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Abstract

Corporatism is an important concept in comparative research. However, crucial ques-
tions about trends of corporatism and its impact cannot be tested because time-
variant indexes are out of date or cover only a small sample of countries. In this
study, a corporatism index is developed and applied to 42 countries on an annual
basis from 1960 to 2010. The application of this index demonstrates that there is no
decline of corporatism over the past five decades. However, the model states - above
all Sweden - reduced corporatist arrangements. In contrast, other countries, such asin
the Benelux region, increased their degree of corporatism and new corporatist states
like Slovenia and South Africa emerged. The index developed in this article may be a
helpful tool for many scholars in the fields of political economy and macro-compara-
tive politics. It makes a dynamic analysis concerning the status of corporatism as
dependent and independent variable possible.

Key words: comparative politics, capitalist systems, varieties of capitalism, associations, industrial
relations, institutional change
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1. Introduction

The concept of corporatism has always generated considerable academic interest in compara-
tive politics. It was analytically developed in the 1970s and 1980s and classifies systems of
interest representation and institutionalized patterns of policy formation on a continuum
from corporatism to pluralism (Schmitter, 1974; Schmitter and Lehmbruch, 1979). These
early studies suggested that corporatist arrangements peaked during the 1970s and early
1980s and were fully implemented in the model states of Sweden and Austria.
Subsequently, many authors (Cawson, 1985; Golden et al., 1995; Ferner and Hyman,
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1998) have shown that corporatism is in decline. Proof of this trend has been given mainly
from examining the model state of Sweden (Lash, 1985; Lindvall and Sebring, 2005).

Philippe Schmitter (1989; Schmitter and Grote, 1997) offers another interpretation. He
claims that corporatism is cyclically reoccurring and assumes that corporatism peaks
around every 20 to 30 years. However, even if he concedes that countries differ in their cyclical
changes in corporatist arrangements, he is not clear if the relative degree of corporatist ar-
rangements is always the same or if other countries take the lead in one cycle and others in
another cycle. The latter pattern would claim that corporatism is experiencing a ‘changing
of the guard’ and that countries emerge as strongly corporatist nowadays that have not
been extremely corporatist in former cycles.

Addressing the question about the meaning of corporatism is essential in political
economy because corporatism is an important explanans in many areas of social sciences.
Although the main focus of corporatist research has been on its positive effects on economic
performance (Schmidt, 1982; Bruno and Sachs, 1985; Calmfors et al., 1988; Crepaz, 1992;
Boix, 1998; Garrett, 1998; Armingeon, 2002; Wilensky, 2002) and social policy (Castles,
1998; Huber and Stephens, 2001; Iversen, 2005), it has also proved to be an important con-
ceptual variable for analyzing environmental performance (Jahn, 1998; Scruggs, 1999,
2001) as well as law production (Huber and Shipan, 2002). Furthermore, there are
studies that aim to incorporate the corporatist tradition within the broader research
program of comparative capitalism (Kitschelt ez al., 1999). In this field of comparative pol-
itical economy, the varieties of capitalism (VoC) tradition has become the dominant ap-
proach (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Streeck, 2011). However, when the key VoC concept of
complementarity is ushered through the difficult process of operationalization for macro-
comparative study, it resembles and correlates highly with most corporatism indices (Hall
and Gingerich, 2009).

In a similar fashion, corporatism has become an integral part of studying political institu-
tions such as in Lijphart’s (1999) ‘Patterns of Democracy’. When re-analyzing Lijphart’s
study, it has been concluded that most significant findings of consensus democracies on eco-
nomic, social and environmental performance can be traced back to the inclusion of corpor-
atism into Lijphart’s index (Anderson, 2001; Roller, 2005, p. 255). In other words, while the
study of corporatism outright has received dwindling attention in recent years, it has remained
an important conceptual variable used in a wide variety of research contexts (Molina and
Rhodes, 2002; Streeck and Kenworthy, 2005).

Nevertheless, despite its important analytical status, the empirical modeling and operatio-
nalization of corporatism has always been a challenge. Early attempts were based on impres-
sionistic judgments by a single author either on an ordinal scale or as a dummy variable (for
overviews see Siaroff, 1999; Kenworthy, 2003). Lijphart and Crepaz (1991) summarized the
judgments of 12 authors and offered the first metric scale of corporatism for 18 countries.
However, these attempts at operationalizing corporatism for macro-comparative study were
based on cross-sectional analysis. In recent times however, macro-comparative analysis has
moved from cross-section to time-series—cross-section (TSCS) analysis. Therefore, we need a
time-variant concept of corporatism. Siaroff (1999) was the first to construct an index of cor-
poratism—or, as he called it, integrated economies—for each decade: the late 1960s, 1970s,
1980s and mid-1990s. Although there is a time-variant element in his index, this time variance
is rather limited and concludes that TSCS analysis encounters problems when using his index.
The variable was inflated in regression analyses, absorbed by other country-specific variables
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or the use of fixed effects models." As Huber and Stephens (2001, p. 63) point out, by using
Lehmbruch’s index of corporatism, ‘the corporatist measure suffers from greater measurement
error . . . because the degree of corporatist bargaining varies somewhat through time within
countries but the measure does not’. As a consequence, the authors eliminated corporatism
from their empirical analysis. Another time-variant indicator of corporatism has been intro-
duced by Hicks and Kenworthy (1998). The HK-index incorporates other corporatism
indexes and various other aspects, which make this index rather arbitrarily constructed. An
even greater drawback is the fact that Siaroff’s and the HK data end in the mid-1990s. In other
words, there are no data and information about the past two decades. However, these two
decades have clearly been very important due to globalization and with it, the widely
claimed decline of corporatism (Schmitter and Grote, 1997; Ferner and Hyman, 1998).

Another deficiency of all corporatist indexes is that they cover only the most developed in-
dustrialized societies organized in the OECD—often fewer than 18 countries. No attempt has
been made to apply this concept systematically to other countries, although it is quite obvious
that the coordination of the economy is also important outside the OECD world. Concerning
the countries of Central Eastern Europe (CEE), Bohle and Greskovits (2007) introduced a very
rough concept of corporatism, concluding that only Slovenia meets the criteria of corporatism.
All of the Baltic states fall into the category of neoliberal states whereas the Visegrad states (the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and the Slovak Republic) are found to be embedded neo-
liberal states.* Other case study evidence conclude that Slovenia, Singapore and South Africa
fulfill the criteria of strong tripartism, and South Korea, Poland and Chile have only weak cor-
poratist arrangements (Fraile and Baccaro, 2010). No attempt whatsoever has been made to
estimate the degree of corporatism in the new EU member states Cyprus and Malta or other
rapidly industrializing countries such as Mexico, Brazil and India.

