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1
Introduction

Much of the academic and nonacademic literature on advanced
capitalist democracies over the past two decades has painted a critical and pessimistic picture of advanced capitalism, and—closely
linked—of the future of democracy in advanced societies. In this
view, the advanced capitalist democratic state has weakened over
time because of globalization and the diffusion of neoliberal ideas.
With advanced business seen as major driver and exponent, this
has led to liberalization, privatization, deregulation, and intensified
global competition. In Esping-Andersen’s (1985) striking metaphor,
it is “markets against politics” with markets winning out. This explains, inter alia, why there has been a rise in inequality (labor is
weakened) and why this rise has not been countered by increased
redistribution. If governments attempted such redistribution, the
argument goes, it would cause footloose capital to flee. In Piketty’s
(2014) hugely influential account, the power of capital to accumulate
wealth is governed by fundamental economic laws which democratically elected governments can no longer effectively counter. If they
try, capital just moves somewhere else. Democratic politics is then
reduced to symbolic politics; the real driver of economic outcomes
is capitalism (Streeck 2011a, 2016).
1
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In this book we argue that the opposite is true. Over time the
advanced capitalist democratic state has paradoxically become
strengthened through globalization, and we explain why at length.
The spread of neoliberal ideas, we argue, reflects the demand of
decisive voters from the middle and upper middle classes to fuel economic growth, wealth, and opportunity in the emerging knowledge
economy. The “laws” of capitalism driving wealth accumulation are
in fact politically and, largely, democratically manufactured. This
was true to a large extent at the formation of advanced economies in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but it is especially
true in today’s supposedly borderless economy.
Drawing on a wide literature in economic geography, in innovation studies, and in management, we explain how knowledge-based
advanced companies, often multinational enterprises (MNEs) or
subsidiaries of MNEs, are increasingly immobile because they are
tied to skill clusters in successful cities, with their value-added embedded in largely immobile, highly educated workforces. A central aspect of our book is the extent to which advanced capitalist
companies are tied geographically into national systems. In our perspective, which reflects a large research program of recent decades,
knowledge is geographically embedded—in advanced nations, in
regions, cities, and towns—typically in clusters of skilled workers,
engineers, professionals, and researchers. Also geographically embedded are institutions, public and private. One way of reading our
book is therefore to see it as tying together economic geography,
national and regional systems of innovation, and political economy.
As is increasingly understood in contemporary economic geography, the topographical distribution of knowledge competences
is of hills and peaks rather than of a flat earth. This reflects the
combination of the importance of tacit knowledge (even if partly
codifiable), and of the need for colocation in the generation of tacit
knowledge. Educated workers colocate in skill-clustered networks
(which for them is valuable social capital) and therefore cannot be
transported abroad, and companies cannot typically find alternative
specialized knowledge competences elsewhere; thus, in business
school jargon, “Capital chases skills.” In the modern literature on
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knowledge-based MNEs, MNEs are seen as networks of increasingly
autonomous companies, which get their value from the colocation
with geographically differentiated skill clusters; and the payoff to the
MNE derives from the complementarities which may be generated
across the network from access to these differentiated knowledge
competences.
In turn, skilled employees benefit both from this increased demand from foreign direct investment (FDI) from abroad and also as
a result of the knowledge complementarities from the FDI abroad
of domestic knowledge-based MNEs. An even more profound
benefit from globalization comes from specialization in advanced
goods and services in the knowledge economy: the ICT revolution both decentralizes the level and multiplies up the number of
groups capable of autonomous projects. This is the basis of specialization manifested in the great expansion of varieties traded across
the advanced world. Rising inequality and increased poverty is a
consequence of the government-sponsored shift toward the new
economy and it is not effectively countered, because the new middle classes are relatively secure and because the old middle classes
are opposed to redistribution to the poor. The Meltzer-Richard
model fails to predict such opposition since median/decisive voters
see themselves as contributors, not recipients. We have put some
of the key references and researchers into a long footnote to avoid
cluttering the text.1
The book can at least partially be read as an attempt to integrate
economic geography with political economy. As noted, the national
embeddedness of advanced capitalism is not new. We will argue
that it goes back a long way and is fundamentally rooted in skilled
workforces and a broad range of public and private institutions that
promote investment in human capital and in new technology, together resulting in economic growth and prosperity. Central to the
creation and continuation of this beneficial interaction between
policies, institutions, and investment is democracy itself. When the
middle classes are educated and tied into the advanced economy,
or have strong expectations that their children will be, they start
to favor policies that promote growth, and vote for parties and
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political leaders with a reputation for doing so. Those with low or
obsolete skills may not go along if they cannot see themselves or
their children benefiting from advanced capitalism, and here we find
a large audience for populist appeals—in the twentieth as well as
the twenty-first century. Our goal in this book is to present a new
picture of the relationship between advanced capitalism and the
democratic nation-state that runs counter to the standard markets-
against-politics perspective and explains the remarkable resilience of
advanced capitalist democracies, from their beginnings in the early
twentieth century and through the arguably most turbulent century
of human history.
1.2. The Argument Summarized

This book starts from what appears to us a major puzzle in political
economy, though paradoxically one that the literature pays little attention to. This is the exceptional resilience of advanced capitalist
democracies (in comparison to any other type of nation state in the
last century or so). All the economies which industrialized in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were democracies shortly
after the end of the First World War; and apart from temporary
German and Italian lapses they have remained advanced capitalist
democracies ever since.2 (Czechoslovakia, tenth most industrialized democracy in the early 1920s, is the exception—as a result of
external forces.) This resilience is also true of the small number of
newly advanced capitalist economies since the end of the Second
World War ( Japan, Israel, Hong Kong, Singapore, Taiwan, South
Korea, Ireland): once they became advanced capitalist democracies
they have remained so (with the arguable exception of Hong Kong,
again the result of external forces).3 While the correlation between
per-capita income and democracy is well-known (Lipset 1959), and
while the near-zero probability of rich democracies reverting to authoritarianism is well documented (Przeworski and Limongi 1997;
Svolik 2008), why this is so remains a black box.
What is particularly puzzling about this resilience is that it
took place over arguably the most perturbed century in European
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recorded history (apart perhaps from the fifth century). In any case, a
dominant theme in the book is how advanced capitalist democracies
have responded to and shaped interactively two great technological
regimes. The second industrial revolution (or the scientific regime)
started in the last third of the nineteenth century and morphed into
an organizational revolution of giant Chandlerian conglomerates,
often described as the Fordist regime. And then the Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) revolution that followed ushered in so-called “knowledge economies.” A fine analysis of changing
technological regimes is by Freeman and Louca (2001). In addition
to encompassing technological change, the advanced world has seen
major wars, the end of empires, the rise and fall of communism, the
rise of Asian manufacturing, and exceptional social, occupational,
and locational change, including a massive entry of women into the
labor market. Most dramatically, two deep financial crises led to
prolonged depression and deep recession and slow growth.
The reader will be likely to read this book in the light of the financial crisis. That is partially intentional. But from our perspective it
is written in the light of the performance of the advanced capitalist
democratic nation-states, both as resilient and as responsible for
the huge rise in living standards, decline in poverty, and, relative to
other countries, fall in inequality over more than a century, as will
be seen in the next section.
Our initial motivation is to understand this striking resilience
of advanced capitalist democracies. So one concern of this project
has been to develop a broad model of advanced capitalist democracies to explain the resilience. We sketch key elements of this model
here. We also see how this may help to solve several other puzzles
about advanced capitalist democracies, such as the continued differences in institutions and public policies despite the globalization
of production.
In contrast to almost all other approaches, apart partially from
Lindblom (1977), we argue that there are powerful symbiotic forces
explaining why democracy, the advanced nation-state, and advanced
capitalism are generally mutually supportive and have been so over
this perturbed last century.4 In common with Hayek (1944, 1966),

6

C h a p te r 1

Lindblom (1977), Schumpeter (1942), and Poulantzas (1973), we
see a strong state as necessary to promote successful innovation-
oriented advanced capitalism, notably by enforcing competition on
advanced capitalist companies (who would prefer protection and
stable profits) and labor market rules to ensure workplace cooperation (against predatory unions). For both Hayek and Schumpeter,
and also Poulantzas, capitalism and social democracy are both enemies of such enforcement—capitalism because it eliminates monopoly profits and social democracy because it undermines monopoly wages. But in our model a central component is that the
large skilled workforces of the advanced sectors of the economy,
and the aspirational voters who seek to join these workforces, have
interests aligned with the promotion and success of advanced capitalist sectors, and are generally decisive voters. This contrasts with
the general assumption in almost all this literature that democratic
capitalism is a clash of interests between labor and capital.5
Our approach, building on the alignment of decisive voters with
the success of advanced capitalism, assigns a very different role to
democratically elected governments, in which they play a central
and activist role in an uncertain technological environment promoting change in their advanced capitalist sectors. Democratic governments construct and reconstruct their economies, conditioned by
past choices, in response to voter demands for effective economic
management and internationally competitive economies and a better life for themselves and their children. This draws heavily on our
academic background in the rich comparative political economy of
advanced capitalism.6 A dominating concern in this literature is how
democratic governments guarantee the effective organization and
reorganization of their advanced capitalist sectors. This literature
has also been concerned with understanding heterogeneous socioeconomic institutions across different advanced economies which
underpin specialization of economic activities: a specialization we
also seek to understand in this book. Given the scope for variety,
advanced capitalist democracies evolve over time in response to
technology and other shocks, but in turn also reshape them; and
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they are themselves embedded in different electoral and legislative
rules. Common for all are the incentives for governments to promote
the advanced sectors of the economy and construct and reconstruct
institutions in order to further this goal. We see new technologies as
political opportunities, and their adoption is politically determined.
The most distinctive element of advanced capitalism in our approach has already been mentioned—the large skilled and educated
workforces of the advanced capitalist sectors. Some of our understanding about skills has developed from comparative political
economy, and much has developed from the literature on innovation (Dosi (2000), Malerba (2004), Lundvall (1992, 2016), Freeman
(2008), Nelson (1993), Casper (2007), Whitley (1999, 2007). The
skills of these workforces are tacit and cospecific both with each
other and with company technologies; technologies are themselves
partially codifiable and perhaps patented, but, as Teece (1986) underlined, protected by the cospecific skills of the workforce even
in the absence of patents. Moreover, their tacit skills are generally
learned from each other, in an overlapping generation (OLG) logic.
This implies colocation in work environments and/or skill clusters
over time. This is widely recognized in the economics of agglomeration (Glaeser 2010), despite the role of the internet and global
trade and finance; it is also true of the different environment of
giant Chandlerian corporations, in an earlier technological regime
with Fordist and earlier technologies (Chandler 1967, 1977). Quite
generally it has pinned down advanced companies or their subsidiaries to the national environment where education and training
takes place; the high value-added activities of an advanced company are thus generally embedded in the national or regional or
local environment—advanced capitalism is geographically specific
and not footloose (irrespective of where the shares or patents are
held). Knowledge-based multinationals (typically but not necessarily with core technologies in a particular national environment)
may have many geographically embedded skill-intensive subsidiaries
(Cantwell 1989). It is only across the low-skill subsidiaries that multi
national companies (MNCs) can easily move between locations at
low cost, leaving little rent to the countries they are in.
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A second implication of the colocation and cospecificity of skills
and capital is geographical specialization. Specialization is deeply
embedded in innovation-oriented activities. Again, this follows
both from the literatures on comparative and international political
economy, and also from the innovation literature including that on
national systems of innovation (Lundvall 1992, 2016; Nelson 1993;
Cooke 2001). Geographically embedded skills and specialization in
turn lead to another symbiosis, namely that each advanced nation in
general derives complementarities from trading and capital mobility
with other advanced economies. Thus advanced nations gain from
globalization with other advanced nations, at least in the advanced
sectors. This then is a game of strategic complementarities. In our
broad model the greater the specialization, the greater the value
the community of advanced governments gain from each individual
advanced economy: hence the symbiosis between the advanced
nation-state and the extent of advanced globalization. A hegemon
may be important in protecting an advanced economy from military
threats by nonadvanced economies; but it is not relevant within the
community of advanced economies.
The colocation and cospecificity of skilled workers, enabling and
enabled by specialization, are in turn what endow the nation-state
with power, and in democracies this power is used to improve the
lives of a majority by creating the institutional conditions for innovation, skill formation, and growth, and by responding to demands for
social insurance and sometimes redistribution. This then suggests a
third implication: there exists a strategic complementarity, or symbiosis, between democracy, the advanced nation-state, and advanced
capitalism. Democratic parties and politicians that successfully promote the prosperity and welfare of a majority will be rewarded by
winning elections, and the majority will be skilled workers who are
keen to see the advanced sectors of the economy thrive.
Spelled out in greater detail below, we thus see our broad approach going some way in explaining the resilience puzzle. It also
explains, we believe, five related puzzles which we elaborate below:
first, the middle-income trap, and why so few countries have developed into advanced capitalist democracies after the Second World
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War. Second, it shows why a thoroughly integrated world economy
has not undermined the existence of different forms of advanced
capitalist democracies, since their institutional differences cause and
are caused by distinct patterns of specialization. Third, it illuminates
how democracy reinforces advanced capitalism when it is widely
thought to cause “decommodification” by majoritarian demands for
policies that undermine markets in the name of equality. Fourth, and
related, it goes a long way in understanding the distinct paths to democracy of the different advanced economies, and the limitations of
generic arguments such as that of Acemoglu and Robinson (2005).
Finally, it helps us understand why advanced democracies, despite
generating prosperity and greater income equality than most nonadvanced countries, have not responded to rising inequality since
the late 1970s. Closely related is the question why advanced capitalist
democracies have given rise to populist political movements that
oppose the very elites that grow out of the knowledge economy
as well as open borders and the prosperous cities and the live-and-
let-live values that they give rise to. But first we highlight some key
conceptual distinctions, causal claims, and empirical hypotheses
that make up our basic argument.
1.3. Our ACD Framework Approach

