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Abstract

The paper examines the extent to which cross-national variation in institutions in the labour market is influenced by the political complexion of a country’s government over time, measured on a left-right scale. Countries which have experienced more right wing governments have lower trade union density, more decentralised bargaining and lower collective bargaining coverage.  Right wing governments are also negatively associated with the extent of employee workplace representation in terms of the presence of works councils and shop stewards, employees’ representation rights and the extent to which there is employee board level representation.  The results are robust to a series of controls.  However, the relationship between left-right politics and employee representation is not robust to controls for Varieties of Capitalism and national culture. 

Political Partisanship and the Varieties of Industrial Relations
1. Introduction

          This paper seeks to explain the cross-national variation in institutions in the labour market (OECD 2004).  In particular, it explores the extent to which the main dimensions of a country’s industrial relations institutions have been affected by the political complexion of its government over time, measured on a Left-Right scale.  This is an area in which there has been relatively little previous work.
         The paper establishes that countries, which over a period of recent history have experienced more right wing governments, have lower trade union density, more decentralised bargaining, and lower collective bargaining coverage, than countries whose governments have been predominantly left wing.  The political complexion of governments on a left-right scale is also associated with the extent of employee workplace representation in terms of variables indicating the presence of works councils and shop stewards, the existence of employees’ representation rights and with the extent to which there is employee board level representation in place.
        The results for trade union density, collective bargaining centralisation and collective bargaining coverage are shown to be robust to a series of controls.  When we control for Varieties of Capitalism and national culture, however, the strong statistical relationship between left-right politics and the employee representation variables breaks down.  Employer coordination and national culture are important determinants of employee representation.
           The next section reviews the literature on political partisanship and industrial relations institutions.  In Section 3, we build a model which enables us to analyse the impact of left-right politics, taking into account the ‘coordination’ by employers that is at the heart of the ‘Varieties of Capitalism’ model and a range of other variables, including for national culture.  The various published data sources employed are discussed in Section 4.  In Section 5 we present our results, which confirm an important role for political partisanship as an explanatory variable, but which also highlight the influence of other variables such as membership of the European Union, employer coordination and national culture.  In Section 5 we summarise our argument and present some conclusions.

2. Literature review
         The literature on comparative industrial relations institutions is extensive (Black 2005).   While attention has been devoted to the historical role of the state in shaping industrial relations systems (Poole, 1986; Crouch 2003), relatively little attention has been paid to the role of Left-Right political partisanship in shaping these institutions.  Howell (2005), in developing his comparative theoretical model, argues that states have a unique capacity to solve collective action problems for employers and unions.  This he identifies as their institutional building capacity.  Different states may face similar problems at a particular point in historical time, often the result of common economic pressures.  This encourages convergence in the form of institutional intervention.  However, in practice, they are constrained by inherited structures in their ability to act and impose a preferred institutional policy solution.  For Howell, what is important from a comparative perspective is the form that state regulation takes, and this may be influenced by the class context.  The potential impact of Left-Right political partisanship on this institution building is ignored in his general model. 

           Martin (1980) examined the approach of successive British governments of different political complexions to the role of the TUC as a pressure group.  He argued that up to the 1974 Labour Government, which was very favourable to the aims of the TUC, Labour Governments had only a marginally positive effect in terms of giving trade unions access and influence on policy.  Western (1995) found the electoral failure of labour parties and the decentralisation of collective bargaining institutions to be strongly associated with the decline of union density in the 1980s.  He found these institutional changes to be circumscribed by the changing economic conditions of the 1970s, which were also a source of union decline.  Golden, Wallerstein and Lange (1999) conclude that government policy and politics had an important role in the decline of labour influence in the US and the UK in the 1980s and 1990s, but make no further inferences about the role of left-right politics.  Brady (2007) revises and extends Western’s institutional model, finding right-wing cabinets as well as those of a left complexion and the extent of the welfare state, to be significant in reducing unionisation.  
             Concentrating on wage distribution outcomes, Pontusson, Rueda and Way (2002), argue that, where there is wage bargaining centralisation, the egalitarian effects of Left governments operate at the upper end of the wage hierarchy, holding back the wage growth of well paid workers.  Under decentralised bargaining, Left government is associated with compression of both halves of the wage distribution. 

