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1. Introduction*

The debate about the effects of globalisation on wage inequalities has focused on trade,
and particularly on whether falling barriers to trade have increased litgguighin
developed counies and reduced inequality between developed and developing
countries (e.g. Leamer, 1993; Wood, 1994; Lawrence, 1996; Cline, 1998). The possible
effects on wage inequalities of other globalisation mechanisms, such as capital flows,
migration and knowledge spillovers, have not been overlooked (e.g. Feenstra and
Hanson, 1995; Sachs and Warner, 1995; Borjas, Freeman and Katz, 1997), butitis trade
that has received most of the attention.

In this paper we examine a crucial but neglected non-trade globalisation mechanism,
namely the dramatic decline in the cost of international business travel and
communication, which has made it much easier for highly-skilled workers who live in
developed countries to co-operate in production with less-skilled workers in developing
countries, through a mixture of frequent short visits and telecommunication. Our
summary label for this mechanism is reduction of ‘co-operation costs’, in contrast to the
reduction of trade barriers or ‘transport costs’ on which most analyses of globalisation
have focused. We suspect that the effects of falling co-operation costs on wage
inequalities have been at least as large as those of falling transport costs. The rapid
growth in the volume of travel and communications is common knowledge, as is the
steep rise in the earnings of internationally mobile business people, but these features
of reality have not been subjected to much economic analysis.

We put forward a theoretical model, along the following lines. The concentration in
developed countries (the North) of highly-skilled workers enables the North to produce
better-quality goods than developing countries (the South), as a result of which less-
skilled Northern workers earn more than less-skilled Southern workers. Falling co-
operation costs make it economic to move part of the production of high-quality goods
to the South: this raises the wages of highly-skilled Northern workers, by widening the
market for their services, and of Southern workers, by widening the range of goods they
produce, but it lowers the wages of less-skilled Northern workers, by eroding their

!Adrian Wood’s work was funded by award R0B6378 from the U.K. Economic and Social Research
Council. We are also grateful for helpful comments in seminars and conferences at the Universities of
Nottingham and Warwick and at the OECD Development Centre.

2 However, closely related ideas have been explored by Rosen (1981), Frank and Cook (1995) and much
earlier, as Rosen points out, by Marshall, who wrote of the increase in income inequality caused by "the
development of new facilities for communication, by which meare enabled to apply their constructive

or speculative genius to undertakings ... extending over a wider area than ever before" (1920, book VI, ch.
XIl, § 11).



privileged access to production with highly-skilled workers. Inequality between
Southern and Northern lessifdd workers thus declines, but inequality in the North
between highly-skilled and less-skilled workers rises.

This mechanism is of course related in various ways to other aspects of globalisation,
including trade. In particular, falling travel and communications costs have facilitated
the growth of trade as well as of co-operative production, and the two activities can be
combined, with the output of co-operative production in the South often being exported
to the North. However, the two mechanisms are analytically distinct, and can operate
separately in practice. Thus reduction of transport costs has increased exports from the
South of goods which are not produced co-operatively, and there are goods and services
which are produced co-operatively for consumption in the South and not exported to the
North.

Our mechanism is also related to direct foreign investment, particularly insofar as
this involves the provision not of finance but of extf@e (or ‘knowledge-intensive
producer servicess Markusen, 1997). Transnational companies are channels through
which highly-skilled Northern workers contribute their services to production activities
in the South, and the spread and increasing sophistication of such companies is both a
cause and a consequence of falling co-operation costs. But co-operation and direct
foreign investment are far from fully overlapping. Much direct foreign investment in
developing countries is aimed at natural resources, rather than at labour. More
importantly, much co-operation of highly-skilled Northern workers in Southern
production occurs through channels other than ownership: many Northern importers
provide their Southern suppliers with assistance aadpction and packagd, as well
as in design and marketing; while Southern firms, including those supplying Southern
markets, can and do purchase the services of Northern experts.

Our ‘highly-skilled’ workers are a small groapnanagers, entrepreneurs, designers,
engineers and other top business professienat®l their skills are not the usual sort
of human capital, acquired by purposive investment in education and training. Most of
them are well-educated, but the value of their services stems mainly from their
creativity, experience and connections, acquired fortuitously from their genes, families
and careers. Their skills are thus scarce, and the high wages they command are better
thought of as a rent than as a return to investment. Nor do these skills contribute to
production in the way that human capital is usually modelled as doing, which is just by
adding to the quantity of output: highly-skilled workers do help to raise the volume (and
lower the cost) of production, but their principal contribution is to improve the quality
of output, by making it possible to produce new and better goods and services.

There isin principle a clear distinction between migration, which involves permanent
or long-term relocation of residence, and the intermittent and usually brief visits which
(with telecommunication) enable highly-skilled workers to co-operate in production in
the South while continuing to reside in the North, although in practice the dividing line



is somewhat arbitrary. Expatriate employment of Northern workers in Southern
countries, which falls on the ‘migration’ side of the line, is a related phenomenon of
long standing but generally small scale, because of the high cost to employers of
compensating workers and their families for the loss of Northern amenities, which is
avoided in the case of co-operation by maintenance of Northern residence. Co-operation
also avoids another cost of long-term expatriate employment, which is that the skills and
knowledge of the workers concerned tend to atrophy and become obsolete as a result of
reduced contact with other skilled workers.

Co-operation has costs, however: it is not factor mobility as usually modelled, with
the price of the factor equalised in all countries. Improvements in transport,
communications, institutions and policies have much reduced the costs of co-operation,
but they remain substantial, and have to be considered explicitly in analysing its
economic effects. The direct costs of travel (air fares and hotel bills) are dwarfed by the
opportunity costs of time wasted both while travelling and while working in the South
(for example, waiting for appointments, and doing things which would be delegated to
a secretary at home). Similarly, insofar as the co-operation is by telecommunication
rather than by travel, the main cost is not the bills for phone calls, faxes and e-mail
messages, but the atidnal time involved in distance-work, as compared with doing
the same thing on the spot. For all these reasons, the services of highly-skilled workers
cost much more in the South than in the North: what makes it worthwhile to employ
them in the South is that the other sorts of labour with which these workers co-operate
cost much less there.

Section 2 of this paper sets out our model of the determination of relative wages at
a given level of co-operation costs. Section 3 analyses the effects of falling co-operation
costs on wage inequalities. Section 4 compares the effects of falling transport costs with
those of falling co-operation costs. Section 5 concludes.



