations -0.023 -0.021 -0.073

(0.004) (0.004) (0.013)

C. Nonemployment Job Flows
Change in Unemployment Rate 0.092 0.072 0.230

(0.009) (0.010) (0.026)
Unemployment Rate Deviations 0.001 -0.006 -0.012

(0.006) (0.005) (0.015)

Definition of Job Ladder productivity AKM (within ind) AKM (within/between ind)

Notes: Each cell presents estimates from a separate regression estimated on national quarterly data. The dependent
variable variable is the gains in productivity or AKM firm premia as noted by the definition of the job ladder. The
cyclical indicators considered include the change in the unemployment rate and the deviations of unemployment from
a Hodrick-Prescott Trend. All regressions also include a linear time trend and a constant (not reported) . Standard
errors are presented in parentheses.
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Conclusion

Job-to-job moves reallocate workers from less productive to more
productive firms

Net non-employment flows are on average increasing share of low
productivity firms.

Both cleansing and sullying effects present in recessions.

Separations to NE spike at low prod firms.
Poaching by high prod firms declines.

Cleansing leads sullying within recession.

Sullying lingers after recession.
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