The major purpose of this study is to offer a time-variant index of corporatism that covers
42 countries over several decades. In so doing, this study will offer an up-to-date and broadly
applicable conceptual variable useful in a wide variety of contemporary research contexts.?
Although the work primarily focuses on constructing such an index in analytical and empir-
ical respects, it also gives some descriptive accounts of important empirical questions.* First,
the theses that corporatism is in decline or cyclically reoccurring is tested. Time-invariant or
limited changing indexes could not answer this question comprehensively, and the main evi-
dence for the decline of corporatism is from case studies of individual states. With the new

1 Kittel (1999); Hicks and Kenworthy (2003). There are statistical solutions (Pliimper and Troeger, 2007)
which, however, do not solve problems of validity. The complaint that no time-variant corporatism
indexes exist is still relevant in current research; see for instance Ward et al. (2011, p. 539), Jensen
(2011, pp. 173, 174).

2 Embedded neoliberal states are less market-liberal and socially more inclusive than neoliberal states
(higher expenditure on social protection, active and passive labor market policies and a higher cover-
age rate of collective bargaining).

3 There are countless more corporatism indexes for certain sectors, policies or countries which authors
have tailored for the analysis of their specific research question. These indexes will not be considered
in this article.

4 | refrain from causal statements and analyses to avoid confusing index construction, which is the
purpose of this article, with causal analysis. Often indexes are constructed in light of specific research
questions, leading to severe conceptual biases due to the fact those indexes are tailored for answering
posed research questions.
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index developed in this article, the question of trends of corporatism can be answered more
comprehensively than in case studies. As the results will demonstrate, the picture is diverse,
showing that while the model states of corporatism may have experienced a decline in corpor-
atism, not only did other states increase their degree of corporatist arrangements, but some coun-
tries formerly operating with moderate degrees of corporatism have increased their corporatist
arrangements. The second question is concerned with countries for which we have no or very
limited information about their degree of corporatism. However, these countries are becoming
an increasingly important area of research and can be analyzed together with the established
highly industrialized states. This is particularly true for the new EU member states. Integrated
analyses of West and East European states are often hindered by the fact that there is insufficient
information for key variables such as corporatism. The same is true for other new democratic
states with substantial economic power such as Brazil, India, South Korea, Chile, Mexico and
South Africa, which are seldom analyzed together with other highly industrialized states. Finally,
the article will analyze the development of corporatism by classifying countries as high, average
and low in degrees of corporatism, comparing to their heydays and to their endogenous devel-
opment over time. The analysis shows that there is no unified trend and that there are fewer coun-
tries reducing their degree of corporatism compared with countries increasing it.

The article is organized in the following way. In the next part, the concept of corporatism is
discussed by mainly focusing on Siaroff’s (1999) seminal work on integrated economies.
Siaroff summarized the debate of corporatism up to the 1990s and offered thus far the
most suitable concept for empirical analysis.® However, it will be shown that his concept
has some weaknesses in construct validity. Therefore, this article develops a parsimonious
concept of corporatism. In the third part, the concept developed in the second part of the
article is operationalized with empirical data from 1960 to 2010, which are available for
42 countries.® It shows that the index of corporatism developed here is uni-dimensional
and correlates strongly with established indexes, although there are some specific deviations
from other indexes which are discussed in this section as well. In section 4, the article provides
some answers to the questions raised above and concludes that new countries move to the top
with regard to corporatism while others fall behind. That means that there is a change of the
guard among corporatist countries. The article concludes by pointing out the relevance of this
index for statistical analysis and the need for further research to increase the empirical validity
of an index of corporatism.

2. The concept of corporatism

Corporatism is an ambiguous analytical concept and many authors define it in their own way
for their particular studies.” By summarizing the debate up to the late 1990s, Siaroff argues

5 The most comprehensive overviews of existing indexes of corporatism are Siaroff (1999); Hicks and
Kenworthy (2003); Kenworthy (2003); Kenworthy and Kittel (2003).

6 The selection of the countries is mainly driven by the availability of data. This is justifiable for this
article because the major goal is to develop a tool for future research. In this respect, the answers
to the analytical questions suffer from selection bias. However, in this case, | summarize countries
in specific groups which make analytical sense.

7 This section was written with the help of Douglas Voigt, who supported me in developing the analytical
framework.
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that an ‘ideal type’ of corporatism involves (a) structural features, (b) functional role, (c) be-
havioral patterns and (d) favorable context (Siaroff, 1999, pp. 177-182). He uses a maximal-
ist approach of defining corporatism, which risks concept redundancy (Munck and Verkuilen,
2002) and conceptual overstretching (Sartori, 1970), by providing a list of 22 indicators, some
of which are far removed from the concept of corporatism. This is particularly true for the
variables of ‘favorable context’. These variables reach from ‘small open economies’, ‘consen-
sual or even consociational political tradition’, ‘dominance of a unified social democratic
party’, ‘high level of social expenditure’, and ‘successful economic performance’. All these
factors actually have little to do with corporatist structure or behavior, but are outcomes
and circumstances that should not be added to the core concept of corporatism. For
example, behavioral patterns, which include low number of strikes, are implausible to use
as an independent variable of economic success (or social expenditure for that matter) if
these elements are already an integral part of the concept of corporatism (endogeneity
problem).

I therefore turn to a more parsimonious concept of corporatism influenced by the analyt-
ical and theoretical work of Streeck and Kenworthy (20035). Streeck and Kenworthy follow the
historical development of proto-corporatist arrangements, locating its genesis in the self-
organized labor movement of the 19th century, which eventually became organized into
the tripartite system between workers, capitalists and the state in the early postwar period.
Examining the neocorporatist research program originating in the 1970s, they describe in
detail: ‘A central topic became the relationship between, on the one hand, the organization
of group interests in established intermediary associations (the structural aspect of neocorpor-
atism) and, on the other, the political coordination between interest associations and the state
(the functional aspect; Lehmbruch and Schmitter, 1982; Streeck and Kenworthy, 20035,
p. 448). In addition and departing somewhat from Streeck and Kenworthy, the concept of
corporatism developed here analytically separates the scope of corporatist agreements from
organizational structures and the functional role in relation to the state. Scope is an important
empirical aspect of corporatism because it is attentive to the societal penetration of corporatist
arrangements, thereby highlighting the degree of importance corporatist arrangements play
for a given political economy. In what follows, I elaborate each aspect and its empirical
form in more detail.

In structural terms, selected organizations tend to enjoy a representational monopoly.
These organizations are highly centralized and efficient. The collective actors in a corporatist
system are organized in a centralized and hierarchical manner. Peak associations dominate,
and organizations on lower levels obey the strategic parameters and agreements forged by
the peak associations. In industrial relations, the relationship between work councils and
trade unions is crucial. Work councils should be strong and able to reach agreements with
firms, but they also should obey the larger strategy of the trade union. In other words, the
degree of hierarchical centralization is the empirical form of the structural aspect of
corporatism.

