Table12.7

TABLE 12.7 Types of political economy, recent growth in labor producnvxry and real
compensation, and household i income mcquahcy :

Labor . " Reat . - Househald
praductivity compensation dispasable income
growth, 1979- growth / year, inequality (90/10
96 (%)° ~ 1989-96 (%)° ratio), circa 1990°
Left Corporatist® ‘ ) . : . : -
' " Sweden : 20 (8 0.8 (8) 278 (17)
Norway ° . 1.8 (10 : 14 ' (4) 280 . (15)
Finland . 36 - (2 .23 1. 2750 (18)
Denmark - 21 (6) - 1.6 3 - - 2.86 (14) .
cell avg. : 2.4 1.5 280 :
Left-Catholic Corporatist ‘ L7
- Netherdands 1.6 (12) .-, 0.4 (15) 3.05 (13}
Belgium . 20 (B) 1.7 2 . - 279 (16)
Austria . I 23 (3) 1.3 & 3.34 10y
© cell avg. ' 2.0 1 . . 3.06
Catholic Carporatist BE ‘ . . .
italy , .21 (8) C07 (9 314 (12)
© (West) Germany 11 (15) 0.1 (17 - 3.21 (11) -
cell avg, ° 1.6 043 o a.18 -
" Corparatist Without Labor _

‘ France - _ 22 (4) 11 . (7) 7348 - (7)
Japan . 22 - (4) 0.7  (9) 4.17 (5)
Switzerland" 1~ 04 (@8) 0.7 (9) - 3.43 (9) -
cell avg. ) 1.6 - 0.8 3.69 .

Least Corporatist . o &

T United States . a8 (17 01 (18) . - 578 (1

United Kingdom 1.8 (10) 0.5 (13) 467 . (2)
New Zealand .13 (13) -0.8 (18) © 3.46 8) .
Australia ' 1.3 (13) « 0.6 (12) 4.30 (3)
Canada =~ ) 1.0 (16) 0.8 (13) 3.90 (6)
ireland - | 3.9 (1) 1.4 (4) 418  (4)
cell avg. ) 1.7 o 0.4 4.38

18 country avg. S 1.9 . ) 08 S 386

sracl mxssmg .
bBusiness secror average percent increase pcr yc:u: Sourcc OECD data in sthcl Bernstein, and Schmite
(1999), table 8.4. The Irish exception is discussed in chapter 2.
‘Compensation per employee in business sector. Growth rate for West Germany, x979 91: unified Ger-
. many, 1992 —96. Source: OECD data analyzed by ibid., table 8.5.
4Source: Gotschalk and Smceding (1997), figure 2. Post-tax and aansfer income adjusted by household
size based on real income {1991 U.S. dollars) as percentage of national median. The 10th pcrccnn.lc re-
ceives 3 higher income than 10% of the population. )
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Figure 12.1. Causal model for regression analyses of the major sources of economic performance,

nineteen rich democracies




| TABLE 12.5 THE INTERACTION OF CORPORATISM, VULNERABILITY TO ENERGY SHOCKS,
WELFARE EFFORT, AND ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE, 1950 TO 1989

High Vulnerability to Energy Shocks, 1970 Low to Medium Vulnerability to Energy Shocks, 1970
Corporatist without . Corporatist Corporatist without Corporatist Least Corporatist
Labor; Lean Spenders Big Spenders Labor; Big Spender Big Spenders** Lean Spenders
Econ. Perf. Index Econ. Perf. Index Econ. Perf. Index Econ. Perf. Index Econ. Perf. Index
1950 1965 1974 1980 1985 1950 1965 1974 1980 1985 1950 1965 1974 1980 1985 1950 1965 1974 198¢ 1985 1950 1965 1974 1980 198S
-4 =74 19 -84 -89 -4 -4 79 -84 -89 -4 14 ~19 -84 _g9 -4 M4 79 -84 -89 e R ]
Japan 4 4 6 [ 6 Sweden 4 3 3 4 3 France 3 5 4 ! 2 W. Germany S 4 5 4 4 New Zealund 3 3 2 3 1
Swizertland 4 3 4 5 5 Finland 4 3 2 4 3 Norway® 4 3 6 H 3 Australia® 3 3 1 3 2
Belgium 4 5 3 3 4 & Austria 4 6 6 5 5 United States* 2 2 2 4 4
Denmark 3 2 2 2 2 Netheelands® 4 3 4 2 2 Canada®* 2 3 2 1 2
Tealy 3 2 1 1 2 Israel 2 2 1 - = | United Kingdom* 2 1 1 1 2
Ireland t 1 2 t 3
Averages 40 36 50 55 55 [Averages 36 30 22 28 28 | Averages 30 S0 40 L0 2.0 |} Averages 38 16 44 40 35 | Averages 22 22 1y 22 23

*+Gi y & marginal case of corporatism; Israel a lean spender.
*Least vulnerable to energy shocks




FIGURE 2.1: MODEL EXPLAINING PERFORMANCE AMONG 19 RICH DEMOCRACIES INCLUDING ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE
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