2. Equilibrium with given co-operation costs

There are two countries, North (N) and South (S), and two skill categories of workers,
both in fixed supply: highly-skilled workers, whose number is denoted by K (for know-
how); and other workers, whose number is denoted by L (for labour). L-workers are
divided in fixed proportions between the North and the South,

L=Ly+Lg, (1)

and can work only in the countries where they live. All K-workers live (and consume)
in the North, but can and do work both in the North and in the South, so that

K =K, + K, (2)

However, K-work in the South entails co-operation costs, consisting simply of wasted
K-worker time, which is a fraction, (> 0), of effective working time (the ‘iceberg'
principle), so that the effective supply of K-work to the South is &yl -7) .In this
section, we treat the value bf{which stands for travel and telecommunication) as a
parameter.

There are two goods, a high-quality one (labelled A for advanced) and a low-quality
one (labelled B for backward), where 'tiyamay be a matter of the neess of the
good, or of other attributes such as reliability, performance, appearance and after-sales
service, or of the effects of advertising on consumers' perceptions of these attributes.
Production of the B-good requires only L-workers, with a technology such that one unit
of L-work produces one unit of B-output. Production of the A-good requires K-workers
as well as L-workers, with a standard constant-returns-to-scale technology, which it will
be convenient to express in the fo@n-LAk) , wiféie is output per L-wdxicer,
the highly-skilled/other worker ratid€/L, angf’ > Of’ < 0. Transport costs are
assumed for the time being to be zero, so that the prices of the twogcanldp,, are
the same in both countries.

In the type of equilibrium on which we will focus, the North is completely
specialised in production of the A-good, but the South produces bothgbed\and
the B-good. World output of the B-good, with its labour-only production technology,
is thus simply

Op = Ly — Ly » 3



wherelL,q is the part of the Southern labour force that works in the A-sector. World
output of the A-good is

0, = Lyfltky) + Lygfiky) 4)

wherek, =K,/L,, andk,=KJ(1+1)L,, . (Co-operation costs may thus be regarded as a
factor-specific inefficiency of Southern A-production.)

Product and labour markets are assumed to be perfectly competitive, so that the
wages of all categories of workers are equal to their marginal value products. The wage
of highly-skilled Workerswlf , relative to that of other Northern Worke»r]$, , is thus

wy iy

T 5
W; f(kN) 7f/(kN) kN ( )

wheref'(k,) is the marginal physical product of K-workers fag - f (k) ky that of
Northern L-workers (output per L-worker minus skilled-wage payments per L-worker),
with thep,’s cancelled out. This wage ratio, which we assume always to be greater than
unity, is decreasing ik, (becausg” < 0), and hence, sihgés given, inK,. Greater
concentration of K-work in the North, in other words, reduces wage inequality within
the North by making K-workers less scarce there, relative to L-workers.

The wage of Northern L-workers relative to that of Southern L-workefs,  , is also
equal to the ratio of the marginal contributions of these two groups to A-production

wy Ry flEky ©
WSL f(ks) 7f /(ks) kS

which depends on the sizeskpfand ofks. In particular, ifk, > kg, this wage ratio will
be greater than unity (that is, Northern L-workers will earn more than Southern L-
workers). This is always the case in the type of equilibrium on which we focus, since
what causes the North to specialise in A-production is the higher wage of Northern than
of Southern L-workers, which makes it unprofitable to produce the B-good in the North
(the unit cost of B-output being simply the L-wage).

These two wage ratios between them implg/ a third, namely the wage of K-workers
relative to Southern L-workefsw,/w" = (wa/wx |walwg') ) . Our assumptions about
the other two wage ratios guarantee ﬂné‘VwSL>1 , and indeed that it is the largest of
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the three wage inequalities. The equations governing the other wage ratios also show
that this third one is related to the valuegpéndkg in a rather subtle way.

Relative wages in our model thus depend proximateky andks, which in turn are
determined, together with two other variables (Southern employment in the A-sector,
L,s and the relative goods prige,/pg), by a set of four equations. The first,

flley = l%tf (k) ©)

is an arbitrage condition for K-workers, whose wage in the North must in equilibrium
be equal to the wage they can earn in the South, net of wasted time. The left-hand side
of the equation is thus their marginal product in Northern A-production, and the right-
hand side is their marginal product in Southern A-production, multiplied by 1j(1 +

the productive proportion of time spent away from the North. (For example, 2
two-thirds of the time spent away is wasted, and so the wage in the North needs to be
only one-third of that earned during effective working time in the South.) The higher
marginal product of K-work in the South than in the North is possible be&aise

lower thanky, which in turn is possible because Southern L-workers are paid less than
Northern L-workers. In other words, Southern A-production nemically viable
because the higher cost of K-workers is offset by the lower cost of L-workers. The
second equation,

Palftkg) - fkks| = py (8)

is an arbitrage condition for Southern L-workers, who are mobile across sectors and so
in equilibrium must earn the same wage in A-production as in B-production. The left-
hand side of the equation is their marginal value product in the A-sector, the right-hand
side their marginal value product in the B-sector (which is simppbecause each unit

of labour produces one unit of output). This equation can be rearranged as

o1 .
Ps fk)  Flkks (82)

which shows that there is a fixed, inverse, relationship between the relative price of the
two goods and the value kf If p,/pg remains constant, so mikgt and a fall (say) in

p./ps would require a rise ikg, to increase the marginal physical productivity of A-
work relative to B-work (otherwise, the A-sector wage would fall below the B-sector
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wage, causing an exodus of workers from the A-sector). The third equation is the full-
employment condition for highly-skilled labour,

K = Ky + Kg = Lyky + Lygks(1+1) , (2a)

which can be rewritten as

 K-Lyky

L - - ?
'AS k(1) (2b)

to show that the size of the Southern A-sector labour foggas decreasing both kg,

(arise in which, giveh, andt, reduces the supply of K-work to the South) arki @

rise in which reduces the number of Southern L-workers employed per unit of effective
K-supply).

The fourth equation is the demand function. For simplicity all workers are assumed
to have identical homothetic preferences (so that their relative demand for the two goods
is unrelated to their incomes). Given the world (North plus South) outputs of the two
goods,Q, andQy, the relative price is thus determined by a simple demand function

(9)

where the size of the parametgeflects the degree of superiority of the A-good over
the B-good in the eyes of consumers, and the paramétea constant substitution
elasticity. Replacing), /Qg with a fuller expression from equations (3) and (4), this
equation becomes

_gq Lyflky) + Lyoflks)
Lg-Lyg

1

p
4 e, (9a)

Pp

showing that the relative price depends on all three of the other varighleg(idL o).