           Hamann and Kelly (2006) also stress the link between the political leanings of government and their economic and labour relations policies, arguing that a focus on partisanship and party composition of governments can provide insights into how changes in institutions come about, or why institutions are stable.  They cite as examples of the initiation of change:  the Thatcher Government in the UK after 1979; the Irish government’s adoption of a Social Pact strategy in 1987; and the Austrian government’s by-passing of corporatism in 2000, following the election of right wing coalition government.

         Frege (1993) in a paper comparing the continental and Anglo-Saxon research traditions highlighted the continental tradition of treating industrial relations phenomena as socio-political processes and called for the rediscovery of the inherently political nature of industrial relations.   This paper examines one aspect of the political environment of industrial relations, namely the political complexion of the government, measured on a Left-Right scale.  The paper examines the proposition that political partisanship influences the institution building stance of the state, and is an important determinant of the dimensions of industrial relations institutions.

3. The model.

          The paper uses Meltz’s (1993) extended industrial relations systems model as a framework for its analysis.  This framework, a major advance on Dunlop’s (1958) original systems analysis, enables us to include political, legal, financial and cultural factors, as part of the external contextual environment in which industrial relations systems develop.  Meltz’s other external contextual factors are ecological, economic and technological.  For the purposes of this paper, we will assume these latter factors are constant across OECD countries.  
           Black (2005) has demonstrated the association between national culture and industrial relations institutions.  Political parties operate within particular cultural environments and their posture on a Left-Right scale in a given country may be influenced by national culture.   Hofstede (2001: 321) has shown that his masculine-feminine (MAS) dimension of culture is negatively associated with a Left political stance.  Masculinity measures the degree to which values like assertiveness, earnings and performance, which in nearly all societies are associated with the role of men, prevail over social goals such as the quality of life and the environment, caring for the weak, and maintaining warm personal relationships, which tend to be associated with the role of women.  In more feminine countries (countries scoring low on Hofstede’s masculinity MAS index) there is more support for the political Left, while in more masculine countries there was more support for the political centre.  Similarly, Hofstede points out that countries scoring high on his Power Distance (PDI) index more often have right of centre governments, while low-PDI countries tend to have left of centre governments (2001:  111). 

          The broad hypothesis examined here is that in countries which have a history of Left party governments, there will tend to be higher trade union density, greater bargaining centralisation, and higher bargaining coverage.   We might also expect these countries will be more likely to have schemes for worker participation in decision making in enterprises at plant level (or to recognise shop stewards); to have greater statutory employee representation rights; and to have employee representation on company boards.  
          It is argued that Left leaning governments encourage state intervention in forming a union friendly environment, cooperate with unions in advancing the concerns of the working class and, reciprocally, form a coalition for electoral and workplace success (Brady 2007). Thus countries with a history of predominantly left leaning governments will tend to have higher union density.  Labour market centralisation, it is further argued, will be encouraged by such governments because it reduces the incentives for employers to oppose unionisation.  Also it facilitates and coordinates labour organising by redistributing the costs of mobilisation across highly and weakly organised industries (Brady, 2007).  This will result in both a more centralised bargaining structure and greater collective bargaining coverage, perhaps through the use of bargaining extension legislation.
          The Labour market centralisation resulting from left governments is likely to enhance the influence of trade union federations in the management of economic policy, and facilitate their participation (along with that of centralised employers’ organisations) in Social Pacts concerned with wage determination.  This enhanced role for trade unions may result in a more compressed pay earnings structure.  It is also to be expected that in countries with a history of left leaning governments, employees are likely to have a more representative role at the workplace.  This may be at shop floor level in terms of recognition of shop stewards, the compulsory presence of union delegates, or the compulsory presence of a works council.  It might also involve mandatory employees’ representation rights, or employee codetermination rights at board level.  