The functional aspect of corporatism relates to the role these organizations play vis-a-vis
the state. The state takes an active role in intervening either directly or indirectly into economic
policy. However, this intervention is not one-sided or compulsory but a consultative or con-
certed one. Corporatism ‘depends on political incentives and sanctions to make interest groups
cooperative with public purposes’ (Streeck and Kenworthy, 2003, p. 448). This style of inter-
est mediation by the state elucidates the functional form of corporatism. Since both sides
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belong to a ‘conflict partnership’ (Miiller-Jentsch, 1998)—in industrial relations and econom-
ic policy, mainly employer associations, large industries and enterprises on one side and trade
unions and work councils on the other—the state aims to reach compromises by intervention
and intermediation. Employer associations, trade unions and the state (government) must
work in a tripartite manner and these organizations should have broader aspirations. For
unions, that means that they are interested in global economic and social aspects and not
focused on business affairs (such as business unions in contrast to social or political
unions) (Perlman, 1928; Offe and Wiesenthal, 1980; Jahn, 1988).

The final aspect of corporatism is its scope, that is, who in a given state is actually affected
by the agreements reached between the organizations. While the structural and functional
aspects of corporatism concern the organizations involved (in industrial relations trade
unions and employer associations) and the organizations’ relation to the state, these aspects
overlook the actual output of corporatist arrangements: the agreements reached between the
collective actors (in industrial relations above all wage bargaining and agreement about the
basic goals of economic and social policy). In terms of agreements reached in corporatist
systems, these agreements are coordinated and encompass varying degrees of economy-wide
implementation. This encompassing aspect may be reinforced by law in that legal provisions
are mandatory and extended to large part of the workforce (Mundlak, 2007). The empirical
form which the scope aspect of corporatism takes is therefore the degree to which agreements
encompass broader society.

To state it succinctly, corporatism as a conceptual tool entails three elements similar to the
conceptual design of the policy process illuminated by several scholars working in other tradi-
tions: an input, throughput and output.® Considering the end result of corporatist arrange-
ments is an agreement forged by compromise between conflicting interest organizations
(inputs) and mediated by the state (throughput), the scope of its implementation is an accept-
able indicator of its effect (output). This can be represented in the following Table 1.

Starting out from such a parsimonious concept of corporatism, I operationalize this
concept for an empirical analysis of 42 countries covering the postwar period from 1960 to
2010. To construct a valid, time-variant and up-to-date index of corporatism, eight issues
from the database on Institutional Characteristics of Trade Unions, Wage Setting, State
Intervention and Social Pacts (ICTWSS) by Jelle Visser (2011) are used.” The data are
based on a systematic coding by Visser from various national and comparative sources. The
eight issues are concerned with the settings of wage bargaining and the characteristics of trade
unions—covering various aspects of corporatism. Unfortunately, the dataset falls short in
certain respects. Above all, it lacks detailed information about employers’ associations and
does not cover all levels in society sufficiently. In particular, data on sectoral agreements are
missing. Nevertheless, Visser’s dataset covers the most relevant aspects of corporatism, and
the data are available annually from 1960 to 2010 for 42 countries.'® In the following, the

8 For instance, see Easton’s (1965) system theoretical approach to political science. This also roughly
aligns with Streeck (2009, p. 253) recent reconceptualization of institutionalist political economy along
Polanyian lines, which ‘justifies considering institutional regimes, or systems, as processes’.

9 Data are from http:/www.uva-aias.net/208 (last accessed June 2011).

10 Visser actually supplies data for 48 countries. However, complete data for the issues used in this

article were only available for 33 countries. For three countries (Brazil, Greece and Slovenia)
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Table 1 Aspects and forms of corporatism

Aspect  Structure Function Scope
Form  Degree of hierarchical Degree of concertation Degree to which agreements encompass
centralization with the state broader segments of society

methodology used by Visser and the issues applied in this study are introduced within the con-
ceptual categories outlined above.

3. Operationalizing corporatism in 42 countries from 1960 to 2010

For systematic operationalization, it will be useful to proceed first according to how observa-
tions from Visser’s data align with each of the conceptual forms of corporatism outlined
above. In this study, the issues relevant for corporatism are selected from the list of issues
offered by Visser and subsequently classified according to which of the three conceptual
aspects of corporatism they represent. Table 2 summarizes the issues taken into account for
an index of corporatism. It also shows how the issues meet the criteria of corporatism.

3.1 Structure

The first issue (I) is concerned with the organizational structure of collective actors. To par-
ticipate in corporatist arrangements, the organizational structure of the collective actors must
represent the interests of their members. In other words, interest groups should be centralized
and should have the authority to negotiate in the name of their members (‘the logic of mem-
bership’ in Schmitter and Streeck’s [1999] terms). Ideally, one should have this information for
all participating interest groups. However, empirical data are only available for trade unions.
Visser supplies an aggregated index that is based on the methodology of Iversen (1999). It
combines data on concentration or fragmentation of trade unions with information on the
division of authority in the trade union movement. In particular, the relationship between
the peak associations, affiliated unions and local and workplace branches are of interest
here. That means that this indicator covers the structural aspect of organizations. The index
is continuous and varies between 0 and 1.

The next two items are concerned with plant-level management. As Siaroff reminds us,
economic integration should be realized at various levels such as the national, sectoral and
firm level (Cawson, 1985; Kenworthy and Kittel, 2003). The two issues cover two equally im-
portant aspects: (II) the relation between firm-level representation and the national represen-
tation by trade unions, on one hand, and (III) the autonomous representation of firm-level
participations, on the other. Both aspects refer only to the side of the representation of
labor since there are no comparable data for the employers’ organization at the firm level.
This is an acceptable omission for the rather obvious reason that employers’ organization is
effectively represented by the firm’s management.

More specifically, issue IT measures the connection between labor organizations at the firm
level with national trade unions and is strongest when national unions have a direct impact on

missing data could be imputed. For an additional six countries (Chile, India, Israel, Mexico, Singapore,
South Korea) a subset of issues were taken to calculate the corporatism index.
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Table 2 Issues measuring corporatism

Category of corporatism Issue Measurement
Structure I Organizational structure of collective actors
I Structure of work council representation
I Rights of work councils
Function v Government intervention in wage bargaining
\Y Dominant level of wage bargaining
VI Involvement of unions and employers in government decisions
Scope viI Coordination of wage bargaining
VI Mandatory extension of collective agreements

work councils. Such a system is called a single-channel system (Denmark, Finland since 1968,
Norway, Sweden). A dual-channel system exists when trade unions and work councils are in-
dependent from each other. In this case, it is possible to distinguish whether trade unions have
an informal dominance over work councils (such as in Belgium) or are supplementary to
unions (Austria, France, Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Slovenia). In some instances,
work councils are only accepted if no unions are present at the firm level (Greece). Finally,
there are no legal provisions for representation if no unions are present or recognized
(Australia, New Zealand, UK, and USA). This variation leads to the following coding by
Visser:
(IT) Structure of work council representation

4 = single-channel, union based on law or national agreement

3 = dual-channel, union dominated, based on law or national agreement

2 = dual-channel, supplementary to union, based on law or national agreement

1 = single-channel, union, based on local agreements, legal provisions for representation
only if no union present or recognized

0 = single-channel, union, based on local agreements, no legal provisions for representa-
tion if no union present or recognized

Issue III also refers to the firm level and is concerned with the rights of the work councils. For
the sake of operational simplicity, the broader these rights and the more involved the work
councils are in general issues, the higher the degree of corporatism. Contrasting the organiza-
tion of workers strictly by management and lacking an autonomous hierarchy of representa-
tion, this aspect illuminates the degree of corporatist centralization at the firm level.