By substitution foks andL,sfrom equations (7) and (2b), the demand function can
be further transformed into a relationship betwegp; andk, alone, which is shown
as an upward-sloping line in the top panel of figure 1. It has an upward slope (as is
proved in the appendix) essentially because relocation of K-workers towards the North
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and a higher value &f, leads to a relocation of Southern workers towards the B-sector,
making the A-good scarcer and the B-good more abundant and increapjigThe

two arbitrage conditions (7) and (8) can also be combined into a relationship between
pa/ps @andky, which is the downward-sloping line in the top panel of the figuite
downward slope (also proved in the appendix) reflects the inverse relationship between
p./ps andks, coupled with the direct relationship betwdgmandk,. More K-workers,
relative to L-workers, raises productivity of L-worker in thes@éctor and requires a
compensating change in the relative price since in equilibrium the marginal productivity
of L-workers has to be same in the two sectors.

Figure 1 Equilibrium with given co-operation costs

Demand
Pa/Ps

Combined
arbitrage

Ks

K-worker
arbitrage

® To explain more fully, a higher value kaf means a higher value Kf, and hence (giveK) a

lower value ofKg andKg /(1 + t). The K-worker arbitrage condition shows that for a givan
higher value ok, requires a higher value &, and thus less employment of L-workers in
Southern A-production. This reduces world A-output because the Northern input of L-work into
A-production is fixed and because the reallocation of K-work between North and South does not
affect A-output in the margin near the equilibrium (as a result of the K-worker arbitrage
condition). It also increases world B-output, because employment of Southern L-workers in B-
production rises as their employment in A-production falls.
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The intersection of these two lines determines the equilibrium valyggmfandky.

The bottom panel of the figure shows the K-worker arbitrage condition as a direct
relationship (givern) betweerkg andky, which, withk, determined in the top panel,
fixesks. The values ok, andkg then determine relative wages, as explained above.

This model applies only within certain limits.tl{the cost of co-operation) were at or
above some prohibitively high level, there would be no A-production in the S6uth (
and hencé ,qwould be zero), and thus each country would be completely specialised
in one of the two goods. The demand equation (9a) would become

Lyf(KILy,)

L

1
Dy .

Pp

b

S

and the equation determining the relative wages of Northern and Southern L-workers
would become

wy _ PufIKILy) - FKILy)KILy]

L
Wg Pg

This situation would be similar in some respects to that modelled by Krugman (1979),
in which Northern workers earn more than Southern workers because new goods can be
produced only in the North. A difference, though, is that in Krugman's model there is
just one class of Northern workers, whereas in our model the North's monopoly of the
ability to produce new goods is linked to its supply of highly-skilled workers.

At the other extreme, if t (the cost of co-operation) were zero, the basic nature of the
model would change in a different way. K-work would no longer be more costly in the
South than in the North, the wages of Northern and Southern L-workers would be
equalised, and there would be no reason for the North to specialise in A-production.
Indeed, given the other assumptions made in this section, there would be no economic
reason to treat the North and the South as different countries.

Between these two limits, in the range on which we focus, suppression of the B-good
would turn our model into the familiar sort of model with only one good, produced with
K and L in both the North and the South, with barriers to the movement of K and L
between the two countries, with all the K owned by Northern residents, and with a
relatively larger stock of K in the North, so that the marginal product and earnings of L
are higher in the North than in the South, and vice versa for K. This simplification of our
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model, however, would lose a feature which is of crucial importance in reality, namely
the distinction between high-quality and low-quality goeda distinction whose
salience in the minds of businessmen (and in the business pretiseeatdre) is
acknowledged in an increasing number of economic mededsn Krugman (1979) to
Murphy and Schleifer (1997).
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3. Effects of falling co-operation costs

The previous section described an equilibrium at a given level of co-operation costs.

However, co-operation costs have fallen sharply over the past few decades, largely as
aresult ofimproved transport and communications. In this section, we shall analyse how
falling co-operation costs shift the equilibrium and hence affect wage inequalities.

Our conclusion will be that a fall in co-operation costs always narrows the wage gap
between Northern and Southern L-workers, and in most cases widens the wage gap
within the North between K-workers and L-workers. The latter outcome is less clear-cut
because a fall in co-operation costs has two different and potentially offsetting effects.
The more obvious, and usually the dominant one, is a ‘substitution’ effect, whereby
K-workers are encouraged to do more work in the South and less in the North. The less
obvious one is an ‘efficiency’ effect: lower co-operation costs tend to raise the effective
world supply of K-workers, by reducing the amount of time they waste, so that more
K-work in the South need not imply less K-work in the North.

The efficiency effect is relevant only if the initial equilibrium involved some Southern
A-production, this being the case on which the model in the previous section focused.
If the fall in co-operation costs were from a prohibitive level to a permissive level
(causing Southern A-production to start up), only the substitution effect would matter,
and wage inequality within the North would necessarily increase. And of course if
co-operation costs remained prohibitive, even after the fall, neither effect would exist.

Wage inequality in the North

We consider first the impact of lower co-operation costs on wage inequality within the
North between K-workers and L-workers. This depends simply on what happgns to
(equation 5). If the substitution effect dominates and higptagls, therwf/w; must

rise (an increase in inequality), because the decreased ratio of K-workers to L-workers
in the North raises the marginal productivity of Northern K-work relative to that of
Northern L-work. But if the efficiency effect were to pull strongly in the opposite
direction,ky might rise and thuslf/w; would fall (a reduction in inequality).

The economic logic of the substitution effect emerges from the K-worker arbitrage
condition (equation 7): giveky, a fall int makes working in the North less attractive
than working in the South, which causes movement of K-work out of the North (a
reduction inKy), loweringk, and hence raising the marginal productivity of Northern
K-work until it is again just as attractive as Southern K-work. The economic logic of the
efficiency effect also emerges from the K-worker arbitrage condition, because another
result of the fall irt is a rise irks, which reduces the marginal productivity of Southern
K-work, and thus diminishes the incentive to move K-work out of the North, tending to
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raisek. This rise inkg occurs because lower co-operation costs increase the efficiency
of Southern and hence global A-production, raising world output of the A-good, relative
to the B-good, and hence driving down its relative price, which requires a kisein
meet the arbitrage condition for Southern L-workers.

