
One finding from the financialisation literature is that the cost and spending structure changes during 

the implementation of financialised business models, and that the proportion of funds spent on 

employee wages decreases while the proportion for the top layer of management and for owners 

increases. As Table 18 shows, this can also be demonstrated in England. We can see that the pro-

portional remuneration of the top layer of management in relation to revenue rose by 56 % between 

2003 and 2013, coinciding with the introduction of financial investors to this sector. In contrast, the 

proportion spent on wages and salaries fell by a third from 15 % (1993) to 10 % (2013). Finally, the 

proportion spent on interest payments in relation to revenue increased by 400 % from 5 % (1993) to 

almost 20 % (2013). 

 1993 2003 2013 

Management pay/revenue (in %) 0.13 0.13 0.21 

Wages and salaries/revenue (in %) 15.4 11.4 10.2 

Interest payments/revenue (in %) 4.6 14.4 19.5 

Table 18: Selected average proportion of spending by English water supply companies (in % 

of revenue) 

Source: Authors’ representation based on Bayliss (2013). 

The increased wage differentiation in companies is also consistent with the implementation of the 

shareholder paradigm, in which the interests of the top layer of management are more closely tied to 

shareholder interests (compared to the company’s interests) through components of remuneration 

that are dependent on success. In 1993, the highest paid manager earned seven times the pay of an 

average employee; 20 years later, the highest paid manager earned almost 30 times as much (Bayliss, 

2013). 

While the reduction in costs for the average employees is regarded as a sign of improved efficiency, 

the same cannot be said of remuneration for the top layer of management. Evidently, the high and 

rising borrowed finance costs are also subject to a different set of criteria although it would be 

easy to argue that this spending should absolutely be conditional upon the same considerations for 

efficiency (Bayliss, 2013). However, the regulatory authority (OFWAT) does not see this as part of its 

responsibility, as the following quote shows: “The regulator has previous ly taken the view that the 

capital structure of the companies (and consequent risks) is for the boards and shareholders to deter-

mine. And this view continues as long as the water utility is not put at risk“ (OFWAT, 2013: 9, cf. 

Bayliss 2016). This generally indicates the difficulties of this regulatory model in which the regulator 

does not and also cannot take the activities of players on the financial market into account (Foundati-

onal Economy Collective, 2018). 

 

From the perspective of long-term historical development, the French water companies represent a 

historical exception (see e.g. Chapter 5.1) in the otherwise publicly controlled water and sanitation 

industry. As Pezon (2000) documented, French companies strengthened their market influence across 

the nation in the second half of the 20th century, and from the 1990s onwards, they drove forward the 

internationalisation of their business activities concerned with water, in light of increasingly saturated 

markets in France (Hall and Lobina, 2012a). This expansion was effectively halted in the 2000s, 

when privatisation by means of risky PPP agreements proved to be problematic (see also Chapter 