Our broad thesis is that a relatively simple framework model of advanced capitalist democracies (ACD) evolved over a long period
of time, at least over the last century—from roughly the end of the
First World War, by which point all the early industrialisers had
become democracies. In summarizing this framework more closely
than above, we attach central importance to the symbiotic relationship between five core elements:7
1.3.1. THE ROLE OF THE STRONG NATION STATE

We follow many analysts before us (for example, Poulantzas (1973),
Hayek (1944, 1966), and Schumpeter (1942), among the major
theorists of advanced capitalism from quite different political
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perspectives) in paying close attention to the central role of the state
in putting and maintaining in place key necessary conditions for the
operation of advanced innovation-oriented capitalism. The state, to
be successful, can be thought of having four sets of tasks:
(i) Imposing on business the requirement that product
markets are competitive; this is a key requirement, for
there is considerable evidence that competition (so long as
not too intense) is a precondition for innovation. It requires
a strong state to impose competition because businesses
prefer protected markets with low-risk and high-profits
which they can share with politicians. The first country to
emerge as a modern capitalist economy, Britain, did not
take off until the rampant rent-seeking and corruption that
characterized the political system up until the end of the
eighteenth century was eliminated (Popa 2015).
(ii) Imposing on labor the requirement that businesses
are allowed the right to manage and to cooperate with
management. If labor is too powerful, it may prefer to
control production and to limit innovation and skill
replacement, or with cospecific skills in a technology to
“hold up” management once the technology is installed.
Thus a strong enough state is needed to organize labor
market rules to prevent this.
(iii) In addition to these rules of the game, the third role of the
state is to invest in a range of public goods, especially in
the areas of education, training, and research. Here the
problem for the nation-state is that if advanced capitalist
companies are mobile, they will take the benefits of these
investments and locate elsewhere. Thus the benefits
of knowledge generated in the nation-state need very
broadly to remain there.
(iv) Finally the state needs to negotiate out through the
political system and interest groups how advanced
capitalism and the state can reset rules and reinvest in
response to shocks. Fioretos 2011 shows this with insight
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over the whole postwar period in relation to France,
Germany, and the UK). More generally, in periods of deep
uncertainty—as in the early 1980s—it needs to debate the
direction to be taken to promote advanced capitalism. In
an important recent book, Marketcraft: How Governments
Make Markets Work, Vogel discusses this process at
length, in particular in relation to the United States and
Japan since the 1980s.
1.3.2. ALIGNED INTERESTS OF DECISIVE
VOTERS WITH ADVANCED CAPITALISM

Why should a strong enough state behave in these market-enhancing
ways? If capitalism is politically strong it will be tempted to demand
protection from the state, and politicians will be tempted to make
bargains with it. Advanced capitalists will exchange profits with
the state for protection and the quiet life. Poulantzas (1973) saw
this as a fundamental problem facing capitalism. Arguably one of
the most brilliant Marxist theorists from the 1960s to the 1980s, his
“regional” theory simply posited that the state had the “function”
of maintaining a competitive environment; this both geared business to innovation and prevented businesses from collective action
such as investment strikes because of the collective action problem
they faced when competing against each other. This approach may
appear slightly mystical, but it showed how Poulantzas was aware
of the problem.8 Hayek (1944, 1966) was equally aware of the need
to impose competition requirements on businesses if they were to
innovate. His concern was with democracy: he believed that voters
as workers would vote for protection to guarantee their jobs. And
Schumpeter (1942) was equally aware of the problem and thought
that advanced capitalism would lead to corporatism and an end to
a competitive environment, or that voters would choose socialism.
We take a quite different position. Along with Lindblom (1977),
but without his emphasis on the structural power of capital, we argue
that governments pursue policies supporting advanced capitalism
in the nation-state because the electorate, or at least decisive voters,
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punish governments which don’t.9 We argue that they do so because
a large number of voters see themselves as benefiting from advanced
capitalism, whether directly as employees or as aspirational voters:
thus we take the opposite position to the standard view of political economy, that the interests of workers are opposed to those of
capitalists.
Within advanced capitalist democracies, political parties and
their leaders need to build up reputations among decisive voters
as effective economic managers to be electable: that is to say, they
need to build up a reputation for maintaining and, where necessary, changing the product and labor market rules (mainly, product
market competition and labor market cooperation) and the public
infrastructural investments (education, skills, research, universities) necessary for innovation-oriented capitalism. We can think of
these as electable parties. An important question is what ensures a
majority, or decisive vote, for these policies and parties. Who are
these voters?
First, there is a large vote from employees in advanced capitalist
companies. Advanced capitalism has required since the second (or
scientific) industrial revolution from the last third of the ninteenth
century, a large skilled and educated labor force, cospecific and collocated with the technology of the company in question (Thelen
2004; Goldin and Katz 1998). It is often wrongly thought that the
knowledge of the company is a technology which can be codified
and patented; but technology is almost always cospecific with the
tacit skills of the workforce (Teece, 1986). The level of skills and
education is relative to the prevailing technology, but management
in the advanced sectors has always had to secure the cooperation or
motivation of the labor force, because of the significant costs of hiring and firing. This is as true of semiskilled workers under Fordism as
of contemporary software engineers: they could easily stop the line,
and replacing them involved both strikes and significant retraining
costs, especially if training new workers required the tacit cooperation of existing semiskilled workers. Thus we can think of this skilled
workforce as gaining rent from advanced capitalism above the competitive market value of their skills. In one form or another this aligns
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the interests of the skilled worker with advanced capitalism. Because
advanced capitalism is skill-intensive, this electorate is very large.
Second, the aspirational vote has a particular relevance in relation to advanced capitalism. By contrast to status-ordered societies, growth in the demand for skilled and educated labor is core to
the idea of advanced capitalism as a result of technological change
(Goldin and Katz 2009). Hence, while aspirational individuals, parents, and families have always existed to some extent, it is particularly associated with advanced capitalism. Even if parents may not
themselves be skilled they can aspire to their children becoming
skilled, which is equivalent to upward intergenerational mobility.
Thus the aspirational voter has interests aligned with the success
of advanced capitalism. Our analytic approach thus explains why
advanced capitalism must grow, since growth is needed to provide
the new jobs for aspirational voters and/or their children.
By this token, when some families are blocked from experiencing
upward mobility they tend to react politically against the system,
which we see as the root cause of populism. For reasons we will
spell out below (and in detail in chapters 3–5), the transition to the
knowledge economy has produced blockages, and this raises the
question of whether populism is a threat to advanced democracy.10
We think not. The reasons are discussed in detail in chapter 5, but
the most fundamental in our view is that those benefiting from the
knowledge economy have an obvious incentive to make sure that
a solid majority will continue to feel included in, and benefit from,
the knowledge economy in the future. That said, we do not want to
minimize the challenges of potentially creating a large left-behind
minority who feel alienated from society and democratic institutions. Even if populist parties will never attain majority status, populist appeals could prove a destabilizing force in democracy (as they
arguably have in the United States and in Britain), and we do not
want to underestimate the social costs of large minorities losing hope
in the future and turning to drugs or crime as a consequence. This is
a serious problem for democracy, even if it is not a serious threat to
democracy (or advanced capitalism, or the nation-state). As we spell
in out in chapters 3 and 5, this problem has been addressed much
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more effectively in some democracies than in others (in particular
through the training and educational system).
1.3.3. SPECIALIZATION AND LOCATION COSPECIFICITY

This is perhaps the most novel element of the argument, and it underpins the symbiosis discussed above, between decisive voters and
governments promoting the framework rules and infrastructural
investments needed for advanced innovation-oriented to function
effectively.
A critical and major empirical assumption we make about advanced capitalism is that (at least since the scientific revolution)
it has been skill-intensive. That is an empirical assumption, and
Braverman (1998) argued to the contrary that the microprocessor
would result in a fall in skill-intensity. That has not happened so
far in the advanced sectors; it has, arguably, as in Asian manufacturing, turned what had been advanced sectors in the Fordist era
into less skilled sectors today. We will discuss in the conclusion
different future scenarios depending on the nature and trajectory
of technological developments. In the contemporary world, however, advanced capitalism is built on a large skilled labor force. More
than forty-two percent of twenty-five-to-thirty-five-year-olds today
have tertiary degree in the OECD (compared to twenty-six percent
among fifty-five-to-sixty-four-year-olds), and more than half of the
current university-age cohort will acquire a tertiary education, with
the great majority of those who do not acquiring a higher secondary degree. Many of the latter will expect their own children to go
to university. Almost eighty percent of the working-age population
in contemporary OECD countries have at least a higher secondary
degree (OECD 2016, 41). In a middle-income country like Turkey,
the number is thirty-seven percent.
Not only is labor skill-intensive in the advanced sectors, those
skills are tacit (i.e., difficult to codify) and cospecific with other
skilled workers, and they are also cospecific with the relevant technology, even in cases where the technology is itself is codifiable
and thus (generally) patentable. This in turn implies that the skilled
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workforces of advanced companies are colocated and have to work
physically together. The great Chandlerian companies of the Fordist era typically had huge plants or connected sets of plants—the
advanced sector of their era—which housed the skilled workforce,
often from sophisticated manufacturing through to research and development. Many find it surprising that colocation has increased in
the knowledge economy, despite the internet. This is often today in
the form of skill clusters, so that knowledge is geographically confined, and both workers with the relevant skills and knowledge-
based companies wanting to tap into the relevant knowledge cluster
have strong incentives to locate there.
This is then a picture of the value-added of companies being constituted by their skilled workforces. Because whole workforces are
extraordinarily difficult to relocate (especially to another country),
and because of the costs of training relevantly skilled workforces
abroad, advanced companies (or their subsidiaries) are relatively
immobile.
This is consequential for how we understand modern capitalism.
First, the common view of footloose capitalism makes little sense in
relation to advanced companies, or at least their knowledge-based
part. This is different from the behavior of MNEs in nonadvanced
countries. It is different to financial assets, including the ownership of companies. And it is different to the ownership of patents.
But even if the technology or discovery is codifiable, it is typically
cospecific with skilled workforces. (Not always, as in the case of
patents for therapeutic drugs.) In the substantive sense of the value-
added of their knowledge, advanced companies are relatively immobile. Equity capital is liquid and can be owned in many different
national markets, but its value is still tied to firms that are nationally embedded, hence also to the skilled workforces on which they
depend. Short-term financial assets, such as foreign currency holdings or short-term bonds, impose constraints on macro-economic
policies—notably, the capacity of governments to build up large
debts or to use currency devaluations—but these are self-imposed
constraints, as we will see in chapter 4. Besides, they have no effects on the capacity of governments to use balanced budgets to
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redistribute, or to use countercyclical fiscal or monetary policies in
times of high unemployment.
Second, collocated and relatively immobile workforces are generated both by economies of scale and scope. In the scientific revolution and, increasingly, under Fordism, this required colocation
in vast plants covering multiple interlinked activities gaining great
economies of scale and also frequently of scope. It also took the
form of smaller skilled companies carrying out interrelated activities. And it typically included many high value-added service sector
activities, as skill clusters do now. Both in the past and now it has
required differences, major and minor, across advanced nation states
in knowledge competences.
Our argument about the immobility of capital in ACDs runs
counter to common claims to the contrary. Among the more prominent examples in the academic literature are Streeck (2010), Piketty
(2014), and Rodrik (1997, 2017), who all argue that capital mobility undermines the capacity of governments to tax and finance the
welfare state. For Piketty this is the basis for his prediction that
r > g, which will produce ever-greater concentration of wealth. Yet
Piketty’s own data show that after taking account of destruction of
capital and capital taxation, in fact r < g for the entire period from
1913 to 2012—that is, basically during the period of democracy (see
figures 10.10 and 10.11). The dire prediction for the future relies on
the key assumption “that fiscal competition will gradually lead to
total disappearance of taxes on capital in the twenty-first century”
(2014, 355), coupled with a sharp drop in growth rates.11
A look at actual capital taxation rates instead reveals remarkable
stability. While top statutory capital tax rates have come down in
most countries since the 1980s, Swank and Steinmo (2002) show
that such cuts were accompanied by a broadening of the tax base
that left effective tax rates virtually unchanged from 1981 to 1995. The
most ambitious attempt to estimate capital tax revenues as a share
of the capital base (called the implicit tax rate) by Eurostat shows
no tendency for decline in European ACDs between 1995 and 2015
(see table 1.1). If anything, the opposite is true. The United States is
an exception because corporate tax rates were cut in the Republic tax
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The implicit tax rates on capital, Western European countries, 1995–2015