The conflict between these two pressurekaran be illustrated in the top panel of
figure 1, in which the positions of both the lines relappéps tok, depend on. As we
show in the appendix, a fall inis bound to lower the downward-sloping ‘arbitrage’
function, tending to redudg, in accordance with the substitution effect. However, a fall
in t might either raise or lower the upward-sloping ‘demand’ function: a rise in the
function would reinforce the reduction ky, but a fall would offset it, and if large
enough (because of a strong efficiency effect) could result in an incrdgse in

To discover what the direction of the net outcome depends on, we need more explicit
expressions for the two lines in this figure, which we derive in the appendix in terms of
small proportional changes near the equilibrium (denoted, loyaking use of

lsz sK
Wi = ———k and W; = —Fk,, (10)
0;

0;

which relate proportional changes in wage rates (or more precisely in marginal products)
to proportional changes k(i = N, S), the relationship depending on the share of K-
worker wages in production coslf , and on the (absolute value of the) elasticity of
substitution in production between K-workers and L-workerd)Ve establish that the
direction of the effect ok, of a fall int depends on two aspects of an expression

195 1
€ QA I*SA

(o5 +s4s5 1) (12)

in whichQ,4Q, is the South's share of global A-output a&hi the share of A-goods
in total world expenditure. One asgect of this expression is its sign, which depends on
the sign of the () term. I >1-s 4sg , the sign of (11) is negative, a falhifts the
‘demand’ function upward, and henlggis bound to fall. However, if the elasticity of
substitution in production is low (as we shall suggest later is usually the case), and hence
0e<l-s AssK, the sign of (11) is positive and the function shifts downward, tending to
increasek,.

In the latter case, whether the downward shift is large enough to yield an actual rise
in ky depends on another aspect of expression (11), namely its size, and in particular on
whether it is bigger or smaller thag/(1-s, ) . Ifitis smaller, then the net effect is still
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afall ink,, but if it is larger, the efficiency effect outweighs the substitution effect and
the net result is a rise iy, (and hence a reduction, rather than an increase, in wage
inequality in the North). This result would require the elasticity of substitution in
consumptiong, to be low, so that the rise in world output of the A-good would greatly
depress its price, and hence require a large increlsmimeet the southern L-worker
arbitrage condition (the required increasé&dbeing larger, the lower the valuesgﬁ

as can be seen from expressions 10). We will argue below that such a combination of
parameter values is unlikely, and hence that the usual outcome is &jadhid a rise

in wage inequality in the North.

North-South inequality

Turning now to the impact of a fall in co-operation costs on wage inequality between
Northern and Southern L-workers, it is clear from equation (6) that what happens
tow,/ws depends proximately on what happenktandks. Rewriting this equation
in proportional changes (by making use again of expressions 10) as
K K
N SN Ss ~

Wy = —ky - —ks 12)
On Oy

wherew,' =wy/wg , shows that this wage ratio will usually move in the same direction
asky/ks. More specifically, in the usual case in whigtfalls andksrises as a result of

a fall in co-operation costs, wage inequality between Northern and Southern L-workers
will decrease. This is because, vﬁyw negativeégnd positive (as@thpositive),

the sign of the right-hand side of equation (12) is bound to be negative.

The outcome is less obvious in the unusual case in Wgiab well akrises as a
result of a fall int (which makes the sign of the right-hand side of equation (12)
ambiguous), but also turns out to be a reduction in North-South wage inequality. In other
words, even though the marginal productivity of Northern L-workers rises in this case,
it rises by less than the marginal productivity of Southern L-workers, because of the
increase in the efficiency of Southern A-prodacti To establish this, we combine
equation (12) with the K-worker arbitrage condition (equation (7), rewritten in
proportional changes, as in the appendix), and rearrange as

sE 1-sX| X sX
N s N | SN s =
wg =|1- —ky + t. (13)
1-sX K ]o 1-
S¢Sy N g
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The final term shows that the direct effect of a fatlimto reducew,/w, . The effect

of a rise inky Igan indirect result of the fall i) depends on the sign of

1 —(ssKll —ssK)(l -Sg /sSK), which must be negative, so that the result, ii}(jth positive, is
to reinforce the reduction imy/ws . The sign must be negative because, as noted
earlier, a necessary cdtidn for ky to rise is os<1—sAssK , Which implies, since
0<sA,ssK<1 ,thatog<1 . Thus, with a substitution elasticity below unity, lgygreater
thanks, s, mustbe lessthag  and hefedft -1 -ss, is greater thaniity.
whetherk,, falls or rises, a decline in co-operation costs narrows the wage gap between
Northern and Southern L-workers.

The effects of falling co-operation costs on wage inequalities are particularly clear-
cut in the special case of Cobb-Douglas technology. Far fere unity and

hence =5 , the first term on the right-hand-side of equation (13) would vanish, and

N
only the direct effect of the fall inonw,y/w, would remain. Moreover, with Cobb-
Douglas technology it is certain thatwill fall (oecausesg=1>1-s AsSK ) and hence

thatwy/wg  will rise.
Other considerations

In the usual case, in which the wage of Northern L-workers falls relative to the wages
of both K-workers and Southern L-workers, it is bound also to fall absolutely in real
terms. This is because the declindjmreduces the marginal physical productivity of
Northern L-workers and hence their wage in terms of their own product, with the decline
in their consumption wage being reinforced by the fall in the price of their own product
(the A-good) relative to the B-good. Even in the unusual case in Whiides, the real
consumption wage of Northern L-workers is likely to decline as a result of the relative
price change (which tends to be large in this case). By contrast, the real wage of
Southern L-workers is bound to rise, because their wage in terms of the B-good does not
alter, and the relative price of the B-good rises.

In the usual case, as we show in the appendix, a fall in co-operation costs raises GNP,
measured in terms of the A-good, not only in the South but also in the North, because
the worldwide income of K-workers (which is part of Northern GNP) increases by more
than the income of Northern L-workers declireso that in principle the K-workers
could more than compensate the Northern L-workers for their loss. However, in the
unusual case in which the efficiency effect of lower co-operation costs dominates, so

4 Strictly speaking, there are two substitution elasticities, unless the technology is CES, but we
neglect the complications which would arise jfwere above unity ane below unity, or vice
versa.
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that wage inequality in the North is decreased rather than increased, the worldwide
decline in the marginal productivity of K-workers (as a result of the rises irkbafta

ky) causes the North’s GNP to decline in terms of the A-goaad even more in terms

of consumption, because of the fall in the relative price of the A-good.

