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Abstract 

This paper investigates the empirical significance of the unemployment problem whether it is structural 

or temporary on the basis of region-based, income-based and aggregate classifications of different 

countries for the yearly data from 1991 to 2018. In the first part of the paper, we examine the stationary 

position of unemployment series by way of using individual unit-root tests. Since the series are possibly 

subjected to the structural breaks, we also use additional approaches in which the effects of the break 

dates are checked in the analysis. Furthermore, we compare the initial findings of univariate unit-root 

tests along with panel unit-root testing procedures to critically assess the statistical validity of the 

hysteresis hypothesis in unemployment for given samples. The empirical findings imply that we cannot 

reject the hysteresis hypothesis for different classifications of the countries against the alternative of a 

natural rate even in the presence of structural breaks. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

One of the critical issues in the current economic system is based on the explanation of 

the reasons for why the unemployment rates are above the equilibrium level almost over many 

countries. The existing literature has mainly discussed both the inner dynamics and the quality 

of a high degree of unemployment over time. In particular, this is the focal point of 

policymakers in which they are responsible for making a relevant policy background to 

prepare sound conditions for well-functioning labor markets. Therefore, in order to assess the 

unemployment puzzle which is mostly originated from the lack of policy agenda for the labor 

markets, one should be in caution for making analysis through the long-term variations in 

unemployment rate whether it points to structural or cyclical problems (Akdogan, 2017, p. 

1416). One of the best ways to release from structural unemployment problem is to make 

policy recommendations in line with the changes in the actual conditions of labor markets. 
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However, if there exists a cyclical unemployment problem in an aggregate economy, 

preparing policies oriented to proper demand management should be carried out by the 

authorities. Therefore, for the case of a high correlation between cyclical deviations and 

emerging of structural problems should capture the policy tools which control for country-

specific requirements. 

However, before getting into deep for the explanations of the link between cyclical and 

structural variations in unemployment, one should be focused on the definitions of employment 

and should be categorized the types of employment. Regarding the definition of employment, 

we can introduce two kinds of employment which are full-employment and under-employment, 

respectively. And further, depending on different types of employment, employees may have 

various entitlements. For instance, five main employment types are involved in these 

employment structures: (i) fixed-term employees, (ii) causal employees, (iii) trainees, (iv) 

agency staff for labor hire, and (v) hired employees. In consideration of this outline about the 

employees’ entitlements, one of the major aims of the world economies could be subjected to 

supply a full-employment level. If any country fully utilizes its factors of production in the 

production line, it is referred to as a situation in which the full-employment level is satisfied. If 

there is an undesired output gap in the production system, then some part of the employment 

could be meant that it is not incorporated into productive activities. According to the traditional 

view, the national income positively responds to an increase in the employment level and 

thereby leads to higher economic growth rates. Meanwhile, long-term economic stability 

stimulates a positive sense for foreign countries to invest in the host country. 

In particular, the unemployment rate has some dynamic trends in which the existing 

literature explains them in the context of hysteresis approach. While the term of hysteresis was 

primarily initiated by Ewing (1881) in determining the stress-thermoelectric quality of metals 

nexus1, Samuelson (1965) integrated this term into the economics to overcome the handicaps in 

modeling of the benchmark economic theories which are inherently linked to social ingredients. 

Phelps (1972) also used this term in order to explain the reasons for soaring unemployment level 

in Europe over the post-1960s and Sachs (1986) ranged some possible effects of hysteresis on 

policy regimes. According to the traditional wisdom (e.g., Phelps, 1968; Friedman, 1968; 

Modigliani, 2003), the current deviation in unemployment rate in Europe was defined as 

temporary, which were theorized by the concept of non-accelerating inflation rate of 

unemployment (NAIRU). On the contrary, Blanchard and Summers (1986b) pointed to the 

existence of path-dependence of steady-state equilibrium unemployment through defining the 

hysteresis hypothesis. Therefore, according to Blanchard and Summers (1986a), the historical 

process of the actual unemployment rate should be kept in mind for the explanation of 

unemployment puzzle in which the country-specific and time-variant effects of an exacerbated 

shocks in unemployment were positioned as some of the major determinants over 1980s Europe. 

In particular, the economic shocks could not be temporary but could be permanent in the long-

run since there might be labor market rigidities. In consideration of these factors, demand 

management policies might be a good choice to avoid path-dependent long-run unemployment. 

The persistence in unemployment has been deemed as one of the most critical socio-

economic and even political problems across almost all countries over the past three decades. 

In that vein, some of the potential reasons related to a soaring unemployment rates in many 

countries can be ranged as follows in the presence of hysteresis hypothesis: First, the shocks 

might have more intense effects on the unemployment hysteresis in some countries or regions 

relative to others mostly due to lack of employment opportunities and lack of job recoveries. 
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Second, there might be no evidence of the hysteresis hypothesis for the implication of short-

run policies to stimulate an aggregate demand in which the employees have different 

characteristics. A potential reason might be the level of self-employment which exacerbates 

the economic downturns by way of leading to long-run effects on employment structure. 

Third, if the pattern of employment conditions differs across the countries or regions that 

would be resulted in the case of partial effect of hysteresis in unemployment over time. 

Therefore, these kinds of differences in employment standards would be in need of implying 

various policy usage in the presence of shocks. 

The level of unemployment has substantially been fluctuating two-digit numbers in many 

emerging countries since the beginning of the global financial turmoil of 2007/2008. This is very 

commonly assumed in recent literature as the worst economic downturn rooted in the financial 

sector since the Great Depression of 1929. According to the potential reasons behind the ongoing 

financial crisis, the supply-side policies have remained incapable to solve the financial turmoil 

and the problems in productive activities. Therefore, the concept of hysteresis has been 

readopted by the economic discipline in which aggregate demand shocks can have a significant 

long-run impact on unemployment. For instance, Blanchard et al. (2015, p. 5) confirm that the 

after-effects of recessions “…has brought the issue again to the fore” and then they argue that 

output has dropped below potential output. According to Ball (2014, p. 2), these considerations 

should be assumed as evidence of hysteresis effects in the Great Recession2. Draghi (2014) also 

argues at the Jackson Hole Speech that “the risks of “doing too little” – i.e. that cyclical 

unemployment becomes structural – outweigh those of “doing too much” – that is, excessive 

upward wage and price pressures”. Further, OECD reports that, 
“Fiscal support during economic downturns – both through automatic fiscal stabilisers (i.e. 

increases in government spending and declines in tax revenues that occur directly as a 

result of a downturn in economic activity) and additional discretionary measures – 

promotes labour market resilience by stabilising aggregate demand. It also reduces the risk 

of hysteresis, i.e. the risk that cyclical changes in unemployment or productivity as a result 

of the crisis persist even after aggregate demand has recovered.” (OECD, 2017, p. 49). 

 

 
Source: World Bank, World Indicators Database 

Figure no. 1 - Unemployment rates (%), on average, 1991-2018 
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Contrary to the assumptions of mainstream approach, demand-side driven factors might 

have critical importance on the level of unemployment and indirectly on the production system. 

Some potential reasons can be put forward to explain jobless growth and employment 

sluggishness for the post-1980s as follows: wage rigidities (Hall, 2005; Shimer, 2005, 2012), 

job polarization and disappearance of middle-income jobs (Jaimovich and Siu, 2012), decrease 

in union power (Berger, 2012), and heterogeneity of unemployment appeal (Wiczer, 2013). 

Therefore, in connection with the hysteresis hypothesis of these reasons, Røed (1997, pp. 398-

405) also ranges some sources of hysteresis as follows: path-dependence and the formation of 

preferences, insider-outsider effects in wage determinations, depreciation of skills and search 

effectiveness, path-dependent stigma effects, labor hoarding and labor market rigidities, firing 

costs and voluntary quits, institutional effects of cyclical unemployment, capital formation, and 

coordination failures. In consideration of these factors, Figure no. 1 presents the total 

unemployment rates, on average, for regions, income levels, and aggregates. All the data 

presenting in the following figures are yearly adjusted for the 1991-2018 period. 

This paper investigates hysteresis effects on unemployment employing panel data for 

different categories of countries by using yearly series for the period 1991-2018. The major 

procedure to test the hysteresis term will follow the consideration of both individual and panel 

unit-root methods. In that sense, given the presence of unit-roots in unemployment, the paper 

will also examine the empirical validity of the hysteresis hypothesis in line with the existence 

of structural breaks in yearly data to determine whether there exists any kind of effect of 

potential break dates on unemployment. In particular, if the series has unit-root, this will be 

meant that at least one type of economic problem has a permanent effect on unemployment 

(Galí, 2015). Therefore, the main contribution of this paper to the existing literature about 

hysteresis in unemployment is to test for unit-roots in the unemployment series employing 

time-series without structural breaks proposed by Dickey and Fuller (1979, 1981), Phillips 

and Perron (1988) and Kwiatkowski et al. (1992) and with structural breaks developed by 

Zivot and Andrews (1992) and Clemente et al. (1998), and using panel unit-root tests 

produced by Hadri (2000), Choi (2001), and Im et al. (2003). The main reason why we imply 

the panel unit-root tests is to investigate the effects of heterogeneity in the cross-section 

dynamics on unemployment (Leόn-Ledesma, 2000, p. 2). 

Additionally, the major reason for using the unit-root tests considering the structural 

breaks depends on several factors. First, in the presence of a near integrated process, the unit-

root tests ignoring the structural breaks may have low power explanations (Bai and Ng, 2004). 

Second, the unit-root tests without structural breaks may have low power explanations in the 

context of using small sample data. Therefore, in consideration of the yearly data, the 

implementation of unit-root tests with structural breaks will be many conclusive results in 

comparison to the traditional methods. 

The hysteresis in unemployment addressed is important for three reasons. First, different 

countries from different regions have various dynamics in terms of labor markets and thus 

employment to a large extent, as well as the policy regimes. Second, the historical context 

may have differential effects on the changing conditions of unemployment over time. Third, 

while socio-economic and political contexts are different for several countries, the regional 

basis may produce a different rationale to compare the long-run trends in unemployment rates. 