Belgium
Denmark
Germany
Ireland
Spain
France
Italy
Netherlands
Austria
Portugal
Finland
Sweden
UK
Norway

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

24.7
27.9
20.8
.
.
36
24
19.6
25.9
19
31.5
18.8
24.4
38.7

28.8
31.6
26.4
17.2
27.9
42.3
24
18.6
26.8
28.4
40.6
39.2
34
42.5

31.1
45.3
20.4
22.3
35.9
44.1
24.7
13.5
24.3
24.4
28.6
31.5
33.4
41

27.4
38.7
19.2
16
26.2
43.5
28.6
10.9
23.4
25.4
29.2
27.5
32.6
42.7

38
34.4
24.2
14.5
30.3
52.7
34.3
12.1
29.9
26.5
31.4
32.7
31.6
30.3

Diff
2015–1995
13.3
6.5
3.4
–2.4
2.2
16.2
10
–7.5
4
7.4
–0.1
14
7.2
–8.5

Source: Eurostat–European Commission. 2017. Taxation trends in the European Union. Data for the EU member states, Iceland and Norway. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.

reform, but only to about the average rate of other OECD countries,
which is twenty-one percent (the United States had exceptionally
high rates before the reform). Of course, there is no reason that governments should rely on capital taxation to fund the welfare state,
and such taxation rarely exceeds twenty-five percent of revenues
(with income and consumption taxes making up the bulk of the
rest).12 The composition of taxation is a political choice, not a matter
of the structural power of capital to exit.
1.3.4. STRATEGIC COMPLEMENTARITIES AND
INSTITUTIONAL HETEROGENEITY

Because of nationally-rooted specialization in an integrated world
economy, the advanced capitalist democracies are engaged in a game
of strategic complementarities. Globalization between them increases
the payoffs from the game, as opposed to constraining domestic political choice or suborning democracy of the advanced economies.
In Chandlerian companies in a Fordist regime, free trade and
freedom of foreign direct investment movement are both important,
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as they are in knowledge economies. In knowledge economies, as
knowledge competences become more decentralized, so knowledge-
based MNEs become more like networks of autonomous subsidiaries
with complementary knowledge competences. In both cases there
is a political incentive to promote globalization across the advanced
economies; but it is arguably more important in the contemporary
world. There are several implications of this insight:
A. The political power of advanced capitalism is unlikely to be strong.
Advanced capitalist companies need to operate in an international
competitive environment in the advanced democracies. That makes
it difficult to solve the collective action problems (such as mutual
punishment) needed for carrying out, for example, an investment
strike, as well as sharply reducing the temptation to doing so. Even
in coordinated systems, business action against a government is both
costly and limited to areas like training, technology transfer, and
wage restraint, where advanced companies are unlikely to want to
follow disruptive activities.
Equally, as we have seen, since companies are relatively immobile geographically, it limits both actual exit and the credibility of
exit threats. The critics of capitalism are right that footloose capital constrains what states can do; it is just that advanced capitalism
is not footloose.13 Thus we find the idea thoroughly unpersuasive
that advanced capitalism has suborned the autonomy of democracy
through globalization, and is responsible for austerity, poverty, and
cutbacks in redistribution and the welfare state. One can of course
find examples of governments giving tax concessions to companies
that promise to retain jobs instead of moving them to low-wage
countries. Such pressures and temptations arise naturally as part
of Vernon’s (1966) product life-cycle as production becomes more
routinized and can be performed by robots or low-skilled workers
abroad. But we think it is far more remarkable that governments in
ACDs routinely shun such temptations. At the height of deindustrialization in the 1980s governments across ACDs engaged in policies
that accelerated the decline of sunset industries by cutting back subsidies, privatizing unproductive public enterprises, and removing
barriers to competition from low-wage countries while betting on
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new high value-added industries moving in to take advantage of an
abundance of high-skilled labor (and the associated institutional supports). Nor are such “tough” industrial policies catering to the collective interests of “capital”—even in the broadest Poulantzas(1973)
or Lindblom (1977) interpretation. The Rehn-Meidner model informing the economic strategy of the Swedish LO, the major union
confederation, and of the Social Democratic Party was deliberately
designed to force low-productivity firms to die or to innovate. A
right-wing version of this modernization strategy was pursued in
the UK and it was vehemently opposed by business. Sometimes the
siren song of jobs from declining companies are too hard to resist,
but more often than not these companies are shown the door.
B. Redistribution and the welfare state is democratically decided,
for better and (often) for worse. In understanding inequality before
and after redistribution and the policies toward the welfare state in
advanced societies, there is consequently little mileage to be gained
from focusing on the political power of advanced capitalism; in ACDs
(though not elsewhere) capital is politically weak. Instead, for under
standing “bad” outcomes, the focus should be on three aspects of
advanced democratic systems: first, that the winners from advanced
economies are typically the decisive voters—they choose policies
to re-and in some measure also predistribute; they may or may not
make those choices to compensate the losers; and in particular they
may choose not to compensate the poor. (Moreover, if we think of
populists as losers of advanced capitalism, they are if anything more
hostile to compensating the poor.) Second, that “rules of the democratic game” differ as one moves from consensus PR-based systems
to majoritarian “winner-takes-all” Westminster systems (Iversen and
Soskice 2006); and further still to the porous American system in
which primary elections and semidisciplined parties enable money
to influence outcomes (Hacker and Pierson 2010). Third, the level
of political information among the electorate exacerbates bad outcomes (Iversen and Soskice 2015). In understanding the problematic
of inequality and poverty in the advanced world, it is at these aspects
of democracy that we will look, and it is on these aspects that critics
of contemporary politics in advanced democracies should focus. We
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are, needless to say, strong proponents of democracy, but the failure of adequate redistribution in advanced economies lies in the
workings of democratic systems rather than in the political power
of capital.
C. A key underlying condition for a democratic system to support heavy investments in education and research infrastructure is
their geographical immobility. Geographic immobility relates to the
rents of skilled workers and the alignment of their interests with
advanced capitalism. Critically it also explains the logic behind
the heavy infrastructural investments needed to support advanced
capitalism in the first place. For if it could be taken abroad (as
companies could do in the absence of the tacit skills of the domestic workforce and their cospecificity with company technology), then incentives for governments and voters to invest would
collapse.
1.3.5. THE FUNDAMENTAL EQUALITY OF DEMOCRACY

We have established above that advanced capital in ACDs is immobile and that the state for that reason is powerful. We have also
argued that democracy and capitalism are in a symbiotic relationship
in the sense that decisive voters—skilled or aspirational or both—
vote for parties and policies that promote the advanced sectors,
which raise the demand for skills, and so on. In this section we suggest that the essence of democracy is not redistribution or equality, as so commonly assumed, but the advancement of middle class
interests, and we capture this idea as the “fundamental equality of
democracy” (to distinguish it clearly from Piketty’s (2014) “fundamental inequality of capitalism”).
The interests of the middle classes are aligned with advanced
capitalism via two key mechanisms. The first is direct inclusion
into the wealth stream created by the continuous progression of
the advanced sectors. By far the most important path to such inclusion is education, since the advanced sectors are skill intensive.
Even when the skills of middle-aged workers fall behind the needs
of the advanced sectors, these workers can benefit indirectly if their
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children acquire the skills needed to move up in the economy. Such
intergenerational mobility creates aspirational voters who will also
support policies that push forward the advanced sectors—notably
through investment in education and research and development
(R&D), coupled with strong competition rules.
The second mechanism is the welfare state, broadly construed
to include cash transfers, social insurance, and public services. Accounting for more than one-third of GDP on average, wide-ranging
tax-financed middle-class programs ensure that those with high and
rising incomes share some of their wealth with the rest of society.
This is especially important in the transition to the knowledge economy because gains of new technology have been concentrated at the
upper tail of the income distribution. The tax-and-transfer system
ensures that these gains are shared with the middle classes.
Exactly who benefits and how much from the knowledge economy is a matter of democratic politics, which varies with the institutional framework of each country. In this book we pay particular
attention to electoral and party systems, but for now we can capture
the role of electoral politics with the simplified notion of a “decisive voter.” Given that democratic governments ordinarily depend
on support from a majority and given that politics is broadly organized around class and economic interests, this decisive voter will
be someone from the middle of the income distribution (although
not necessarily the median). With a right-skewed distribution of
income, a majority has income below the mean and the decisive
voter will therefore also typically be someone with income below
the mean.
Contrary to standard notions, the overriding concern of the decisive voter is neither equality nor redistribution, but rather his or
her own income and welfare, with due attention to efficiency costs
of taxation. Although the literature tends to equate political equality
with economic equality, there is no reason that the decisive voter
should care about those at the bottom of the distribution, except insofar as he or she fears falling into the ranks of the poor (or fears that
his or her offspring will)—an insurance motive we discuss in subsequent chapters. Nor is there any reason for decisive voters to oppose
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rising incomes for those above them, as long as such windfalls are
shared. There are clearly efficiency limits to taxing the rich but whatever the optimal level of taxation from the perspective of the decisive
voter, we should expect democracy to ensure that the net income
of the decisive voter keeps up with the capacity of the economy to
generate income. This capacity is reflected in per-capita income, or
average income, and we can therefore represent the political logic
of ACDs as a simple identity: YD/Y̅ = k, where YD is the disposable
income of the decisive voter, Y̅ is average disposable income, and k
is a nationally-specific constant (defined over some suitable length
of time to smooth out short-term fluctuations).14 Needless to say, this
assumes that the decisive voter does not change over time because
of, say, declining voter turnout or reforms in the electoral system.
Much of the contemporary literature on advanced capitalism implies, however, that any such equality of democracy has ended—if it
ever existed. Globalization critics like Rodrik imply that footloose
capital has undermined the capacity of labor—which presumably
includes our decisive voter—to maintain its share of national income.
In Piketty, what he calls the “fundamental inequality of capitalism”
(r > g) guarantees that national wealth and income will increasingly
accrue to those at the top of the distribution. In the more political
interpretations of Streeck (2016), Bartels (2008), Gilens (2012), and
Hacker and Pierson (2011), the will of the majority is subverted by
the outsized political resources of business and the rich, again causing a concentration of income at the top while the middle and lower
classes lose out.
At first blush these pessimistic conjectures seem to be borne out
by the data. No matter what measure is used, inequality has risen
significantly since the 1980s across all ACDs. For example, Piketty
shows that the top decile share of US national income rose from
about thirty-five percent in 1980 to about forty-seven percent in
2010 (Piketty 2014, 24). Goldin and Katz (2007) show a similar rise
in US wage inequality. Across twenty-two ACDs the Gini coefficient of market household income has risen an average of eleven
percent from 1985 to 2014, according to data from Solt (2016), and
the disposable income Gini (after taxes and transfers) increased a
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more modest seven percent. (The pattern is illustrated in figure 1.1,
panel a.)
Yet there has been no corresponding decline in the YD/Y̅ ratio if
we proxy YD by median disposable income and Y̅ by mean disposable
income. This is shown in figure 1.1 (panel b) for a sample of ACDs for
which we have comparable data starting in 1985 and ending in 2010.
The YD/Y̅ ratio in 2010 is more or less the same as it was in 1985 for
most countries (the observations lie close to the 45-degree line),
and the average difference in the ratio between the two years, r,
is indistinguishable from zero: r = [−0.043; 0,047]. So it appears
that the median income group has been exceptionally successful
in keeping up with the overall growth of income. We think this is
also bound to be true for more accurate measures of decisive voter
income since decisive voters tend to be closer to the means as voter
nonturnout is concentrated among the poor.
New Zealand is something of an outlier with a drop in the YD/Y̅
ratio from .92 to .87 between 1985 and 2010, or about six percent.
Even in this case, however, it is notable that average real incomes
rose by thirty-five percent in the same period, so the middle class
was much better off in 2010 than in 1985. The Gini of disposable
household income in this period rose by twenty percent, according to data from Solt (2016). This highlights the general fact that
while income inequality has been rising fast, the relative position
of the median has been fairly stable, even in an “outlier” like New
Zealand. This is also true in the case of the other negative “outlier”:
Germany. Here the relative income of the median declined from
.93 to .90, or about four percent from 1985 to 2010 (undoubtedly
in large part because of unification); yet the mean income rose
by more than fifty percent. Even in cases where relative income
of the median has slightly slipped, the middle group of income
earners is thus clearly enjoying rising incomes despite increasing
inequality.
The stability of YD/Y̅ is particularly remarkable considering that
the data cover a period with the most dramatic increase in inequality since the emergence of democracy. The middle class is a critical constituency for democratic governments, yet it has no interest
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in inequality per se; only in seeing its own fortunes rise with the
economy as a whole. Even when the gains are concentrated at the
top, the middle benefits. As we discuss below, in the United States
about seventy percent of federal tax revenues comes from the top
ten percent of earners, and about forty percent from the top one
percent. Indeed, we argue in this book that the reforms that enabled
the knowledge economy to take off created huge inequalities, yet
were supported by a majority of voters. Those left out of the new
economy are generally also weak in the political system. Indeed, a
recurrent theme of this book is that democracy, not capitalism, is to
blame for the rise of low-end inequality. Phrased positively, greater
equality is a democratic choice, which is little constrained by capital.
Our argument may seem to run counter to the evidence in Gilens
(2005, 2012), Bartels (2008), Peters and Ensink (2015), and others
that the rich are much more politically influential than the middle
class. But as we will discuss in detail in chapter 4, this evidence does
not in fact say much about whether the economic interests of the
middle class are attended to in government policies. The reason is
that these analyses compares preferences for policy change with actual policy change, and many policy changes are at the margin and
do not much affect how well the broader interests of different classes
are represented. If it was truly the case that the rich almost monopolized political power, it would be very hard to understand the emergence and persistence of large-scale middle-class programs such as
Medicare and Social Security, let along why the top one percent of
earners pay almost half of the bill for these programs. Moving outside
the United States, the notion that middle-class interests are ignored
in public policies is even less plausible. Those with high education
and income may simply understand the constraints on government
policies better than others—the obvious example here is the need for
countercyclical fiscal policies—and this will show up as congruence
between preferences for change and actual change (see Elkjær and
Iversen 2018 for evidence). But this is not synonymous with deciding
whose class interests are favored by government policies; the fundamental equality of democracy is an expression of middle-class power.
In the following we develop our argument further by applying it
to the five puzzles we identified above in addition to the resilience
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of ACDs: the middle-income trap; the strengthening of advanced
capitalism by democracy; the rise of democracy; persistent varieties
of capitalism in an age of globalization; and the lack of response to
rising inequality.
1.4. The Middle-Income Trap Puzzle