(I) Rights of work councils

3 = economic and social rights, including codetermination on some issues
2 =economic and social rights, consultation (advice) only

1 =social rights

0 = no rights (sanctions), only information

3.2 Function
Because corporatism serves the public function of stabilized economic policy making between
conflicting interests, a general interest of the state, measuring the functional aspect of
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corporatism should incorporate the relationship between those interests and the state (the
‘logic of influence’ in Schmitter and Streeck’s terms). The next issue used for this index of cor-
poratism is therefore the participation of governments in wage bargaining. It is a hierarchical
classification of government intervention which reaches from governments imposing wage set-
tlements (5) to governments providing an institutional framework (1). The five-point scale
measuring government intervention was originally developed by Hassel (2006) but has
since been modified by Visser by disaggregating negotiated wage pacts and
government-imposed wage settlements. Following is the original wording of Issue IV:
(IV) Government intervention in wage bargaining

5 = the government imposes private sector wage settlements, places a ceiling on bargaining
outcomes or suspends bargaining;

4 = the government participates directly in wage bargaining (tripartite bargaining, as in
social pacts);

3 = the government influences wage bargaining outcomes indirectly through price ceilings,
indexation, tax measures, minimum wages, and/or pattern setting through public sector
wages;

2 = the government influences wage bargaining by providing an institutional framework of
consultation and information exchange, by conditional agreement to extend private
sector agreements, and/or by providing a conflict resolution mechanism which links
the settlement of disputes across the economy and/or allows the intervention of state ar-
bitrators or Parliament;

1 =none of the above.

It must be noted, however, that imposing wage settlements (5) is certainly no feature of social
corporatism (Katzenstein, 1985; Streeck and Kenworthy, 2005). As Colin Crouch (1996,
p- 359; see also Crouch, 1993) has pointed out: ‘Neo-corporatism is certainly not a form of
government intervention in wage determination through such devises as statutory income pol-
icies. The central point of neo-corporatist systems is rather that the discipline of interest organ-
isation is used instead of state power, perhaps even in order to ensure that state power does not
have to be exercised’. Therefore, in this study, this option is moved into the rest category (1).
Siaroff (1999, p. 194) also coded imposition of the state as statism which means noncorpora-
tist. The notion that governments influence wage bargaining outcomes indirectly through
price ceilings, tax measures, minimum wages and so on is difficult to classify (item 3). On
one hand, it is a feature of corporatism that governments initiate and trigger negotiated situa-
tions. An example is the 1982 Wassenaar agreement (Visser and Hemerijck, 1997). This fact
has also been stressed by Crouch (1996, p. 359): ‘Obviously governments will always be in-
terested in how institutions of this kind will be behaving . . . it may interfere informally and
discreetly, threaten to take action until the parties behave, try to prop up a faltering neocor-
poratism’. On the other hand, this statement encompasses one-sided action by governments
including price ceilings, minimal wages and so on which I do not consider as features of cor-
poratism. Although I acknowledge that item 3 is in a gray area of corporatism, I decided to
exclude this item as a feature of corporatism and move it to category 1. That leaves me with
three hierarchical items of government intervention (except the rest category). The first (item
4) involves government participation in a tripartite bargaining. This is the classical form of a
strong corporatist arrangement. The second (item 2) is an item where governments are not
participating but rather provide an institutional framework for collective bargaining and
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offers arbitration in case of conflict. This is a weaker corporatist government behavior than
actively participating in negotiations. The last item 1 indicates that the state is not participating
in corporatist arrangements either by being passive or imposing.

The next two issues give detailed information about concertation. The first of these issues
focuses on concertation of wage bargaining. Even if all levels of collective coordination are
important in the concept of corporatism, cooperation should be organized by the state and
the peak organizations of labor and capital. The most efficient way of cooperation is a
form of centralization which in turn takes place at the national level. Therefore, to efficiently
represent interests, peak organization at the national level should be strong and able to discip-
line organizations on lower levels. Although this issue theoretically also belongs in the analyt-
ical category of structure, due to its organizational component, the actual measurement of the
Visser data suggests it aligns more closely to its functional aspect. This is due to the fact that
the measurement suggests a spectrum of wage bargaining in which the state is clearly essential
when taking place at the national level and decreasingly influences the bargaining process the
closer to the firm level it becomes. The wording is as follows:

(V) The dominant level(s) at which wage bargaining takes place

§ =national or central level

4 = national or central level, with additional sectoral/local or company bargaining
3 =sectoral or industry level

2 =sectoral or industry level, with additional local or company bargaining

1 =local or company bargaining

The other issue concerned with concertation focuses on consultation and involvement of inter-
est groups in governments’ decisions on broader social, economic and so on issues and general
policies. Here collective nongovernmental actors participate in the preparation of legislation
and regulation. This integration of nongovernmental organizations supports, if not guaran-
tees, the success of legislations and regulations. If accepted by the nongovernmental organiza-
tions, these laws and regulations are implemented much easier than when the affected
organizations are just informed by the government of a change of laws or regulations.
Regular and comprehensive concertation is therefore an essential part of a well-developed
corporatism.!!