Therefore, regarding these potential factors related to the unemployment, two central 

questions can be presented to reveal whether the hysteresis hypothesis is almost prevailing in 

the context of different economic contexts or partially explain the whole story. First, is the 



Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2021, Volume 68, Issue 1, pp. 1-24 5 
 

 

unemployment hysteresis follow the same path for different economic categories? Second, is 

there a significant impact of shocks on an optimal level of unemployment? 

Following the above-mentioned methods for unit-roots, our findings show that the 

hysteresis hypothesis is statistically significant for many of the samples by way of using both 

individual and panel unit-root tests. Having provided motivation for the study, the rest of the 

paper is organized as follows. The second section is devoted to the explanation about the 

theoretical underpinnings for hysteresis in unemployment. The third section is divided into 

three sub-sections which include the model description, theoretical details on individual unit-

root tests and panel unit-root tests, respectively. The fourth section presents the empirical 

results for unit-root methods. The last section concludes the study. 

 

2. HYSTERESIS IN UNEMPLOYMENT: THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS 

 

From a theoretical point of view, there are four distinctive but also idiosyncratic theories 

for understanding the long-run correlation between unemployment dynamics and the behavior 

of business cycles. The first of these theories calls as natural rate of unemployment (NRU) 

hypothesis which were initially developed by Phelps (1967) and Friedman (1967, 1968) and 

states that the business cycles may generate cyclical movements in the unemployment rate 

but they are temporary and thus the rate tends to revert to its equilibrium in the long-run. In 

that vein, the long-run unemployment rate is accepted as exogenous to the economic 

downturns and has a mean-reverting process over time (Lee and Chang, 2008). In 

consideration of standard models, there is a sharp distinction between equilibrium (e.g., the 

determinants are labor market institutions) and actual unemployment in which the equilibrium 

in unemployment deviates from its optimal level mostly due to sudden changes in demand 

and supply and returns to its initial level by way of triggering changes in the inflation rate 

(Blanchard and Summers, 1986b). On the one side, the supply-side factors related to the labor 

market conditions include differences in age, gender and human capital (Pikoko and Phiri, 

2018). On the other hand, differences in job creation, technological innovation level, and 

educational background are some of the major factors affecting the labor market. As Friedman 

(1968, p. 11) notes on that dynamic, “…there is always a temporary trade-off between 

inflation and unemployment; there is no permanent trade-off. The temporary trade-off comes 

not from inflation per se, but from unanticipated inflation, which generally means, from a 

rising rate of inflation”. Only the non-permanent and short-term shocks are in effect for 

understanding the change in long-run equilibrium and thus NRU exhibits a constant and 

stationary process in case of unemployment. 

In the similar context, NRU transformed into the NAIRU to explain the cyclical 

component of the aggregate unemployment rate in which the latter hypothesis implies that 

aggregate demand and monetary policy shocks can induce a change of unemployment from 

the NAIRU in the short-run (Bechny, 2019). However, as in the case of NRU, the NAIRU 

hypothesis points out that it converges to the optimal level in the long-run, which is 

substantially independent of the effects of monetary policies and structural components of the 

aggregate economy. In other words, the level of unemployment tends to revert back to the 

steady-state, or so-called the natural rate of unemployment in the long-run (Christopoulos and 

Leόn-Ledesma, 2007). Regarding this long-run dynamics of unemployment, Friedman (1968, 

p. 8) states that “the ‘natural rate of unemployment’…is the level that would be ground out 

by the Walrasian system of general equilibrium equations, provided there is imbedded in them 
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the actual structural characteristics of the labor and commodity markets, including market 

imperfections, stochastic variability in demands and supplies, the cost of gathering 

information about job vacancies and labor availabilities, the costs of mobility, and so on”. 

Therefore, the deviations in unemployment caused by the shocks can be described the NAIRU 

as fluctuations in unemployment just around the optimal rate, which is subjected to a mean 

reversion process (Akay et al., 2011, p. 489). However, in relation to a surge in inflation rates, 

Jump and Stockhammer (2018, p. 3) note that the NAIRU could not easily explain this 

negative change during the 1980s in most European economies, in contrast to the mild rates 

of inflation in 1960s and the early 1970s. The distinguishing feature of this phenomenon is 

that the European job market is relatively more rigid than the other economic regions, which 

results in high rates of unemployment (Nickell, 1997). 

The second theory of unemployment is called as the hysteresis hypothesis in the related 

literature, which was developed by Blanchard and Summers (1986b) and proposes that the 

business cycles have permanent effect on the level of unemployment, and therefore, the 

unemployment is assumed as having a non-stochastic process that never reverts to its 

equilibrium on the heels of a shock due to labor market rigidities and inflexibilities. Even in 

the case of ephemeral cyclical fluctuations and reasonably stable institutional environment, 

the non-stochastic process may be prevalent, in which the equilibrium is path-dependent. 

Since the transitory shocks may have permanent effects on the level of unemployment in the 

context of the hysteresis hypothesis, the natural rate is subjected to the changes in the path of 

actual unemployment and the effect of history of actual unemployment (Ball, 2009; Blanchard 

and Summers, 1986b; Leόn-Ledesma and McAdam, 2004; Røed, 1997). Jump and 

Stockhammer (2018, p. 3) state that deflationary policies or adverse shocks can raise the 

unemployment rate and thereby indirectly the NAIRU, which exacerbates the permanent 

effect of a surge in unemployment rate over time3. If the permanent effects over the long-run 

period are left by themselves, they may increase the problems related to the divergence 

between equilibrium and actual unemployment even in the long-run4 (Song and Wu, 1998). 

Blanchard and Summers (1986b, pp. 1-2) state the hysteresis hypothesis can be defined 

in two cases; membership theories and duration theories. In membership theories, they 

identify a model, called as insider-outsider model, in which the loss of the influences on wage-

settings and union behaviors can be considered as the major factors for the explanation of 

high persistence in unemployment, especially in case of European countries. Regarding the 

theoretical background of the model, two of these theories are based on the changes in wage 

bargaining. One of the major aspects of the model is the asymmetries in the process of wage 

determination between the insiders who are currently employing in the job and the outsiders 

who are currently unemployed. In particular, the unemployed people (i.e. outsiders) have been 

in a position in which their legal rights are to a large extent dissolved by the policymakers and 

the wages are substantially determined on behalf of the people who are currently employed 

(i.e., insiders). Therefore, any kind of shock affecting the economic structure in a negative 

trend leads to an employment sluggish and thereby a surge in the level of unemployment 

(Blanchard and Summers, 1986a p. 16). This is the case that causes the emergence of 

hysteresis in unemployment by way of changing the level of employment and the optimal 

wage rate. In consideration of this economic fact pursuant to membership theories, Blanchard 

and Summers (1986b, p. 2) note that “…wage setting is largely determined by firms’ 

incumbent workers rather than by the unemployed.” However, the duration theories also 

consider the time effects and make a distinction between short-term and long-term 
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unemployed. Again, following Blanchard and Summers (1986b, p. 2), the duration theories 

investigate the fact that “…the long term unemployed exert little pressure on wage setting.” 

In addition to the standard insider-outsider model, Gottfries and Horn (1987), Lindbeck 

and Snower (1989, 2001) and Lindbeck (1993) develop this model by constituting 

microeconomic foundations. The newly updated insider-outsider model of Lindbeck and 

Snower (1989) is predicated on five integrated propositions which can be ranged as follows: 

First, the existence of labor turnover costs leads to make insiders more powerful in the market 

conditions. Second, the economic interests in wage negotiations lead insiders to ignore the 

interests of outsiders. Third, in a given economic structure, the market power is to a large extent 

upon by the insiders. Fourth, there is no way to escape from being an outsider if the insiders lose 

their jobs. Fifth, there is a positive correlation between wage costs and insider wages5. 

Finally, the third and fourth theories of unemployment are also dominant in the existing 

literature as well as the former two theories mentioned above. The first is the persistence 

view6, which implies that there is a mean-reverting process of unemployment even though 

equilibrating mechanism towards the optimal point has a slow speed of change, and therefore, 

it can be assumed that this view has a near unit-root process and long-lasting effects on 

unemployment7 (Leόn-Ledesma, 2000). There should be a sufficient period of time to re-

establish the equilibrium8 (Akay et al., 2011, p. 490). Ayala et al. (2012) also note that the 

unemployment rate has a constant long memory process according to the persistence view. 

This is also supported by the arguments of Mitchell (1993), in which the effects of the shocks 

on unemployment are assumed as having long durations. Further, the second is the 

structuralist view, pioneered by Phelps (1994), the shocks have not permanent effects on 

unemployment even though they are highly persistent to resolve over time. In other words, 

the level of unemployment is subjected to changes in structural factors, especially in the 

institutional environment. Although the shocks, which results from supply-side factors such 

as oil prices, real interest rates, exchange rates, stock prices (Phelps, 1999), and the 

productivity changes (Pissarides, 2017), lead to a high persistence changes in unemployment 

rate, the actual unemployment rate is fluctuated around the NRU and has also a stationary 

process subject to occasional but not temporary structural changes (Pikoko and Phiri, 2018). 

Regarding these assumptions, the structuralist view assumes that there exist structural breaks 

in the equilibrium level of a stationary stochastic process subject to structural changes, which 

may deviate the equilibrium from the actual unemployment rate. 

 

3. MODEL AND UNIT-ROOT TESTING PROCEDURES 

 

3.1 Model 

 

In consideration of the theoretical background of hysteresis, which was advocated by 

Blanchard and Summers (1986b), the benchmark insider-outsider model of the labor market 

can be represented as the Eq. (1)9: 

 

𝑦𝑡 = ƒ(𝑚𝑡 − 𝑝𝑡) (1) 

where 𝑦𝑡 is the aggregate demand, 𝑚𝑡 is the money supply and 𝑝𝑡  is the average price level10. 