A remarkable fact is that the group of advanced democracies has
only been slightly expanded since their rise in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. The distribution of world income has become marginally more equal since the 1980s, but this is virtually
all due to the rise of a few populous poor countries to the ranks of
middle-income economies, notably China and India, and not the rise
of middle-income countries into the high-income group. For more
than a century, entry into the advanced group has only occurred in
the instances of Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan, Israel, Ireland,
and Hong Kong.
We can illustrate this using patent data because the number of
patents per capita is a measure of the size of the advanced sector (as
opposed to GDP per capita, which is affected by oil and other natural
wealth). If we focus on OECD and major middle-income countries
with at least five million citizens, figure 2.1 shows the number of patents per one million working-age adults in 1976 compared to 2015.
The data are from the US Patent and Trademark Office, where nearly
every major patent is taken out by individuals, labs, and firms from
around the globe.15
It is apparent that the ACDs are clustered in the top right corner and that only South Korea, Taiwan, and Singapore have made
the transition into this group from 1976 to 2015. This ties into our
argument, since in each of these cases powerful governments were
deeply committed to becoming advanced capitalist countries. Taiwan, South Korea, and Singapore were semi-authoritarian and in
each case, governments were powerful enough to impose competition (in different ways, but always involving trade) and shift
massive resources into the educational system. Taiwan and South
Korea have since become democracies with powerful electoral
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lobbies for advanced capitalism. Singapore has only slowly moved
in a fully democratic direction, but its commitment to education
and open trade has been unwavering; it is in fact the only advanced
country that is (still) not fully democratic.
The difficulty of breaking into the rich ACD club is known in the
economic literature as the “middle-income trap” (e.g., Kharas and
Kohli 2011). Eichengreen et al. (2012) have persuasively argued that
the key barrier is the creation of large knowledge-intensive sectors
sustained by internally driven innovation. It is precisely the existence of such dynamic, skill-intensive sectors that define advanced
capitalism as we use it in this book. This is as true today as it was at
the turn of the previous century.
In fact, if one considers the distribution of the world population,
the share who lives in rich democratic countries has declined since
the Second World War, and the total number of people living in these
countries has barely risen. Paradoxically, in the face of this evidence
most of the recent work on globalization has focused on the concern
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that rich countries might fail in global competition with “low-wage”
countries and decline into the middle income group. But no country
has suffered this fate, and the gap to middle-income countries is
stable. Simply put, there is no convergence, whether viewed from
above or from below.
Our framework explains the middle-income trap at least in part:
1. The advanced capitalist democracy requires (ab initio) a
strongly organized government with both the ability and the
incentive to impose the relevant labor and product market
rules as well as to build the requisite education and research
infrastructure. The incentives for nonadvanced governments
to do so are not likely to be fulfilled since they will have
strong incentives to do protectionist deals with companies;
or a wish to control the companies in the first place; or
with natural resources to exploit. Post–1945 exceptions
were initially strongly organized states with effective
bureaucracies, an absence of natural resources, and a need
for the revenues to maintain a powerful military—Singapore,
South Korea, and Taiwan. Israel is a related case in point,
where the electorate understood the military need. But
absent that special case, and absent initially large skilled and
educated workforces supportive of advanced sectors, there
is no democratic incentive for governments to behave in this
way (Doner and Schneider 2016).
2. The professional social networks and skill clusters do
not generally exist to create the capacities and requisite
knowledge to build innovative companies with the necessary
marketing and financial linkages with other companies and
the relevant markets (themselves nearly always in advanced
capitalist democracies). Israel and Taiwan were able to
benefit from social networks and skill clusters composed of
returnees and also between networks strung between them
and Silicon Valley (Saxenian 2007); Singapore and South
Korea from MNEs; and in all cases from rapid build-up
of skills and research. These now constitute skilled and
educated electorates supportive of government promotion
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of advanced capitalism. But it is only the rare cases where
governments had the relevant incentives, connections, and
capacities (Breznitz 2007).
3. The democratic institutions necessary to support advanced
capitalism are mostly absent. First, there has to be
government support for broad-based public investment
in education (and a range of supporting institutions that
we discuss later), and this in turn requires disciplined
political parties that are preeminently concerned about their
reputation in a political system where governments must
continually appeal to electoral majorities. Reputation-based
political parties are also necessary for the government to be
sufficiently independent of local strongmen and business
interests to ensure that they will not allocate resources or
restrict competition for short-term political support. Such
reputation-based democratic institutions failed to emerge in
most countries. Instead, the middle-income countries tend
to be characterized by an economic system where firms seek
rents from the political system by offering bribes in exchange
for protection against market competition, while politicians
accept bribes for personal gain and in order to wage
personalized electoral campaigns or party-internal contests.
Consistent with this logic, Svolik (2013) shows that voters in
in such a setting will rationally conclude that all politicians
are bad, giving even honest politicians reasons to act like
them. While Latin America has many candidates for moving
out of the middle-income trap, this logic captures the Latin
American dynamic of weak product market competition
legislation ensuring the market dominance of large, typically
family-owned conglomerates, Grupos, with close links to the
political systems (Schneider 2009).
From this we can begin to understand why it is so difficult for
middle-income countries to join the rich camp. Unlike the neo
classical notion that technology is available to every country, it is
in fact embedded in immovable national workforces. Advanced
technologies therefore have to be built from within, and for middle
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income countries to acquire this capacity requires two simultaneous revolutions: one economic and another political. The economic
revolution is that firms have to abandon their current product market strategies and make major investments in new technology, at the
same time as the supply of highly skilled workers expands dramatically. The latter requires a political revolution, since politicians have
to free themselves from both educated elites who have no interest
in such a major supply shock, and from clientilistic networks of existing producers and their dependent workers who want to remain
protected. Competition is a requisite for technological progress,
but it can be the death knell for many middle-range producers that
have to confront global competition. Moreover, because mid-range
technologies rely on easily replaceable skills, any attempt by governments to impose costs or demands on business can be met by exit.
So, unlike advanced capitalism, the nation-state in middle-income
countries is generally weak and short-sighted, while capital is strong.
1.5. The Puzzle of Democratic Politics
Strengthening Capitalism