Wages and incomes are not the only variables of practical interest to be affected by
falling co-operation costs in the framework of our model. Another is the share of the
South in world production of high-quality goods, which is relevant not only as a general
indicator of development, but also as a point of contact with other models, particularly
those of Feenstra and Hanson (1995) and Wood (1998). In the usual case, this share
must rise as a result of a fall in co-operation costs, because world output of the A-good
rises and Northern output falls, as a result of the reductiéq (givenL,). In the
unusual case in which a fall in co-operation costs results in a rigeand hence in
Northern output of the A-good, the South's share could either rise or fall.

Our focus in this section has been on the effects of falling co-operation costs. It
would of course be possible also to investigate the effects of changes in the other
parameters and exogenous variables of the model in the previous section. In practice,
moreover, it is certain that co-operation costs are not the only thing which has been
changing, and thus that observed changes in wage inequalities reflect a mixture of
effects. A full investigation lies outside the scope of this paper, but two variables whose
movement is likely to have been important are the supplies of Northern and Southern
L-workers, and in particular the sizelqfrelative toL, which has been increasing over
time, as a result of faster Southern population growth and rising literacy (making more
people employable in non-traditional activities).

One unsurprising effect of a riselig/L,, in our model is to widen the North-South
gap in the wages of L-workersthat is, to raisev,y/ws" , thus pulling in the opposite
direction to falling co-operation costs. The gap widens because the increased supply of
Southern labour raises the output of the B-good, driving down its relative price and
encouraging Southern L-workers to leave the B-sector for the A-sector, where their
increased numbers, given the supply of K-work to the South, kyaad the marginal
productivity of Southern L-work (relative to that of Northern L-work). The widening of
the gap is damped, however, by an increase in the supply of K-work to the South,
induced by the fall ifks, which raises the marginal productivity of Southern K-work,
relative to that of Northern K-work. The supply of K-work to the North is
correspondingly reduced, andlggfalls, increasingvlf/w; . A more surprising effect
of the rise inLg/L, in our model is thus to increase wage inequality in the North,
reinforcing the (usual) effect of falling co-operation costs.

® Intuition suggests that the South’s share must always rise (and our simulations reveal no case
of a fall), but we have not been able to prove thdetails are available on request.
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Simulations

To assess the possible size of the effects of falling co-operation costs on wage
inequalities, we use numerical simulations. We calibrate the model at the ‘prohibitive’
level of co-operation costsat the point at which K-workers are still all employed in the
North but are on the verge of supplying their services to the Ssetting the value of

t at 3, which implies that the marginal productivity of K-work in the South must be four
(1 +t) times that in the North. We assume that K-workers are one-tenth of the Northern
labour force (implying thak, = K/L, = 1/9) and at this point earn three times as much
as Northern L-workers (making their share of production costs 0.25), and that the
Southern labour forcd ) is equal in size to the total Northern labour fot€g € L,).

Given values for the's we derive the initial values &f,w,/w, andss , and complete

the calibration by using derived values @yandQ, and given values for the demand
parametersg(andq) to derive the initial value qi,/pg.

The simulations then consist of reducing the valudrain 3 to zero in small steps,
with particular interest in what happens to relative wages. This depends on what values
we assume for the substitution elasticities, both in produatidorsimplicity setting
oy = 09 and in consumptiore). We believe that is likely to be low- that other
workers are poor substitutes for K-workers in the production of A-goods, since they lack
the knowledge needed to create, produce and market high-quality-gandsve set
its value at 0.5 in our base case. By contrast, we believeithiitely to be fairly high
- that low-quality goods are reasonable substitutes for high-quality gosmgve set
its value at 3.0 in our base case (and label this case LOHI). However, we also try two
alternative pairs of elasticities, in one of which we lowé&om 3.0 to 0.125, keeping
o at 0.5 (and labelling this the LOLO case), and in the other of which weorfism
0.5 to 1.5, keeping at 3.0 (and labelling this the HIHI case). The results of all three
cases are summarised in figure 2, with more details in appendix table Al.

The top panel of the figure shows the effect of falling co-operation costs on wage
inequality in the North, with each of the three lines referring to one of our pairs of
elasticities. In the base (LOHI) case, there is a dramatic rise in inequalitww
guadrupling from 3 to 12 ddalls from its initially prohibitive level to zero. In both the
other cases, the rise in inequality is much smaller. In the HIHI case, this is because the
greater substitutability of L-workers for K-workers in production means that the decline
in ky due to more K-work being done in the South has far less effect on the relative
marginal products of these two groups of workers. In the LOLO case, the rise in
inequality is small because the low elasticity of substitution in consumption results in
a steep fall inp,/pg as global A-production increases, raiskagnd thus discouraging
movement of K-work to the South (so that the increase in Southern A-production is also
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small)® Indeed, as approaches zero in this case, we observe the ‘unusual’ outcome
a (slight) rise irky and hence a fall in wage inequality in the North.

The middle panel of the figure shows how falling co-operation costs reduce wage
inequality between Northern and Southern L-workers. In the base (LOHIWS@L,
falls from 2.3 at the prohibitive level ofto its expected value of 1 (no difference in
wages) whem reaches zero. In the LOLO case, with a lower valug thfe end-points
are the same, but the declin@ifiw, is faster in the early stages of the deicting in
slower in the later stages. In the HIHI case, the degree of North-South inequality is less
at all stages: easier substitution in production means that Northern L-workers gain less
from the greater relative supply of K-work in the North than in the South.

Figure 2 Simulated effects of falling co-operation costs on wage inequalities
Inequality between K-workers and Northern L-workeis,/w,:

LOLO

LOHI

wage ratio

HIHI

3 2 1 0
co-operation costs

® As is shown in table A1, the South’s share of world A-production in this case rises only to 8%
(whent = 0), as compared to 50% in the LOHI case and 38% in the HIHI case. However, the
South achieves a larger rise in real consumption in the LOLO case than in either of the other two
cases, because of the steep rise in the relative price of the B-good (which prevents the North's
real consumption from rising at all).
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Inequality between Northern and Southern L-worker$iwe

LOLO

LOHI

wage ratio

HIHI

3 2 1 0
co-operation costs

Inequality between K-workers and Southern L-worker$/we

12 4
o 07 LOLO
g gl —
S LOHI
©
S 6t -
HIHI
4 e
2 ! + + |
3 2 1 0

co-operation costs

The bottom panel of the figure shows the effects of falling co-operation costs on
wage inequality between K-workers and Southern L-workers (the outcome being
implied by the combination of the top and middle panels). In the base (LOHI)
casewn/ws almost doublesalls from 3 to zero: the declinesin/wg  is not nearly
large enough to offset the steep risevjfyw, . Inthe LOLO case, by conffasf
halves: the small rise i, /w,y is outweighed by the large falwfiw;  , so that
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inequalit}/ between K-workers and Southern L-workers is reduced. In the HIHI case, the
rise ian/wi and the fall imy/w, are both small, as a result of which there is little
change inw,, /wy .
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4. Trade, payments and transport costs

In this section, we shall review the pattern of North-South trade and payments implied
by our model, introduce transport costs, and compare the effects on wage inequalities
of falling transport costs with those of falling co-operation costs.