The aggregate demand, or equivalently the total output, basically depends on the changes in 

both money supply and inflation. The production is subjected to constant returns to scale. 

Further, the labor, 𝑙𝑡, is the only production factor in producing goods and services, and 
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therefore, the profit maximization leads to 𝑝𝑡 = 𝑤𝑡 , where 𝑤𝑡  represents the nominal wage 

level. When the equilibrium condition holds for aggregate demand and supply, we get the 

following relations representing in Eq. (2): 

 

𝑙𝑡 = ƒ(𝑚𝑡 − 𝑤𝑡) (2) 

 

We also subtract the expected values of the variables and we get the Eq. (3): 

 

𝑙𝑡 − 𝑙𝑡
𝑒 = ƒ(𝑚𝑡 −𝑚𝑡

𝑒) − ƒ(𝑤𝑡 − 𝑤𝑡
𝑒) (3) 

 

Since the wages are given regarding union behavior, 𝑤𝑡 = 𝑤𝑡
𝑒 , the union’s expectations 

can be expressed as 𝑙𝑡
𝑒 = 𝛼𝑙𝑡−1 and can be put into the Eq. (4) as follows: 

 

𝑙𝑡
𝑒 = 𝛼𝑙𝑡−1 + ƒ(𝑚𝑡 −𝑚𝑡

𝑒) (4) 

 

The difference between 𝑚𝑡 and 𝑚𝑡
𝑒 defines the unexpected shocks to the money supply, 

which is assumed as having a random process. In that case, we can reformulate Eq. (4) as 

follows: 

 

𝑙𝑡
𝑒 = 𝛼𝑙𝑡−1 + ɛ𝑡 (5) 

where ɛ𝑡 is an i.i.d. error term. In Eq. (5), we also have an explanation for the expectations of 

insiders (i.e., currently employed people), in which they assume that the current employment 

is being a function of the past employment, and therefore, 𝑙𝑡
𝑒 is equal to 𝛼𝑙𝑡−1, with 0 < 𝛼 < 1. 

However, they do not take into account the positions of outsiders (i.e., unemployed people). 

Regarding the Eq. (5), if 𝛼 = 1, we can consider that employment will follow a random walk 

with potential shocks to economic indicators, in which the shocks have practical importance 

on a permanent basis11. However, if 𝛼 ≠ 1, the model will incline to the validity of the 

hysteresis hypothesis. 

 

3.2 Individual unit-root tests 

 

This section will consider the underpinnings of the methodological framework for pure 

unit-root tests considering both with and without structural breaks. First, the pure time-series 

unit-root tests will be conducted on the methodologies of Dickey and Fuller (1979, 1981), 

Phillips and Perron (1988), and Kwiatkowski et al. (1992). Second, the inclusion of the effects 

of structural breaks into the unit-root testing procedure will be based on the methods of Zivot 

and Andrews (1992) and Clemente et al. (1998). 

First and foremost, following the so-called mainstream methods on unit-root testing for 

time-series, the paper will apply the Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) test advocated by 

Dickey and Fuller (1981) and the Phillips and Perron (1988) test for unemployment series to 

specify whether the hysteresis effect exists. Additionally, traditional wisdom on pure unit-

root tests is also based on the analysis of the Lagrange multiplier (LM) procedure developed 

by Kwiatkowski et al. (1992) to identify that the unemployment series are faced with the 

hysteresis effects. However, the major problem of these methods is that they all ignore the 

possible breakpoints in the series. Besides the exclusion of the structural breaks, all these 
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methods may suffer from the small sample size, in which they have low explanation power 

(Song and Wu, 1998). Eq. (6) presents an ADF (p) test regression as follows: 

 

𝛥𝑦𝑡 = µ + 𝛽𝑡 + ø𝑦𝑡−1 +∑𝛾𝑘

𝑝

𝑘=1

𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑘 + ɛ𝑡 (6) 

where 𝑦𝑡 shows the unemployment rate, 𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑘 are used to approximate the autoregressive 

moving-average (ARMA) structure of the errors, µ is the constant, 𝑡 is the linear time trend, 

and ɛ𝑡 is an i.i.d, white-noise, serially uncorrelated and homoscedastic error term. The focal 

point of adding lags into the regression is based on the aim that the presence of serial 

correlation should be corrected from the auxiliary regression. To determine the optimal lag 

length (p), the Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) is used in the regression analysis, which 

also solves biased parameters emerging in the estimation. However, additional lags reduce 

the power of the test (Mednik et al., 2012). Therefore, the choice of the methodological 

background should be well-designed for the selection of lag length. 

 

In order to eliminate the bias in regression, the ADF test should be regressed in 

consideration of choosing the optimal lag length. Whereas the ADF test ignores that kind of 

problem, the so-called PP test, produced by Phillips and Perron (1988), developed an 

alternative unit-root testing procedure to get rid of this problem. In that vein, the following 

regression in Eq. (7) shows the form of the PP test: 

 

Δ𝑦𝑡 = µ + 𝛽𝑡 + ø𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝑢𝑡 (7) 

where 𝑢𝑡 is I(0) and may possibly be heteroskedastic. The null hypothesis of a unit-root is tested 

as ø = 0 against the stationary alternative hypothesis of ø < 0. According to DeJong et al. 

(1992), the PP test may also have low testing power, analogous with the ADF testing procedure, 

to unfold the differences between near-stationary and pure unit-root processes. In addition, the 

serial correlation problem in the error term can be addressed by the PP testing procedure. One 

exception, however, is the differences in the form of the auxiliary regression in the PP test than 

the ADF test. Therefore, the ADF and PP testing methods differ on the basis of their mechanisms 

to deal with serial correlation and heteroskedasticity in the errors. In consideration of having 

these kinds of issues in the disturbance, the PP test benefits from non-parametric correction for 

the t-statistics to acquire robust estimators. In contrast to the ADF test, the PP test has no further 

need for the determination of lag length since the use of heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation-

consistent estimator, developed by Newey and West (1987), removes such kind of diagnostic 

problems. Even though the disturbance term has eliminated from these problems, the PP test 

may also suffer from size distortion if the autocorrelation in the error term is predominantly 

negative (Akay et al., 2011, p. 495), in which the only condition for comparing the advantages 

of PP test over ADF test depends on the correction of size distortion (Schwert, 1989). 

 

On the one hand, the null hypothesis for all these two tests indicates that time series of 

𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑡 is integrated of order one; on the other hand, the stationary tests are for the null 

hypothesis that 𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑡 is integrated of order zero. One of the alternative method (i.e., the 

KPSS) to test the stationary process, is pioneered by Kwiatkowski et al. (1992), where the 

series 𝑦𝑡  is trend stationary under the null hypothesis. The relevant model for the KPSS test 

can be represented as in Eq. (8): 
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𝑦𝑡 = µ + 𝛽𝑡 + 𝛾𝑡 + 𝑢𝑡 (8) 

where 𝛾𝑡 is a pure random walk with innovation variance 𝜎𝑡
2 and can be shown as follows: 

 

𝛾𝑡 = 𝛾𝑡−1 + ɛ𝑡 (9) 

 

The null hypothesis of a stationary process is tested as 𝐻0: 𝜎𝑡
2 = 0, in which 𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑡 is 

I(0), against the alternative that 𝐻𝑎: 𝜎𝑡
2 < 0, and the LM statistics are produced just as in Eq. 

(10) (Kwiatkowski et al., 1992, p. 163): 

 

𝐿𝑀 =∑𝑆𝑡
2

𝑇

𝑡=1

/�̂�ɛ
2 (10) 

where the partial sum process of the residuals can be defined as 𝑆𝑡 = ∑ 𝑒𝑖
𝑡
𝑖=1  (𝑡 = 1,2, … , 𝑇). 

 

One of the most critical distinguishing features of further tests on unit-root depends on 

the fact that the former tests include the detection of structural breaks in the series. Primarily, 

the testing procedure of Zivot and Andrews (1992) is founded on Phillips and Perron (1988) 

test, which allows for an exogenous break in the series through specifying the break date 

endogenously from the given data12. Similar to the theoretical background of Phillips and 

Perron (1988) methodology, the basis of Zivot and Andrews (1992) method is conducted on 

three different models, i.e., Model A includes a shift in intercept, Model B includes a change 

in slope, and Model C considers the change of both parameters. Including all the above-

mentioned models, the null hypothesis (𝜕 = 0) remarks that the series are integrated into the 

case that there is no exogenous structural break where the alternative hypothesis (𝜕 ≠ 0) 
suggests the inverse situation (Saatcioglu and Korap, 2007, p. 112). In consideration of each 

model, the null hypothesis indicates that the unemployment series have a trend-stationary 

process where the break date is unknown. The determination of breakpoint is based on the 

minimum t-statistics regressed on the autoregressive dependent variable, including the time 

for 1 < 𝑇𝐵 < 𝑇. Therefore, the augmented regressions for testing the unit-root in these models 

can be represented as follows, respectively: 

 

𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 𝐴: 𝑦𝑡 = µ̂
𝐴 + 𝜃𝐴𝐷𝑈𝑡(�̂�) + �̂�

𝐴𝑡 + �̂�𝐴𝑦𝑡−1 +∑�̂�𝑗
𝐴

𝑘

𝑗=1

𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑗 + �̂�𝑡 (11) 

 

𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 𝐵: 𝑦𝑡 = µ̂
𝐵 + �̂�𝐵𝑡 + �̂�𝐵𝐷𝑇𝑡

∗(�̂�) + �̂�𝐵𝑦𝑡−1 +∑�̂�𝑗
𝐵

𝑘

𝑗=1

𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑗 + �̂�𝑡 (12) 

 

𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙 𝐶: 𝑦𝑡 = µ̂
𝐶 + 𝜃𝐶𝐷𝑈𝑡(�̂�) + �̂�

𝐶𝑡 + �̂�𝐶𝐷𝑇𝑡
∗(�̂�) + �̂�𝐶𝑦𝑡−1 +∑�̂�𝑗

𝐶

𝑘

𝑗=1

+ 𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑗 + �̂�𝑡 (13) 

where DUt shows the indicator dummy variable for a mean shift emerging at each possible 

breakpoint and DTt indicates the corresponding trend shift variable. Essentially, DUt(λ) = 1 if 

t > Tλ, 0 otherwise; 𝐷𝑇𝑡
∗(λ) = t – Tλ if t > Tλ, 0 otherwise. Moreover, Δ is the difference 

operator, k is the number of lags determined for each possible point for the structural break 

and u is the random-walk error term. Theoretically, the major aim of using 𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑗 shows to 
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eliminate the autocorrelation problem emanating in models. In particular, Zivot and Andrews 

(1992) scrutinize the presence of endpoints because of the reason that there might be the 

existence of asymptotic distribution of given statistics in which it diverges towards infinity. 

