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Abstract: In this paper we develop a post-Kaleckian feminist demand-led growth model, which includes
gender-specific variables, and analyse the effects of a change in female and male wage rate on: i)
employment of men and women, and ii) distribution of wage income between men and women.
Furthermore, we explore the impact of public investment on easing these tensions and bringing about more
equal income distribution, while generating employment. Insights from a large body of work contribute to
the understanding of how constraints could be relaxed to promote broadly shared growth. Building on this
work from a feminist perspective, we highlight the relationship between income equality, including gender
equality, and economic growth, by exploring how inequality between men and women in employment can
influence the rate of economic growth, investment and employment. The model aims to provide a
theoretical basis to test stylised facts from the literature which point out that public investment in social
infrastructure reduces women’s care burden, while enabling them to spend more time in paid work. On the
one hand resources spent on children increase (with positive spill-over effects on human capital
investment), and on the other hand aggregate demand is stimulated. Likewise, targeted public investment
can leverage private investment towards the same end. Each of these effects produces a set of scenarios
illustrating the conditions under which an economy can lead to gender-equal growth, with inclusive,
gender-responsive budgeting. This theoretical model can form the basis for the empirical analysis of gender
equality and fiscal policy on growth and employment of men and women and serve a powerful tool for
policy analysis to overcome structural constraints that perpetuate gender inequality, and transform gender
norms, through a more equitable distribution of income with long run effects.
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1.