In the model in section 2, which assumed zero transport costs, the South is bound to
export the B-good to the North (which consumes it but does not produce it), and in most
cases the North exports the A-good to the South. This pattern is in accordance with the
principles of comparative advantage, because the A-good is more K-worker-intensive
than the B-good, and because K-work is relatively (to L-work) cheaper in the North than
in the South (because of co-operation costs). However, in our model we must consider
not only thecompositiorof trade, but also tHealanceof trade, since, when A-goods are
produced in the South, the South must pay for the (factor) services rendered by K-
workers, by running a trade surplus (in goods and non-factor serVl€éss surplus
were large, relative to the North's demand for the B-good, the South might need to
export some of its production of the A-good as well as the B-good, with the North
exporting only the services of K-workers (which would still accord with comparative
advantage, since these services are more K-worker-intensive than the A-good).

In statistical practice, payment of K-workers is not always recorded in the balance
of payments as a flow of factor (or more precisely, labour) income. If the services of K-
workers were supplied through a consultancy firm, they would probably be classified
as non-factor services. If they were supplied through a multinational company with
production facilities in the South, the payment might simply raise the profits of the
Southern subsidiary and reduce those of the Northern parent, from whose bank account
the K-workers are actually paid (with the profits of the Southern subsidiary not
necessarily being repatriated). Or the payment might be concealed in the prices of

" Non-factor services are services involving an output (such as insurance or shipping) which is
produced by a combination of factors, in contrast to factor services, which are rendered by a

single factor. The South’s trade surplus, measured in terms of the A goﬁd(sjs w]f(KeiKN)

Note that the South has to pay for the time that K-workers waste as well as for the time they are
effectively working.

8 Falling co-operation costs usually increase the trade imbalm]f(k,—KN) w,%lKnce rises and

K, falls, though the opposite is possible. Falling co-operation costs also usually reduce Northern
imports of the B good, because of the rise in its relative price, although this may be offset by the
rise in Northern incomes. The likelihood of the South exporting the A-good thus rises as co-
operation costs fall. In our simulations, as shown in table A1, this happens in the LOHI case as
t approaches zero.
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transactions in goods between the Northern parent and its Southern subsidiary.
Similarly, if the services were supplied through a Northern importer to an independent
Southern producer, they would probably be paid for in the form of a lower price for the
goods purchased. These considerations, all of which imply that the international flow
of K-worker services tends to be underestimated, would need to be borne in mind in any
attempt to apply our model.

An obvious extension of our model is to include transport costs (and other sorts of
barriers to trade). A full analysis would be complicated, and lies beyond the scope of
this paper, but useful insights can be obtained simply from the arbitrage conditions.
Transport costs drive a wedge between prices in the North and in the South: of particular
importance for the arbitrage conditions is their effect on the price of the A-good (which
is produced in both countries, unlike the B-good). Denoting the transport cost wedge by
7, there are three possible cases: if the North exports the A-gﬁlp;f,’: 1+t , SO that
the price is higher in the South; but if the South exports the A—ggflﬂAN: 1/1+t ,
with the price lower in the South, and if neither country exports the A-good,
1/1+7 <pAS/pAN< 1+t. In the partial analysis which follows, we defieandpg as the
prices which prevail in thexportingcountry, excluding transport costs, and treat both
these prices as parameters (a full analysis would take account of their movement to clear
the goods markets).

Focusing initially on the case in which the North exports the A-good (so that
Pa :pAN), the arbitrage condition for Southern L-workers and for K-workers become

Dy 1
A - 14
Py fiky fllkks (14)
and
Fle) = S=F ) (15)

Transport costs, by raising the price of the A-good in the South, increase the incentive
to produce it there. Equation (14) shows how its higher price, relative to the B-good,
attracts more Southern L-workers into the A-sector for any given supply of K-work (by
permitting a lower value d&). Equation (15) shows how more K-work is attracted to
the South by the higher price of the A-good there, relative to its price in the North, both
directly (the 1 4t term) and indirectly as a result of the lower valuks@ivhich raises

the marginal product of K-work in the South). Southern output of the A-good is thus
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increased (with more K-work and more L-workers per unit of K-work) and Northern
output of the A-good reduced (because of the reductiép,igivenL,, and hence in
Ky)-

The consequences offall in transport costs which is what is relevant in the
context of globalisatior are evidently the opposite of those outlined in the previous
paragraph, since a fall in other things being equal, reduces the incentive to locate A-
production in the South. Theteactiveness of the A-sector to Southern L-workers is
diminished, s&rises, and the attractiveness of the South to K-workers also diminishes,
so thatK, andk, rise. Thus with less of both K-work and L-work in Southern A-
productionQ,sfalls, andQ; (andQ,,) rise. This makes sense in terms of standard trade
theory: lower barriers to trade have caused the South to produce more of the good in
which it has a comparative advantage, namely the B-good. The reduction in the supply
of K-work to the South is like the experience of a country which had been receiving
‘tariff-hopping’ direct foreign investment in import-substituting industries, which then
declines as a consequence of tariff cuts.

How does the fall in transport costs affect relative wages? E,Lnttseswlf/w;
must fall- that is, there is a reduction in wage inequality within the North. The effect
on the other two wage ratios is less straightforward, since both involve a North-South
comparison in a context in which there has been a change in the North-South difference
in product prices, so the result may depend on the choice of units in which wages are
measured. For simplicity, we measure wages in each country relative to the price of the
A-good in that country (that is, for K-workers and Northern L-workers in term§of ,
and for Southern L-workers in termsp)f ). On this basis,

wa _ PaRk)(p )LL)
wy Ptk fllkkslpy Rk f kgks

and wage inequality between K-workers and Southern L-workers is bound to diminish
(since the rise iks reduces the marginal product of K-work in the South and raises that
of L-work, and in addition the A-good becomes more expensive in the North relative to
the South- that is, 1 +t falls). On the same basis,

wy Pk F Uk llps Rk kky
ws  PAlftk) flkkslp, Rk f kgks




27

showing that the direction of movement in wage indguéetween Northern and
Southern L-workers is ambiguous, because WqQtlandks have risen, so that the
outcome depends on the magnitudes of the changgsairdks and of the parameters
of f(k).