Therefore, to specify the exact region, some of the endpoints of a given sample is excluded 

from the model13 (Waheed et al., 2006 p. 5). 

Secondly, Clemente et al. (1998) allows for two potential endogenous breaks in the 

presence of two approaches, which are innovative outlier (IO) (i.e., indicating a sudden occur of 

structural breaks where two breaks belong to the innovational outliner) and additive outlier (AO) 

(i.e., implying that the shifts are better and the deterministic part of the variables is eliminated 

through AO). In this sense, Eq. (14) refers to the IO model whereas Eq. (15) indicates the AO 

model. Additionally, the minimal t-ratio for the 𝜌 = 1 hypothesis is given as follows: 

 

𝑦𝑡 = µ + 𝜌𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝛿1𝐷𝑇𝐵1𝑡 + 𝛿2𝐷𝑇𝐵2𝑡 + 𝑑1𝐷𝑈1𝑡 + 𝑑2𝐷𝑈2𝑡 +∑𝑐𝑖

𝑘

𝑖=1

𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑖 + 𝑢𝑡 (14) 

 

and 

�̃�𝑡 =∑𝜔1𝑖𝐷𝑇𝐵1𝑡−𝑖

𝑘

𝑖=0

+∑𝜔2𝑖𝐷𝑇𝐵2𝑡−𝑖

𝑘

𝑖=0

+ 𝜌�̃�𝑡−1 +∑𝑐𝑖

𝑘

𝑖=1

𝛥�̃�𝑡−𝑖 + 𝑢𝑡 (15) 

where 𝐷𝑇𝐵𝑖𝑡 is the pulse variable and 𝐷𝑈𝑖𝑡  is the indicator dummy variable for a mean shift, 

which are all emerged in each possible breakpoint. Additionally, 𝑇𝐵1 and 𝑇𝐵2 are the dates 

when the shifts in mean emerge. 𝐷𝑇𝐵𝑖𝑡 = 1 if 𝑡 = 𝑇𝐵𝑖 + 1 and 0 otherwise; 𝐷𝑈𝑖𝑡 = 1 if  
𝑡 = 𝑇𝐵𝑖 > 1 and 0 otherwise. 

 

The testing procedure of Clemente et al. (1998) implies that the possible breaks are 

designed for the case that the series follows a first-order autoregressive process, which leads 

to conduct for testing hypotheses. In this sense, on the one hand, Eq. (16) shows the null 

hypothesis for the methodology of Clemente et al. (1998); and, on the other hand, Eq. (17) 

describes the alternative hypothesis. 

 

H0: 𝑦𝑡 = 𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝛿1𝐷𝑇𝐵1𝑡 + 𝛿2𝐷𝑇𝐵2𝑡 + 𝑢𝑡 (16) 

 

H1: 𝑦𝑡 = µ + 𝑑1𝐷𝑈1𝑡 + 𝑑2𝐷𝑇𝐵2𝑡 + 𝑒𝑡 (17) 

 

3.3 Panel unit-root tests 

 

There will be used three types of panel testing methods for detecting the unit-root in the 

models, which can be ranged as follows: (i) Hadri LM stationary test, (ii) Im-Pesaran-Shin 

test (hereafter, IPS), and (iii) Fisher-type test. First and foremost, the stationary test designed 

by Hadri (2000) is based on the fact that the null hypothesis refers that the panel series have 

no unit-root against the alternative hypothesis. The unique feature of this procedure is that the 

individual specific variances and correlation patterns are allowed in the testing process 

(Hlouskova and Wagner, 2006). Along with this phenomenon, the stationary test is conducted 

on residual-led LM method where the residuals are obtained by the following regression: 
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𝛥𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 𝛿𝑚𝑖𝑑𝑚𝑡 + ɛ𝑚𝑖  (18) 

 

In the theoretical context, the residuals are denoted as �̂�𝑖𝑡 and the partial sum of these 

residuals is specified as 𝑆𝑖𝑡 = 1/𝑇∑ �̂�𝑖𝑗
𝑡
𝑗=1 . By considering these factors, the Hadri’s LM test 

statistic can be obtained from the Eq. (19): 

 

𝐻𝐿𝑀,𝑚 =
1

𝑁𝑇2
∑∑

𝑆𝑖𝑡
2

�̂�𝑒𝑖
2

𝑇

𝑡=1

𝑁

𝑖=1

 (19) 

where �̂�𝑒𝑖
2 = 1/𝑇∑ �̂�𝑖𝑡

2𝑇
𝑡=1 . Related to the LM test statistic, Z-statistic is represented in Eq. (20): 

 

𝑍𝐿𝑀,𝑚 =
√𝑁(𝐻𝐿𝑀,𝑚 − 𝜉𝑚)

𝜁𝑚
⇒ 𝑁(0,1) (20) 

 

In Eq. (20), if the model includes only constant, the optimal numbers for the parameters 

will be 𝜉 = 1/6 and 𝜁 = 1/45; however, if the other conditions are prevailing, the optimal 

numbers for the parameters will be 𝜉 = 1/15 and 𝜁 = 1/6300 (Hadri, 2000 pp. 153-154). 

Second, the IPS is a bit different testing procedure for detecting the unit-root since it allows 

for each panel to obtain its unique autocorrelation coefficient. In that vein, the IPS panel unit-

root test has its own independence for statistical correction to the heterogeneity among the panel 

units and thus differs from the others advocated by Harris and Tzavalis (1999) and Levin et al. 

(2002). Eq. (21) produces the first autoregressive process for 𝑦𝑖𝑡 as follows: 

 

𝑦𝑖𝑡 = (1 − ø𝑖)𝜇𝑖 + ø𝑖𝑦𝑖,𝑡−1 + ɛ𝑖𝑡 (21) 

in which the 𝛥𝑦𝑖𝑡  can be denoted from the following regression in Eq. (22): 

 

𝛥𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑖𝑦𝑖,𝑡−1 + ɛ𝑖𝑡 (22) 

 

The null hypothesis states that all panels have a unit-root (𝐻0:  𝛽𝑖 = 0) against the 

alternative (𝐻1:  𝛽𝑖 < 0). In consideration of these factors, t-statistics for the IPS test can be 

produced as follows: 

 

�̃� − 𝑏𝑎𝑟𝑁𝑇 =
1

𝑁
∑ �̃�𝑖𝑇

𝑁

𝑖=1

 (23) 

 

In addition to the estimated standardized �̃� − 𝑏𝑎𝑟𝑁𝑇  statistics in Eq. (23), the 𝑊𝑡−𝑏𝑎𝑟  
statistics can be formulated in Eq. (24): 

 

𝑊𝑡−𝑏𝑎𝑟 =
√𝑁 {𝑡 − 𝑏𝑎𝑟𝑁𝑇 −

1

𝑁
∑ 𝐸[𝑡𝑖𝑇(𝑝𝑖 , 0)|𝛽𝑖 = 0]
𝑁
𝑖=1 }

√
1

𝑁
∑ 𝑉𝐴𝑅[𝑡𝑖𝑇(𝑝𝑖 , 0)|𝛽𝑖 = 0]
𝑁
𝑖=1

𝑇,𝑁
⇒ 𝑁(0,1) (24) 
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Finally, Maddala and Wu (1999) and Choi (2001) produced the Fisher-type panel unit-

root testing procedure in the context of Fisher (1932) results which integrates all p-values 

from the individual time-series unit-root tests such that Augmented Dickey-Fuller and 

Phillips-Perron. In order to have asymptotic estimation results, the Eq. (25) can be regressed 

through the Fisher-type unit-root testing procedure: 
 

−2∑log (𝜋𝑖) → 𝜒2𝑁
2

𝑁

𝑖=1

 (25) 

where 𝜋𝑖 expresses the p-value from individual unit-root tests for the i-th cross-section i.  
 

Within the case of the given estimation framework, Choi (2001) also obtains the 

asymptotic results along with using the following regression in Eq. (26): 
 

𝑍 =
1

√𝑁
∑𝜙−1(𝜋𝑖)

𝑁

𝑖=1

→ 𝑁(0,1) (26) 

where 𝜙−1 is the inverse of the standard normal cumulative distribution function. Each panel 

unit-root test statistics corresponds to have standard normal limiting distributions. 
 

4. ESTIMATION RESULTS 
 

The existing literature on unemployment hysteresis provides challenging and controversial 

results, which of those are indicated that the major empirical question and hypothesized 

proposition remain as to whether the theoretical underpinnings are statistically relevant. In order 

to have a valid structure for a given theory on unemployment hysteresis, this section applies 

both univariate and panel unit-root tests on the series with and without structural breaks. To 

carry out these testing procedures, the study uses annual data on unemployment rates for 

different economic classification on the basis of region-based, income-based and aggregate 

analyses over the period 1991-2018. Since these classifications cover various economic units, it 

leads to an advantageous environment to produce an empirical output for an aggregate 

explanation in terms of the validity of unemployment hysteresis. 
 