(VI) Routine involvement of unions and employers in government decisions on social and
economic policy

11 Social pacts between governments, unions and employer associations and nationwide agreements
between unions and employer associations are notincluded in the study here, although they receive
high attentions in current research of coordinated economies (Hancke, 2005; Avdagic et al,, 2011). The
main reason for this is that social pacts and agreements are coded either for the years they are nego-
tiated or signed. However, social pacts and agreements may have long-term effects, and they are in
operation for many years. For this fact, however, there is no information. Social pacts and agreements
may also have an effect on the other issues in the study and including them may lead to double count-
ing similar effects, which would be inappropriate for the construction of an index. Furthermore, it has
been argued that when social contract negotiations break down, that does not indicate that the ‘basic
structure of intermediation’ is affected (Schmitter, 1989, p. 65). Therefore it has been decided to
exclude social pacts and agreements for the index of corporatism. This exclusion is mainly grounded
on methodological reasons and does not dispute the importance of social pacts in industrial relations.
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2 = full concertation, regular and frequent involvement
1 = partial concertation, irregular and infrequent involvement
0 = nonconcertation, involvement is rare or absent

3.3 Scope

The final aspect of corporatism concerns the degree to which society is encompassed by the
agreements made under corporatist arrangements. This conceptual aspect leads directly to the
most difficult measurement to analytically classify: the coordination of wage bargaining
(agreements). It covers the leverage of wage bargaining—reaching from economy-wide bar-
gaining (5) to fragmented bargaining (1) (Kenworthy, 2001). This issue grasps the require-
ment that corporatist arrangements involve the entire economy in effect and therefore falls
within the scope aspect of the concept of corporatism. The wording is as follows:

(VII) Coordination of wage bargaining

5 = economy-wide bargaining, based on (a) enforceable agreements between the central
organizations of unions and employers affecting the entire economy or entire private
sector, or on (b) government imposition of a wage schedule, freeze, or ceiling

4 = mixed industry and economy-wide bargaining: (a) central organizations negotiate
nonenforceable central agreements (guidelines) and/or (b) key unions and employers as-
sociations set patterns for the entire economy

3 = industry bargaining with no or irregular pattern setting, limited involvement of central
organizations and limited freedoms for company bargaining

2 =mixed or alternating industry- and firm-level bargaining, with weak enforceability of
industry agreements

1 = none of the above, fragmented bargaining, mostly at company level

However, the complication here is that the strongest form of coordination also includes ‘gov-
ernment imposition of a wage schedule, freeze or ceiling’ (option b of item 5). As mentioned
for issue IV, imposition is not considered a characteristic of corporatism, and therefore, for the
sake of operationalizing a single index of corporatism, item 5 is moved to item 1 if the former
issue IV of government intervention has been coded 5 or 3.

The scope of collective agreements can also be supported by laws that encourage centra-
lized bargaining (Mundlak, 2007). Mandatory extension of collective agreements by public
law to nonorganized firms is clearly a measurement of this aspect of corporatism.
Mandatory extension is an important law that fosters nationwide cooperation. If collective
agreements are extended to firms or even sectors that are only marginally involved in the col-
lective bargaining between unions and employer associations, then these have a much higher
economy-wide coordinating impact than agreements that are only applied to individual firms.
Therefore, the final issue is concerned with this aspect.

(VIII) Mandatory extension of collective agreements by public law to nonorganized firms

2 =legal provision for mandatory extension available, regularly applied and affecting sig-
nificant share of the workforce (>10%)

1 =legal provision for mandatory extension available, but not regularly or widely used
(<10%)

0 = legal provision for mandatory extension not available
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To obtain an index of corporatism, a factor analysis has been conducted that includes the eight
items described above.'? The factor analysis comes to a one-dimensional result (factors with
an eigenvalue of >1)."® This dimension explains 88%. To obtain a flexible measure the
z-scores of each item have been summed up.'* For further analysis, the five-year average of
the index has been calculated because corporatism is a slowly changing institutional setting
and changes in one year can be counter-balanced in the next year.'® Only if changes are per-
sistent they should be taken as a sign that the degree of corporatism changed over time in a
country.

3.4 Results and validity

I now present the results of my analysis and contrast the new index developed in this article
with Siaroff’s and Hicks and Kenworthy’s findings and the conclusion from other studies,
mainly case studies for specific countries. The Siaroff and HK indexes are taken as yardsticks
for the newly constructed corporatist index because they cover a relatively large number of
countries and have (some) variation over time. Case studies are referred to when these
indexes and the new index deviate or when countries have not been included in corporatist
indices before. Table 3 shows the basic descriptive statistics for the corporatism index for
42 countries from 1960 to 2010. However, when reading Table 3 one should keep in mind
that the data refer to the period from 1960 to 2010 for most countries. For others the data start
from the mid-1990s (most Central Eastern European and transition states) or the last couple of
years (Brazil and Mexico).

Over the period from 1960 to 2010 the countries with the highest corporatism scores are
Austria, followed by Sweden, Belgium, the Netherlands, Norway and Germany. Other
countries with high scores (top tercile) are Finland, Slovenia, South Africa and Denmark.
Finland has, together with Israel and Ireland, a very high standard deviation compared
with the other countries, indicating a substantial change in the degree of corporatism
during the period of investigation. Examining Figure 1, it becomes clear that Finland and

12 For Brazil, Greece, Mexico and Slovenia data for union centralization are missing. These have been
imputed by regressing issues I, V, VI and VIII on union centralization. The factor analysis was con-
ducted with the 36 countries with complete data (included the countries with imputed data). The cor-
poratism index for other countries rely on only some issues because of missing data: Mexico had no
data for issue VII; Chile for issues I, Il and IV; Israel for issues I, Il and 1I; South Korea and India for
issues I, I, Ill and VI; and Singapore for issues II, Il and VIII.

13 The eigenvalue is 3.24. The next factor has an eigenvalue of only 0.62, which clearly shows that the
developed concept of corporatism in this article is one-dimensional.

14 The factors scores have not been used to include Chile, India, Israel, Mexico, Singapore and South
Korea into the analysis, which would have been dropped because of a missing issue. Factor scores of
the first dimension and the summed-up index are almost identical and correlate at 0.98. The items
haven been entered with equal weights into the index because any weighting of individual items
is open for dispute. In the context of other aggregated indices, Hopkins (1991, p. 1471) suggests:
‘since it is probably impossible to obtain agreement on weights, the simplest arrangement [equal
weighting] is the best choice’.

15 The index of corporatism can be downloaded from http:/comparativepolitics.uni-greifswald.de/. Here
the annual and the five-year moving averages are displayed (once calculated with factor scores and
once with added z-standardized variables) as well as the do-file which extracts the corporatism index
from the original data.
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Table 3 Average ranks and scores of corporatism in 42 countries (indices are z-standardized)