          The Varieties of Capitalism literature (Hall and Soskice 2001; Soskice, 1999) is not primarily oriented to explaining differences in industrial relations institutions, but it does provide an alternative explanation of institutional differences across countries from that of political partisanship (Hamann and Kelly 2006), or national culture.  The Varieties model emphasises coordination, particularly on the part of employers in wage bargaining.  It strongly suggests the ‘coordinated market economies’ are associated with bargaining centralisation, strong trade unions, high collective bargaining coverage, the presence of works councils at plant level, and employee board level representation at firm level (2001: 24-25).  Soskice attributes a key role to employers in incorporating labour and maintaining industrial relations systems and union influence in the coordinated economies.  At the same time governments have sought to reduce the influence of unions and effective employee representative bodies in the liberal market countries where employers have not the organisational capacity to sustain incorporating industrial relations systems (Soskice 1999: 103).  It is interesting that at this point Soskice does allow a key role for the state and government in the Varieties model.   The Varieties model also maintains that coordinated economies generate more income equality (Hall and Soskice 2001: 21).   Our model will therefore also include a variable for bargaining coordination, which will act as a proxy for a Varieties of Capitalism effect.
         Despite the above point about government intervention, the Varieties of Capitalism approach has been criticised for downplaying the role both of the state and the trade unions, in its preference for an employer driven coordination model (Hamann and Kelly 2006).  These authors also suggest, without any compelling theoretical justification, that the Varieties of Capitalism distinction between coordinated market economies and liberal market economies, with a possible additional third category of ‘Mediterranean’, (which would include France, Italy, Spain, Greece and Turkey), is insufficient.  They suggest a further division of the coordinated economies into northern European and central European clusters, in addition to a Mediterranean grouping. 
          A more theoretically plausible clustering is one based on legal families, namely the Scandinavian, French, and German civil law families and the English common law family (La Porta, Lopez-De-Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1998, Table 2).  Analysing the legal regulation of labour markets through employment laws, collective relations laws and social security laws, Botero, Djankov, La Porta, Lopes-De-Silanes and Schleifer (2004) find that French, German, and Scandinavian legal origin countries have higher levels of legal regulation than do common law countries (Table III).  The authors do not draw any implications for the shape of industrial relations institutions, but in the model it is also proposed to control for legal family clusters, using a dummy variable for the English common law cluster, relative to the French, German, and Scandinavian civil law family clusters.
          Another possible clustering is into countries which have a Ghent system for the distribution of unemployment benefits (Sweden, Finland and Denmark), versus the rest (Western 1997).  Ghent countries tend to have high unionisation, and it is proposed to use a dummy variable to indicate whether or not a country has this system.   
           We control for membership of the European Union, using a dummy variable, on the grounds that commitment to the European Social Model may have impacted on institutional arrangements in member countries.  Also, a variable for the presence of collective bargaining extension agreements is used in the regression equation for collective bargaining coverage.  
          A control variable is used for finance and corporate governance, on the grounds that industrial relations institutions may be shaped by financial market pressures (Black, Gospel and Pendleton 2007, 2008 forthcoming).  The financial market structure variable used in this paper is the ration of stock market capital to GDP.   Additional controls are used for the extent of product market competition and product market regulation respectively, on the grounds that product market conditions may impact on industrial relations institutions and outcomes (Kochan, Katz and McKersie 1986; Brown, 2006).