4.1 Standard time series unit-root tests 
 

Table no. 1 points to the empirical results for three individual unit-root tests on annual, 

seasonally-adjusted series for unemployment rates of different economic classifications. First, 

the empirical outputs of the ADF unit-root tests provide a piece of information that the 

unemployment hysteresis cannot be rejected for all types of analyses considering region-

based, income-based, and aggregate for the given period of time. In each case, the null 

hypothesis of non-stationary for time-series does not being rejected, which means that the 

ADF results are statistically insignificant, and thereby, lead to the acceptance of hysteresis 

phenomenon for unemployment series covering a wide array of countries from different 

regions and income groups. Second, the same empirical results obtained from the ADF testing 

procedure are provided for the PP test, which shows that none of the unemployment series are 

stationary. Finally, the KPSS test reveals that 10 unemployment series out of 19 categories 

are non-stationary. In particular, in an aggregate analysis, we provide a piece of information 
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about the world category including both countries to check that the unemployment series for 

the average of all countries are stationary, in which the null hypothesis of trend stationary is 

rejected for all individual time series unit-root tests. 

Whereas the pure unit-root tests in time series provide crucial implications towards the 

statistical validity of unemployment hysteresis, they do not consider the effects of structural 

breaks, in which each category of the analysis may have different dynamics for a given time 

period. For instance, a number of economic shocks and socio-political variations among 

different economic categories may possibly lead to a change in the validity of the hysteresis 

hypothesis along with the existence of break dates. In that vein, we have to deal with the 

possible effects of structural breaks emerging over time to assess the statistical importance of 

stationarity of the unemployment series. Therefore, we approach two different kinds of unit-

root testing procedures, which of those allow for both a single break in intercept and/or trend 

and the double mean shifts. In consideration of these procedures, on the one hand, Table no. 

2 shows the unit-root test results with structural breaks for a single break in intercept and/or 

trend developed by Zivot and Andrews (1992); on the other hand, Table no. 3 and Table no. 

4 provide empirical results for the unit-root tests with double mean shifts, considering both 

additive outlier and innovative outlier models, advanced by Clemente et al. (1998). 

 
Table no. 1 – Univariate time-series unit-root tests: ignoring structural breaks 

Classification ADF PP KPSS 

Region-Based Analysis 

Arab World -2.35 -2.41 0.108 

Central Europe & the Baltics -1.65 -1.72 0.144* 

East Asia & Pacific -0.78 -0.99 0.259*** 

Europe & Central Asia 

Latin America & Caribbean 

Middle East & North Africa 

North America 

South Asia 

Sub-Saharan Africa 

-2.57 

-2.40 

-2.54 

-2.08 

-2.50 

-1.90 

-2.60 

-1.82 

-2.42 

-1.78 

-2.20 

-2.06 

0.101 

0.157** 

0.09 

0.105 

0.086 

0.153** 

Income-Based Analysis 

High-Income -1.90 -1.92 0.075 

Low & Middle Income -2.60 -2.15 0.209** 

Low Income -1.69 -1.70 0.215** 

Lower-Middle Income -2.25 -2.02 0.193** 

Middle Income -2.60 -2.15 0.207** 

Upper-Middle Income -2.81 -2.16 0.208** 

Aggregate Analysis 

Euro Area -2.08 -2.09 0.101 

European Union -2.21 -2.15 0.076 

OECD Members -1.96 -1.94 0.078 

World -2.31 -2.31 0.196** 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10. Lag selection is determined by the AIC 

 

Table no. 2 presents that the empirical results of Zivot-Andrews unit-root testing procedure 

support the pure time-series unit-root test results. Even though some of the minimum-t statistics 

become statistically significant, indicating that the series is stationary, the overall view over the 

hysteresis hypothesis is still relevant for different economic categories.  
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First, the unit-root test statistics with structural breaks for a single break in intercept are 

stationary for Central Europe & the Baltics, Middle East & North Africa, South Asia in case 

of region-based analysis, are stationary for only lower-middle income countries in case of 

income-based analysis and are stationary for Euro Area, European Union, and OECD member 

countries in case of aggregate analysis. Second, the unit-root test statistics with structural 

breaks for a single break in trend are stationary for Central Europe & the Baltics, and East 

Asia & Pacific in case of region-based analysis. Third, the unit-root test statistics with 

structural breaks for a single break in both are stationary for Central Europe & the Baltics, 

East Asia & Pacific, Middle East & North Africa, and North America in case of region-based 

analysis, are stationary for only high-income economies in case of income-based analysis and 

are stationary for European Union and OECD member countries in case of aggregate analysis.  

 
Table no. 2 – Zivot-Andrews unit-root test results: single structural break 

Classification Region-Based Analysis 

 Intercept Trend Both 

 k min-t TB k min-t TB k min-t TB 

Arab World 2 -4.14 2004 2 -2.81 2010 2 -4.28 2006 

Central Europe & the Baltics 1 -4.92** 1999 1 -4.59** 2005 1 -4.87* 2005 

East Asia & Pacific 0 -2.02 2001 0 -5.30*** 2004 0 -5.31** 2002 

Europe & Central Asia 1 -4.52 2009 1 -3.69 2016 1 -4.50 2009 

Latin America & Caribbean 1 -3.15 2005 1 -2.72 1996 1 -2.61 2010 

Middle East & North Africa 2 -5.71*** 2006 2 -2.81 1999 1 -5.43** 2006 

North America 1 -4.34 2008 1 -3.74 2014 1 -6.87*** 2009 

South Asia 1 -4.93** 2006 1 -2.51 2011 1 -4.65 2006 

Sub-Saharan Africa 1 -4.50 2006 1 -2.66 2014 1 -3.38 2006 

 Income-Based Analysis 

 Intercept Trend Both 

 k min-t TB k min-t TB k min-t TB 

High-Income 1 -4.48 2009 1 -3.37 2016 1 -6.96*** 2009 

Low & Middle Income 0 -3.49 2006 0 -3.17 1995 0 -2.99 1993 

Low Income 1 -3.94 1999 1 4.01 2003 1 -4.06 1999 

Lower-Middle Income 2 -4.91** 2006 2 2.92 2000 2 3.58 2006 

Middle Income 0 -3.60 2006 0 -3.15 1995 0 -2.96 1993 

Upper-Middle Income 0 -3.07 1994 0 -3.32 1995 0 -3.09 1994 

 Aggregate Analysis 

 Intercept Trend Both 

 k min-t TB k min-t TB k min-t TB 

Euro Area 1 -5.34*** 2009 1 -3.65 2006 1 -4.52 2012 

European Union 1 -5.21** 2009 1 -3.27 2002 1 -4.89* 2012 

OECD Members 1 -4.81** 2009 1 -3.29 2015 1 -7.13*** 2009 

World 0 -2.76 1993 0 -2.80 2000 0 -3.18 2004 

Note: In all models, the trim value is accepted as 0.05. Lag length is determined by Akaike-Schwarz information 

criteria (AIC). min-t is the minimum t-statistic measured. The critical values of t-statistics are as follows: 

intercept: -5.34 (1%), -4.80 (5%), -4.58 (%10); trend: -4.93 (1%), -4.42 (5%), -4.11 (10%); both: -5.57 (1%),  

-5.08 (5%), -4.82 (10%). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10. Lag selection is determined by the AIC. 

 

In consideration of these empirical outputs considering the single structural break in the 

series, the null hypothesis of non-stationary does not reject in many of the categories in the 

dataset due to the fact that the min-t values are smaller than the critical values in levels. In 
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this sense, the unit-root test results in first-differences of the unemployment series should be 

stationary in the presence of structural breaks. However, all these empirical outputs lead us to 

argue that the hysteresis hypothesis is still prevailing for almost all country classifications 

within the case of a single structural break. 

While Table no. 2 presents unit-root test results for a single structural break, Table no. 3 

and Table no. 4 summarize the empirical outputs for double mean shifts for both additive outlier 

and innovative outlier models. Therefore, these further results approached by Clemente et al. 

(1998) allow for an extended version of the Zivot-Andrews method by introducing double mean 

shifts of the unemployment series. First, we obtain information from the additive outlier model 

in Table no. 3 that the break dates are not specific to any year in which they range in a wide 

array of time horizons. Irrespective of region-based, income-based, or aggregate analyses, the 

break dates change in the presence of several determinants including both socio-economic and 

political factors, and thus, any kind of interruption in those mentioned factors may have an effect 

on unemployment rates in the long-run, which then lead to a change in the effectiveness of the 

hysteresis hypothesis. In that vein, the empirical results imply that almost all statistics reveal 

that the non-stationary position of unemployment series is prevailing for almost all 

classifications, except the Arab World, Central Europe & the Baltics, Europe & Central Asia, 

and the Middle East & North Africa in case of region-based analysis. 

 
Table no. 3 – Additive outlier model results: double mean shifts 

Classification Region-Based Analysis 

 TB1,TB2 min-t du1 t-stat (du1) du2 t-stat (du2) 

Arab World 1993, 2005 -5.66** 0.216 0.64 -2.499 -12.1 

Central Europe & the Baltics 2000, 2009 -5.29* 0.503 0.53 -2.814 -2.89 

East Asia & Pacific 1998, 2011 -3.72 1.261 9.86 -0.215 -1.61 

Europe & Central Asia 1995, 2002 -5.27* 1.521 2.92 -1.672 -4.14 

Latin America & Caribbean 1996, 2005 -2.78 1.839 5.12 -1.623 -5.49 

Middle East & North Africa 1993, 2005 -6.40*** 0.086 0.31 -1.904 -10.8 

North America 2008, 2016 -4.77 1.699 3.27 -3.082 -3.19 

South Asia 2000, 2008 -4.12 0.208 2.00 -0.065 -0.62 

Sub-Saharan Africa 1996, 2005 -4.03 0.317 2.65 -1.392 -14.1 

 Income-Based Analysis 

 TB1,TB2 min-t du1 t-stat (du1) du2 t-stat (du2) 

High-Income 2010, 2016 -4.49 0.265 0.82 -1.922 -3.40 

Low & Middle Income 1996, 2006 -3.55 1.024 7.99 -0.434 -4.09 

Low Income 1996, 2015 -4.22 0.318 3.69 -0.412 -3.60 

Lower-Middle Income 1997, 2008 -2.82 0.671 5.50 -0.427 -3.87 

Middle Income 1996, 2006 -3.49 1.081 7.98 -0.429 -3.83 

Upper-Middle Income 1996, 2006 -3.25 1.319 7.53 -0.290 -1.99 

 Aggregate Analysis 

 TB1,TB2 min-t du1 t-stat (du1) du2 t-stat (du2) 

Euro Area 2000, 2010 -4.85 -1.873 -3.67 1.713 3.17 

European Union 2002, 2010 -4.43 -1.366 -2.76 0.708 1.30 

OECD Members 2008, 2016 -4.47 0.753 2.82 -2.046 -4.12 

World 1996, 2005 -3.53 0.717 5.55 -0.399 -3.76 

Note: The 1% (***), 5% (**), and 10% (*) critical values of t-statistics with two breaks are -5.96, -5.49 

and -5.24, respectively. TB denotes the estimated breakpoints. The coefficients (dui) are also reported in the table. 
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Second, the results of the innovative outlier model in Table no. 4 imply that the gradual 

changes in the unemployment series are statistically significant, which indicates that the 

differential norms in societal forms and their determinants have crucial impacts on given 

classifications. However, the exceptions of these outputs can be ranged as follows: Arab 

World, Middle East & North Africa, and North America in case of region-based analysis. 