Standard Years Number
Rank Country Mean Minimum Maximum deviation covered of years
1 Austria 2.06 1.61 2.38 0.20 1960-2010 51
2 Sweden 1.26 0.72 1.56 0.27 1960-2010 51
3 Belgium 1.21 0.72 1.57 0.20 1960-2010 51
4 Netherlands 1.08 0.58 1.65 0.30 1960-2010 51
5 Norway 1.03 0.37 1.92 0.34 1960-2010 51
6 Germany 1.01 0.91 1.25 0.11 1960-2010 51
7 Finland 0.99 -0.79 1.70 0.85 1960-2010 51
8 Slovenia 0.96 -0.07 1.61 0.63 1990-2010 21
9 South Africa 0.96 0.90 0.97 0.02 1994-2010 17
10 Denmark 0.68 0.08 0.99 0.23 1960-2010 51
11 Spain 0.59 0.06 1.08 0.32 1978-2010 33
12 Singapore 0.56 —-0.08 0.92 0.35 1960-2010 51
13 Greece 0.43 0.09 0.61 0.15 1974-2010 37
14 Luxembourg 0.24 —0.44 0.73 0.46 1960-2010 51
15 Chile 0.13 -0.16 0.32 0.21 1989-2010 22
16 Israel 0.09 -0.81 2.05 0.92 1960-2010 51
17 Portugal -0.02 —-0.63 0.57 0.41 1976-2010 35
18 Slovakia -0.09 —0.64 0.35 0.28 1990-2010 21
19 Ttaly -0.11 —0.68 0.52 0.46 1960-2010 51
20 Switzerland -0.20 -0.45 —0.04 0.17 1960-2010 51
21 Australia -0.22 -1.21 1.02 0.64 1960-2010 51
22 France -0.23 —-0.42 -0.09 0.08 1960-2010 51
23 South Korea  -0.27 -0.59 0.33 0.28 1987-2010 24
24 India -0.43 -0.51 -0.39 0.0 1960-2010 51
25 Ireland -0.46 -1.57 0.99 0.91 1960-2010 51
26 Cyprus -0.52 -0.57 -0.28 0.09 1990-2010 21
27 Brazil -0.55 -0.55 -0.55 0.00 2000-2010 11
28 New Zealand -0.55 -1.31 —-0.06 0.41 1960-2010 51
29 Czech Rep. -0.59 -0.95 -0.28 0.19 1990-2010 21
30 Bulgaria -0.73 -0.97 -0.29 0.24 1992-2010 19
31 Romania -0.76 -1.05 -0.16 0.29 1993-2010 18
32 Latvia -0.80 -1.01 -0.25 0.24 1993-2010 18
33 Lithuania -0.90 -1.31 —0.60 0.23 1993-2010 18
34 Mexico -0.91 -0.91 -0.91 0.00 1997-2010 14
35 Hungary -0.93 -1.61 —-0.40 0.36 1990-2010 21
36 Japan -1.03 -1.10 —-0.90 0.05 1960-2010 51
37 Poland -1.03 -1.31 —0.66 0.16 1990-2010 21
38 Estonia -1.13 -1.65 -0.50 0.46 1991-2010 20
39 Malta -1.21 -1.27 -1.20 0.02 1990-2010 21
40 U. Kingdom  -1.33 -1.80 -0.07 0.49 1960-2010 51
41 Canada -1.55 -1.62 -1.41 0.06 1960-2010 51
42 United States —1.65 -1.77 -1.50 0.10 1960-2010 51
Total 0.00 -1.80 2.38 1.00 - 1555
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Figure 1 Levels and trends of corporatism in 42 countries from 1960 t02011.

Notes: Solid black line is the new corporatism index developed in this article, dotted black line is the
Siaroff (1999) index of integrated economies, solid gray line is the HK-index developed by Hicks and
Kenworthy (1998). All indices are z-standardized.
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Ireland followed a trend toward a higher degree of corporatism from the 1960 to 2010. A
similar trend can be seen for Slovenia. The result for Slovenia confirms Bohle and
Greskovits’s (2007) conclusion that Slovenia is the only corporatist country in Central
Eastern Europe. The opposite trend is true for Israel, which moved from European-style cor-
poratism to pluralism familiar to North America (Mundlak, 2007). In Australia and the UK,
the degree of corporatism also changed quite substantially. For the UK, the index clearly
shows the period of concertation between 1974 and the “Winter of Discontent’ of 1978/
79. This period is not identified in both Siaroff’s and the HK index. Noncorporatist coun-

tries!'®

are, according to this index, the established OECD countries Japan, UK, Canada and
above all USA. But the Baltic states also have a particularly low degree of corporatism. Other
less researched countries with a low corporatism score are Malta, Hungary, Poland and
Mexico. Figure 1 shows the levels and trends of the z-standardized corporatism index and
of Siaroff’s and the HK index for the overlapping states.'”

It becomes quite obvious that all the indexes of corporatism measure very similar things.
The correlation between the Siaroff and the HK index and the index presented here is 0.76'®
and 0.79. However, Greece, Japan, Spain and Switzerland deviate from Siaroff’s index. If
these four countries are excluded, the correlation increases to 0.90. The HK index deviates
in respect to Australia, Japan and the Netherlands. Excluding these three countries the correl-
ation is 0.91. However, the differences can be explained. Japan and Switzerland have always
been contested cases of corporatism (Siaroff, 1999, pp. 182-184). Together with France,
Switzerland and Japan have often been labeled as corporatism without labor (Pempel and
Tsunekawa, 1979; Lehmbruch, 1984; Wilensky and Turner, 1987). Since the index developed
in this article strongly emphasizes the tripartite relationship, Japan and Switzerland are on a
much lower level of corporatism than estimated by Siaroff. Concerning Greece and Spain,
Siaroff reaches the conclusion that the degree of corporatism is relatively low in these two
countries. However, this can be disputed. Greece had been said to be on the way to tighter
partnership (Kioukias, 2003). In the late 1970s and early 1980s, Spain established a high
level of corporatism, which subsequently declined to a moderate level in the following years
but increased again since 1993 (Schmitter and Grote, 1997, pp. 6-7; Compston, 2003). This
trend follows the data presented here. Vergunst (1999), in constructing his index of corporat-
ism, also comes to the conclusion that Spain and Greece are moderately corporatist.'® This
estimation is in agreement with the classification of these two countries in the new index.

16 Analytically itis not clear that pluralism or statism are on opposite ends of a corporatist scale (Crouch,
1993, pp. 11/12). Therefore the term ‘noncorporatist’ is used when the degree of corporatism is low for
a country.

17 For the Siaroff index the data between the late 1960s, 1970s, 1980s and mid-1990s are linearly
interpolated.

18 For the bivariate correlation only years with data have been compared. For the Siaroff index the years
1969, 1979, 1989 and 1995 have been taken as reference years for the correlation.

19 Vergunst (1999, p. 7) sees two important features of corporatism, which are the consensus style of
collective bargaining and the presence and strength of trade unions. The first feature he measured by
centralization and coordination of the wage setting. The second feature he measured by trade union
density and the coverage rate of collective bargaining. Vergunst's operationalization of corporatism
comes close to the operationalization of corporatism in this article. However, his index is time invari-
ant and covers only 20 countries.
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Case studies show that Australian trade unions were accommodating in the early 1970s
and in the period from 1983 to 1991—with wages centrally negotiated (Ahlquist, 2011).
These trends are well captured by the index developed in this article. Here the HK index ac-
tually moves in opposite directions. For the Netherlands, Woldendorp (2011, p. 22; see also
Visser and Hemerijck, 1997) concludes that between ‘1990 and 2005 corporatist exchange in
the Netherlands was at its heydays’. Schmitter and Grote (1997, pp. 8-9) stress the fact that the
1982 Agreement of Wassenaar represented a defining moment in the Netherlands and resulted
in major changes in institutional arrangements. My data clearly show that corporatism in-
creased in the Netherlands after 1982 in contrast to the two other indexes. Furthermore,
Woldendorp finds that corporatism remained intact in Denmark. This conclusion is also sup-
ported by the new index and disconfirms the trend identified in the HK index.