It is natural to think that democracy and capitalism are on a collision course. One is based on a principle of equality (“one person
one vote”) while the other is based on a principle of market power
(“one dollar one vote”). Esping-Andersen captured this tension succinctly in the title of his 1985 book Politics Against Markets, and it
underpins the entire power resources approach to capitalist democracies.16 Streeck (2013) interprets every major institutional change,
economic crisis, and distributive outcome in the post–WWII period
in terms of the struggle between (egalitarian) democracy and (inegalitarian) capital, with capital gradually winning out as its mobility
rises.17 Piketty (2014) concurs but does not even perceive a need to
analyze democratic politics because mobile capital inevitably undermines the capacity of democratic governments to either arrest the
growth of capital or accelerate the growth of the economy. So how
can we claim that democracy prevents markets being undermined,
leading to divestment and capital flight?
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The first reason is that a majority of voters want to see advanced
capitalism succeed. They derive their prosperity from the success of
the advanced sectors, and they therefore have an incentive to support parties that promote the advanced sectors using a variety of
policies, including exposing business to competition as a means to
spur innovation and growth. These policies are market-enhancing,
and therefore entirely compatible with the success of capitalism
as an economic system, though not of individual companies, and
they typically garner broad cross-class support. In advanced countries with large skilled workforces, advanced democracy promotes
geographically-embedded advanced capitalism.
When the threshold into a modern economy is passed, the mutually beneficial, and reinforcing, relationship between advanced
capitalism and government takes the following form:
Governments provide and/or underwrite an institutional framework which enables advanced sector companies to develop and
carry forward their comparative advantages—we see the provision of the conditions in which advanced capitalism can flourish
as a central function of advanced governments. This institutional
framework covers a wide range of areas, which notably include
education, vocational training and higher education, technology
transfer and innovation systems, regulation of skilled labor markets and industrial relations, corporate governance and markets
for corporate control, those aspects of the welfare state relevant
to advanced capitalism (its insurance but not redistributive functions), trade, competition and intellectual property policy, and
the macroeconomic regime.
Politically, what sustains the equilibrium is a large electoral constituency of educated workers attaching importance to the competence of government parties in managing the institutions promoting
successful advanced capitalism. This constituency is supplemented
in multiple ways by those who are not direct beneficiaries of advanced capitalism: there is a wide aspirational community of families concerned that their children can access these advanced sectors. And there is a wider set of “sheltered” service sectors whose
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prosperity depends on the success of the advanced capitalist system;
these include both high-skilled sectors such as culture, the media,
entertainment, much of the health and fitness system, the education
system at all levels, and large parts of retail, law and finance, but also
some lower paid workers employed in successful cities in transport
care and so on. Specifically:
The electability of parties requires that they are credibly seen by
this broad electorate as having the competence to manage and
promote advanced capitalism. As voters choose politicians for
their reputation for good performance, bad types are crowded
out (Svolik 2013). In our perspective, the possession of this reputational competence is a valence issue across parties, although
the particular form that advanced capitalism is promoted – the
“growth model” -- involves distributive conflict. Thus we will
argue that there is a symbiosis between democracy and advanced
capitalism in advanced societies. So long as the constituency of
actual or aspirational direct or indirect beneficiaries of advanced
capitalism is large enough that it includes enough decisive voters, then there will be pressure on governments to promote the
conditions for the success of advanced capitalism.
Our key assumption is that that constituency is big enough in
the advanced economies. And that if governments are seen as successfully promoting these conditions, then that constituency is reinforced. Under these conditions there is a symbiotic relation between
democracy and advanced capitalism.18
One element of institutional frameworks that needs highlighting
is the one governing industrial relations and the power of unions.
This gets to the core of the relationship between capitalism and politics. First, as with all other aspects of the institutional framework,
governments (and the political system more generally) can only impose legislatively feasible frameworks; in the UK neither the early-
twentieth-century Liberal government nor the 1950s Conservative
government could have legislated against unions had they wished to,
because decisive voters were, respectively, craft workers and then, in
the 1950s, semiskilled workers, who would have suffered from “right
to manage” legislation. Crafts (forthcoming) argues the failure of UK
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governments to introduce serious competition legislation through
this long period explains its weak economic performance; and it is
plausible to argue that serious competition would have required the
“right to manage.” But Thatcher did introduce effective competition
requirements in the 1980s and Blair accepted her legislation because
they did not face this electoral constraint, and because they saw this
as benefiting the innovative capacity of advanced capitalist sectors.
Second, disciplined industry unions and employee representation
within the company have been integral to competitiveness in skill-
intensive export-oriented manufacturing industries in coordinated
capitalism and hence part of the relevant institutional frameworks.
This was not always the case, and it only holds when companies see
cooperative unionization as a better alternative in managing highly
skilled employees with autonomous responsibility than individual
wage/career structures and/or company-based social protection.
This highlights another point:
The development, maintenance, and modification of institutional
frameworks is neither simple nor transparent nor typically consensual. There is nearly always conflict when major changes occur
since the interests of some particular groups will be damaged. In
coordinated economies organized interests have greater negotiating rights and therefore play a greater role in the process of change
in institutional frameworks, while in liberal and majoritarian countries governments may simply impose decisions against the will of
business (as Thatcher did in eliminating collusive agreements in
finance or ending protection against hostile takeovers) let alone
against unions. Our contention is that governments of advanced
nations—often after long processes of consultation, argument
and sometimes open conflict—generate institutional frameworks
which effectively promote comparative institutional advantages,
given the preexisting patterns of know-how and coordination.
In exchange, the economic success of advanced capitalist sectors
cashes out in many ways for governments, from electoral success to
military resources; governments of all political colors are therefore
concerned to build appropriate institutional frameworks, sometimes conflictually—so long as they remain electorally and politically
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successful. To a far greater extent than is recognized in the literature,
governments and mainstream political parties are concerned with
their medium and long-term viability, and voters reward parties for
sustained good economic performance. Political parties represent
distinct interests, especially in multiparty PR systems, but they also
serve as bridges between the present and the future which enable
voters and companies to thrive over long periods of time.19 This does
not mean that parties have no incentives to pursue short-sighted
policies, but rather that such policies come at a cost in terms of lost
reputation. When the economic gains from far-sighted policies are
sufficiently large—in the context of an advanced economy—the costs
of reputation from short-sighted policies are correspondingly large.
The exchange between business and governments has many
benefits for advanced capitalism, but it is far from maximizing the
interests of capitalist companies. Their basic strategic interest at any
given moment is in protected markets in which they can make secure
profits with minimal-and low-r isk investment. That, however, is
against the interests of governments who are concerned inter alia
with tax receipts, value added and productivity, competitiveness and
exports, skills and innovation, and the provision of sustainable high
value-added employment. Again, it is possible that some politicians
are unconcerned with these issues but instead with personal enrichment, but we argue that it was an element of the coevolution of the
political systems of our countries (i.e., those with advanced capitalist
sectors) that this incentive was minimized. Thus:
A critical element of the institutional frameworks which governments with advanced capitalist sectors (and thus sectors capable
of innovation) provide is some requirement on companies that
they compete in domestic and/or export markets in order to incentivize them to innovate.
By contrast to Marxist arguments, as well as Lindblom’s (1977),
we do not see political systems setting the frameworks which capitalists would have chosen. On the contrary, the institutional frameworks of the advanced countries forced capitalists to compete and
take risks rather than guaranteeing them safe and high returns on
their capital. These national frameworks (in different forms) both
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supplied the public goods necessary for innovation, and imposed
the competitive incentives to generate innovation. The political
basis for these policies were educated workers and aspirational
constituencies.
But within these broad efficiency mandates, governments have
considerable discretion to tax and redistribute as they see fit since
they are not constrained by capital mobility. Indeed, advanced democracies tend to be more redistributive compared to both non
democracies (where governments have little incentive to redistribute) and to nonadvanced democracies (where governments have
little discretion to redistribute). This is very clearly illustrated in
figure 1.3. Lower inequality is especially evident for net income,
after taxes and transfers, reflecting higher levels of redistribution
in advanced countries compared to other countries. Greater redistribution is partly a reflection of the role of middle classes in demanding a share of income through the democratic system, partly a
result of democratic coalitions that include representatives of lower
classes, and partly a reflection of the role of social insurance as a
complement to skill-intensive production, as we discuss in greater
detail in subsequent chapters. But it also reflects the strength of the
state to redistribute, which is largely missing in low-and middle-
income countries (democratic or not). These differences are very
stable over time.
1.6. The Puzzle of the Rise of Democracy
and Advanced Capitalism

The historical parallel to the question of how democracy and advanced capitalism can coexist and indeed reinforce each other is
how democracy emerged in the first place. Contemporary dominant
theories of democratization by Boix (2003) and Acemoglu and Robinson (2005) assume that the establishment of democracy provides
a commitment to each side (as it were, to rich and poor) that from
then on redistribution would be based solely on democratic processes. But it is not clear why that commitment is credible; and in
many nonadvanced economies democracy has been overturned or
subverted or put at risk.
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The distribution of income in advanced democracies compared to nonadvanced
countries. Notes: (a) displays the pre- and post-fisc Ginis for 192 countries. The years are the
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2002. (b) includes Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK, and the United
States. Source: Solt, Frederick. 2016. “The Standardized World Income Inequality Database.”
Social Science Quarterly 97. SWIID Version 6.2, March 2018.
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Next, neither theory gives a role to advanced industrialization in
democratization. This contrasts with the most plausible reading of
Lipset (1960; see also Wucherpfennig and Deutsch 2009). Lipset’s
measures of what might be thought of as a proxy for advanced capitalism (industrialization, urbanization, wealth and education) is not
only strongly correlated with democracy but also with the stability of
democracy. We have outlined why advanced capitalism is associated
with stable democracy, and the question is then how this shapes our
understanding of the origins of democracy.
There are clearly predemocratic forces pushing forward advanced capitalism. This is true for the advanced countries that
emerged before the Second World War, and it is true for those that
emerged after the war. They were all characterized by an authoritarian regime strong enough to impose a set of rules and invest in research and education infrastructure and to have a (nondemocratic)
incentive to promote advanced capitalism. Under those conditions,
skilled and educated workforces are built up, generally in Chandlerian corporations in the case of the early industrializers (Thelen
2004). These workforces, with skills cospecific with each other and
with the company’s technologies, are central to the value-added of
the company.
Once the transition to democracy has occurred, the sustainability of the system depends on these skilled workforces because a)
they want the system of advanced capitalism to continue, since their
market income depends on its market success, and b) they have the
organizational capacity to block or render a return to authoritarianism very costly. By contrast to Boix’s (2003) condition that capital
be mobile to prevent expropriation, the “functionally equivalent”
condition is that these skilled workforces support the system of advanced capitalism. By contrast to Acemoglu and Robinson (2005),
the nonreversibility of democracy does not lie in the institutions
themselves (“credible commitment to redistribution”) but in the organizational capacity and economic importance of skilled workers.
This then explains the conditions for democratization in advanced
capitalist systems: the skilled workforces with their cospecific skills
will eventually be well-entrenched enough to have the bargaining

38

C h a p te r 1

power to impose democracy on governments. And nondemocratic
governments—promoting advanced capitalism—will eventually accept democracy, since these skilled workforces also wish to promote
it. As advanced capitalism promotes the number and bargaining
strength of skilled workers, democracy becomes highly stable.
As we explain in detail in chapter 2, advanced capitalist democracies did in fact not all develop from worker pressure in nondemocratic advanced capitalist states. In the United States and the UK, as
well as Australia, New Zealand, and Canada, democracy was elite-
imposed (Collier 1999). In our interpretation, this happened because
a modernizing elite—though in very different ways in the United
States on the one hand and in the UK and its settler colonies on the
other—wanted to minimize the influence of conservative landowning or plantation-owning classes who were opposed to the education
and modernization needed to build an advanced capitalist system.
In the UK and the settler colonies, it was designed to bring skilled
workers into the class of decisive voters, diminishing the role of landowners in the House of Lords and other upper houses, as well as in
local governments. In the United States, the Republican ascendency
of the late nineteenth century in effect permitted the conservative
plantation-owning Southern states, hostile to industrialization, to
opt out of the development of advanced capitalism in the North.
1.7. The Puzzle of Varieties of Advanced
Capitalism in an Age of Globalization

A large literature, mainly in economics, has been devoted to the idea
that there is a single optimal way—a best practice—of organizing
economies to pursue growth or maximize GDP. At various stages,
especially in the 1980s and 1990s, the OECD, the World Bank, and the
IMF propagated these beliefs, sometimes referred to as the Washington Consensus.20 It might have been expected that advanced capitalist
democracies would have seen convergence, especially in corporate
governance, labor market rules, as well as institutions playing roles in
training and in technology transfer. Moreover, advanced companies
face broadly similar conditions in international product and financial
markets, and with respect to overseas direct investment.
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But that has not generally been the case, despite major relaxation
of government rules in the last quarter-century and despite the fact
that companies are free to move (Hall and Soskice 2001). In fact,
although corporations are now organized with greater flexibility
and are more decentralized, each advanced capitalist democracy
has remained different from each other: some advanced capitalist
democracies are closer to each in broad variety of advanced capitalism terms, but there are many institutional differences between even
Denmark and Sweden (Ibsen and Thelen 2017). As already noted,
redistribution and welfare states, while they have changed over time,
remain different across advanced capitalist democracies. These institutional differences are for the most part at the national level. In
particular, there are great differences in knowledge competences
and patterns of specialization across, but also within, countries.
Our approach is quite consistent with these differentiated patterns, even in a global world in which financial markets are competitive and capital movements are unconstrained. These results are
of course widely known (Garrett 1998; Swank 2002), but our approach provides a clear analytic framework for understanding them
as “equilibrium” phenomena.
1. The first key point is again the limited mobility of skilled
knowledge-based workforces in the advanced economies.
Nor can companies usually replicate the skills of the
workforce elsewhere because training in tacit skills depends
largely on new employees working with existing ones who
can impart the tacit knowledge. Nearly always companies
or skilled educated employees depend on other companies
or other facilities (including research) in the area. This
is strongly reinforced by and reinforces geographical
specialization.
2. Not only can the advanced company not move, but it
cannot seldom threaten credibly to do so. Capital does not
have structural power in this sense. Moreover, advanced
companies generally lack collective action capacity since
the state imposes competitive product market rules. As
Poulantzas (1973) puts it only slightly differently, the
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nature of capitalism is competition, especially if legally
reinforced, so we should not expect advanced capitalism to
act collectively as a class for itself. Hence advanced capitalist
companies (even if they should want to do so) cannot force
the state to lower corporation taxes or limit redistribution or
cut back welfare states. Nor by the same token can they force
states to change rules governing varieties of capitalism.21
3. A key implication is that advanced capitalist democracies
will have an incentive to support globalization, at least
relative to the sectors in which the economies specialize.
Each advanced country benefits more from globalization the
more specialized advanced countries are drawn to the table.
In this sense, it is a classical strategic complementarities (or
network externalities) game.
4. Finally, note that this is reinforced in a world of knowledge-
based MNEs. Together with the geographical immobility
of these sophisticated innovation-oriented research,
development and production clusters, the impetus for
nation-states to encourage the globalization of FDI by
knowledge-based MNEs is clear. Pushed by the immobility
of knowledge and the benefits of accessing via FDI
complementary knowledge based in other advanced
countries, the autonomy of the advanced state is enhanced
(Cantwell and Mudambi 2005).
All this enhances the power of the individual advanced capitalist democracy, for the specialization of each advanced state is desired by the others. This permits institutional, political, and policy
differentiation.
1.8. The Puzzle of Rising Inequality without Redistribution