The process of globalisation involves reductions both in transport costs and in co-
operation costs, which are to some extent driven by the same forces, such as
improvements in transport and communications facilities. Falls in these two sorts of
international transactions costs may, however, have different effects on wage
inequalities. In particular, the analysis in the previous few paragraphs suggests that wage
inequality in the North between K-workers and L-workers tends to be reduced by falls
in transport costs but increased by falls in co-operation costs, and that falling transport
costs may either reinforce or offset the tendency for wage inequality between Northern
and Southern L-workers to be decreased by falling co-operation costs.

These conclusions about the effect of falling transport costdd be interpreted
with caution. They are based on a partial analysis, which does not take account of the
changes ip,/pg Which would be needed to restore equilibrium in goods markets. They
are also based on the assumption that only the North exports the A-good. If we were to
consider instead the case in which the South exports the A-good (with the North
exporting only K-worker services), the L-worker arbitrage condition would revert to
equation (8) in section 2 (but wigh :pAs ), and the K-worker arbitrage condition would
become

ey - — Y Flky .
f(ky) L0 +r)f( )

In this case, a fall in would not altekg (because the relative price of the A-good and

the B-good within the South would not alter), and it would make the South more (rather
than less) attractive to K-workers, so tkgivould fall rather than rise. Wage inequality

in the North would therefore increase, rather than decrease, and wage inequality between
Northern and Southern L-workers would unambiguously decreaseKgiatie andkg

is unchanged), these effects being the same as those of falling co-operation costs. This
South-exporting case is unlikely in our model, but with more than one A-good (as in
Wood, 1998), both the North and the South might export (different sorts of) high-quality
goods, with the outcome being shaped by a mixture of the pressures identified in our
North-exporting and South-exporting cases.
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5. Conclusions and possible extensions

In this paper, we have explored, at a theoretical level, the effects on wage inequalities
of an important but neglected aspect of globalisation: the increasing extent to which
highly-skilled workers resident in the North have become involved in production in the
South, as a result of improvements in travel and communications facilities, which have
reduced the cost of co-operation with Southern workers. We analysed these effects in
amodel which distinguishes between high-quality and low-quality goods, and makes the
services of highly-sked workersessential for the production of high-quality goods.
Our conclusion is that falling co-operation costs shrink the North-South gap in the
wages of less-skilled workers, but in most cases widen the wage gap within the North
between highly-skilled and less-skilled workers.

Our model could be extended in various directions. Wood (1998) divides the ‘less-
skilled’ category between medium-skilled and unskilled workers, and divides the single
A-good into many high-quality goods of varying medium/unskilled labour intensities,
which integrates our approach with the usual Heckscher-Ohlin analysis of the effects of
globalisation on wage inequalities. In this extended model, the combination of falling
co-operation costs and falling transport costs can explain why the North has experienced
not only falling relative wages of unskilled workers but also growing wage inequality
among skilled workers, and why in the South increased openness has had mixed effects
on wage inequality- facts which are hard to explain in a pure Heckscher-Ohlin
framework.

Another possible extension would be to subdivide the South into a number of
different countries, each with a different level of co-operation costs. Thus the costs to
Northern highly-skilled workers of co-operating with Southern workers would be greater
in some developing countries than in others, for example as a result of worse travel and
communications facilities, less developed legal systems, or more hostile or unstable
government policies. In such a model, the wages of Southern workers would vary among
countries, being lower where co-operation costs are higher, as appears to be the case in
reality.

Yet another subject for further investigation is the supply of highly-skilled workers,
which we have taken as given. Our assumption that such workers are concentrated in the
North is based on the seemingly realistic idea that frequent contact among them, face-to-
face as well as by telecommunication, is essential for the acquisition, maintenance and
use of their skills. However, what determines the supply of highly-skilled workers, and
changes in it over time, is an important question, whose answer must in some way be
related to the number of the high-quality goods for whose production the skills of these
workers are essential, and thus to the balance between the rates of creation and of
diffusion of new knowledge.
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Like the South, the North can be thought of as a number of different countries, in
each of which some part of the world's stock of highly-skilled workers resides (and
within and among which the cost of co-operation between highly-skilled and other
workers is negligible). The membership of this group is not fixed: if a Southern country
acquired a sufficiently large number of highly-skilled residents, it would join the North.
This could happen through migration, as in the case of the European colonisation of
North America, or through learning by natives, as in the case of Japan. In particular, our
model could be extended to include the possibility that Southern workers, in some
circumstances, learn from the Northern highly-skilled workers with whom they co-
operate in production.

Other possible extensions to the theoretical framework of the model can be imagined
- for example, inclusion of nontraded goods and of natural rescusmse of which
might be necessary to put it into a testable form. However, the most important next step
is surely to subject the model to some sort of empirical evaluation. That reduction of co-
operation costs has shifted relative wages in the directions that our model suggests
seems extremely plausible on the basis of casual observation. What needs to be more
scientifically assessed is the likely size of these effects. If they turned out to be large,
it would greatly strengthen the case for believing that globalisation has been a major
cause of recent changes in wage inequalities, between and within countries.
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Appendix

To analyse the system of four equations in section 2 which detekgikgL,s and
P./Ps (= P), we linearise them, expressing each variable as a relative deviation from its

equilibrium valueg=dx/x (exceptt=di/1+t ). The K-worker arbitrage condition
becomes

1-s X - 1-s X - -
N - —k -1,
On Og
- oy l-sy - Oy -
ks = —— ky - ——t . (A1)
l1-sg O~ 1-sg

wheresiK =f(k)k,/fik) (=N,9, and can be rearranged as
The arbitrage condition for Southern L-workers becomes

- SSK ~
P = —k (A2)
Og

and the full-employment condition for K-workers becomes

L - ( kg +f+ NEg (A3)

X

To obtain a convenient linearised expression for the demand function, equation (9), we
first rewrite it, using equations (2a), (3) and (4), as
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1
€

. | Lyoflky) + Lyoflk)
Ls ’LAs

Luf( Trut@ H)) *Lysflkg) +p ! K
- q Ls-Lys + p 1
Lg-Lyg

0 |-

The marginal effect of a changekiyandp on the right-hand side of the equation is nil.
Also, a change ih,sdoes not affect the numerator at the margin. Linearising then gives