The high score for Belgium also deviates from other studies. However, the high score sup-
ports the fact that pillarization may go hand in hand or lead to corporatist arrangements. In
this context, it has been pointed out that Belgium shows ‘all the characteristics of neo-
corporatism, even more so than countries which have traditionally been seen as having
strong neo-corporatist structures’ (van den Bulck, 1992, p. 35). The high scores for the
Netherlands can be explained similarly.

The index also makes sense for the newly included countries. As pointed out, all new EU
member states, except Slovenia, have a low degree of corporatism. Malta joins the other
Anglo-Saxon states with its low score. Cyprus is in the lower mid-field, and Brazil and
Mexico are in the lowest third although Brazil shows some remodeled version of corporatism.
South Africa, in contrast, moves to the top group of corporatist countries confirming case
study research about the emergence of corporatism in South Africa (Pretorius, 1996; Desai
and Habib, 1997; Webster and Sikwebu, 2010). Singapore, although not democratic, has es-
tablished corporatist arrangements (Wong, 2000; see also Kuruvilla and Liu, 2010, pp. 90—
96). Even the ‘second transformation, from 1968 to 1978 . . . from regulated pluralism to cor-
poratist industrial relations’ (Leggett, 2008, p. 102) is well documented by the data. For Chile,
I obtain a higher corporatism score than assumed from Fraile and Baccaro (2010). However,
Chile has had corporatist features right from the beginning of its democratic development:
‘Thus a few days into the democratic transition government of President Aylwin, an agreement
was signed between his centre-left coalition government, the unions and employer confedera-
tions’ (Falabella and Fraile, 2010, p. 140). In the late 1990s and early 2000s bargaining rights
were expanded (Frias, 2002) which is discernible in the new corporatism index.*°

In summation, the newly constructed index of corporatism reflects major trends which can
be found in the literature on corporatism. We may thus conclude that the index of corporatism
developed in this article is a valid and reliable measure. In the next section, the index is used to
answer the question about the trends of corporatism and in particular if there is a decline of
corporatism.

20 Here is not the place to give extensive case study proofs to all 42 countries. However, the data are
confirmed by case studies of the newly included countries: see for India Sundar (2008); for Poland and
Slovenia Avdagic (2010); for South Korea Rowley and Yoo (2008) and Kuruvilla and Liu (2010); for South
Africa Webster and Sikwebu (2010); and for Chile Falabella and Fraile (2010) and Williams (2002). See
also the case descriptions by Schmitter and Grote (1997) which by and large confirm trends identified
by the new index of corporatism.
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4. Patterns of corporatist development in 42 countries from 1960 to
2010

The literature comes to different conclusions when speculating about the development of cor-
poratism. Some claim the end or decline of corporatism while others do not see significant
changes and occasionally even suggest a revival. All of these conclusions are based on case
study research or impressionist accounts of individual countries or instances. Even if we
learn about specific and complex aspects of corporatism from case studies, it is difficult to
compare case studies. Berger and Compston (2002) edited a collection of case studies with
rich information for Western Europe. In this context Compston (2003, p. 788) later summar-
ized: ‘During the 1990s, broad policy concertation was still characteristic of Austria, for
example, but had ceased to exist in the Netherlands and Sweden, while becoming established
in Ireland and Italy’. Is this judgment right and is it reflected in the data presented in this
article?

Figure 2 summarizes the development of the degree of corporatism for various groups of
countries. First of all, when all 42 countries (solid line) are considered, there is an increase of
corporatism in the 1970s lasting until the early 1980s and declining thereafter. In particular,
there is a substantial decline in the early 1990s, but since the first years of the new millennium,
there is an increase of corporatism again. From this perspective, the heydays of corporatism
were from the early 1970s until the late 1980s even if there have been some signs of erosion
already in the 1980s.

The description above refers to all highly industrialized countries which could be included
in this study. Some changes, in particular the great dip in the early 1990s, stem from the

0

Corporatism
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year
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Figure 2 Patterns of corporatist development from 1960 to 2010.

Notes: All, all 42 countries; 19 OECD Countries, OECD countries with complete data from 1960 to 2010;
Top 3 (Siaroff) Austria, Norway, Sweden; Top 5 Today, Austria, Belgium, Finland, the Netherlands,
Slovenia (all above 1 standard deviation of average in the period 2000-2010); Bottom 3, Canada, UK,
USA. The 19 OECD countries with complete data from 1960 to 2010 are Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, UK and USA.
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inclusion of the countries of Central Eastern Europe, Malta and Cyprus which all have low
corporatism scores. When we consider only those 19 democracies that have data from 1960 to
2010 (dashed line), then this dip in the early1990s disappears. Still, there is a peak in the
1970s, but there is also a second peak in the 1990s. It is also possible to conclude that
there are ups and downs with (ever smaller) peaks in every decade for the established democ-
racies, the latest from 2003 to 2008.

This cyclical trend confirms Schmitter’s (1989; see also Schmitter and Grote, 1997) predic-
tion that corporatism peaks every 20 to 30 years. The dashed line of the established 19 dem-
ocracies is in line with the assumption that corporatism declined in the late 1970s after it
peaked in the early 1970s, bottomed out in the mid-1980s and peaked again in the late
1990s. However, the data suggest that the cycles themselves are becoming shorter and that
there is a slightly decreasing trend in the degree of corporatism over the decades.

Most of the literature postulates that corporatism is in decline because the model states
gave up some important aspects of corporatism. A case in point is Sweden, together with
Austria and Norway the nations considered to be strongly corporatist (Siaroff, 1999). Case
studies conclude that Sweden, one of the leading corporatist countries (for Siaroff the
leading country in the 1960s and 1970s), has seen a decline of corporatism during the
1980s and 1990s. The index developed in this study clearly confirms this impression. The
scores have been high until 1989 and then fell dramatically (see Figure 1). In 2010, Sweden
is 11th on the list of 42 countries and the index of corporatism is only half as high in 2010 than
in 1977 when Sweden had its highest score. In Austria there is also a decline of corporatism
from the early 1980s and then again at the end of the 1990s, although Austria remained on a
high level. In this ways, it is true what Compston concludes that ‘broad policy concertation was
still characteristic of Austria’ in the 1990s but it has been on a lower level. Norway also re-
mained on a high level with peaks in the late 1970s and late 1990s. Taking these three coun-
tries together (dotted line), it becomes clear that they have moved from their top positions to
almost the average level of the 19 established democracies. The trend in the established cor-
poratist nations shows a clear trajectory of a decline in corporatism.