          Finally, we control for the influence of national culture.  The expectation here, following Black (2005), is that high MAS countries will have low levels of bargaining centralisation, low levels of worker participation/employee representation and higher earnings dispersion.  In addition, we expect that countries scoring high on the PDI dimension will also have less worker participation/employee representation.
4. The Data
        The data are all from published sources.  Data on the dependent variables trade union density (1990) and collective bargaining coverage (1990), are taken from OECD, 2004, Table 3.3, and are given in percentages.  Data for collective bargaining centralisation (1990), on a scale of 1-5, are taken from OECD, 2004, Table 3.5. 
         We use three different published indicators of cross-country employee representative voice, each for a different time period.  Data (circa 1980) on Works Councils (including recognition of shop stewards) and Co-Determination are taken from Cameron (1984), Table 7.6.  Nations which had established some type of Works Council or comparable institution, and also instituted schemes for the participation of employees on company boards were given a score of 1.0.  Nations which had neither were given a score of 0.  Those countries that only have Works Councils, or equivalent bodies (such as a comites d’entreprise), were given a score of 0.5.  Several nations, Britain, Ireland and Australia, were given a score of 0.3 to recognise the importance of shop stewards in articulating the grievances of workers within the enterprises.
        Our second voice indicator is an OECD index of employees’ representation rights circa 1994 taken from a survey of labour standards (OECD 1994, Table 4.8). Consideration is given to the compulsory presence of union delegates; the compulsory presence of works’ councils; mandatory representation on the management board; and co-determination rights of employees’ representative bodies.  Countries are scored 0, 1, or 2, the scores being estimates of the stringency of government regulations on workers representation rights.
         Data (circa 2000) on employee representation on company boards are taken from Jackson (2004), Table 3.  Fuzzy scores, between 0 and 1.0 are given to countries depending on the extent of constitutional rights, or the extent of the statutory legal right to attend, nominate, or be represented at board level in private firms.     Data on earnings dispersion for the years 1990-94, measured as the 90-10 percentile ratio for the gross earnings of full-time employees, are taken from OECD (2004) Table 3.2.
Insert Table 1 about here
        Data on Left-Right government, ‘Political Place 1960-91’ are taken from Roe (2002), Table 6.5, these data relying on Cusack (1997).  A higher score on this variable indicates a more right wing government.  The scores range from the left extreme of Sweden (2.22), to the right extreme of Japan (3.99) (Table 1).  The existence of this published variable, covering the period 1960-91, means that we have concentrated out analysis as far as possible on institutions circa 1990.    
        Data on wage bargaining coordination by employers on a scale of 1-3, are taken from Jackman, Layard and Nickell (1996), Table 2.   This is used as a proxy for ‘coordination’ in the Varieties of Capitalism model.  An alternative ‘proxy’ variable is that of bargaining coordination by both employers and unions, 1990-94, on a scale of 1-5, taken from OECD (2004), Table 3.5.  Data on collective bargaining extension rules in 1990 are taken from OECD 1994, Chart 5.2, which classifies countries into three groups, according to the pervasiveness of extension practices. Our variable, collective bargaining extension, is a binomial (0=extension absent or negligible; 1=limited or pervasive extension practice).
         Data on which legal family cluster a country belongs to are taken from La Porta et. al. 1998, Table 2.  Data on financial market structure, measured as stock market capitalisation as a share of GDP (1980-95) are taken from Beck, Demirguc-Kunt and Levine (1999).  The variable for product market competition expresses the openness of the economy to international competition and is a measure of the imports of goods and services as a percentage of GDP (1990-93). Data are taken from OECD (1995, Table 6.13).  The variable for product market regulation refers to the overall extent of governmental regulation of product markets and data on this are taken from Nicoletti, Scarpetta and Boyaud (1999: Figure 5).  Data on national culture measures MAS (Masculinity-Femininity) and PDI (Power Distance) are taken from Hofstede (2001).
5. The Results