Introduction

Understanding the effect of gender equality on growth requires assessing observed gendered
inequalities in opportunities and earnings which affect both men and women. We explore the themes
that emerge by highlighting the significance of divisions between men and women in the sphere of
employment, both at home and the workplace. The struggle within the household is exemplified by
different consumption patterns, and ultimately by the power the members command over resource
allocation, which is effected by their income level outside the household. In the workplace the effects
are manifested by the persistence of the gender pay gap.
The questions that arise from these observations underscore the need for a more a gender-aware
distribution of income between men and women, and highlight the importance of the state. In this
paper we analyse the effects of a change in female and male wage rate on: i) employment of men and
women, and ii) distribution of wage income between men and women. Furthermore, we explore the
impact of public investment in easing these tensions and bringing about more equal income
distribution, generate employment.
We present a post-Keynesian/ post-Kaleckian feminist demand-led growth model, constructed as a
set of behavioural functions that determine aggregate demand. Our model, an extension of the postKaleckian model, incorporates gendered parameters, employment, the public sector and productivity.
While keeping the class structure of the model (worker and capitalist, who exhibit different saving
behaviours), we include female and male workers, departing from the classical representation of
agency, making the model both class- and gender-relevant. Our major contribution lies in the inclusion
of the female and male waged workers, employment and public spending in a two sector open
economy with endogenous productivity. While several authors have analysed the impact of public
spending and taxation on the demand regime from a post-Kaleckian perspective (Obst, Onaran,
Nikolaidi, 2017; Blecker, 2002; Palley, 2013, 2014; Mott and Slattery, 1994; Commendatore, Panico,
Pinto, 2011; Dutt, 2013; Hein, 2016), they have not analysed gender specific behavioural differences
and effects of public spending and changes in distribution with the notable exception of Seguino
(2012). A further novelty of this paper is modelling productivity endogenously, which in turn influences
changes in employment levels and growth.
The paper is structured as follows. After this introductory section, the second section of this paper
reviews the existing literature. The third part presents the theoretical model and analyses i) the impact
of changes in female and male wages on growth and employment of men and women, i.e. the
conditions under which the economy would have a gender equality-led growth and employment
regime, and ii) the effects of government spending on the employment of men and women.
2. Literature
We frame our argument by bringing together two traditions, namely post-Kaleckian economics and
feminist economics. The result is a palimpsest that reveals the way gender relations and power
struggle become institutionalised and evident in the division of rewards between men and women in
the market economy. This, in turn, is used to put the building blocks of the model together: wage
income differences and how they are exploited by the existing economic structure, the role of public
spending in sectors that generate employment for women and growth, as well as the role of private
investment. In particular, public spending is key not only to growth and reduction of income inequality,
but the creation of opportunities for women with spill-over effects for the entire economy.
The bulk of the gender-aware analysis in the economic literature focuses on issues that emerge in
developing countries, particularly during the 1980s and 1990s, such as the impact of structural
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adjustment programmes on labour market outcomes, poverty, inequality and well-being within the
household. Towards this end we relate income distribution to well-being, by taking into account
human development, which can be extended on the one hand by higher wages, and on the other hand
by targeted public spending (Seguino, 2016). The existing literature concurs that women’s bargaining
power within the household is enhanced when they command resources (Duflo, 2003; Duflo and Udry,
2004; Himmelweit et al., 2013; Phipps and Burton, 1998; Quisumbing & Maluccio, 2003; Thomas,
1990; Hashemi et al., 1996; Kabeer, 2001; Littlefield, 2003; Morrison et al., 2007; Pitt et al., 2006).
Hoddinott and Haddad (1995) and Thomas (1997) showed that a rise in women´s share of cash income
in Ivory Coast and Brazil leads to an increase in spending on nutritional, health, and education
expenditures as well, whereas the share of spending on private goods for men is decreasing. Similar
results are found by Doss (2005), Duflo and Udry (2004), Morrison et al. (2007), Phipps and Burton
(1998) Rubalcava et al. (2004), Lundberg et al. (1997). An increase in assets controlled by women is
positively associated with children´s educational attainment and with their nutritional status–
especially of girls (Doepke and Tertilt, 2011; Duflo, 2003; Engle, 1993; Gitter and Barham, 2008;
Thomas, 1990).
Braunstein (2013) argues that the impact of income on human capacities depends not only on how
much is earned and spent, but on what is purchased, and whether these commodities provide good
substitutes or complements for unpaid care time. At first glance, women need to spend more of their
income on social services to replace their unpaid reproductive labour, assuming these services are not
freely provided by the public sector. More income in the hands of women or the presence of an
employed mother in the household increases household spending on children (Lundberg et al, 1997;
Pahl, 2000; Cappellini et al, 2014). Microeconomic studies across the board to a great extend attest
that a larger share of women’s income compared to that of men’s, is spend to satisfy the needs of
household (Blumberg, 1991; Antonopoulos et al, 2010; Pahl, 2000) and a possible increase in their
income leads to increased spending on children’s education and wellbeing (see previous section on
developing countries’ literature, and Vogler and Pahl, 1994; Lundeberg et al. 1997; Cappellini et al
2014), with further implications for the distribution of power within the household too (Vogler and
Pahl, 1994). Men’s income on the other hand, tends to be spent on capital intensive and luxury goods.
Seguino (2012a) and Kabeer (1997) suggested that in developing countries women are more likely to
consume domestically produced goods, while men are more likely to consume a higher proportion of
luxury and/or imported goods (such as cell phones, automobiles and televisions). These studies
highlight the positive effect that higher incomes for women can have for an economy, by shifting the
consumption towards goods that have long-term impacts in the quality of life and workforce.
An area where this becomes more pronounced is unpaid caring labour where women carry unevenly
more burden than men, with implications for growth (Seguino, 2012; Antonopoulos et al. 2010,
Braunstein, van Stavaren, Tavani 2011). Similarly, the increase and intensification of unpaid household
labour compensate for the continuous shrinking of public services provision in health, education, due
to budget cuts, leading to higher intergenerational costs. Folbre (1995), Himmelweit et al. (2014), Pahl
(1997), and Nelson (1996) stress the importance of including the unpaid care work largely done by
women for the smooth running of society and the economy. The term “reproductive labour” used to
describe this includes all the activities that in general ensure that the workforce is fed, healthy, and
able to work. However, it will be wrong to claim that all of this caring activity takes part in the unpaid
economy; the state is responsible by to a large extend for the provision of services such as healthcare,
childcare and education, in most countries of the world. While recognising the importance of unpaid
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work in the debate, due to data limitations and the subjective nature of measurement, this will not be
included in our research.
Dissecting the household is fundamental in understanding how the inclusion of gender in a demandled growth model would bring new insights. Households are understood as sources both of
consumption and labour supply. By adding gender specific variables and assumptions to the model we
acknowledge the variety of roles for each member of the household, which have different economic
impact, reflected by power dynamics on households. The relations of power within a household as an
outcome of the participation of women in paid employment have been well documented (Agarwal,
1997; and for a more extensive review see Himmelweit et al. 2013; De Henau and Himmelweit, 2013).
More importantly, households are institutions of production and savings, through unpaid work and
the reproduction of the labour force (van Stavaren 2010; DeHenau and Himmelweit 2013b; Hamner
and Akram-Lodhi 1998; Nelson 1996). The household, apart from being an arena of cooperation or
conflict in terms of power relations, is also a key source of demand for the economy. Consequently,
another important empirical question to explore is how a higher degree of gender equality in wages
or employment could change the composition of consumption. There is limited empirical research on
the differences in propensities to consume by men and women, as well as the composition of
consumption with respect to types of goods and services and their import content. Empirical evidence
points out that the marginal propensity to consume out of wages is higher than that out of profits (eg.
Onaran and Galanis, 2014), and since female wage income in aggregate is lower than male wage
income, the marginal propensity to consume out of female wage income is likely to be higher than
that out of male wage income. Van Stavaren (2010) mentions a study by Bunting (1998) for the USA
which found that the highest propensity to consume is found in the lowest income households, which
have the highest share of women (62%), compared to richer households. Subsequently, an increase in
female wage rates or female employment, other things being equal, is expected to lead to higher
consumption (Onaran, 2016).
The provision of social welfare is usually undertaken by the state, by means of public investment in
the social care sector, which not only has the potential to reduce women’s care burden, but is also a
sector where employment creation tends to be predominantly female (Antonopoulos et al., 2010;
Braunstein et al. 2011; Seguino, 2012; Onaran, 2016). The degree by which these needs of the
population are covered determines the types of welfare regime of a country, and would influence how
growth can improve gender equality. Furthermore, the state is the main employer in the education
and healthcare industries. The manner a state can nurture or obstruct equality is explored in
Braunstein et al.’s (2011) categorisation of social welfare networks, formal or informal. An informal
social welfare support can be formed by means of kinship or solidarity networks. These networks
however have evolved not only as an outcome of cultural norms, but to replace the scarcity of formal
social welfare provision. In the exactly opposite side, we find countries which have an efficient formal
social welfare provision system, provided by the state that nurtures equality (Braunstein et al, 2011).
Women do the majority of unpaid reproductive labour, therefore the development of the social sector
in the market economy with services provided by paid labour in the public sector, as well as the private
sector, will have profound effects on women as well as on aggregate macroeconomic outcomes
(Onaran, 2016; Folbre, 1995). First, on the supply side, this will reduce the need for unpaid labour to
provide care, education and health, and improve the chances of women to participate in the paid
economy. Secondly, on the demand side, given the current rates of occupational segregation the new
jobs generated in the social sector will be traditionally female jobs, and thereby increase the
employment chances of women (Tzannatos, 1995). Thirdly, both the public supply of social services
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and increased paid employment opportunities could transform gender norms concerning divisions of
labour both within the household and paid versus unpaid work (Folbre and Nelson, 2000).
Furthermore, public investment in times of underemployment/ unemployment addresses the lack of
effective demand in the economy, which can deter private investment (DeHenau et al, 2016). A large
body of research differentiates between two types of public spending, as productive (government
capital spending), and unproductive expenditure (government current spending). Palley (2013) and
Seguino (2012) for example consider public investment in technology and infrastructure productive
expenditure and argue that it is leading to positive crowding in effects on private investment. Seguino
(2012) however further distinguishes between public investment in physical and social infrastructure
pointing out that both enhance the business environment and hence private investment. Most of the
Post-Keynesian literature does not model the public sector, with the notable exceptions of Blecker
(2002) and Seguino (2012b), and most recently Obst, Onaran and Nikolaidi (2017).
Recent research highlights the beneficial effect of public spending on employment generation and
economic growth. DeHenau et al (2016) using input-output analysis find for seven OECD countries that
investment in the social sector would create roughly double the amount of new jobs as investment in
physical infrastructure (directly and through a strong multiplier effect). Their findings also note a
decrease in the gender gap in employment with more investment in social infrastructure, reflecting in
part the concentration of women in the social sector. In a similar vein, Bargawi and Cozzi (2014) using
the Cambridge alphametrics model (CAM), compare and contrast three scenarios for Europe:
continued austerity, gender-neutral expansionary scenario and gendered expansionary scenario.
Projections for their gendered expansionary scenario suggest that an additional 7.3 million jobs for
women could be created in the Eurozone and the United Kingdom by gendering government
expenditure (as opposed to reduction of public spending). Additionally, they find that higher growth
rates under the gendered scenario can lead to significant reductions of debt-to-GDP ratios and lower
budget deficits. Antonopoulos et al (2010) for the USA using microsimulation find that for the same
amount of investment in the social sector and physical infrastructure investment the number of jobs
created from investment in social care is more than double (1.2 million vs 550,000 jobs) than in the
alternative scenario of physical infrastructure investment, reducing significantly the gender
employment gap. Antonopoulos and Kim (2008) examining South Africa make similar observations to
the study for the USA for an increase in public spending in social infrastructure. Finally, Ilkkaracan et
al (2015) investigating the impact of public investment in social care services on employment, gender
equality and poverty in Turkey, find that fiscal prioritization of early childhood care and preschool
education as a subsector of social infrastructure compared to investment in physical infrastructure
and cash transfers “presents an enormous potential for decent job creation, particularly in the femaledominated occupations and sectors” (p. 7).
The literature in the nexus of gender equality- public spending- human development in developing
countries underlines the fact that greater public spending in services that reduce the care burden of
women empower them in many levels: increased financial independence, higher literacy and better
health outcomes for them and their children, thus ensuring not only short term effects (higher labour
force participation), but significant long run effects (higher productivity, better quality of workforce
and shifting gender stereotypes).
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2.1 Gendering macroeconomic models
The discussion above shows that there is a multilevel positive correlation with macroeconomic
growth, albeit most Kaleckian models have not fully integrated these linkages. Ertürk and Çagatay’s
landmark 1995 paper was the first attempt to stylise empirically the relationship between women’s
share of the workforce and long-term economic growth and short-term macroeconomic changes, with
reference to structural adjustment policies. Using cross-country data for 1985 and 1990, they conclude
that structural adjustment policies lead to the feminization of the labour force, through changes in
income distribution, reflected in decreasing wage shares in manufacturing, and through shifts in the
outward orientation of the economy as measured by the increase in the ratio of exports to GNP.
Blecker and Seguino (2002) debunk the myth that if women’s wages relative to men’s increase, a
decline in export competitiveness and a slowdown in the country’s growth rate ensues. However
under certain parameters, gender equity may not be compatible with growth in export-oriented semiindustrialised economies. Their analysis is informed by the fact that in the labour markets of many
developing countries where female workers in the export sector face employment constraints that
result in their segregation in export sector jobs at lower wages than male workers receive in the nonexport industries. Braunstein et al. (2011), incorporate Keynesian insights to provide an alternative to
the typical aggregate demand-aggregate supply model. Income distribution plays a significant role in
determining investment, consumption and the level of output. Their findings are related to the unpaid
and care sectors, in essence putting reproduction in their macroeconomic model. Braunstein et al.’s
(2011) structuralist model departs from the strictly economic paradigm and introduces notions from
the behavioural science explaining attitudes according to “altruist” or “selfish” types of economies,
linking care with the gender-wage gap and gendered job segregation. Finally, Seguino (2012), sketches
a two-sector model (human development sector vs. the rest). Seguino’s (2012) finding is that greater
equality can either be a drag on or a stimulus to growth, depending on the type of inequality and
macro-level policies regulating trade and investment. Under the right conditions, a more equitable
distribution of income and opportunities (in the form of human development) can be a self-sustaining
stimulus to growth, with significant trans- generational effects.
Our work is largely informed by these contributions and by adding the role of government spending
we contribute in the creation of a gender and policy-aware macroeconomic model. In order to do so,
we use a post-Keynesian/ Kaleckian model. Post-Keynesian macroeconomic models integrate the dual
role of wages as cost and as source of demand. These models accept the direct positive effects of
higher profits on private investment and net exports as emphasised in mainstream models,
contrasting these positive effects with the negative effects on consumption. Demand plays a central
role in determining growth and employment, and the distribution of income between workers and
capitalists (wages and profits) have a crucial effect on demand. These models allow for involuntary
unemployment, underemployment, and excess capacity (Onaran, 2016). This approach is different
from the neoclassical macroeconomic models based on microeconomic decisions of optimizing
agents. Components of aggregate demand are determined by behavioural equations. Wages are an
outcome of a bargaining process between employers and workers as opposed to the neoclassical
theory, where they are determined by the marginal product of labour. Neoclassical labour supply is
based on the choice between leisure and consumption. The difference of the demand-led models of
growth and employment is that unemployment is involuntary. Labour supply is inelastic and
employment is demand-constrained not supply-determined. In this respect, the upwards convergence
of wages, coupled with public social and physical investment can lead to higher human development
and growth (Seguino, 2012). Public investment can partially be self-financing in the sense that it
creates the conditions for crowding in of private investment, stimulating labour productivity, and
growth thus generating tax revenue (Seguino, 2016).
6