Unlike those who see the rise of inequality as the result of a subordination of democracy to capital, we see rising income and wealth
inequality instead as a function mainly of technological change
and choices made by politicians trying to satisfy the demands
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from middle-and upper-middle-class constituencies.22 Skill-biased
technological change (SBTC) is a well-established driver of income
inequality, with a clearly articulated economic logic. Because ICT
technology substitutes for semiskilled, routine tasks while it complements high-skilled, nonroutine tasks, demand drives up relative
wages of the high-skilled (Autor, Levy, and Murnane 2003; Autor,
Katz, and Kearney 2008). Yet, even here politics is essential because
the SBTC thesis only speaks to the demand side, and the supply of
skilled labor is heavily influenced by government policies, in particular spending on higher education (Goldin and Katz 2007).
Democratic politics is even more important in explaining wealth
accumulation. If we assume—very loosely—that the middle and
upper middle classes are key constituencies for governments, following the logic above, then we must ask what these groups want
from the government. Clearly, they want to become wealthier, and a
large portion of the wealth that Piketty (2014) assigns to capital is in
fact in the form of housing and pension funds, which are also owned
in large numbers by middle and upper middle classes. It is hardly a
surprise that they see an interest in policies that help increase the
value of these assets, and politicians of all stripes obliged from the
1990s onwards by making it easier to own real estate and to build
up pension funds (Popa 2016). Indeed, as we show in detail in this
book (especially in chapter 4), the entire reconfiguration of financial, educational, and regulatory institutions in the 1990s and 2000s
was induced by politicians eager to satisfy the demands from those
who stood the best chance to benefit from the emerging knowledge
economy. Especially those in the rising cities were richly rewarded
by higher housing prices, better education, and ballooning private
pension funds (associated with rising bond and equity markets). In
fact, as is now well-known, most of the great increase in wealth in the
advanced economies which Piketty associated with business capital
stemmed from the increase in house prices in urban agglomerations
resulting from the rise of knowledge economies in the past three
decades (Bonnet, Bono, Chapelle, Wasmer 2014).
But if the democratic state is powerful and advanced capital
weak, why was rising inequality from the 1980s not accompanied
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by increased redistribution? As we suggested above, this puzzle is
rooted in what we see as a misunderstanding of the politics of ACDs.
There are two parts to this puzzle; one is about the top half and the
other is about the bottom half. At the top end there is no doubt
that financialization of the economy, coupled with the extraordinary
fortunes made by top professionals and entrepreneurs in the new
high-tech sectors, has stretched the income and wealth distribution,
as documented by Piketty (2014) and others. But it is a mistake to
think about this as a zero-sum game. In the most extreme case of
rising top-end inequality, data in the United States from the Internal
Revenue Service show that the share of federal income tax revenues
paid by the top one percent has risen from about twenty percent
in the early 1980s to nearly forty percent in the 2000s. The latest
figures released by the IRS are for the year 2014 and show that 39.5
percent of federal income tax revenues were paid by the top one
percent of earners, while 19.9 percent came from the top .1 percent.23
The bulk of total federal income tax revenues, seventy-one percent,
were accounted for by the top ten percent of earners. The average
tax rate paid by the top one or ten percent has not changed much
from the 1980s to 2014—there was a slight drop in the 2000s that was
reversed under Obama—so this dramatic increase in top-end shares
is driven by rises in top incomes.24 Still, high incomes are the main
funders of the major middle-class programs such Medicare, Social
Security, and public higher education. If rising inequality is driven
by the transition to the knowledge economy, the middle and upper
middle classes have benefited, either directly through the market
or indirectly through the tax-financed welfare state. Across ACDs,
while marginal tax rates have fallen, after accounting for deductions,
the overall burden of financing the welfare state has not shifted from
the top to the middle.
Moving to the lower half of the distribution, across most advanced democracies there has been no or little effort to address rising inequality. We argue that the reason for this lack of government
responsiveness is declining political support in the middle and upper
middle classes for expanding redistributive social programs—and
the unwillingness of even the lower middle classes to redistribute
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to the poor. This unwillingness is reflected in terms such as the “undeserving poor” in contemporary populist discourse. Underpinning
this shift is a breakup in an alliance between skilled and semiskilled
workers, which had characterized the postwar industrial economy,
and the rise of new middle and upper middle classes of highly educated and relatively secure workers. Only where there are strong
political-institutional incentives to include representatives of low
income groups in government coalitions have policies been responsive to rising inequality and insecurity at the bottom. Indeed, it is
not only the poor being left behind; in some advanced economies
it is also the old middle classes who had their heydays under the
Fordist economy.
More work is needed in this area to understand the demand of
current and former industrial workers. It is clear that they are concerned to maintain access to “their” welfare state but also to close
that access to immigrants; also that they want to block redistributive
transfers to the “undeserving poor,” especially in the form of “benefits”; thus it may be that in some advanced economies there is a yet
wider group of decisive voters against relief of poverty.
As we set out in more detail in chapter 3, a major underlying
cause of the challenge to the postwar consensus over the welfare
state was the decline of Fordist mass production since the 1970s,
and the concomitant shift toward knowledge-intensive production.
These changes have severed previously strong complementarities in
production between skilled and semiskilled workers. Deindustrialization contributed to this process by gradually segregating many
low-and intermediary-skilled workers into insecure, often part-
time or temporary, service jobs (Wren 2013). The combined effect
of new technology and deindustrialization has been a divergence
in employment security and income between core and peripheral
workers (Kalleberg 2003), with the college-educated in much more
secure positions.
A key question for our entire understanding of the role of democratic politics in redistribution is the extent to which governments
have stepped in to compensate and assist workers who have been
adversely affected by deindustrialization and technological change.25
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In past work, we have argued that in multiparty PR systems
where each class is represented by its own party, there is an incentive for the middle-income party to ally with the low-income party
because the size of the pie to be divided rises with the wealth of those
excluded from the coalition. Majoritarian systems with a center-left
and a center-right party are different because with incomplete preelection commitment, the middle might end up with fewer benefits
and higher taxes under a center-left government dominated by the
left, whereas lower benefits are likely to be partially offset by lower
taxes if the right dominates in a center-right government.
The qualification to this logic is for PR systems with strong Christian democratic parties. Following Manow (2009) and Manow and
Van Kersbergen (2009), if parties under PR represent more than one
class it opens up the possibility for governing coalitions that exclude
both the left and right. The historical example is Christian democracy, because these parties represent multiple groups, including
skilled workers, technicians, and upper-middle-class professionals
and managers. These parties do not need to win elections by appealing to the “median voter,” as in majoritarian systems, but because
they allow group differences to be bargained out inside the party,
they end up closer to the center, where they can often govern with
“pure” center parties, shunning compromises with the left.
In addition to these coalitional dynamics, however, the transition to the knowledge economy has reconfigured political divisions
and the party system. Semiskilled workers—and sometimes their
children—have largely lost their foothold in the dynamic sectors of
the economy and are increasingly segmented into precarious low-
end jobs in service sectors, including social care and personal services, delinked from their erstwhile peers in industry. Some continue
to be employed in industry, but industrial employment has been
declining rapidly in most advanced economies. Instead, a new web
of interdependencies has emerged in the urban centers of the new
knowledge economy, organized around those with higher education. Workers with high school degrees and lower-level secondary
vocational training in the old manufacturing cores are left out of this
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new economy, and they increasingly live in small towns and rural
areas, which have for the most part lost their importance as suppliers
for the urban economy.
Politically, many among these left-behind groups have abandoned traditional center-left parties, which are increasingly chasing the emerging urban, educated voters with liberal, cosmopolitan
views. Instead, many have thrown their support behind populist parties, which promise to restore the status of the old industrial (mostly
male) skilled workforce while retaining core elements of the old welfare state. Immigrants, who are seen as a threat to the white working
class, are deliberately left out of this scheme. This new divide is not
synonymous with the “insider-outsider” conflict identified by Rueda
and others, because many of the “insiders” in that story are in fact the
losers in the new knowledge economy, even as “outsiders” (many of
whom are immigrants) fare worse. It is better approximated by the
rise of a new “cultural” (or “libertarian-authoritarian”) dimension
in politics, which has been convincingly documented by Kitschelt
(1995), Häusermann (2010), Oesch (2012), Kriesi and Pappas (2015),
Häusermann and Kriesi (2015), and others, but it has deep material
roots. Attitudes about this new dimension are closely related to education, occupation, and location. In chapter 5 we interpret the new
political divide from the political economy framework developed
in this book, with a strong emphasis on the role of education and
educational institutions.
What ultimately makes advanced democratic capitalism resilient
in the face of technological change and the rise of the populist challenge is the continued expansion of education combined with opportunity in the advanced sectors. Only in an extreme crisis like the
Great Depression is there a serious risk that populism may grow so
widespread that the foundations of both advanced capitalism and
democracy will come under attack. Nonetheless the cleavage in PR
systems between traditional mainstream parties and sometimes
green parties, especially on the center-left, and rising populist parties is the most salient political division in the knowledge economy,
just as in majoritarian systems the most salient political divisions
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may be within the mainstream parties themselves. It is also an economic, social, and cultural division, for it undermines the quality of
democracy, even if it does not upend it.
1.9. Conclusion: Coevolving Systems

In political economy there is a long tradition for analyzing the inter
play of markets and politics, but while it offers a nuanced view of
politics, it substitutes a detailed understanding of the organization
of firms, production, and labor for broad notions of “markets.” The
modern literature on voting behavior in the advanced democracies,
political parties, electoral systems, or the operation of legislatures, or
even economic policy-making and the welfare state, talks little of the
world of advanced capitalism or organized business or multinational
companies. By contrast, firms and their organization are often at
the center of analysis in business schools, industrial economics, and
business history, but this literature rarely considers the role of political institutions: governments, political parties, electoral systems,
and voters. The Marxist tradition, and some of the work inspired by
it, considers structural constraints on democratic politics, and this
is what leads it to erroneously conclude that the nation-state is weak
and capital strong. Precisely the opposite, we argue, is the case.
We attempt in this book to move beyond the above approaches,
and in this concluding section we briefly summarize the main elements of our theory and its implications for the study of politics and
capitalism.
1. The primacy of the democratic state. The central idea in our basic
theory of the relationship between politics and capitalism is that
advanced capitalism is driven and maintained by national governments who are concerned about the long-term competitiveness and
strength of their national economy. Governments are comprised of
leading politicians, typically with careers within a political party,
whose concern for economic strength largely derives from the long-
term economic concerns of party supporters, determining whether
they vote or abstain or even switch party adherence—hence feeding back into their future careers directly and via the support from
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lower-level party politicians. Economic strength in turn increases
the capacity of government in a wide range of areas, and from this
leading politicians also benefit. Thus we see the framework of advanced capitalism being conditionally promoted within the political
framework of relatively long-lived parties with overlapping generations of politicians and supporters as well as—critically—potential
voters with equally long-term and often loose party identification to
whom a well-functioning economy is of great importance. Political
promotion of the framework of advanced capitalism is conditional
on its being consistent with winning elections.
A central element of the institutional framework is the requirement that advanced sectors are exposed to competitive export and/
or domestic markets in effect to force companies to innovate. This
goes against the interests of capitalists, who want to create monopolies and to reduce risk, but business has limited ability to pressure
governments to adopt its preferred policies for two basic reasons:
(i) Advanced companies are domestically anchored, so they cannot
threaten exit. (ii) Companies are set up as independent to compete
and make profits, so that their collective voice is limited. We have underscored the role of coordination across companies in coordinated
market economies or of their buying into the political and regulatory system in the United States, but these fundamental institutional
weaknesses of capitalism remain. (iii) With a high stock of location
cospecific investment and long-term oriented politicians, the gains
from, and opportunities for, rent-seeking are limited.
This political weakness of advanced capitalism extends into all
areas outside the institutional framework. In particular, advanced
capitalism has no impact on decisions over redistribution and poverty, or the protection of the low-skilled, including their unionization and the operation of low-skilled labor markets. These issues
are determined by majorities or coalitions in legislatures. Whereas
political positions on institutional frameworks are nonpartisan, positions in these other areas are likely to be partisan. It is true, of course,
that business opposes redistribution, but it has no credible way to
threaten exit or disinvestment because it depends and thrives on
the infrastructure of locational cospecific assets that is embedded in
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advanced sectors of the economy. Massive redistribution where such
threats would become credible are not in the interest of politicians
who largely cater to the winners of the transition to the knowledge
economy, who have no interest in such redistribution.
2. Political economies are spatially anchored. Our argument explains how institutions (especially overlapping generations of knowledge bearing companies and workers) remain within the same space
over long periods of time; indeed it explains how knowledge—which
should in principle be almost costless to move—remains in particular
locations. Unlike most work in the comparative political economy
literature but in line with that of business history, the knowledge-
bearing company of advanced capitalism is seen as the carrier of
technical, market and organizational “know-how” across time but
within a national or more narrowly defined space. We model such
companies as complex webs of locational cospecific assets embedded in overlapping generations of employees.
Knowledge-bearing companies range from great long-lived
multinationals to short-lived high-tech start-ups in agglomerations
of such companies. High-skilled workers share know-how embedded in locational cospecific assets with other workers in companies,
but they also share social locational cospecific assets with families
and friends and colleagues, frequently in high-skill agglomerations
in the major cities. Networks of highly skilled employees of any size
cannot be moved geographically by companies without great cost.
High-skill agglomerations are nearly always defined within the advanced nation-state and generally within a narrow area. If companies
want to access the know-how of an agglomeration they have to set
up subsidiaries located in the agglomeration; this is a major motivation for the spread of MNC subsidiaries across the developed world
in pursuit of complementary technologies. In addition, companies
and their employees operate within institutional frameworks covering technology transfer, universities and research institutes, training
systems, industrial relations, and corporate governance. We argue
that these forces reinforce agglomerations and generate centripetal
pressures at local, regional, and national levels. In these senses we
describe advanced capitalist sectors as domestically anchored. Thus
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methodologically we see our work—microfounded in complex spatially defined webs of cospecific assets—as tied to the economics of
geography and specifically the economics of agglomerations and
social networks.
If advanced companies are the spatially-defined “people-carriers”
of know-how over time, political parties are the spatially-defined
‘people-carriers’ of their interests. Precisely because interests are
locally embedded, political parties representing these interests have
to be as well. This is why the communist dream of an international
labor movement has largely remained unfulfilled.
3. The system of representation underwrites the economic system.
The institutional patterns of both advanced capitalism and of (usually) democratic politics have varied across the advanced nations
but with stability over time. In particular, coordinated capitalism
has been associated with negotiated political systems and liberal
capitalism with competitive political systems. There have been relatively stable differences within these broad varieties, as between
the centralized British and decentralised American political system,
and associated differences in their institutions of capitalism. Other
notable relatively stable differences are between Sweden, Germany,
and Japan.
In our model the stability of these institutional patterns reflects
the nature of investments which advanced companies have made
given the degree of protection afforded by the political system, and
the concern of governments to maintain a political system supportive of the comparative advantages of companies. The clustering of
coordinated market economies with consensus political systems,
and liberal market economies with majoritarian political systems,
follows directly from our logic of the set of rules and understandings governing the production and maintenance of skills and their
insurance. Yet we want to underscore commonalities. Whatever the
set of rules and understandings, its framework is underwritten by
the democratic political system. This is what sets advanced capitalism apart from nonadvanced countries, whether democratic or not.
4. Wage coordination and welfare states secure cospecific assets.
Union centralization and/or coordinated wage bargaining plays a
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major role in determining the equality of the earnings distribution.
For us this derives from the different nature of skills in different
varieties of capitalism. Groups of workers are strong when they can
credibly threaten to hold up employers. This is a consequence not
of employment or skills per se—employers can in principle replace
workers with general skills at low cost—but of skills that are costly
to replace and whose withdrawal is costly to the employer in lost
production. Thus cospecific skills cause particular problems for em
ployers; and for employers to invest in them, they need the assurance
that wages will be set at least partially outside the company, whether
across the industry or more widely. Otherwise they risk holdup by
their skilled workers. Hence, employers support disciplined unions
and industry or economy-wide bargaining, just as they also support
strong rules governing co-determination within companies.
Workers with cospecific assets also have an insurance need for
strong unions and coordinated wage bargaining. The reason is that
they face a similar holdup problem by employers since it is difficult for them to employ their skills elsewhere, and they also face
the risk that their skills could be made obsolete by technological
change. So, just like employers, they need to know that the return
on their investment in cospecific assets is safeguarded. Hence we
see coordinated wage bargaining and social protection as stemming
in part from an insurance need for cospecific asset investment by
both employers and workers in coordinated economies. Equally,
employees need the guarantee of codetermination within the company to ensure retraining and employment security if they are to be
supportive of technological change by the company.
5. Globalization strengthens the state. In our analysis globalization is not capitalism unleashed but the choice of advanced national
governments in response to the collapse of Fordism as a competitive
organizational technology and the onset of the information technology revolution. Eliminating barriers to trade and capital mobility is
seen to promote the interests of their advanced sectors—both to enable domestic multinationals to access complementary foreign technologies and markets requiring customization, and to enable foreign
multinationals to access their national technologies and markets.