Therefore, the non-stationary characteristics of the unemployment series are still prevailing 

for most of the given classifications, which directly imply that the hysteresis phenomenon can 

be accepted as a norm for a given time period. 

 

Table no. 4 – Innovative outlier model results: double mean shifts 

Classification Region-Based Analysis 

 TB1,TB2 min-t du1 t-stat (du1) du2 t-stat (du2) 

Arab World 2002, 2004 -5.29* -1.047 -3.67 -0.634 -1.56 

Central Europe & the 

Baltics 
2003, 2009 -4.50 0.058 0.12 -1.358 -2.73 

East Asia & Pacific 1996, 1999 -3.84 0.273 2.38 0.187 1.48 

Europe & Central Asia 2003, 2016 -4.17 -0.648 -2.84 -0.662 -1.35 

Latin America & Caribbean 1993, 2004 -3.24 1.205 2.48 -0.797 -2.88 

Middle East & North Africa 1994, 2004 -5.73** -0.234 -0.98 -1.513 -4.96 

North America 2007, 2012 -5.32* 1.703 3.98 -1.909 -3.83 

South Asia 2009, 2014 -3.79 -0.003 -0.04 0.017 0.16 

Sub-Saharan Africa 2001, 2005 -4.87 -0.143 -1.49 -0.685 -3.44 

 Income-Based Analysis 

 TB1,TB2 min-t du1 t-stat (du1) du2 t-stat (du2) 

High-Income 2006, 2015 -4.02 0.245 1.31 -1.136 -2.96 

Low & Middle Income 1996, 2004 -2.79 0.265 1.62 -0.245 -2.95 

Low Income 2006, 2012 -2.77 0.004 0.08 -0.165 -2.39 

Lower-Middle Income 1996, 2004 -3.89 0.281 2.48 -0.294 -4.28 

Middle Income 1996, 2004 -2.69 0.268 1.54 -0.242 -2.81 

Upper-Middle Income 1996, 2009 -4.04 0.512 2.55 -0.122 -1.56 

 Aggregate Analysis 

 TB1,TB2 min-t du1 t-stat (du1) du2 t-stat (du2) 

Euro Area 1998, 2007 -4.30 -1.270 -3.11 0.754 2.42 

European Union 1999, 2006 -3.46 -0.682 -1.92 0.113 0.40 

OECD Members 2006, 2015 -4.08 0.337 1.74 -1.073 -2.81 

World 1996, 2004 -2.79 0.214 1.32 -0.251 -2.52 

Note: The 1% (***), 5% (**), and 10% (*) critical values of t-statistics with two breaks are -5.96, -5.49 and 

-5.24, respectively. TB denotes the estimated breakpoints. The coefficients (dui) are also reported in the table. 

 

4.2 Panel unit-root tests results 

 

In this sub-section, we approach a panel unit-root test for unemployment rates through 

including country-specific effects, where the univariate unit-root testing procedures validate 

the hysteresis hypothesis is to a large extent statistically significant for different classifications 

of the analysis and make sense for most of the socio-economic structure. Table no. 5 presents 

the empirical results for three panel unit-root tests. In each analysis, the testing procedures 

allow for different technical ways in order to understand the effects of time trends and cross-

sectional dependence on stationary conditions of unemployment series. 
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Table no. 5 – Panel unit-root test results 

Panel Tests Test Statistic (p-value) 

 Region-Based Analysis Income-Based  Analysis Aggregate  Analysis 

Im-Pesaran-

Shin  

(IPS) Test 

-0.0768 (0.4694) 

Panel means included 

No time trend 

-1.7739 (0.0380) 

Panel means included 

No time trend 

-1.3014 (0.010) 

Panel means included 

No time trend 

-1.0669 (0.1430) 

Panel means included 

Time trend included 

-0.0731 (0.4708) 

Panel means included 

Time trend included 

-0.8527 (0.1969) 

Panel means included 

Time trend included 

 Region-Based Analysis Income-Based  Analysis Aggregate  Analysis 

Fisher-PP 

Test  

Inverse χ2 (p) =  

1.7267 (0.4217) 

Inverse χ2 (p) =  

1.5615 (0.4581) 

Inverse χ2 (p) =  

0.9483 (0.6224) 

Inverse normal (z) =  

-0.1974 (0.4217) 

Inverse normal (z) =  

-0.1053 (0.4581) 

Inverse normal (z) =  

0.3119 (0.6224) 

Inverse logit (L*) =  

-0.1860 (0.4283) 

Inverse logit (L*) =  

-0.0991 (0.4616) 

Inverse logit (L*) =  

0.2946 (0.6125) 

Modified inverse χ2 (Pm) =  

-0.1366 (0.5543) 

Modified inverse χ2 (Pm) =  

-0.2192 (0.5868) 

Modified inverse χ2 (Pm) =  

-0.5259 (0.7005) 

 Region-Based Analysis Income-Based  Analysis Aggregate  Analysis 

Hadri-LM 

Test  

7.5722 (0.0000) 

Allow for cross-sectional 

dependence 

No time trend  

2.0939 (0.0181) 

Allow for cross-sectional 

dependence 

No time trend 

1.0447 (0.1481) 

Allow for cross-sectional 

dependence 

No time trend 

4.6232 (0.0000) 

Allow for cross-sectional 

dependence 

Time trend included 

8.0823 (0.0000) 

Allow for cross-sectional 

dependence 

Time trend included 

2.4618 (0.0069) 

Allow for cross-sectional 

dependence 

Time trend included 

Note: Lag specification is chosen by Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) in the IPS panel unit-root test. The 

lagged differences are determined by two in the Fisher-type test and the Phillips-Perron unit-root tests 

conducting on each panel which includes both panel means and time trend. While the null hypotheses for IPS 

and Fisher-type unit-root tests imply that all panels contain unit-roots, the reverse case is prevailing for the 

Hadri-LM test in which all panels are stationary for the null hypothesis. 

 

First, we can clearly assess the empirical results obtained by approaching IPS panel unit-

root test at levels, in which the null hypothesis of non-stationarity conditions of panels cannot 

be rejected in the presence of time trend for both classifications of the analysis at lag length 

chosen by AIC. In this sense, we can infer that the series have unit-roots within the framework 

of using the IPS testing procedure, which allows for heterogeneous panels to get information 

for the case that the unemployment series is stationary or non-stationary. Therefore, the 

empirical results show that the hysteresis hypothesis is statistically valid for all analyses, 

including a wide array of countries. 

Second, we obtain empirical results from panel Fisher-test approached by Choi (2001), 

which allows for individual unit-root processes, thus 𝜌𝑖 may vary across cross-sections. The 

major aim of using the panel Fisher-PP test is to obtain panel-specific results, deriving from 

the combinations of the univariate unit-root tests. The tests statistics for panel Fisher-PP are 

statistically insignificant in all different classifications of the analysis, and therefore the  

p-values indirectly mean that the hysteresis phenomenon is still prevailing. 

Third, we also approach the Hadri-LM test to consider the effects of the presence of both 

time trends and cross-sectional dependence. The empirical findings of the Hadri-LM unit-root 
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test show that the null hypothesis of stationary of the series is highly and statistically rejected 

for all classifications, including homogenous and heterogeneous cases. 

All of these three empirical outputs for different panel unit-root testing procedures 

directly lead to the following conclusion that the hysteresis hypothesis is statistically 

significant and has economically prevailing for different country classifications, and thus, it 

supports the initial findings of Blanchard and Summers (1986b). In particular, the empirical 

results directly put forward to the validity of a permanent effect on unemployment rates. 

Therefore, the arguments towards the existence of path-dependence of steady-state 

equilibrium unemployment imply to the connection with the economic hysteresis where the 

country-specific and time-variant effects of economic shocks on unemployment series are 

considered in the analysis for each country classification. In consideration of these factors 

thus both of the structural and country-specific determinants should be included in the general 

context of the analysis to make further discussions for the fluctuations in unemployment all 

over the economies. 

 

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 

This paper analyzes the empirical significance of unemployment hysteresis on the basis 

of the regional context, income- and aggregate-level over the 1991-2018 period by way of 

using both univariate and panel unit-root tests in the presence of the structural breaks in the 

series. While the traditional literature for the case of the hysteresis hypothesis implements 

mixed empirical results based on country-specific analysis, the classification-based analyses 

are not so pervasive in the empirical field. Therefore, this paper provides initial findings on 

the given topic in order to test whether the hysteresis phenomenon is still valid in the presence 

of different country classifications. In this sense, two main unit-root testing procedures (i.e., 

univariate and panel unit-root tests) are followed in the empirical analysis to show that all the 

two methods complement each other on the basis of empirical findings, which depend on 

different factors such as labor market rigidities, demand management policies, and structural 

deviations. The traditional arguments are taken form by theoretical differences, which cause 

the existence of idiosyncratic results to find out the long-run relationship between the 

deviations in unemployment rates and the behavior of business cycles. On the one hand, the 

natural rate of unemployment hypothesis argues that the long-run deviations in the 

unemployment rate emerging due to economic shocks will be reverted to the optimal level. 