The observed gender pay gap is included in such a model. This concept translates social prejudice into
economic behaviour, assuming a preference by employers to a particular type of workers
(black/white, or by extension, male/female). From a feminist political economy approach gender wage
gap is determined by the relative bargaining power of men and women vis-a-vis capital, which for the
purpose of this paper is considered a historical constraint.
3. The theoretical model
Drawing from the literature, the economy is split into two sectors: the social sector (H), consisting of
education, child care, health and social care,4 and the rest of the economy (N), in a model that
considers the differences between male and female workers and the consequences these have in an
open economy. A novel addition to the standard post- Kaleckian models, is that the economy consists
of two workers (wage earners), male and female (denoted by the script M and F respectively), and
one capitalist (profit earner). The demand side of the economy is defined by the consumption
behaviour of the female and male workers and the capitalists and the investment behaviour of the
firms and net exports. The total income of the economy is distributed between female and male wage
income and profits, as in the post-Kaleckian tradition. For the sake of simplicity, the behaviour of the
capitalist class is assumed to be gender neutral.5 In the following we first present the behavioural
equations that comprise the model.
The total income, Y, in the economy consists of the total profits of the capitalist, R, the total wage
income of the male workers, 𝑊𝑀 , and the total wage income of the female workers, 𝑊𝐹 :
𝑌 = 𝑊𝑀 + 𝑊𝐹 + 𝑅

(1)

Average hourly wage rate for men and women are 𝑤𝑀 and 𝑤𝐹 respectively. Due to the gender wage
gap:
𝑤𝑀 = 𝛼𝑤𝐹

(1b)

where historically α>1, and greater gender equality would mean a convergence of α to one.
In equilibrium, Y equals to aggregate demand:
𝑌 = 𝐶 + 𝐼 𝑁 + 𝐺 𝐻 + 𝐺 𝐶 + 𝐼 𝐺 + 𝑁𝑋

(1. 𝑐)

where 𝐼 𝑁 refers to private investment in the economy.6
Government expenditure, G, is disaggregated for the purposes of our model in three types of
expenditure: 𝐺 𝐻 , 𝐺 𝐶 , 𝐼 𝐺 . 𝐺 𝐶 refers to the consumption expenditure of the government (current
4

Some manufacturing sectors, such as food, could also be considered as part of the social sector. However, we opt for a
sectoral classification that mirrors the functions of government spending for analytical simplification and relevance for policy
analysis.
5 Recently there is a growing body of literature examining the decision making behaviour of female capitalists and the impact
of the presence of women in the board of directors on the firm performance (Burke 2000; Terjensen, Sealy and Singh 2009;
Konrad et al 2008; van der Walt and Ingley 2003; Burke and Mattis 2013; Perrault 2015). There is some evidence that the
risk taking behaviour of women entrepreneurs is different to men, which may provide room for extending the model.
However, as there are only very few female capitalists, their behaviour is unlikely to change the overall results from an
empirical point of view.
6 For simplicity, we assume that there is no private investment in the social sector; thus all private investment is in the rest
of the economy (sector N).
7

account spending), where 𝜅𝑐 𝑌 = 𝐺 𝐶 , and 𝐼 𝐺 refers to public investment in fixed capital, where 𝜅𝐺 𝑌 =
𝐼 𝐺 . 𝐺 𝐻 refers to the social expenditure of the government, where 𝜅𝐻 𝑌 = 𝐺 𝐻 . 𝜅𝑐 , 𝜅𝐺, 𝜅𝐻 are
exogenous fiscal policy targets.
Consumption C can be disaggregated into 𝐶 𝐻 , consumption in the social sector, and 𝐶 𝑁 , consumption
in the rest of the economy. Historical data confirms that on average consumption in goods and services
produced in the social sector by households as a ratio to GDP has been stable at a rate below 4% in
the UK (ONS, 2016). Given the very small share of household expenditure on social sector goods and
services, for simplicity we assume that consumption in the social sector is entirely done by the
government, thus: 𝐺 𝐻 = 𝐶 𝐻 .
Finally, NX denotes net exports, generated only in the rest of the economy, as for simplicity we assume
that the services produced in the social sector are not tradable.
Thus the total expenditure in the social sector, 𝑌 𝐻 , is:
𝑌 𝐻 = 𝐺 𝐻 = 𝜅𝐻 𝑌

(2. 𝑎)

Likewise the total expenditure in the rest of the economy, 𝑌 𝑁 , is:
𝑌 𝑁 = 𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )

(2. 𝑏)

In the initial exposition of the model we assume that wages in the two sectors are same for male
workers; similarly, we assume that they are the same for female workers in the two sectors. This
assumption will help us to simplify the model, but at a later stage we will follow the factual indications,
where there are significant differences between the wages of both male and female workers in the
two sectors.
Employment is measured in hours of work, E, in each sector, H and N, can be rewritten as
𝑌 𝐻 𝜅𝐻 𝑌
𝐸 = 𝐻= 𝐻
𝑇
𝑇
𝐻

𝐸𝑁 =

𝑌 𝑁 (1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) 𝑌
=
𝑇𝑁
𝑇𝑁

(3. 𝑎)7
(3. 𝑏)

Due to occupational segregation, we assume there are more women employed (higher number of
hours worked by women) in the social sector than men, whereas we observe the opposite in the rest
of the economy. The number of hours of work by women and men are denoted by EF and EM in each
sector, H and N. To reflect the occupational segregation in the two sectors, we introduce 𝛽𝐻 and
𝛽𝑁 which denote the share of female workers in each sector:
𝐸 𝐻𝐹 = 𝛽𝐻 𝐸 𝐻

(4. 𝑎)

𝐸 𝑁𝐹 = 𝛽𝑁 𝐸 𝑁

(4. 𝑏)

𝐸 𝐻𝑀 = (1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝐸 𝐻

(4. 𝑐)

𝐸 𝑁𝑀 = (1 − 𝛽𝑁 )𝐸 𝑁

(4. 𝑑)

We assume that the social expenditure of the government, 𝐺 𝐻 , consists exclusively of the wage
payments in the social sector; hence there is no profit (operating suprlus) in this sector. Thus
substituting (4.a) and (4.c) in (2.a), by definition 𝐺 𝐻 is:

7

In the social sector, we assume that the public sector is the sole employer.
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𝐺 𝐻 = 𝜅𝐻 𝑌 = 𝛽𝐻 𝐸 𝐻 𝑤𝐹 + (1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝐸 𝐻 𝑤𝑀

(2. 𝑐)

Productivity is denoted 𝑇 𝐻 is productivity in the social sector and 𝑇 𝑁 in the rest of the economy, and
it used in the definition of employment above. By definition, 𝑇 𝐻 , productivity in the social sector,
which is output per hour in the social sector, is given as:
𝑇 𝐻 = 𝛽𝐻 𝑤𝐹 + (1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝑤𝑀

(5)

Substituting (1b), (2c), (3.a-b) in (4.a-d), we can re-define employment as:
𝐸 𝐻𝐹 =

𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻 𝑌
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻 𝑌
=
𝛽𝐻 𝑤𝐹 + (1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝑤𝑀
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝑎 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)

(4. 𝑒)

𝐸 𝑁𝐹 =

(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) 𝑌
𝛽𝑁
𝑇𝑁

(4. 𝑓)

𝐸 𝐻𝑀 =

(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝜅𝐻 𝑌
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝑎 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)

(4. 𝑔)

𝐸 𝑁𝑀 =

(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) 𝑌
(1 − 𝛽𝑁 )
𝑇𝑁

(4. ℎ)

The total wage payments on female workers are:
𝑊𝐹 = 𝑤𝐹 [𝐸 𝐻𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 ]

(6. 𝑎)

The total wage payments on male workers are:
𝑊𝑀 = 𝑤𝑀 [𝐸 𝐻𝑀 + 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 ]

(6. 𝑏)