I ntro d u c ti o n

51

They are not, we argue, threatened by footloose multinationals,
still less by political coordination of foreign multinationals. Indeed,
protectionism in the 1930s came on the heels of the hitherto most
globalized economy, and it happened because of domestic pressure
for social protection in the face of mass unemployment, and against
the interest of big capital.
The welfare state has since assumed the role that trade protectionism once disastrously filled, what Ruggie calls embedded liberalism,
and globalization has come in response to the endless search of advanced country governments for greater prosperity. Trade facilitates
specialization in lines of production in which companies have a comparative advantage because of the institutional framework. Trade
therefore also entrenches and facilitates cross-national differences in
institutions, and this is reinforced by foreign direct investment. We
see more tendencies toward convergence in nontraded, low-wage
service sectors where flexibilization of labor contracts is a common
trend in the past two decades. Still, most evidence confirms that
there have not been races to the bottom in redistribution or corporate tax rates. Moreover, in all these cases differential outcomes are
determined in our analysis by domestic political coalitions. Thus
we conclude that it is to be expected that governments of advanced
countries with strong advanced capitalist sectors are the dominant
powers in the contemporary world—not the EU, nor multinationals,
nor transnational standard-setters, public or private.
6. The transition to the knowledge economy has transformed the
party system. There is a rich literature on the de-and realignment
of electoral politics and party systems across advanced democracies, which shows that the traditional left-right dimension has been
complemented by an increasingly salient crosscutting “cultural” dimension. Positioning on the two dimensions is closely tied to occupation and location, and we provide a political economy explanation
for these linkages. Broadly speaking, the knowledge economy has
produced a large number of highly educated people, most of whom
reside in the urban centers. As we have argued, these centers are hubs
for economic and social networks based on cospecific assets, and
they are the engines of economic growth. People who thrive in this
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new economy typically support the entire institutional infrastructure
that underpins the knowledge economy—most obviously investment
in schools and education, but also public goods such as libraries,
parks, culture, neighborhood development, and social services that
make the urban space an attractive and secure place to live and work.
Ethnic, sexual, and cultural diversity is largely seen as complements
to a thriving economy, and the extensive opportunities for forming
social networks with those from similar educational backgrounds
do not require conformity to any particular norm set. To do well in
many if not most sectors of the knowledge economy, highly educated
individuals have to feel highly comfortable with diversity.
Those with lower education, working in occupations outside the
advanced sectors, and typically residing in smaller towns or stagnating suburbs, by contrast, see little advantage to policies that are
advantaging the urban centers, and they generally oppose ethnic-
cultural diversity, which is seen as a threat to their own conformist
lifestyles and a source of competition for scarce jobs and welfare
benefits. This does not supplant the distributive cleavage in democratic politics, clearly, but it does add a spatial dimension to that
cleavage and it does mean that there is now a large constituency for
populist politics concentrated among those whose skills, occupation, and past are closely connected to the old and disappearing
industrial economy.

NOTES

Chapter 1: Introduction
1. The centrality of clusters for the location decisions of knowledge-based
companies was underlined by Porter’s seminal The Economic Advantage of Nations (1990; also 2000). At a similar time, Cantwell’s synoptic Technological Innovations and Multinational Corporations (1989) set out the changing geographical
and locational roles played by MNEs, on which we draw. Other leading contributors and relevant citations are Acs (2002), Audretsch (1998), Feldmann (2000),
Iammarino (Cantwell and Iammarino 2003, Iammarino and McCann 2013), McCann (Iammarino and McCann 2013), and Overman (Overman and Puga, 2010).
Two main contributors are Glaeser’s Triumph of the City (2013) and Storper’s
Keys to the City (2013). An important related literature emphasizing the advanced
Triads of the modern “global” economy is developed by Rugman (2000, 2005).
2. We see the primary driver of authoritarian regimes in the 1930s in Germany and Japan as private militias and the military (in Austria under Dollfuss
and Schussnigg, it was a concern to keep out a Nazi incursion); this is discussed
in chapter 2.
3. And even then the primary driver was China, not Hong Kong.
4. In fact, surprisingly, there are rather few “common” models linking up
advanced capitalist systems to democratic advanced nation-states. Outside of
Marxist works on capitalism and the state (Poulantzas 1973, 1978; Miliband 1969;
Jessop 1985; Glyn 2007; Lapavitsas 2014; Piketty 2014; Streeck 2014), there are
a limited number of well-known approaches, most notably Hayek (1944), Lind
blom (1977), and Schumpeter (1942); in public choice theory, a somewhat different approach (Buchanan and Tullock 1962; Brennan and Buchanan 1980; Peltz
man 1976; Stigler 1971; Krueger1974; Olson 1982); and, in a quite different take,
Przeworski and Wallerstein (Przeworski and Wallerstein 1982).
5. In the Przeworski and Wallerstein model, capital and labor can reach a
compromise where workers restrain wages and capitalists invest the higher profits to raise the welfare of all as long as time horizons are sufficiently long.
6. The list of literature that has heavily influenced our thinking is long: from
Shonfield (1968), Johnson (1982), Wade (1990), Berger and Dore (1996) and
Zysman (1983),to neo-corporatism and the study of labor market institutions
(Schmitter 1974; Streeck 1987; Crouch 1993; Lehmbruch 1993; Pontusson 2005),
varieties of capitalism (Hall and Soskice 2001; Amable 2003; Iversen 1999), skill
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cospecificity and electoral systems (Iversen and Soskice (Iversen and Soskice 2001;
Iversen and Soskice 2006) and Katzenstein’s seminal work on “small states” (Katzenstein 1985), as well as the Regulation School (Boyer 1990), power resources
theory and the welfare state (Rueschemeyer, Stephens, and Stephens 1992), the
developmental state (Weiss 1998; Block 2010; Mazzucato 2015), to the historical
evolution of institutions (Hall 1986; Thelen 2004; Martin and Swank 2008).
7. There is a strong emphasis in our discipline on causal identification, and
some readers will find our focus on multidirectional causality challenging. While
each causal claim we make can in principle be identified, we do not limit our
argument to those claims that can be easily identified, and often we resort to historical interpretation and examples. We thus engage with evidence at multiple
levels, from natural experiments to statistical analysis and historical narrative—
all tied together by the theoretical framework outlined here. See Hall (2003) for
an insightful discussion of these methodological issues.
8. For other work in the structural Marxist tradition see Block (1977), Wright
(1979), and Jessop (1982), and in the more instrumentalist version of Miliband
(1969), where senior judges, civil servants, and politicians share schools, universities, gender, ethnicity, and therefore interests with capital.
9. Lindblom agrees with the Marxists in their emphasis on the structural
power of business, but unlike them he recognized that politicians are ultimately
motivated to win democratic elections by building up a reputation for good governance. To do so required public policies to be well-aligned with the interests
of capital so as to create conditions that would incentivize business to invest and
grow the economy. We take from Lindblom his emphasis on electoral incentives,
but we do not agree that these necessarily lead to policies that capital would want.
10. There is, however, a great deal of variance in the extent to which this is
true, which is tied to the structure of the training and educational system. This
helps explain variance in the strength of populist sentiments across countries.
11. Piketty hedges his bet by saying that “things are more complicated in practice,” but he clearly believes that capital mobility will put great fiscal pressure on
governments.
12. Indeed, it has long been the position of social democratic parties that it
is not the returns of capital that should be taxed, but only the portion of those
profits that is consumed rather than reinvested (for illustrations and an analysis of
a postwar policies in Europe, see Eichengreen 1997).
13. The rich can in some measure reduce their tax burden by recording some
of their profits in offshore tax shelters, as uncovered in the leaked Panama and
Paradise Papers. Of course, this has always been true (think Switzerland), and
tax authorities are in a never-ending cat-and-mouse game with corporations and
wealthy individuals to try to close loopholes and clamp down on outright tax evasion. The OECD estimates that the use of tax havens cost governments worldwide
about 240 billion in 2015 (“After a Tax Crackdown, Apple found a New Shelter for
Its Profits,” New York Times, November 6, 2017). That is a considerable number,
but it must be kept in perspective: it amounts to less than 0.05 percent of the
OECD GDP (and about 0.03 percent of worldwide GDP).
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14. The requirement is in fact slightly weaker—namely, that net transfers to
the middle class are a constant share of the net incomes of the rich (see Elkjær and
Iversen 2018, who show that this condition is easily satisfied for a larger country
sample over a longer period of time).
15. The other major international grantor of patents is the European Patent
Office, but data are only available from 1980. After adding European patents to
USPTO, the numbers make no difference to the overall pattern in comparing
2015 to 1980, and we would not expect that to change for 1976.
16. This approach sees politics in capitalist democracies as a function of relative class power and class alliances and sometimes class compromises, which together determine cross-country variation in distributive politics (see Stephens
1979; Huber and Stephens 2001; Korpi 1983, 1989, 2006; Esping-Andersen 1990).
17. According to Streeck, “More than ever, economic power seems today to
have become political power, while citizens appear to be almost entirely stripped
of their democratic defenses and their capacity to impress upon the political
economy interests and demands that are incommensurable with those of capital
owners” (2011, 29).
18. We will argue below that if, counterfactually, innovation-oriented capitalism had not been intensive in human capital, but required a small educated workforce, and, say, large uneducated workforces, then society might very well have
been quite differently organized, with military dictatorships and so on. Advanced
capitalism has labor requirements quite different, for example, from resource-
based capitalism.
19. This is also true in macroeconomics, where there is little empirical support
for the notion that governments in advanced countries engage in massive and
frequent manipulation. In past literature, the absence of political business cycles
in the real economy has been explained by the limited capacity of governments
to affect real economic outcomes. But today most leading economists believe
that monetary and fiscal policies can have large short-and medium-term effects;
yet governments do not appear to take advantage of this power for short-sighted
electoral purposes.
20. A confusing factor is that there has been as a great increase in regulatory
systems over the same period, covering the growth of complexity, uncertainty,
environmental and safety issues. We discuss these developments in chapter 4.
21. It is true that before investing in an economy advanced companies have to
have some guarantees that they will not be expropriated or taxed at rates that will
make the investment unprofitable. But that guarantee is built into the incentives
democratic governments have in promoting the advanced sectors and therefore
not taxing them at rate where forward investments do not pay. Because access
to knowledge clusters and the associated specialization (see next section) come
with attractive pricing power, there is considerable scope for governments to
share in the “rents” of the knowledge economy.
22. This includes Piketty and Streeck, discussed above, but also writers from
a wider left tradition: Hacker and Pierson (2011) do so in relation to the extra
ordinary inequalities of the United States and the stagnant incomes of middle-class
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America. For Simon Johnson the great investment banks, with close links to successive administrations, caused the financial crash. Glyn’s Capitalism Unleashed
(2007) offers a tour de force of the political economic history of the last four decades, and argues that advanced capitalism—with the continuing support of the
state—has had adverse economic consequences on distributional outcomes (the
share of profits, income inequality, the welfare state) as well as unemployment
and financial stability. Central to all these arguments is the claim that advanced
capitalism has neutered, bought out, taken over, or suborned democratic politics
to act in the interests of advanced capitalism.
23. Individual Income Tax Rates and Tax Shares, Internal Revenue Service
Statistics of Income, http://www.irs.gov/uac/SOI-Tax-Stats-Individual-Income
-Tax-Rates-and-Tax-Shares.
24. The consequences of the Republican tax reform of 2017 are not clear at the
time of writing, but it is unlikely to change much in the analysis. For individual
filers with incomes between 200,000 and 425,000, the tax rate will rise from 33
to 35 percent, while most joint filers with incomes between 400,000 and 480,000
will see little or no change. Filers above this level will see their rates cut from
39.6 to 37 percent. Joint filers below 300,000 (200,000 for single filers) will see
rates decline by between 1 and 3 percent. Of course, the net effect is complicated
by changes to deductions, but nothing suggests significant burden shifts except
among the top one percent (the very rich will pay less; other rich more).
25. The increase in inequality and labor market dualism have been subject of
a rich literature in recent years, most notably Rueda (2005; 2008), Thelen (2012),
Rehm (2009; 2011), Rehm, Hacker, and Schlesinger (2012); Hacker et al. (2013);
Margalit (2013); Emmenegger et al. (2012); and Wren (2013). Our own work
builds on and contributes to this literature.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abney, Ronni, James Adams, Michael Clark, Malcolm Easton, Lawrence Ezrow, Spyros Kosmidis, and Anja Neundorf. 2013. “When does valence matter? Heightened
valence effects for governing parties during election campaigns.” Party Politics 19
(1): 61–82.
Acemoglu, Daron, and Joshua Angrist. 2000. “How Large Are Human-Capital Exter
nalities? Evidence from Compulsory Schooling Laws.” NBER Macroeconomics
Annual 15: 9–59.
Acemoglu, Daron, and James Robinson. 2005. The Economic Origins of Dictatorship
and Democracy. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Acs, Zoltan. 2002. Innovation and Growth of Cities. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Adolph, Christopher. 2013. Bankers, Bureaucrats, and Central Bank Politics: The Myth
of Neutrality. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Aldrich, John. 1995. Why Parties? The Origins and Transformation of Party Politics in
America. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Amable, Bruno. 2003. The Diversity of Modern Capitalism. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
Ammermüller, Andreas. 2005. “Educational Opportunities and the Role of Institutions.” ZEW Centre for European Economic Research Discussion Paper 05–044.
Angrist, Joshua, and Alan B. Krueger. 1991. “Does Compulsory School Attendance
Affect Schooling and Earnings?” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 106 (4):
979–1014.
Ansell, Ben W. 2008. “University Challenges: Explaining Institutional Change in Higher
Education.” World Politics 60 (4): 189–230.
Armingeon, Klaus, Christian Isler, Laura Knöpfel, David Weisstanner, and Sarah Engler. 2016. Comparative Political Data Set, 1960–2014. Bern: Institute of Political
Science, University of Berne.
Atkinson, Anthony B. 2003. “Income Inequality in OECD Countries: Data and Explanations.” CESifo Economic Studies 49 (4): 479–513.
Atkinson, Anthony B., Thomas Piketty, and Emmanuel Saez. 2011. “Top Incomes in
the Long Run of History.” Journal of Economic Literature 49 (1): 3 –71.
Audretsch, David. 1998. “Agglomeration and the Location of Innovative Activity.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy 14 (2): 18–29.
Aukrust, Odd. 1977. “Inflation in the Open Economy: A Norwegian Model.” In Worldwide Inflation: Theory and Recent Experience, eds. Lawrence B. Krause and Walter S. Salant, 107–53. Washington, DC: Brookings Institute.
289