         Column two of Table 2 shows the bi-variate correlation between Left-Right politics and the dependent variables.  In column three we present the correlations between our Varieties of Capitalism variable and the dependent variables.  In columns four and five the correlations between the common law legal cluster and the financial market structure variable and the dependent variables are listed.  In the last two columns, we show simple correlations between the cultural variables MAS and PDI and the dependent industrial relations variables in column one.  A correlation matrix is contained in Appendix 1.  It can be seen there that the Varieties of Capitalism variable and the common law variable are highly negatively correlated. Otherwise, while we need to be careful to avoid multi-collinearity between our independent variables, it is unlikely to be a major problem. 
   
Insert Table 2 about here

            The relationship between our independent variable (left right politics) and the dependent industrial relations variables is now tested.  Regression equations for trade union density, collective bargaining structure, bargaining coverage, social pacts involving federations in wage determination, and earnings distribution have been estimated using OLS.  The equations for Works Councils, Employee Representation Rights and Employee Board Representation have been estimated using Tobit, because a number of observations take the value zero.  The results are presented in Table 3.  It is clear there is a statistically significant negative relationship between left-right political partisanship and all our dependent variables as predicted, and a positive association with earnings distribution 90-10, again as expected.  The adjusted r-squared in the equations varies from .14 to .58.  Left-right political partisanship is strongly associated with industrial relations structures and outcomes.
Insert Table 3 about here

        The regression for trade union density is run again, this time including the Ghent variable and the EU (membership of the European Union) dummy variable in the specification (Table 4).  The Ghent coefficient is highly significant, as expected, and the left-right politics variable retains its statistical significance.  This is consistent with the results of Brady (2007).  Also, in the same Table, we rerun the bargaining coverage equation, this time adding the variable for collective bargaining extension arrangements to the specification.  The left-right politics variable remains statistically robust.  When the regressions for Works Councils, Employees’ Representation Rights and Employee Board Level Representation are re-run, including the dummy variable EU in the specifications, the left-right politics variable in each case retains its statistical significance.  The EU variable is strongly associated with employee representation rights and firm board level representation.   
Insert Table 4 here

          The regressions are now rerun, this time adding the Varieties of Capitalism proxy variable ‘employer coordination in wage bargaining’ to the specification (Table 5).  This variable is associated with bargaining centralisation, as we would expect, but not with trade union density or bargaining coverage as predicted (Hall and Soskice, 2001:10). The variable left-right politics retains its statistical significance in these equations. 
        Bargaining coordination is positively and significantly associated with the presence of plant level Works Councils (or the equivalent), with Employees’ Representation Rights and with Employee Board Level Representation, as we would also expect (Hall and Soskice, 2001:7).   It is negatively associated with earnings distribution as predicted (Hall and Soskice, 2001:21), but this coefficient is not statistically significant. 
However, when the earnings equation specification is changed to include the alternative Varieties of Capitalism proxy variable, employer and trade union co-ordination in wage bargaining, the coefficient is statistically significant.
Insert Table 5 here

        The significance of the coefficient on the left-right politics variable remains robust to the addition of the Varieties of Capitalism variable in all except the Employees’ Representation Rights the Employee Board Level Representation and the earnings distribution equations.  It can be seen that the coefficient on EU remains positive and statistically significant in the Employees’ Representation Rights and Board Level Representation regression equations, suggesting a positive impact on these dimensions of industrial relations from the European Social Model.
6. Additional Robustness Tests
         Adding the legal family dummy variable to the regression specifications and taking care to avoid multi-collinearity, there is no evidence for any legal family cluster effect. When we add, respectively, the product market competition and product market regulation variables to the specifications in Table 5, the coefficients on left-right politics remain robust and there is no evidence for any product market effect.   The coefficients on left-right government are also statistically robust to the addition of a variable representing finance market structure (the ratio of stock market capital to GDP).  This variable is nowhere statistically significant, though there is a negative relationship between financial market structure and both bargaining centralisation and bargaining coverage.
Insert Table 6 about here

         We now add our national culture variables MAS and PDI to the regression specifications.  The bi-variate correlations between these variables and the dependent industrial relations variables were presented in Table 2.    From the results in Table 6, it is clear that the coefficients on the left-right politics variable in the trade union density, collective bargaining centralisation and collective bargaining coverage equations remain statistically robust to the addition of the MAS and PDI variables, whose coefficients are not statistically significant.