The capitalist’s profits in the rest of the economy, R, are:
𝑅 = 𝑌 𝑁 − 𝑤𝐹 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 − 𝑤𝑀 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 = 𝑌 𝑁 − 𝐸 𝑁 (𝛽𝑁 + 𝑎 − 𝛽𝑁 𝛼)𝑤𝐹
= ((1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝑌 − 𝐸 𝑁 (𝛽𝑁 + 𝑎 − 𝛽𝑁 𝛼)𝑤𝐹 )

(7)

Since we have assumed that the government is the sole investor and employer in the social sector,
profit is generated only in the rest of the economy. Hence, the profit share in the rest of the economy
(𝜋) becomes:
𝜋=

𝑌 𝑁 − 𝑤𝐹 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 − 𝑤𝑀 𝐸 𝑁𝑀
(𝛽𝑁 + 𝑎 − 𝛽𝑁 𝛼)𝑤𝐹
=1−
𝑁
𝑌
𝑇𝑁

(8)

The government collects taxes on income and consumption. We take into account the existence of
two different tax rates on income consistent with the class division of the model: 𝑡𝑅 , which is the tax
rate on capital income, and 𝑡𝑊 which is the tax rate on the wage income of the workers. Taxation on
consumption, 𝑡𝐶 , is excluded for simplicity.
Next we define the behavioural equations of our model. Consumption in logarithm8, logC, is a function
of after-tax profit income, and after-tax wage income, both expressed in logarithms. Consumption is
defined as:

8

Behavioural equations are all expressed in logarithms to provide a basis for future econometric modelling. Taking
logarithm helps to decrease volatility and improve estimation diagnostics. The prefix “log” in front of the variables indicate
that they are in logarithms.
9

log 𝐶 = 𝑐0 + 𝑐𝑅 (log[𝑅(1 − 𝑡𝑅 )])
+ 𝑐𝐹 (log [𝑤𝐹 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 (1 − 𝑡𝑊 ) + 𝑤𝐹 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 (1 − 𝑡𝑊 )])
+ 𝑐𝑀 (log [𝑤𝑀 𝐸 𝐻𝑀 (1 − 𝑡𝑊 ) + 𝑤𝑀 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 (1 − 𝑡𝑊 )])
= 𝑐0 + 𝑐𝑅 log ((1 − 𝑡𝑅 )(𝑌(1−𝜅𝐻 ) − 𝑤𝐹 (𝐸 𝑁𝐹 + 𝑎𝐸 𝑁𝑀 ) )
+ 𝑐𝐹 log((1 − 𝑡𝑊 )𝑤𝐹 (𝐸 𝑁𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 )) + 𝑐𝑀 log((1 − 𝑡𝑊 )𝑎𝑤𝐹 (𝐸 𝑁𝑀
+ 𝐸 𝐻𝑀 ))

(9)

Private investment in logarithm, logI, is defined as:
𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐼 = 𝑖0 + 𝑖1 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑌 𝑁 + 𝑖2 𝑙𝑜𝑔 [𝜋(1 − 𝑡𝑅 )] − 𝑖3 log
= 𝑖0 + 𝑖1 log(𝑌(1−𝜅𝐻 )) + 𝑖2 𝑙𝑜𝑔 [𝜋(1 − 𝑡𝑅 )] + 𝑖3 log

𝐷
𝑌

𝐷
𝑌

(10)

where i0 is autonomous investment and captures the effects of ‘animal spirits’, YN is output in N, (1 −
𝑡𝑟 )𝜋 is after-tax adjusted profit share, and 𝐷⁄𝑌 is the ratio of domestic government debt to GDP, all
in logarithmic form. The profit share is an indicator for expected profitability as well as the availability
of internal finance. YN is a proxy for capacity utilisation in N with positive accelerator effects on private
investment. Public debt as a ratio to GDP allows us to take into account possible financial crowding
out effects of public spending, and captures the impact of interest rate. Potential crowding-in effects
of public spending are captured by the demand effect of GC and IG, which are part of YN. Further
crowding-in effects of public spending are incorporated as we model below the impact of public
spending on productivity, which in turn affects the profit share.
Domestic government debt, D, is
D=

𝑟𝑡−1 𝐷𝑡−1 + 𝐺 𝐻 + 𝐺 𝐶 + 𝐼 𝐻 − 𝑡𝑊 (𝑊𝐹 + 𝑊𝑀 ) − 𝑡𝑅 𝑅

D = (𝑟𝑡−1 𝐷𝑡−1 + 𝑌(𝜅𝐻 + 𝜅𝐶 + 𝜅𝐺 ) − 𝑤𝐹 (𝑎(𝐸 𝐻𝑀 + 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 ) + (𝐸 𝑁𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 ))𝑡𝑊
− 𝑡𝑅 ((1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝑌 − 𝑤𝐹 (𝐸 𝑁𝐹 + 𝑎𝐸 𝑁𝑀 )))

(11)

where 𝐷𝑡−1 denotes debt of the previous period and 𝑟𝑡−1 𝐷𝑡−1 is the interest payments on government
debt of the previous period.
Net exports in the rest of the economy, are a function of national income, unit labour costs, which are
inversely related to the profit share, rest of the world income, 𝑌𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑 , and the exchange rate, 𝜀:
𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑁𝑋 = 𝑛0 − 𝑛1 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑌 + 𝑛2 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝜋 + 𝑛3 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑌𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑙𝑑 + 𝑛4 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝜀

(12)

Each sector in our model has a different productivity rate. The social sector is a more labour intensive
sector, whereas the rest of the economy is primarily more capital intensive. We assume productivity
in the social sector to be given and simply defined and output per hour. However in the rest of the
economy, productivity is a behavioural function of demand, technological progress as an outcome of
private and public spending as well as changes in labour costs. We assume that different type of
government spending has a different effects on productivity in the rest of the economy. When
modelling productivity in the rest of the economy, we take into account the fact that labour
productivity is partly dependent on the growth of output itself (Verdoorn effect). Thus, for the rest of
the economy productivity is modelled as:
𝑛

log 𝑇𝑁 =

𝐻
ℎ0 + ∑ ℎ1𝑖 (log 𝐺𝑡−𝑖
)
𝑖=0

𝑛
𝐺
+ ∑ ℎ2𝑖 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐼𝑡−𝑖
)
𝑖=0

+ ℎ5 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑤𝐹 ) + ℎ6 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑤𝑀 )

𝑛
𝐶
+ ∑ ℎ3𝑖 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐺𝑡−𝑖
) + ℎ4 (log(𝑌𝑁 − 𝐼0𝐺 − 𝐺𝑂𝐶 )
𝑖=0
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𝑛

𝑁

log𝑇 = ℎ0 +

𝑛
𝑛
𝐻
𝐺
𝐶
∑ ℎ1𝑖 (log 𝐺𝑡−𝑖 ) + ∑ ℎ2𝑖 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐼𝑡−𝑖 ) + ∑ ℎ3𝑖 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐺𝑡−𝑖
)
𝑖=0
𝑖=0
𝑖=0

+ ℎ4 (log(𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 − 𝜅𝐶 − 𝜅𝐺 ))) + ℎ5 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑤𝐹 ) + ℎ6 (𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑎𝑤𝐹 )

(13)

Equation (13) takes into account that productivity can be path-dependent, as it is influenced by
previous public and private investment. Another determinant is wages, which can have a negative
effect on employment. 9 When labour becomes dearer, employers can be tempted to switch to laboursaving technologies or innovate to avoid a reduction in the profit share (Dutt, 2006; Hein and
Tarassow, 2010). However, an increase in wages can also have a positive impact on productivity as put
forward in the efficiency wage hypothesis (Stiglitz, 1976). It is likely that higher wages increase
workers’ productivity via higher levels of effort and motivation.
Having presented the fundamental components of the model, we proceed to analyse the impact of a
change in wages on demand and employment. We first present the partial effects of changes in wages,
gender wage gap (α) and output on employment of men and women in different sectors in each
sector:
𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝐹
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻
= 𝑒𝑌𝐻𝐹 =
>0
𝜕𝑌
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)

(14)

𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝐹
𝑌𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻
= 𝑒𝐹𝐻𝐹 = − 2
<0
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)

(15)

(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝑌𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻
𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝐹
= 𝑒𝛼𝐻𝐹 = −
<0
𝜕𝛼
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)2

(16)

𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝑀
(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝜅𝐻
= 𝑒𝑌𝐻𝑀 =
>0
𝜕𝑌
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)

(17)

𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝑀
𝑌(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝜅𝐻
= 𝑒𝐹𝐻𝑀 = − 2
<0
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)

(18)

(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )2 𝑌𝜅𝐻
𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝑀
𝐻𝑀
= 𝑒𝛼 = −
<0
𝜕𝛼
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)2

(19)

𝑁𝐹

(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )(𝑇 𝑁 − 𝑇 𝑁 (

(1 − 𝜅𝐻 − 𝜅𝑐 − 𝜅𝐺 )
ℎ1𝑜 𝜅𝐻 ℎ2𝑜 𝜅𝐺 ℎ3𝑜 𝜅𝐶
+ 𝐺 +
𝐶 + ℎ4 𝑌(1 − 𝜅 − 𝜅 − 𝜅 )) 𝑌)
𝐺𝐻 𝑂
𝐼0
𝐺0
𝐻
𝑐
𝐺

𝜕𝐸
= 𝑒𝑌𝑁𝐹 = 𝛽𝑁
𝜕𝑌
= 𝛽𝑁 (1
1 − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
− 𝜅𝐻 )
𝑇𝑁

𝑇𝑁

2

(20)10

The sign of (20) is ambiguous, as it depends on the relative magnitude of two effects; namely the direct
effect of rising output, 1, and the component ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 which shows the effect through
rising productivity. However, under plausible parameters, it is safe to assume that the impact of
output on Y will be positive.

The logarithm of the labour cost is equivalent to log𝑤𝐹 -log𝑤𝑀 -logT; hence solving for T, log𝑤𝐹 and log𝑤𝑀 are left alone
on the right hand side.
10
Note that dlogTN/dlogY=(dTN/dY)(Y/T) and similar transformations are required when converting all elasticities to marginal
effects.
9
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In the following we examine the effect of an increase in women’s wages, when the wage gap remains
constant. In the rest of the economy, the effect of female wages and wage gap on the employment of
women are:
𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝐹
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) ℎ5 ℎ6 𝑁
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )
(ℎ5 + ℎ6 ) < 0
= 𝑒𝑌𝑁𝐹 = −𝛽𝑁
( + ) 𝑇 𝑤𝐹 = −𝛽𝑁
𝑁
2
(𝑇 )
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 𝑤𝐹
𝑇𝑁

(21)

𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝐹
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )ℎ6
= 𝑒𝛼𝑁𝐹 = −𝛽𝑁
<0
𝜕𝛼
𝛼𝑇𝑁

(22)

The effect of output on the employment of men in the rest of the economy is:
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 − 𝜅𝑐 − 𝜅𝐺 )
ℎ
ℎ
ℎ
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )(𝑇 𝑁 − 𝑇 𝑁 𝑌 ( 1𝑜 + 2𝑜 + 3𝑜 + ℎ4
))
𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝑀
𝑌
𝑌
𝑌
𝑌(1
− 𝜅𝐻 − 𝜅𝑐 − 𝜅𝐺 )
𝑁𝑀
= 𝑒𝑌 = (1 − 𝛽𝑁 )
2
𝜕𝑌
𝑇𝑁
= (1
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )(1 − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 ))
− 𝛽𝑁 )
(23)
𝑇𝑁
The sign of e (23) is again ambiguous.
(1 − 𝛽𝑁 )(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝑌(ℎ6 + ℎ5 )𝑇 𝑁 𝑤𝐹
(1 − 𝛽𝑁 )(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝑌(ℎ6 + ℎ5 )
𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝑀
= 𝑒𝑌𝑁𝑀 = −
= −
2
𝑁
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑇𝑁
𝑇 𝑤𝐹
<0
(24)
(1 − 𝛽𝑁 )𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )ℎ6
𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝑀
= 𝑒𝛼𝑁𝑀 = −
<0
𝜕𝛼
𝛼𝑇𝑁

(25)

We proceed by calculating the effect of female wages on output:
𝜕𝐶
𝜕𝐼
𝜕𝑁𝑋
|
| +|
| +|
|
𝜕𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝜕𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝜕𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝑑𝑌
=
𝑑𝑤𝐹 1 − |𝜕𝐶 | − | 𝜕𝐼 | − |𝜕𝑁𝑋| − 𝜅 − 𝜅 − 𝜅
𝐻
𝑐
𝐺
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑌

(26)

𝑤𝐹

Where the effect of a change in women’s wages on consumption is:11
|

(𝑒𝐹𝐻𝐹 + 𝑒𝐹𝑁𝐹 )𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝐹
(𝑒𝐹𝐻𝑀 + 𝑒𝐹𝑁𝑀 )𝛼𝑤𝐹 + 𝛼(𝐸 𝐻𝑀 + 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 )
𝜕𝐶 1
= 𝑐𝐹
+
𝑐
|
𝑀
𝜕𝑤𝐹 𝑌 𝐶
(𝐸𝐻𝐹 + 𝐸𝑁𝐹 )𝑤𝐹
𝛼𝑤𝐹 (𝐸𝐻𝑀 + 𝐸𝑁𝑀 )
𝐸 𝑁𝐹 + 𝛼𝐸 𝑁𝑀 + (𝑒𝐹𝑁𝐹 + 𝛼𝑒𝐹𝑁𝑀 )𝑤𝐹
− 𝑐𝑅
𝑅
|

𝜕𝐶
|
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝐻𝐹

= 𝐶 [𝑐𝐹

− 𝑐𝑅

11

(𝑒𝐻𝐹
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸

𝑁𝐹

) + (𝑒𝑁𝐹
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸

𝑊𝐹

𝑁𝑀
𝐸𝑁𝐹 + 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝐹
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
𝐹 + 𝛼(𝐸
𝐹 )

𝑅

]

)

+ 𝑐𝑀

𝐻𝑀
𝑁𝑀
𝛼 ((𝑒𝐻𝑀
) + (𝑒𝑁𝑀
))
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸

𝑊𝑀
(27)

See appendix for the details.
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The sign of equation (27) is ambiguous, as it depends on the marginal propensities to consume out of
the capitalist income, male wage income and female wage income. However, it is safe to expect the
total effect to be positive, based on previous empirical research. Onaran and Galanis (2014) for
instance, find that the marginal propensity to consume out of wages is higher than that out of profits,
and since female wage income in aggregate is lower than male wage income, the marginal propensity
to consume out of female wage income is likely to be higher than that out of male wage income.
We also expect the following components to be positive, as higher wages will lead to an increase in
the wage bill overall:
𝑒𝐹𝐻𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 > 0
𝑒𝐹𝑁𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 > 0
𝑒𝐹𝐻𝑀 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝑀 > 0
𝑒𝐹𝑁𝑀 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 > 0
The effect of a change in women’s wages on private investment is given by:
𝜕𝜋
|
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝑖2
+ 𝑖3
𝜋
|

𝜕𝐼
|
| =
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌

𝐷
𝜕
| 𝑌|
𝜕 𝑤𝐹
𝐷
𝑌

(

𝑌

𝐼

(28)

)

The impact of the female wage rate on the profit share is:
𝑤𝐹 𝑇𝑁 (ℎ5 + ℎ6 )
(𝛼 − 𝛼 𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 ) (𝑇 −
)
𝑤𝐹
𝑁

|

𝜕𝜋
| =−
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌

𝑁 2

(𝑇 )
=

(ℎ5 + ℎ6 − 1)(𝛼 − 𝛼 𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )

𝑇𝑁

(29)

Overall, equation (29) has an ambiguous sign, as increased productivity in response to higher wages
might offset some of the impact of higher wage rate. However, it is plausible to assume that the direct
effect of higher wages on the profit share will be dominant and the profit share will fall when wage
rate increases.
𝐷

𝜕( 𝑌 )

|

𝜕 𝑤𝐹

𝑁𝐹

| = (𝑡𝑅 − 𝑡𝑊 ) (𝐸

𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝑀
𝐻𝐹
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝐹
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝐻𝑀
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝐻𝐹
𝐹 + (𝐸
𝐹 ) 𝛼) − 𝑡𝑊 (𝛼 (𝐸
𝐹 )+𝐸
𝐹 )

𝑌

(30)

By substituting (29) and (30), in (28):
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|

𝜕𝐼
|
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌

= 𝐼 (𝑖2

+ 𝑖3

(ℎ5 + ℎ6 − 1)(𝛼 − 𝛼 𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )

𝜋𝑇𝑁

𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝑀
𝐻𝐹
(𝑡𝑅 − 𝑡𝑊 ) (𝐸𝑁𝐹 + 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝐹
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝐻𝑀
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝐻𝐹
𝐹 + (𝐸
𝐹 ) 𝛼) − 𝑡𝑊 (𝛼 (𝐸
𝐹 )+𝐸
𝐹 )