The picture is completely different when following the development of the five leading
countries in the years of the new millennium. These countries are Austria, Finland, the
Netherlands, Slovenia and Belgium. The dot-and-dashed line shows their development over
time. Already from the 1970s, these countries are on the same level as Austria, Sweden and
Norway.?! After the mid-1990s, there is a short decline but also a new peak again in the years
following 2002. Considering these countries, there is no sign of a decline in corporatism. The
conclusion is then that over time different countries take the lead in corporatist arrangements,
implying a change of the guard in corporatism.

Finally, the lowest graph in Figure 2 shows the development of the least corporatist coun-
tries Canada, the UK, and the USA. These countries reduced their corporatist arrangements
from the end of the 1970s from an already low level. However, since the end of the 1990s
corporatist arrangements increased slightly through 2010. The trend identified by the index
developed here (and also by the HK index) stands in sharp contrast to Siaroff’s result for
Canada and the USA. The new index identifies a decline of corporatism in Canada and the
USA in the early 1980s while Siaroff identifies an increase. However, for the USA, a trend

21 Austria is included in both groups because it is an established corporatist country which is still
leading in 2010. The declining trend of Austria is, however, counter-balanced by the other four states.
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Table 4 Level and trend in corporatism among 42 democracies

Development from
1960/70s to 2010  Decline Stable Increase

Degree of corporatism in the 1960/70s*

Low level UK, USA Brazil, Canada, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia,
Japan, Lithuania, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia,
Malta, Mexico Poland, Portugal,
Romania
Middle level Australia, Greece, Czech Republic, Chile, Denmark, Finland,
New Zealand, South France, India, Luxembourg, Slovenia,
Korea, Switzerland Ttaly Singapore, Slovakia
High level Austria, Israel, Spain, Belgium, Germany, Netherlands
Sweden Norway,

South Africa

Notes: Countries in bold are the countries with the highest degree of corporatism in the period 2000-2010 (more
than 1 standard deviation above average).
2Or earliest years available.

of decline in corporatism is more likely under the neoliberal policy style of President Ronald
Reagan than an increase.

When looking at the trends in corporatism, it is possible to compare those countries with a
low, middle and high degrees of corporatism in the 1960s and 1970s.>? These countries have
been cross-tabulated with their increase or decrease of corporatism, in the categories of
decline, stable and increase. Table 4 summarizes the results.

The results of the levels and trends show that all cells are occupied. An exception might be
the Netherlands as the only country that already had a rather high degree of corporatism in the
1960s and 1970s and even increased corporatist arrangements. Finland and Slovenia are
countries that started in the mid-level group but increased their corporatist arrangements
and reached the high-level group by the new millennium. For Finland, this shift occurred in
the late 1960s confirming other studies which claim that ‘the Finnish regime moved from con-
certation without labor to tripartite corporatism with the agreement on a comprehensive
incomes policy in 1968’ (Huber and Stephens, 2001, p. 138). Slovenia had a low level of cor-
poratism from 1990 to 1993 but moved to the top group within five years. From 1994 ‘a
system of collective agreements was built and a tripartite organ, the Economic-Social
Council, was established as a body for discussing social, labor and economic policies’
(Luksi¢, 2003, p. 520; see also Crowley and Stanojevic, 2011). All these instances are well
accounted for in the index of corporatism developed in this article. Considering the increas-
ingly corporatist countries, Compston’s judgment that Ireland increased concertation is con-
firmed. In particular, from the second half of the 1980s, corporatist arrangements increased in
Ireland. However, for Italy there is no sign of stronger corporatism as assumed by Compston®?

22 The tercile have been used to classify the countries as low, middle and high. For those countries that
entered the sample later, changes refer to the first decade of their appearance in the data.

23 This said, it must be pointed out that Italy’s development is characterized by up and downs. Italy had a
peak of corporatism in the late 1970s, dropped clearly during the 1980s and reached a relatively high
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and for the Netherlands the data in this study comes to a contradictory conclusion. As
Woldendorp (2011), Visser and Hemerijck (1997), and Schmitter and Grote (1997) docu-
ment, the Netherlands increased corporatist arrangements—contrary to the findings by
Compston, who suggested that concertation had ceased to exist—which bolsters the notion
that this index measures the right direction.

All the new European member states, except the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Malta,
which remained stable, increased their degree of corporatism from the 1990s to the first
decade in the 21st century. In most Anglo-Saxon countries, corporatist arrangements de-
clined, no matter if they have been on a middle or low level of corporatism in the 1960/
70s. The great exception is Ireland, discussed before, and Canada, which remained stable at
its low level of corporatism.

5. Conclusion

Corporatism is not in decline. Instead the analysis in this article supports a more cyclical trend
of corporatism as assumed by Schmitter (1989; Schmitter and Grote, 1997). This is the major
result based on a new index of corporatism which allows analyzing the degree of corporatism
annually from 1960 to 2010 in 42 highly industrialized countries. However, the development
and trend of the degree of corporatism has many specific aspects. Since the model states
reduced their corporatist arrangements, the impression of a decline of corporatism is generally
accepted in a large part of the literature. However, the fact that other countries increased their
corporatist arrangements complicates this clear conception. In the Benelux countries, corpor-
atism is currently stronger than three decades ago and newly democratic states such as
Slovenia and South Africa joined the camp of corporatist states. In most new EU member
states, corporatism has been increasing over the past 20 years. In short, corporatism experi-
ences a change of the guard.

By developing a time-variant index over a period of more than 50 years for established as
well as new democracies, this study enables comparativists to analyze the impact of corporat-
ism with current standards of statistical analysis. The index overcomes the problem of static
indexes of corporatism or the use of dummy variables. Even if corporatism has lost its pre-
eminent analytical status in comparative analysis compared with the 1970s and 1980s, it is
still a relevant analytical concept for the explanation of many outcome variables. One may
even argue that corporatism lost its analytical status because comparative research had no suit-
able, time-variant and up-to-date measurement of corporatism.

The index of corporatism developed in this analysis may shed more light of the explanatory
potential of corporatism, and it remains to be seen if corporatism is still relevant in current
politics and policy. It may also be beneficial for studies that rank high on the research
agenda such as the identification of patterns of democracy or varieties of capitalism. In
both concepts, corporatism or related aspects are important elements. However, even this
new index cannot answer all methodological questions. One major problem is the lack of
annual data on the character of employers association and the corporatist style on various
levels and policy areas of society.

degree of corporatism again since the mid-1990s. The data therefore confirm the ‘pathological mixture
of pluralism and consociationalism’ identified by Schmitter and Grote (1997, p. 8) by referring to
Pizzorno (1993).
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However, this work is just an initial step. The major goal has been to introduce a new em-
pirical indicator for corporatism that is time-variant and applies to as many countries as pos-
sible. T focused on demonstrating the validity of this parsimonious index. Analytical studies
using this index should follow which may test specific hypotheses and theories.
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