         The effect of adding the culture variables to the Works Councils equation is that the coefficient on left-right politics now becomes statistically insignificant.  Both the MAS and PDI variables are statistically significant in this equation, while the MAS variable is statistically significant in the Employee Board Level Representation equation.    

        The bargaining coordination coefficients remain significant in the bargaining centralisation, Work Councils, Employees’ Representation Rights and Employee Board Level Representation equations.
 6. Conclusion           
        The results suggest left-right politics play an important role in explaining cross-national differences in industrial relations structures. Our left-right politics variable is negatively associated with trade union density, bargaining centralisation, bargaining coverage, Works Councils, Employee Representation Rights and Employee Board Level Representation and is positively associated with the earnings distribution.

              After controlling for bargaining coordination (the Varieties of Capitalism proxy) and national culture, countries with a history of right wing governments are associated with lower trade union density, more de-centralised bargaining and less bargaining coverage, confirming the arguments of Brady (2007).  National culture (MAS, PDI) is strongly associated with employee representation, whether measured through the Works Council or Employee Board Level Representation variables.  
           These results would indicate we need to qualify the central contention of Soskice (1999, p.103), that it is the Varieties of Capitalism bargaining coordination variable that explains why industrial relations systems have remained important in certain economies, but not in others. Bargaining coordination is strongly associated with increased employee representation, whether indicated by the Works Council, the Employees’ Representation Rights or the Employee Board Level Representation variables.  Using an alternative variable for bargaining coordination in our specification, it is significantly associated with reduced earnings distribution.  However, it is not associated with trade union density or collective bargaining coverage.  The Left-right political stance of Governments is the determining factor here, as hinted at by Soskice (1999: 103).

         To explain the variety of industrial relations systems across OECD countries, we need a model which takes account of political partisanship on a left-right scale, employer coordination for collective bargaining (as a proxy for Varieties of Capitalism) and national culture.  Other variables which are significant in the specifications for particular variables are: the Ghent system for trade union density; collective bargaining extension mechanisms for collective bargaining coverage; and membership of the European Union for the various indicators of employee representation.
        It should be pointed out that the results have been obtained using data from around 1990.  This is because of the availability of an established left-right politics index for the years 1960-91.  A further qualification is the small number in our sample (usually around sixteen).  This is determined by the number of countries included in the left-right political index.  However, since our regressions generally have four or fewer independent variables, there are sufficient degrees of freedom for cross-sectional analysis.
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Appendix 1.

Correlation Matrix
               Results of Covariance procedure

                        ===============================

Number of Observations: 16

                              Correlation Matrix

                      LR6091            EU         EMPCOOR 

LR6091         1.00000                                           

EU                -0.45998       1.00000                             

EMPCOOR -0.52404       0.26364        1.00000 

COMLAW    0.41427      -0.44721      -0.75794 

SMGD8095   0.64978      -0.50259       -0.38756 

MAS              0.62934      -0.25665       -0.38218 

PDI                0.50620      -0.020172     -0.42671 

                     COMLAW   SMGD8095    MAS           PDI 

COMLAW     1.00000                                           

SMGD8095    0.50070         1.00000                             

MAS               0.24014         0.35378       1.00000               

PDI                -0.045106       0.12564       0.21543       1.00000 

***************************************
Table 1.  Left-Right Political Partisanship 1960-91.
	Country
	Political Place

(1960-91)

	Australia
	3.48

	Austria
	2.39

	Belgium
	2.93

	Canada
	3.34

	Denmark
	2.78

	Finland
	2.61

	France
	3.62

	Germany
	3.36

	Italy
	2.90

	Japan
	3.99

	Netherlands
	2.99

	Norway
	2.41

	Sweden
	2.22

	Switzerland
	3.43

	United Kingdom
	3.40

	United States
	3.63


Source: Roe 2002, Table 6.5., based on Thomas R. Cusack (1997) ‘Partisan Politics and Public Finance: Changes in Public Spending in the Industrialised Democracies 1955-89’, Table 1.