𝐷/𝑌

) (28. 𝑏)

The effect of an increase of women’s wages on investment depends on the magnitude of the direct
profitability and indirect productivity effects as well as the effect via debt/Y.
Similarly to the partial effect on net exports is and depends on the impact of wages on profit share:
𝜕𝜋
|
|
(ℎ5 + ℎ6 − 1)(𝛼 − 𝛼𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝜕𝑁𝑋
|
| = 𝑁𝑋𝑛2
= 𝑁𝑋𝑛2
𝑁
𝜕 𝑤𝐹 𝑌
𝜋
𝜋𝑇

(31)

With regards to the multiplier terms of equation (26), the partial impact of output on consumption is:
|

|

𝑁𝐹
𝑁𝑀
𝑁𝐹
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − 𝛼 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
𝜕𝐶
𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝐻𝐹
𝛼 𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝐻𝑀
𝑌 + 𝑒𝑌 )
𝑌 + 𝑒𝑌 )
𝑌 − 𝑤𝐹 𝑒 𝑌
| = 𝐶 (𝑐𝐹
+ 𝑐𝑀
+ 𝑐𝑅
)
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
𝑊𝐹
𝑊𝑀
𝑅

𝑁𝐹
𝑁𝑀
𝑁𝐹
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − 𝛼𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
𝜕𝐶
𝑒𝐻𝐹
𝑒𝐻𝑀
𝑌 + 𝑒𝑌
𝑌 + 𝑒𝑌
𝑌 − 𝑤𝐹 𝑒 𝑌
| = 𝐶 (𝑐𝐹 𝑁𝐹
+
𝑐
+
𝑐
)
𝑀
𝑅
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
𝑅
𝐸 + 𝐸𝐻𝐹
𝐸𝑁𝑀 + 𝐸𝐻𝑀

(32)

The partial impact of output on investment is:
𝜕𝜋
| |
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
1 − 𝜅𝐻
𝑖1
+ 𝑖2
+ 𝑖3
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝑌
𝜋

𝜕𝐼
| | =𝐼
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹

𝐷
𝜕 (𝑌 )
|
|
𝜕𝑌

(

𝐷
𝑌

𝑤𝐹

(33)

)
𝜕𝜋

To proceed with investment, we need first to define |𝜕𝑌| :
𝑤𝐹

𝑁

|

𝜕𝜋
| =
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹

𝜕𝑇
(𝛼 − 𝛼𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )𝑤𝐹 |
|
𝜕𝑌

𝑤𝐹

𝑁 2
𝜕𝑇 𝑁

Which in turn requires defining | 𝜕𝑌 |
𝑁

|

𝜕𝑇
|
𝜕𝑌

=
𝑤𝐹

(34)

(𝑇 )

𝑤𝐹

:

𝑇𝑁
(ℎ + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝑌 1𝑜

(35)

Substituting equation (35) in (34):
|

(𝛼 − 𝛼𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )𝑤𝐹 (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝜕𝜋
| =
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
𝑇𝑁 𝑌

(34. 𝑏)

The partial impact of output on D/Y is:
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𝐷
𝜕( )
| 𝑌 |
𝜕𝑌
𝑤𝐹

𝜕𝐷
𝜕𝑌
𝑌−
𝐷
𝜕𝑌
𝜕𝑌 = 𝜕𝐷 1 − 𝐷 = (𝜕𝐷 − 𝐷) 1
=
𝜕𝑌 𝑌 𝑌2
𝜕𝑌 𝑌 𝑌
𝑌2

𝐷 1
= ((𝜅𝐻 + 𝜅𝑐 + 𝜅𝐺 ) − 𝑤𝐹 (𝛼(𝑒𝑌𝐻𝑀 + 𝑒𝑌𝑁𝑀 ) + 𝑒𝑌𝐻𝐹 + 𝑒𝑌𝑁𝐹 )𝑡𝑊 − 𝑡𝑅 ((1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − 𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝑌𝑁𝐹 + 𝛼𝑒𝑌𝑁𝑀 )) − )
𝑌 𝑌

𝐷 1
𝑌 𝑌

𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝐹
𝐻𝑀
= ((𝜅𝐻 + 𝜅𝑐 + 𝜅𝐺 ) − 𝑡𝑅 (1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (𝑡𝑊 − 𝑡𝑅 )𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝑁𝐹
𝑌 + 𝛼𝑒𝑌 ) − 𝑡𝑊 𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝑌 + 𝛼𝑒𝑌 ) − )

(36)

Finally (33) becomes:
|

𝜕𝐼
|
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹

(𝛼 − 𝛼 𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )𝑤𝐹 (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝑖1
= 𝐼 ( + 𝑖2
𝑌
𝑇𝑁 𝑌𝜋
+ 𝑖3

𝐷
𝑌 ) (33. 𝑏)

𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝐹
𝐻𝑀
((𝜅𝐻 + 𝜅𝑐 + 𝜅𝐺 ) − 𝑡𝑅 (1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (𝑡𝑊 − 𝑡𝑅 )𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝑁𝐹
𝑌 + 𝛼𝑒𝑌 ) − 𝑡𝑊 𝑤𝐹 (𝑒𝑌 + 𝛼𝑒𝑌 ) − )

𝐷

The effect of Y on net exports is defined as:
|

(𝛼 − 𝛼 𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )𝑤𝐹 (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝜕𝑁𝑋
𝑛1
| = 𝑁𝑋 (− + 𝑛2 (
))
𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹
𝑌
𝑇𝑁 𝑌

(37)

This effect is also ambiguous, as it depends on two factors. On the hand it depends on the direct
impact of output on net exports and on the other hand on the effect of output through a change in
productivity.
The multiplier is

1
and
1−𝜑𝐹

𝜑𝐹 = |

𝜕𝐶

|

is expected to be positive if the Keynesian stability condition holds, where:

𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹

+|

𝜕𝐼

|

𝜕𝑌 𝑤𝐹

+|

𝜕𝑁𝑋
𝜕𝑌

+ 𝜅𝐻 + 𝜅𝑐 + 𝜅𝐺

|

(38)

𝑤𝐹

Thus, the effect of a change (increase) in women’s wages on growth is:
𝜓𝐹 =

=

𝑑𝑌
𝑑𝑤𝐹

𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝑀
𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝐹
𝑁𝐹
𝐸𝑁𝐹 + 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝐹
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
)
) + (𝑒𝑁𝑀
))
𝛼((𝑒𝐻𝑀
𝑒𝐻𝐹
+ 𝑒𝑁𝐹
𝐹 + 𝛼(𝐸
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸
𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸
𝐹
𝐶 [𝑐𝐹
+ 𝑐𝑀
− 𝑐𝑅
]
𝑊𝐹
𝑊𝑀
𝑅

𝐼 (𝑖2

(ℎ5 + ℎ6 − 1)(𝛼 − 𝛼𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )
)
𝑁
𝜋𝑇

+

+

+

1 − 𝜑𝐹

1 − 𝜑𝐹

𝐼 (𝑖3

𝑁𝑀
𝐻𝑀
𝐻𝐹
(𝑡𝑅 − 𝑡𝑊 )(𝐸𝑁𝐹 + 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝐹
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝑁𝑀
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝐻𝑀
+ 𝑤𝐹 𝑒𝐻𝐹
𝐹 + (𝐸
𝐹 )𝛼) − 𝑡𝑊 (𝛼(𝐸
𝐹 )+𝐸
𝐹 )
)

𝑁𝑋𝑛2

(ℎ5 + ℎ6 − 1)(𝛼 − 𝛼𝛽𝑁 + 𝛽𝑁 )
𝜋 𝑇𝑁
1 − 𝜑𝐹

𝐷/𝑌
1 − 𝜑𝐹

(39)
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As a result of the ambiguous sign of each effect, we can identify a number of conditions under which
an increase in the wages of women would bring about more equitable growth. Assuming that the
impact of a change in wages on consumption is stronger than the impact on investment and net
exports, an increase in women’s wages will have a positive effect on growth, i.e. the demand in the
economy is female wage-led.
With regards to the effects of a change in women’s wages on employment, the channel of
transmission will be through a change in aggregate demand (direct effect) and through a change in
productivity (indirect effect). The impact of a change in women’s wages on their employment levels
in the social sector is given by:
𝑑𝐸 𝐻𝐹
𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝐹 𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝐹 𝜕𝑌
=
+
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑌 𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑑𝐸 𝐻𝐹
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻 𝑌
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻
=− 2
+
𝜓
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼) 𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼) 𝐹