On the other hand, the structuralist arguments state that there is a permanent effect of 

economic shocks on the unemployment rate since some of the determinants such as the change 

in the structural basis of economies and the institutional environment lead to the case that the 

shocks may highly persistent to being solved over time. Additionally, the persistence 

viewpoints that economic shocks may have long-lasting effects on unemployment rates due 

to the fact that there are near unit-root process and thus the equilibrium level of unemployment 

should need a sufficient amount of time to be re-established in the long-run. 

In consideration of the challenging views, on the one hand, the first part of the empirical 

analysis focuses on univariate unit-root tests with and without structural breaks, which are 

ADF, PP, and KPSS for the former, and which are Zivot and Andrews (1992) and Clemente 

et al. (1998) for the latter. On the other hand, we approach panel unit-root tests, which are 

IPS, Fisher-PP, and Hadri-LM to test the empirical significance of unemployment hysteresis 

for different country classifications. The results show that the unemployment hysteresis is 
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statistically significant in the case of unit-root analyses, which means that the potential shocks 

and economic downturns have highly persistent and permanent effect on the unemployment 

rates confirming the arguments provided by Blanchard and Summers (1986b). Therefore, the 

given results provide a piece of information that the economic interruptions to a well-

functioning economic system may lead to a change in the unemployment rate over the long-

run period for the sample of different economic classifications largely due to differences in 

labor market institutions. Similar to that case, if there is a lack of structural reforms, this may 

exacerbate the economic problems and thus indirectly increases the unemployment rates. 

Accordingly, the loss of control over wage-settings and the change in union behaviors may 

negatively affect the unemployment problem over different economic classifications. 

 

ORCID 
 

Onur Özdemir  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3804-0062 

 

 

References 

 
Akay, H. K., Nargeleçekenler, M., and Yılmaz, F., 2011. Hysteresis in Unemployment: Evidence from 

23 OECD Countries. Economický časopis, 59(5), 488-505.  

Akdogan, K., 2017. Unemployment Hysteresis and Structural Change in Europe. Empirical Economics, 

53(4), 1415-1440. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00181-016-1171-8 

Ayala, A., Cunado, J., and Gil-Alana, L. A., 2012. Unemployment Hysteresis: Empirical Evidence for 

Latin America. Journal of Applied Econometrics, 15(2), 213-233. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1514-0326(12)60010-5 

Bai, J., and Ng, S., 2004. A Panic Attack on Unit Roots and Cointegration. Econometrica, 72(4), 1127-

1177. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2004.00528.x 

Ball, L. M., 2009. Hysteresis in Unemployment: Old and New Evidence. NBER Working Paper, 14818. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w14818 

Ball, L. M., 2014. Long-Term Damage from the Great Recession in OECD Countries. European Journal 

of Economics and Economic Policies: Intervention, 11(2), 149-160. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w20185 

Ball, L. M., and Mankiw, G. N., 2002. The NAIRU in Theory and Practice. The Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 16(4), 115-136. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/089533002320951000 

Ball, L. M., Mankiw, N. G., and Nordhaus, W. D., 1999. Aggregate Demand and Long-Run 

Unemployment. Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 2, 189-251. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2534680 

Bechny, J., 2019. Unemployment Hysteresis in the Czech Republic. Prague Economic Papers, 28(5), 

532-546. http://dx.doi.org/10.18267/j.pep.709 

Berger, D., 2012. Countercyclical Restructuring and Jobless Recoveries. 2012 Meeting Paper, No. 

1179: Society for Economics Dynamics.  

Blanchard, O. J., 2003. Monetary Policy and Unemployment. Remarks at the Conference Monetary 

Policy and the Labor Market. A Conference in Honor of James Tobin, Held at the New School, 

November 2002.   

Blanchard, O. J., Cerutti, E., and Summers, L. H., 2015. Inflation and Activity – Two Explorations and 

their Monetary Policy Implications. IMF Working Paper, WP/15/230.  

Blanchard, O. J., and Summers, L. H., 1986a. Hysteresis and the European Unemployment Problem. 

NBER Working Paper, 1950. http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w1950 

Blanchard, O. J., and Summers, L. H., 1986b. Hysteresis in Unemployment. NBER Working Paper, 

2035. http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w2035 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3804-0062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00181-016-1171-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1514-0326(12)60010-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2004.00528.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w14818
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w20185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/089533002320951000
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2534680
http://dx.doi.org/10.18267/j.pep.709
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w1950
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w2035


Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2021, Volume 68, Issue 1, pp. 1-24 21 
 

 

Choi, I., 2001. Unit Root Tests for Panel Data. Journal of International Money and Finance, 20(2), 249-

272. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5606(00)00048-6 

Christopoulos, D. K., and Leόn-Ledesma, M. A., 2007. Unemployment Hysteresis in EU Countries: 

What Do We Really Know About It? Journal of Economic Studies (Glasgow, Scotland), 34(2), 

80-89. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01443580710745353 

Clemente, J., Montanes, A., and Reyes, M., 1998. Testing for a Unit Root in Variables with a Double 

Change in the Mean. Economics Letters, 59(2), 175-182. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-

1765(98)00052-4 

DeJong, D. N., Nankervis, J. C., Savin, N. E., and Whiteman, C. H., 1992. The Power Problems of Unit 

Root Tests in Time Series with Autoregressive Errors. Journal of Econometrics, 53(1-3), 323-343. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(92)90090-E 

Dickey, D. A., and Fuller, W. A., 1979. Distribution of the Estimators for Autoregressive Time Series 

with a Unit Root. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 74(366), 427-431. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2286348 

Dickey, D. A., and Fuller, W. A., 1981. Likelihood Ratio Statistics for Autoregressive Time Series with 

a Unit Root. Econometrica, 49(4), 1057-1072. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1912517 

Draghi, M., 2014. Unemployment in the Euro Area. Paper presented at the Annual Central Bank 

Symposium in Jackson Hole.  

Ewing, J. A., 1881. Effects of Stress on the Thermoelectric Quality of Metals Part 1. Proceedings of the 

Royal Society of London. London: Royal Society of London.  

Fisher, R. A., 1932. Statistical Methods for Research Workers (4th ed. ed.): Oliver & Boyd.  

Friedman, M., 1967. The Monetary Theory and Policy of Henry Simons. The Journal of Law & 

Economics, 10, 1-13. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/466628 

Friedman, M., 1968. The Role of Monetary Policy. The American Economic Review, 58(1), 1-17.  

Galí, J., 2015. Hysteresis and the European Unemployment Problem Revisited. NBER Working Paper, 

21430. http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w21430 

Gottfries, N., and Horn, H., 1987. Wage Formation and the Persistence of Unemployment. Economic 

Journal (London), 97(388), 877-884. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2233077 

Hadri, K., 2000. Testing for Stationarity in Heterogeneous Panel Data. The Econometrics Journal, 3(2), 

148-161. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1368-423X.00043 

Hall, R. E., 2005. Employment Fluctuations with Equilibrium Wage Stickiness. The American Economic 

Review, 95(1), 50-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/0002828053828482 

Harris, R., and Tzavalis, E., 1999. Inference for Unit Roots in Dynamic Panels where the Time 

Dimension is Fixed. Journal of Econometrics, 91(2), 201-226. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-

4076(98)00076-1 

Hlouskova, J., and Wagner, M., 2006. The Performance of Panel Unit Root and Stationary Tests: Results 

from a Large Scale Simulation Study. Econometric Reviews, 25(1), 85-116. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07474930500545504 

Im, K. S., Pesaran, M. H., and Shin, Y., 2003. Testing for Unit Roots in Heterogeneous Panels. Journal 

of Econometrics, 115(1), 53-74. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(03)00092-7 

Jaimovich, N., and Siu, H., 2012. Job Polarization and Jobless Recoveries. NBER Working Paper, 

18334. http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w18334 

Jump, R. C., and Stockhammer, E., 2018. New Evidence on Unemployment Hysteresis in the EU. mimeo.   

Kienzler, D., and Schmid, K. D., 2014. Hysteresis in Potential Output and Monetary Policy. Scottish 

Journal of Political Economy, 61(4), 371-396. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjpe.12050 

Kwiatkowski, D., Phillips, P. C. B., Schmidt, P., and Shin, Y., 1992. Testing the Null Hypothesis of 

Stationarity Against the Alternative of a Unit Root: How Sure Are We That Economic Time Series 

Have a Unit Root? Journal of Econometrics, 54(1-3), 159-178. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-

4076(92)90104-Y 

Layard, R., Nickell, S., and Jackman, R., 1991. Unemployment: Macroeconomic Performance and the 

Labour Market: Oxford University Press.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5606(00)00048-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01443580710745353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1765(98)00052-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1765(98)00052-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(92)90090-E
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2286348
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1912517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/466628
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w21430
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2233077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1368-423X.00043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/0002828053828482
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(98)00076-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(98)00076-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07474930500545504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(03)00092-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.3386/w18334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjpe.12050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(92)90104-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(92)90104-Y


22 Özdemir, O. 
 

 

Lee, C. C., and Chang, C. P., 2008. Unemployment Hysteresis in OECD Countries: Centurial Time 

Series Evidence with Structural Breaks. Economic Modelling, 25(2), 312-325. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2007.06.002 

Levin, A., Lin, C. F., and Chu, C., 2002. Unit Root Tests in Panel Data: Asymptotic and Finite-Sample 

Properties. Journal of Econometrics, 108(1), 1-24. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-

4076(01)00098-7 

Leόn-Ledesma, M. A., 2000. Unemployment Hysteresis in the US and the EU: A Panel Data Approach. 

Studies in Economics, 0006.  

Leόn-Ledesma, M. A., 2002. Unemployment Hysteresis in the US States and the EU: A Panel Approach. 