1| 90 Ly - L (1-D)f (ks -
p - q - = LAS - t
€ QA LS_LAS QA
. 1 LRI 1 pt [k -
R Lyg — ———1
€ L QA 1-s A ﬂks) ﬂks)

wheres4 :p—QA , the share of the A-good in global expenditure, and hence

rQ,+0p
K
o 1 Q4] 1osg K~
=g - ——=2| —=L,.-sct] . (A4)
P-4 e 0, | 154 AS s

Underpinnings of figure 1

To derive the two equations underlying the upper panel of figure 1, we substitute (Al)
into (A2) to obtain the combined arbitrage function

15y 55 sg

_ N S5 - sz

= - kvt ——1, (A5)
Oy 1-s4 1-sg



33

in whichpis clearly decreasing ky, justifying the downward slope in the figure. A fall
in t will evidently shift this function downwards. We then substitute (A1) and (A3) into
(A4), and setf =0 , to obtain the transformed demand function

K K
1 Q| 1sg | 05 losy . Lyky - 1
ke - _
e Oy |15 155 Oy Lysks 1-s4

(05-1+55) +s5 | £(A6)

in whichpis clearly increasing ik, justifying the upward slope in the figure. A fall in
t might shift this function either upwards or downwards.

Substitution effect versus efficiency effect

To determine whether and when the substitution effect is outweighed by the efficiency
effect, we must establish the direction of the effect of a reductiborifky. Both (A5)
and (A6) are functions of botrandk,, and can be rewritten as

5=y v Oy (ASa)

5= Oy + Qi (A6a)
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Q - 1 Qus 1_ssk 1“‘15 % . Lyky
- —
€ 0y 1-s4| Oy 155 Lusks
Q, = l% 1 (0S+sAsSK—1)
€ QA I*SA

and combined to solve féj, as a functiorzof
EN _ (Q4—Qz) .

(Ql ‘Qs)
The sign of the denominatoiQ{Q,),is negative (becauge is negative and all the
terms inQ; are posmveQ is also positive, so that the outcome depends on the sign and
size 0fQ,. If o.>1-s Asg ,Q is non posmve @,-Q,), must be negative and hence afall
in t must reducdxN Butif 0, <1-s Asg X and hencg, is positive, the outcome depends
on whethef, is larger or smaller tham,.If smaller, then a fall imstill reduceg,, but

if larger, the efficiency effect dominates the substitution effect, and the net result is a
rise inky.

Effect of lower co-operation cost on aggregate income

Expressing aggregate income as the sum of payments to factors, measured in terms of
the A-good, the North’'s GNP is

Yy = FUKy + ——f UKy + [tk £ Gy Ly

= kK + [fi) ey Ly

(because of the K-worker arbitrage condition), which increases in the usual case in
which a fall in co-operation costs reduggssince
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AYy = [l ky(K -kyLky = f ) kyKky

whereA indicates a marginal change, afitk0 . The South’s GNP is

p
Yy = [f(ks) -f /(ks)ks]LAs * p_B(LS_LAS)
A

- [ﬂks) -f /(ks) ks]Ls

(because of the L-worker arbitrage condition), which increases as a result of a fall in co-
operation costs (which raiskg. Total world GDP is thus

Y = Yy+Ys = Lyftky) + Lygfikg) + [f(ks) -f /(ks)ks}(Ls’LAs)

and is increased by a fall in co-operation costs,

AY = 580, - Fkgkg(Lg Ly

both because the efficiency of K-work in the South improves and because this reduces
the distortion caused by the inability of Southern L-workers to migrate to the North.
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Table Al

Simulation results

LOHI case:0=0.5,e=3

t 3.0 2.5 2.0 15 1.0 0.5 0.0
w ik 30 35 42 51 65 87 121
witiwk 23 21 20 18 16 13 10
w ik 68 75 83 92 103 114 121
sf 0.250 0.265 0.283 0.304 0.330 0.362 0.401
SsK 0.500 0.496 0.490 0.480 0.466 0.443 0.401
sh 0.574 0.583 0.595 0.611 0.636 0.674 0.735
QadQp 0.000 0.042 0.095 0.164 0.252 0.365 0.503
Southern A-good-trade balance/GNP -0.574 -0.526 -0.464 -0.384 -0.279 -0.143 0.025
Northern real GNP indéx 100 100 101 103 106 111 121
Southern real GNP ind&x 100 102 105 109 116 129 155

LOLO casewn=0.5,e=0.125

t 3.0 2.5 2.0 15 1.0 0.5 0.0
w ik 30 31 32 33 34 35 35
witiwk 23 20 18 16 14 12 10
w ik 68 63 58 53 47 41 35
sf 0.250 0.254 0.257 0.260 0.263 0.265 0.265
SsK 0.500 0.475 0.445 0.412 0.372 0.324 0.265
sh 0.574 0.553 0.530 0.504 0.475 0.443 0.408
QadQp 0.000 0.010 0.022 0.034 0.047 0.061 0.076
Southern A-good-trade balance/GNP -0.574 -0.540 -0.505 -0.470 -0.434 -0.396 -0.357
Northern real GNP indéx 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Southern real GNP ind&x 100 110 123 139 158 183 216
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HIHI case:0=1.5,e=3

t 3.0 25 2.0 15 1.0 0.5 0.0
w}f/w; 3.0 3.0 31 3.2 3.3 3.6 4.1
Witk 14 13 13 13 12 11 10
wEiw 41 40 40 40 40 40 41
s}f 0.250 0.249 0.247 0.245 0.241 0.234 0.221
ssK 0.125 0.133 0.143 0.155 0.170 0.191 0.221
sh 0.450 0.459 0.470 0.484 0.502 0.528 0.565
QadQn 0.000 0.034 0.075 0.125 0.188 0.270 0.383
Southern A-good-trade balance/GNP -0.450 -0.430 -0.407 -0.377 -0.338 -0.285 -0.206
Northern real GNP indéx 100 100 101 101 102 103 106
Southern real GNP indéx 100 102 105 108 113 120 131

2 Deflated by the ‘ideal’ price index (the dual of the demand function): a CES functigaid
Pg-
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Abstract

The plummeting cost of international business travel and communication has enabled
highly-skilled workers resident in developed countries to become increasingly involved
in production in developing countries, where they can co-operate with less-skilled
workers whose wages are lower than those of less-skilled workers in developed
countries. Reduction of ‘co-operation costs’ thus has a double effect on wage
inequalities. It narrows the gap between developed and developingiestn the
wages of less-skilled workers, but in most cases widens the wage gap within developed
countries between highly-skilled and less-skilled workers.