(40)

Equation (40) above illustrates in the first term the negative direct impact of an increase in women’s
wages (rising wage cost), and in the second term the impact through a change in output.
Likewise, an increase in women’s wages will have a negative direct effect on women’s employment in
the rest of the economy as a consequence of higher wage costs, and through a change in output. The
second impact can be negative, even if 𝜑𝐹 > 0, since higher wages can also lead to higher productivity:
𝑑𝐸 𝑁𝐹 𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝐹 𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝐹 𝜕𝑌
=
+
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑌 𝜕𝑤𝐹
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝑑𝐸 𝑁𝐹
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝛽𝑁 (ℎ5 + ℎ6 )
= −
+ 𝛽𝑁
𝜓𝐹
𝑁
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑇
𝑇𝑁

(41)

The effect of a change in women’s wages on total employment of women is:
𝑑𝐸 𝐹
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻 𝑌
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝛽𝑁 (ℎ5 + ℎ6 )
=− 2
−
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)
𝑇𝑁
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻
+(
+ 𝛽𝑁
) 𝜓𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)
𝑇𝑁

(42)

There are two conflicting effects at work with respect to total employment of women, reflecting the
conditions in sectoral employment for women (equations (41) and (40)): on the one hand an increase
of wages means higher costs, hence it could reduce employment due to induced productivity effects,
and on the other hand higher demand in the economy could expand employment for women. Under
plausible parameters, it is likely that employment will increase, i.e. will be wage led if the demand
regime is wage-led.
The change in employment of men as an outcome of a change in women’s wages, in the social sector
is:
𝑑𝐸 𝐻𝑀 𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝑀 𝜕𝐸 𝐻𝑀 𝜕𝑌
=
+
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑌 𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑑𝐸 𝐻𝑀
𝑌(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝜅𝐻
𝛽𝐻 𝜅𝐻
=−
+
𝜓
2
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼) 𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼) 𝐹

(43)
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Where a change in employment will be indirectly influenced by a change in output and productivity
overall, and by the higher cost of employing women. If the increase in aggregate demand overcomes
the impact of higher wage costs, then employment for men in the social sector could increase.
In the rest of the economy the employment of men is:
𝑑𝐸 𝑁𝑀 𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝑀 𝜕𝐸 𝑁𝑀 𝜕𝑌
=
+
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝜕𝑌 𝜕𝑤𝐹
𝑑𝐸 𝑁𝑀
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )(1 − 𝛽𝑁 )(ℎ5 + ℎ6 )
=−
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑇𝑁
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
+ (1 − 𝛽𝑁 )
𝜓𝐹
𝑇𝑁

(44)

In this case, the change in men’s employment in the rest of the economy depends on the change in
output and productivity. If the effect of higher productivity outweighs this of an increase in aggregate
demand, then it is likely that employment of men in the rest of the economy decreases.
Total employment of men is thus:
𝑑𝐸 𝑀
𝑌(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝜅𝐻
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )(1 − 𝛽𝑁 )(ℎ5 + ℎ6 )
=−
−
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 2 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)
𝑇𝑁
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
(1 − 𝛽𝐻 )𝜅𝐻
+(
+ (1 − 𝛽𝑁 )
) 𝜓𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)
𝑇𝑁

(45)

Where the sign is ambiguous, as the outcome depends on the relative magnitude of the wage effect
as a higher cost vis-à-vis the effect of increased aggregate demand in the economy.
Finally, by adding the effects on men’s and women’s employment, we get:
𝑑𝐸 𝑇
𝜅𝐻 𝑌
𝑌(1 − 𝜅𝐻 )𝛽𝑁 (ℎ5 + ℎ6 )
=− 2
−
𝑑𝑤𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)
𝑇𝑁
(1 − 𝜅𝐻 ) − (ℎ1𝑜 + ℎ2𝑜 + ℎ3𝑜 + ℎ4 )
𝜅𝐻
+(
+
) 𝜓𝐹
𝑤𝐹 (𝛽𝐻 + 𝛼 − 𝛽𝐻 𝛼)
𝑇𝑁

(50)

Equation (50) summarizes the conditions under which an increase in women’s wages will have a
positive impact on total employment. This is possible when the effect of increased aggregate demand
in the economy overpowers the effect coming from labour-saving technology due to higher
productivity.

4.1. Further research
We have so far presented the first part of the analysis, namely exploring the circumstances under
which an increase in women’s wages would bring out growth and employment in an open economy,
with taxation and government spending. The next step is to analyse the effects a change in
government spending in the social sector (𝜅𝐻 ) on growth and employment levels. A large body of
research, as elaborated in section 2, points out that higher investment in the social sector of the
economy has a stronger multiplier effect than investment in physical infrastructure in terms of
generating employment for both male and female workers, and can be largely self-financing, when
the tax regime is progressive. It is crucial to stress that social spending is not simply a cost; its equalityenhancing effects are economy-wide.
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Furthermore, we will explore the effect of a change in employment segregation 𝛽 and the gender pay
gap 𝛼, which will allow us to reconfigure in a much clearer manner the conditions under which an
increase in gender equality can be a driver for equitable growth and employment. This is particularly
interesting, as it could potentially create a movement of workers from one sector to another, directly
challenging structural constraints and gender norms.

5. Conclusion
Feminist economics research into the causes and effects of gender inequality has produced a valuable
analysis that sheds light on its impact on the economy and the society. Building on this work, we
develop a theoretical model analysing the relationship between gender equality, public spending and
economic growth.
While the impact of an increase in female wages on demand can be ambiguous, under the assumption
of some plausible parameters consistent with the empirical estimations in the previous Post-Kaleckian
research (e.g. Onaran and Galanis, 2014; Onaran and Obst, 2015), it is realistic to expect that an
increase in female wages will have a positive effect on growth. These effects are amplified with a
progressive tax regime and strong government spending strategy (Obst, Onaran, Nikolaidi, 2017.
Public spending in the social sector or progressive tax and tax credit policies, which effect women
more strongly are likely to have a larger stimulus impact for the economy (Onaran, 2016).
This theoretical model can form the basis for the empirical analysis of gender equality and fiscal policy
on growth and employment of men and women and serve a powerful tool for policy analysis to
overcome structural constraints that perpetuate gender inequality, and transform gender norms,
through a more equitable distribution of income with long run effects.

18

Bibliography
Akram-Lodhi, A. H., & Hanmer, L. C. (2008). 5 Ghosts in the machine. Frontiers in the Economics of Gender, 77.
Anderson, B., & Braunstein, E. (2013). Economic Growth and Employment from 1990-2010: Explaining Elasticities
by Gender. Review of Radical Political Economics.
AMECO Online 2016. Annual macro-economic database of the European Commission. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/ameco/user/serie/SelectSerie.cfm [Accessed 11.03.2016].
Benería, L. (1995). Toward a greater integration of gender in economics. World development, 23(11), 1839-1850.
Benería, L. (2003). Gender, development, and globalization: Economics as if all people mattered. Psychology
Press.
Berik, G., Rodgers, Y. V. D. M., & Seguino, S. (2009). Feminist economics of inequality, development, and
growth. Feminist Economics, 15(3), 1-33.
Bhaduri, A., & Marglin, S. (1990). Unemployment and the real wage: the economic basis for contesting political
ideologies. Cambridge journal of Economics, 375-393.
Blecker, R. A. 2002. Distribution, Demand, and Growth in Neo-Kaleckian Macro Models, in Setterfield , M. (ed.)
The Economics of Demand-Led Growth: Challenging the Supply-Side Vision of the Long Run. Cheltenham, UK,
and Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.
Blecker, R. A., & Seguino, S. (2002). Macroeconomic Effects of Reducing Gender Wage Inequality in an Export‐
Oriented, Semi‐Industrialized Economy. Review of development economics, 6(1), 103-119.
Braunstein, E. (2000). Engendering Foreign Direct Investment: Family structure, labor markets and international
capital mobility. World Development,28(7), 1157-1172.
Braunstein, E., Van Staveren, I., & Tavani, D. (2011). Embedding care and unpaid work in macroeconomic
modeling: a structuralist approach. Feminist economics, 17(4), 5-31.
Braunstein, E. 2000. “Engendering Foreign Direct Investment: Family Structure, Labor Markets and International
Capital Mobility.” World Development 28(7): 1157–1172.
Braunstein, E., 2008. Gender, Foreign Direct Investment and Development. Social justice and gender equality:
rethinking development strategies and macroeconomic policies, 4, p.71.
Braunstein, E. 2013. Economic Growth and Social Reproduction: Gender Inequality as Cause and Consequence.
UN Women.
Braunstein, E., I. van Stavaren and D. Tavani. 2011. “Embedding Care and Unpaid Work in Macroeconomic
Modelling: A Structuralist Approach.” Feminist Economics 17(4): 5–31.
Bowles, S. and Boyer, R., 1995. Wages, aggregate demand, and employment in an open economy: an empirical
investigation. Macroeconomic policy after the conservative era, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp.14371.
Burke, R.J., 2000. Company size, board size and numbers of women corporate directors. In Women on corporate
boards of directors (pp. 157-167). Springer Netherlands.
Burke, R.J. and Mattis, M.C. eds., 2013. Women on corporate boards of directors: International challenges and
opportunities (Vol. 14). Springer Science & Business Media.
Çağatay, N., & Erturk, K. (2004). Gender and globalization: a macroeconomic perspective. Available at SSRN
908165.
Cappellini, B, Marilli, A & Parsons, E 2014, 'The hidden work of coping: gender and the micro-politics of
household consumption in times of austerity' Journal of Marketing Management, vol 30, no. 15-16, pp. 15971624., 10.1080/0267257X.2014.929164
Cavalcanti, T. and Tavares, J., 2015. The Output Cost of Gender Discrimination: A Model‐Based Macroeconomics
Estimate. The Economic Journal.
De Henau, J. and Himmelweit, S., 2013. Unpacking Within‐Household Gender Differences in Partners' Subjective
Benefits From Household Income. Journal of Marriage and Family, 75(3), pp.611-624.
De Henau, J. and Himmelweit, S., 2013b. Comparing welfare regimes by their effects on intra-household
inequalities. Sustainability and transformation in European Social Policy. Oxford: Peter Lang, pp.117-146.
De Henau, J., Himmelweit, S. Łapniewska, Z. and Perrons, D., 2016. Investing in the Care Economy: A gender
analysis of employment stimulus in seven OECD countries. Report by the UK Women’s Budget Group for the
International Trade Union Confederation, Brussels.
19