Bulletin of Economic Research, 54(2), 95-103. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8586.00141 

Leόn-Ledesma, M. A., and McAdam, P., 2004. Unemployment, Hysteresis and Transition. Scottish 

Journal of Political Economy, 51(3), 377-401. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0036-

9292.2004.00311.x 

Lindbeck, A., 1993. Unemployment and Macroeconomics: The MIT Press.  

Lindbeck, A., and Snower, D. J., 1989. The Insider-Outsider Theory of Employment and Unemployment: 

The MIT Press.  

Lindbeck, A., and Snower, D. J., 2001. Insiders versus Outsiders. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 

15(1), 165-188. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.15.1.165 

Lumsdaine, R. L., and Papell, D., 1997. Multiple Trend Breaks and the Unit-Root Hypothesis. The 

Review of Economics and Statistics, 79(2), 212-218. http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/003465397556791 

Maddala, G. S., and Wu, S., 1999. A Comparative Study of Unit Root Tests with Panel Data and a New 

Simple Test. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 61, 631-652. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-0084.0610s1631 

Mednik, M., Rodriguez, C. M., and Ruprah, I. J., 2012. Hysteresis in Unemployment: Evidence from 

Latin America. Journal of International Development, 24(4), 448-466. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jid.1755 

Mikhail, O., Eberwein, C. J., and Handa, J., 2003. The Measurement of Persistence and Hysteresis in 

Aggregate Unemployment. Economics Department College of Business and Administration 

University of Central Florida, Faculty Working Papers, 03-36.  

Mitchell, W. F., 1993. Testing for Unit Roots and Persistence in OECD Unemployment Rates. Applied 

Economics, 25(12), 1489-1501. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00036849300000153 

Mitchell, W. F., and Muysken, J., 2008. Full Employment Abandoned: Shifting Sands and Policy 

Failures: Edward Elgar. http://dx.doi.org/10.4337/9781848441422 

Modigliani, F., 2003. The Keynesian Gospel According to Modigliani. The American Economist, 47(1), 

3-24. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/056943450304700101 

Newey, W. K., and West, K. D., 1987. A Simple, Positive Semi-Definite, Heteroskedasticity and 

Autocorrelation Consistent Covariance Matrix. Econometrica, 55(3), 703-708. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1913610 

Nickell, S., 1997. Unemployment and Labor Market Rigidities: Europe versus North America. The 

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 11(3), 55-74. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.11.3.55 

OECD, 2017. OECD Employment Outlook 2017: OECD Publishing.  

Phelps, E. S., 1967. Phillips Curves, Expectations of Inflation and Optimal Unemployment Over Time. 

Economica, 34(135), 254-281. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2552025 

Phelps, E. S., 1968. Money-Wage Dynamics and Labor-Market Equilibrium. Journal of Political 

Economy, 76(4), 678-711. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/259438 

Phelps, E. S., 1972. Inflation Policy and Unemployment Theory: The Cost-Benefit Approach to 

Monetary Planning: W. W. Norton & Company.  

Phelps, E. S., 1994. Structural Slumps: The Modern Equilibrium Theory of Unemployment, Interests 

and Assets: Harvard University Press.  

Phelps, E. S., 1999. Behind This Structural Boom: The Role of Asset Valuations. The American 

Economic Review, 89(2), 63-68. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.89.2.63 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2007.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(01)00098-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(01)00098-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8586.00141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0036-9292.2004.00311.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0036-9292.2004.00311.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.15.1.165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/003465397556791
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-0084.0610s1631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jid.1755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00036849300000153
http://dx.doi.org/10.4337/9781848441422
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/056943450304700101
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1913610
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.11.3.55
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2552025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/259438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.89.2.63


Scientific Annals of Economics and Business, 2021, Volume 68, Issue 1, pp. 1-24 23 
 

 

Phillips, P. C. B., and Perron, P., 1988. Testing for a Unit Root in Time Series Regression. Biometrika, 

75(2), 335-346. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biomet/75.2.335 

Pikoko, V., and Phiri, A., 2018. Is There Hysteresis in South African Unemployment? Evidence from 

the Post-Recessionary Period. MPRA Paper, 83962.  

Pissarides, C. A., 1992. Loss of Skill During Unemployment and the Persistence of Employment Shocks. 

The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 107(4), 1371-1391. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2118392 

Pissarides, C. A., 2017. Equilibrium Unemployment Theory: The MIT Press.  

Roberts, J. M., and Morin, N. J., 1999. Is Hysteresis Important for U.S. Unemployment? Finance and 

Economics Discussion Series, 56.  

Røed, K., 1997. Hysteresis in Unemployment. Journal of Economic Surveys, 11(4), 389-418. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-6419.00040 

Saatcioglu, C., and Korap, L., 2007. Turkish Money Demand, Revisited: Some Implications for Inflation 

and Currency Substitution Under Structural Breaks. Boğaziçi Journal, 21(1-2), 107-124. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.21773/boun.21.1.7 

Sachs, J. D., 1986. High Unemployment in Europe: Diagnosis and Policy Implications. NBER Working 

Paper, 1830.  

Samuelson, P. A., 1965. Some Notions on Causality and Teleology in Economics. In D. Lerner (Ed.), 

Cause and Effect (pp. 99-144): The Free Press.  

Schwert, W. G., 1989. Tests for Unit Roots: A Monte Carlo Investigation. Journal of Business & 

Economic Statistics, 7(2), 147-159.  

Sessions, J. G., 1994. Unemployment Stigma and Multiple Labour Market Equilibria: A Social-

Psychological Interpretation of Hysteresis. Labour, 8(3), 355-376. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9914.1994.tb00168.x 

Shimer, R., 2005. The Cyclical Behavior of Equilibrium Unemployment and Vacancies. The American 

Economic Review, 95(1), 25-49. http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/0002828053828572 

Shimer, R., 2012. Wage Rigidities and Jobless Recoveries. Journal of Monetary Economics, 59, S65-

S77. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2012.10.024 

Skott, P., 2005. Fairness as a Source of Hysteresis in Employment and Relative Wages. Journal of 

Economic Behavior & Organization, 57(3), 305-331. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2003.11.011 

Song, F., and Wu, Y., 1998. Hysteresis in Unemployment: Evidence from OECD Countries. The 

Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, 38(2), 181-192. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1062-

9769(99)80111-2 

Stockhammer, E., 2011. Wage Norms, Capital Accumulation, and Unemployment: A Post-Keynesian 

View. Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 27(2), 295-311. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grr013 

Waheed, M., Alam, T., and Ghauri, S. P., 2006. Structural Breaks and Unit Root: Evidence from 

Pakistani Macroeconomic Time Series. MPRA Paper, 1797.  

Wiczer, D., 2013. Long-Term Unemployment: Attached and Mismatched? 2013 Meeting Paper, No. 

1101: Society for Economic Dynamics.  

Zivot, E., and Andrews, D. W. K., 1992. Further Evidence on the Great Crash, the Oil-Price Shock, and 

the Unit-Root Hypothesis. Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, 10(3), 251-270.  

 

 
Notes 
1 According to Ball and Mankiw (2002, p. 119), the term of hysteresis was originally taken from the 

physics and it denotes “…to the failure of an object to return to its original value after being changed by 

an external force, even after the force is removed”. 

2 The development process of the theoretical underpinnings of hysteresis in unemployment were 

proceeded too slow before the Global Recession (Skott, 2005; Stockhammer, 2011). 
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3 Ball (2009, p. 3) notes that “…it’s clear that some form of hysteresis exists, but it’s not clear why. The 

relationships among unemployment, the natural rate, and inflation appear to be non-linear, but it’s hard 

to pin down the non-linearities precisely. As a result, policy implications are not crisp.”. 

4 While Kienzler and Schmid (2014) and Galí (2015) remark that if the hysteresis in unemployment 

exists, the dual mandate of the central bank will be sufficient to equilibrate the adverse shocks, Ball et 

al. (1999) argues that the hysteresis will be resulted in high unemployment rates during recessions if the 

economic policies are not being relatively strong. 

5 For more information on the other sources of hysteresis please see Pissarides (1992), Sessions (1994), 

Røed (1997), Ball (1999, 2009), Roberts and Morin (1999), Blanchard (2003), Mikhail et al. (2003), 

Skott (2005), Christopoulos and Leόn-Ledesma (2007), Stockhammer (2011). 

6 According to Leόn-Ledesma (2002, p. 95), there is a theoretical difference between the hysteresis 

hypothesis and the persistence view. Therefore, one should not be confused one case with the other. 

7 Therefore, the persistence view can be assumed as a special case of NRU (Mitchell and Muysken, 

2008, p. 101). 

8 Some of the studies are accepted two concepts, hysteresis and persistence, as completely similar with each 

other. Since the differences between two concepts are neglected, the explanation of the stationary position 

of the series are sometimes ignored in understanding of the hysteresis in unemployment. However, in the 

literature, unit-root process is entitled as “full hysteresis”. Hence the persistence view is alternatively 

termed as “partial hysteresis” in the literature. Similar to the case of their differences in their nomenclature, 

the unit-root process is also differed, in which the persistence view is characterized by a near unit-root 

process. For instance, the NAIRU is basically reformulated by considering the short-run dynamics of 

hysteresis in unemployment, in which the unemployment acts as a stabilizer to reduce the voice of adverse 

interests over the income distribution between different classes (Layard et al., 1991). 

9 The representation of the insider-outsider model is derived from the study of Leόn-Ledesma (2000). 

Therefore, we use mostly the same notational procedure in the equations advocated by Leόn-Ledesma 

(2000). 

10 Variables with lower case denote the logarithmic forms. 

11 The major aim of currently employed workers is to maximize their wages in case of unchanging union 

behaviors. 

12 Lumsdaine and Papell (1997) also extended the method provided by Zivot and Andrews (1992) which 

includes one structural break in the time series through accommodating of two structural breaks. 
13 According to Zivot and Andrews (1992), the “trimming region” is specified as 0.15T, 0.85T. 
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