Table 2.  Bivariate Correlations
	
	Left-Right

Politics

1960-91
	Bargaining

Coordination

	Common

Law Legal

Family
Cluster
	Shareholder capital /GDP
	Masculinity-Femininity

MAS
	Power Distance

PDI

	Left-Right

Politics 1960-91
	*
	       -.53       
	.41
	.65
	.63
	.51

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trade Union Density 1990
	-.78
	        .57     
	-.25
	-.35
	-.60
	-.58

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bargaining Cent

-ralisation 1990
	-.75
	        .76     
	-.60
	-.68
	-.63
	-.15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bargaining Coverage 1990
	-.62
	        .57     
	-.54
	-.81
	-.35
	-.13

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Works

Councils 1980

	-.71
	        .77    
	-.53
	-.53
	-.59
	-.56

	Employees’ Rep resentation Rights 1994

	-.56
	        .69    
	-.62
	-.54
	-.47
	-.37

	EmployeeBoard Representation
	-.70
	        .76    
	-.63
	-.69
	-.65
	-.38

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Earnings Disp- ersion 90:10

	.55
	       -.55
	.65
	.18
	.56
	.13


Table 3.   Left-Right Politics 1960-91 and Industrial Relations circa 1990.
	Dependent
variable
	C


	Left-Right Politics
	Adjusted

r-squared
	N

	Trade union density

ols
	141.4

6.48***
	-32.4

-4.67***
	.58
	16

	Bargaining centralisation
OLS 
	7.85

6.15***
	-1.73

-4.27***


	.53
	16

	Bargaining coverage

OLS
	162.4

5.02***
	-30.4

-2.95***
	.34
	16

	
	
	
	
	

	Works
Councils 

Tobit est. 
	2.55

4.76***
	-.67

-3.86***
	.47
	16

	
	
	
	
	

	Employees’ Representation

Rights

Tobit est. 
	5.25

2.77***
	-1.50

-2.34**
	.14
	14

	
	
	
	
	

	Board Level 

Representation

Tobit est.
	3.28

4.00***
	-.95

-3.46***
	.36
	16

	
	
	
	
	

	Earnings distribution

OLS

	.64

.72
	.71

2.49**


	.26
	16


*** significant at the .01 level ** significant at the .05 level* significant at the .10 level.

Table 4.  Left-Right Politics 1960-91 and IR, circa 1990, including Ghent, Collective Bargaining extension and European Union controls  
	Dependent
Variable
	C


	Left-Right 6091
	Ghent
	EuropeanUnion
	Coll.

Barg. ext
	Adj

R2

	Trade union density
OLS 


	110.6

5.12***
	-23.0
-3.68***
	30.1

3.90***
	-6.75
-1.14
	
	.79

	Bargaining centralisation
OLS 

	7.85
6.15***
	-1.73
-4.27***
	
	
	
	.53

	Bargaining coverage
OLS

 
	132.0

6.50***

	-27.3

-4.39***
	
	
	33.0

5.09***
	.76

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Works Councils 
etc. Tobit est.

	2.06
3.34***
	-.57
-3.12***
	
	.26

1.38
	
	.55

	Employees’ Representation
Rights
Tobit est.

	3.32
1.94*

	-1.21
-2.19**
	
	1.45
2.17**
	
	.27

	Board level 

representation

Tobit est.