Duflo, E. (2003). Grandmothers and Granddaughters: Old-Age Pensions and Intrahousehold Allocation in South
Africa. The World Bank Economic Review, 17(1), 1-25. doi: 10.2307/3990043
Duflo, E. (2011). Women’s empowerment and economic development.
Duflo, E., & Udry, C. (2004). Intrahousehold resource allocation in Côte d'Ivoire : social norms, separate accounts
and consumption choices: Cambridge, Mass. : National Bureau of Economic Research.
Dutt, A. 1984. ‘Stagnation, income distribution and monopoly power’, Cambridge Journal of Economics 8:25-40.
Ertürk, K. and N. Çagatay. 1995. “Macroeconomic Consequences of Cyclical and Secular Changes in Feminization:
An Experiment at Gendered Macromodelling.” World Development 23(11): 1969–1977.
Floro, M.S. and S. Seguino. 2002. “Gender Effects on Aggregate Saving: Policy Research Report on Gender and
Development.” Working Paper Series. The World Bank.
Folbre, N. and J. Nelson. 2000. “For Love or Money – Or Both?” Journal of Economic Perspectives 14(4): 123–
140.
Golla, A. M., Malhotra, A., Nanda, P., & Mehra, R. (2011). Understanding and Measuring Women’s Economic
Empowerment
Definition,
Framework
and
Indicators.
http://www.icrw.org/sites/default/files/publications/Understanding-measuring-womens-economicempowerment.pdf
Hanmer, L.C. and Akram-Lodhi, A.H., 1998. In “the house of the spirits”: toward a Post Keynesian theory of the
household?. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics, 20(3), pp.415-433.
Himmelweit, S., Santos, C., Sevilla, A. and Sofer, C., 2013. Sharing of resources within the family and the
economics of household decision making. Journal of Marriage and Family, 75(3), pp.625-639.
Kabeer, N., 1997. Women, Wages and Intra‐household Power Relations in Urban Bangladesh. Development and
Change, 28(2), pp.261-302.
Kim, M. (2013) Policies to End the Gender Wage Gap in the US, Review of Radical Political Economics, 45(3): 278283.
Kim, M. (2000) Employers’ Estimates of Market Wages: Implications for Discrimination, Feminist Economics,
6(2): 97-114.
Klasen, S. and Lamanna, F., 2009. The impact of gender inequality in education and employment on economic
growth: new evidence for a panel of countries. Feminist economics, 15(3), pp.91-132.
Konrad, A.M., Kramer, V. and Erkut, S., 2008. Critical Mass: The Impact of Three or More Women on Corporate
Boards. Organizational dynamics, 37(2), pp.145-164.
İlkkaracan, İ., Kim, K. and Kaya, T., 2015. The Impact of Public Investment in Social Care Services on Employment,
Gender Equality, and Poverty: The Turkish Case. Research Project Report, Levy Economics Institute of Bard
College. August.
Lundberg, S.J., Pollak, R.A. and Wales, T.J., 1997. Do husbands and wives pool their resources? Evidence from
the United Kingdom child benefit. Journal of Human resources, pp.463-480.
MARGLIN, S. A. & BHADURI, A. 1992. Profit Squeeze and Keynesian Theory. In: MARGLIN, S. A. & SCHOR, J. B.
(eds.) The Golden Age of Capitalism: Reinterpreting the Postwar Experience. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Nelson, J.A., 1996. Feminism, objectivity and economics (Vol. 7). Psychology Press.
Onaran, Ö. 2016. "The role of gender equality in an equality-led sustainable development strategy", in Lives after
Austerity: Gendered Impacts and Sustainable Alternatives for Europe, eds. Hannah Bargawi, Giovanni Cozzi,
Susan Himmelweit, Routledge, forthcoming
Onaran, Ö. & Galanis, G. (2014). Income distribution and growth: a global model. Environment and Planning
A, 46(10), 2489-513.
Obst, T., Onaran, Ö., & Nikolaidi, M. (2017). A post-Kaleckian analysis of the effect of income distribution, public
spending and taxes on growth, investment and budget balance: the case of Europe. Greenwich Papers in Political
Economy Working Paper, University of Greenwich. GPERC43.
Seguino, S., & Grown, C. (2006). Gender equity and globalization: macroeconomic policy for developing
countries.
Seguino, S. (2012). Macroeconomics, Human Development, and Distribution.Journal of Human Development and
Capabilities, 13(1), 59-81.
Stiglitz, J.E., 1976. The efficiency wage hypothesis, surplus labour, and the distribution of income in LDCs. Oxford
economic papers, 28(2), pp.185-207.

20

Stockhammer, E., Onaran, Ö., & Ederer, S. (2009). Functional income distribution and aggregate demand in the
Euro area. Cambridge journal of Economics, 33(1), 139-159.
Terjesen, S., Sealy, R. and Singh, V. (2009), Women Directors on Corporate Boards: A Review and Research
Agenda. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 17: 320–337. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8683.2009.00742.x
Tzannatos, Z. (1995) July. Growth, Adjustment and the Labour Market: Effects on women Workers'. In Fourth
Conference of the International Association for Feminist Economics (Tours, France, July).
Vogler, C. and Pahl, J., 1994. Money, power and inequality within marriage.The Sociological Review, 42(2),
pp.263-288.
Van der Walt, N. and Ingley, C. (2003), Board Dynamics and the Influence of Professional Background, Gender
and Ethnic Diversity of Directors. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 11: 218–234.
doi: 10.1111/1467-8683.00320
Van Staveren, I., 2010. Post-Keynesianism meets feminist economics. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 34(6),
pp.1123-1144.

21

APPENDIX

The partial effects of female wages for a given Y
𝜕𝑊𝐹
= (𝑒𝐹𝐻𝐹 + 𝑒𝐹𝑁𝐹 )𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 = (𝑒𝐹𝐻𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝐹 ) + (𝑒𝐹𝑁𝐹 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝐹 )
𝜕𝑤𝑓
𝜕𝑊𝑀
= (𝑒𝐹𝐻𝑀 + 𝑒𝐹𝑁𝑀 )𝛼𝑤𝐹 + 𝛼(𝐸 𝐻𝑀 + 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 ) = 𝛼 ((𝑒𝐹𝐻𝑀 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝐻𝑀 ) + (𝑒𝐹𝑁𝑀 𝑤𝐹 + 𝐸 𝑁𝑀 ))
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