	2.28
2.74***
	-.76
-2.91***
	
	.61
2.03**
	
	.51

	Earnings distribution 


	.64

.72
	.71
2.49**
	
	
	
	.26


*** significant at the .01 level ** significant at the .05 level* significant at the .10 level.

Table 5.   Left-Right Politics and IR, adding Varieties of Capitalism variable. 
	Dependent

variable
	C


	Left-Right 6091
	Ghent
	  EU
	
	CB ext
	VoC
	Adj r2  /

Psuedo

r2  

	Trade union density 1990
OLS  n=16


	97.1
3.87***
	-20.3
-3.06***
	28.2
3.37***
	
	
	
	.57
.15
	.76

	Bargaining centralisation 1990 OLS  n=16


	4.83
3.07***
	-1.19
-2.96**
	
	
	
	
	.62
2.61**
	.67

	Bargaining coverage 1990 OLS n=16


	135.3

4.56***
	-27.9

-3.69***
	
	
	
	33.3

4.78***
	-.73

-.16
	.74

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Works Councils Tobit   n=16
	.75
1.18
	-.31
-1.98**
	
	.24
1.61
	
	
	.26
2.98***
	.85

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employees’
Representation
Rights
Tobit  n=14
	-1.69
-.97

	-.29
-.73
	
	1.55
3.23***
	
	
	.96
3.37***

	.52

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Board level 

Representation

Tobit  n=16
	-.28
-.27
	-.28
-1.25
	
	.56

2.31**
	
	
	.50
2.79**
	.76

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Earnings distribution
OLS n=16
	2.41
1.35
	.38

1.16
	
	
	
	
	-.35
-1.68
	.34

	Earnings distribution

OECD data

OLS n=16
	2.24

2.12**
	.44

1.59

	
	
	
	
	-.25
-2.26**
	.43

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*** significant at the .01 level ** significant at the .05 level* significant at the .10 level.
Table 6.  Left-Right Politics, Bargaining Coordination, National Culture and IR. 
	Dependent

variable
	C


	Left-Right 6091
	EU
	Ghent/

CB ext/
Common
Law
	VoC
	MAS
	PDI
	Adj 

r2 
psuedo r2 

	Trade union  density 

	97.1
3.87***
	-20.3
-3.06***
	
	Ghent
28.2
3.37***
	.57
.15
	
	
	.76

	Bargaining centralisation 

	4.83
3.07***
	-1.19
-2.96**
	
	CB ext
	.62
2.61**
	
	
	.67

	Bargaining coverage
	135.3

4.56***
	-27.9

-3.69***
	
	33.3

4.78***
	-.73

-.16
	
	
	.74

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Works Councils
etc.  Tobit est.  n=20
	.35
1.12
	
	.29
2.41**

	
	.25
3.49***
	-.004
-1.93*
	-.01
-2.45**
	.93

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employees’ Representation
Rights

Tobit est. n=17
	-3.18
-2.77**
	
	1.66
2.86**
	
	1.26
3.95***
	-.01
-1.18
	
	.49

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Board level

representation

Tobit est. n=20
Earnings
Distribution

OLS n=16

Earnings distribution
OECD data

OLS n=16
	-.55
-1.51
2.41
1.35
2.24
1.06
	.3 8
1.16
.44

1.59

	.57
2.84**

	
	.40
4.07***
-.35
-1.68
-.25

-2.26**
	-.01

-2.36**

	
	.81
.34
.43

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	.

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*** significant at the .01 level ** significant at the .05 level* significant at the .10 level.




























�  Hofstede’s Power Distance dimension (PDI) is defined as: ‘The extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally’. (2001, p. 98)





�  When the variable Left-Right politics is regressed on Hofstede’s national cultural variables MAS, and PDI, the coefficients on both variables are statistically significant. The adjusted  r-squared is .47, indicating that the cultural variables MAS and PDI are together associated with forty seven per cent of the variation in the Left-right politics variable.  This suggests we need to avoid using left-right politics and MAS in the same regression equation.
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