290

B i b li o g r a p h y

Autor, David H. 2015. “Why Are There Still So Many Jobs? The History and Future of
Workplace Automation.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 29 (3): 3–30.
Autor, David H., and David Dorn. 2009. “Inequality and Specialization: The Growth
of Low-Skill Service Jobs in the United States.” NBER Working Paper Series.
Autor, David, David Dorn, and Gordon H. Hanson. 2013. “The China Syndrome:
Local Labor Market Effects of Import Competition in the United States.” American Economic Review 103 (6): 2121–68.
Autor, David H., Lawrence F. Katz, and Melissa S. Kearney. 2006. “The Polarization
of the U.S. Labor Market.” American Economic Review 96 (2): 189–94.
———. 2008. “Trends in U.S. Wage Inequality: Revising the Revisionists.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 90 (2): 300–23.
Autor, David H., Frank Levy, and Richard J. Murnane. 2003. “The Skill Content of
Recent Technological Change: An Empirical Exploration.” Quarterly Journal of
Economics 118 (4): 1279–1333.
Baethge, Martin, and Andrä Wolter. 2015. “The German Skill Formation Model in
Transition: From Dual System of VET to Higher Education?” Journal for Labour
Market Research 48 (2): 97–112.
Baldwin, Peter. 1990. The Politics of Social Solidarity: Class Bases of the European Welfare State, 1875–1975. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Barkow, Jerome H., Leda Cosmides, and John Tooby, eds. 1995. The Adapted Mind:
Evolutionary Psychology and the Generation of Culture. New York: Oxford University Press.
Baron, David P., and John A. Ferejohn. 1989. “Bargaining in Legislatures.” American
Political Science Review 83 (4): 1181–1206.
Bartels, Larry M. 2005. “Homer Gets a Tax Cut: Inequality and Public Policy in the
American Mind.” Perspectives on Politics 3 (1): 15–31.
———. 2008. Unequal Democracy: The Political Economy of the New Gilded Age.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Beck, Nathaniel, and Jonathan N. Katz. 1995. “What to Do (And Not to Do) with Time-
Series Cross-Section Data.” The American Political Science Review 89 (3): 634–47.
Bénabou, Roland, and Efe A. Ok. 1998. “Social Mobility and the Demand for Redistribution: The POUM Hypothesis.” National Bureau of Economic Research, No.
w6795.
Berger, Suzanne, and Ronald Dore. 1996. National Diversity and Global Capitalism.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Betz, Hans-Georg. 1994. Radical Right-Wing Populism in Western Europe. New York:
St. Martin’s.
Blackbourn, David. 1980. Class, Religion, and Local Politics in Wilhelmine Germany:
The Centre Party in Württemberg Before 1914. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Blackbourn, David, and Geoff Eley. 1984. The Peculiarities Of German History: Bourgeois Society and Politics in Nineteenth-Century Germany. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Blais, André, Agnieszka Dobrzynska, and Indridi H. Indridason. 2015. “To Adopt
or Not to Adopt Proportional Representation: The Politics of Institutional
Choice.” British Journal of Political Science 35 (1): 182–90.

B i b li o g r a p h y

291

Blanchard, Olivier, and Justin Wolfers. 2000. “The Role of Shocks and Institutions in
the Rise of European Unemployment: The Aggregate Evidence.” Economic Journal 110 (462): 1–33.
Blau, David M., and Janet Currie. 2006. “Preschool, Day Care, and After-School Care:
Who’s Minding the Kids?” In Handbook of the Economics of Education, eds. Eric A.
Hanushek and Finis Welch, 1163–1278. Amsterdam: North-Holland.
Block, Fred. 1977. “The Ruling Class Does Not Rule: Notes on the Marxist Theory of
the State.” Socialist Revolution 33 (7): 6–28.
Boix, Carles, and Susan Stokes. 2003. “Endogenous Democratization.” World Politics
55 (4): 517–49.
Boix, Carles. 1998. Political Parties, Growth, and Equality. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———. 1999. “Setting the Rules of the Game: The Choice of Electoral Systems in
Advanced Democracies.” American Political Science Review 93 (September):
609–24.
———. 2003. Democracy and Redistribution. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.
Bonnet, Odran, Pierre-
Henri Bono, Guillaume Chapelle, and Etienne Wasmer.
2014. “Does Housing Capital Contribute to Inequality? A Comment on Thomas
Piketty’s Capital in the Twenty-First Century.” Sciences Po Economics Discussion
Paper, 7: 1–12.
Borjas, George J. 2013. “Immigration and the American Worker: Review of the Academic Literature.” Center for Immigration Studies, Washington, DC. https://sites
.hks.harvard.edu/fs/gborjas/publications/popular/CIS2013.pdf.
Bork, Robert. 1978. The Antitrust Paradox: A Policy at War with Itself. New York: Basic
Books.
Bornschier, Simon. 2010. Cleavage Politics and the Populist Right: The New Cultural
Conflict in Western Europe. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Bourlès, R., G. Cette, J. Lopez, J. Mairesse, and G. Nicoletti. 2013. “Do Product Market Regulations in Upstream Sectors Curb Productivity Growth? Panel Data Evidence for OECD Countries.” Review of Economics and Statistics 95 (5): 1750–68.
Boustan, Leah Platt. 2009. “Competition in the promised land: Black migration and
racial wage convergence in the North, 1940–1970.” The Journal of Economic History 69 (3): 755–82.
Brady, David, Evelyne Huber, and John D. Stephens. 2014. Comparative Welfare States
Data Set, University of North Carolina and WZB Berlin Social Science Center.
Braverman, H. 1998. Labor and Monopoly Capital: The Degradation of Work in the
Twentieth Century. New York: New York University Press.
Brennan, Geoffrey, and James Buchanan. 1980. The Power to Tax: Analytical Foundations of a Fiscal Constitution. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Breznitz, Dan. 2007. Innovation and the State: Political Choice and Strategies for
Growth in Israel, Taiwan, and Ireland. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Brynjolfsson, E., and A. McAfee. 2013. Race Against the Machine: How the Digital
Revolution is Accelerating Innovation, Driving Productivity, and Irreversibly Transforming Employment and the Economy. New York: W. W. Norton.

292

B i b li o g r a p h y

Bryson, Alex, Bernhard Ebbinghaus, and Jelle Visser. 2011. “Introduction: Causes,
Consequences, and Cures of Union Decline.” European Journal of Industrial Relations 17 (2): 97–105.
Buchanan, James M., and Gordon Tullock. 1962. The Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of Constitutional Democracy. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Busemeyer, Marius. 2007. “Determinants of Public Education Spending in 21 OECD
Democracies, 1980–2001.” Journal of European Public Policy 14 (4): 582–610.
———. 2009. “Reformbaustelle oder Vorzeigemodell?: Die deutsche Berufsbildung
im Wandel.” In MPIfG Jahrbuch 2009–2010, 39–45. Köln: Max-Planck-Institut für
Gesellschaftsforschung.
———. 2014. Skills and Inequality: Partisan Politics and the Political Economy of Education Reforms in Western Welfare States. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.
Busemeyer, Marius, and Torben Iversen. 2014. “The Politics of Opting Out: Explaining Educational Financing and Popular Support for Public Spending.” Socio-
Economic Review 12 (2): 299–328.
Busemeyer, Marius, and Kathleen Thelen. 2008. “From Collectivism towards Segmentalism. Institutional Change in German Vocational Training.” Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies (MPIfG) Discussion Paper, 1–30.
Busemeyer, Marius R., and Christine Trampusch. 2012. The Political Economy of Collective Skill Formation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Busemeyer, Marius R., and Christine Trampusch. 2013. “Liberalization by Exhaustion: Transformative Change in the German Welfare State and Vocational Training System.” Zeitschrift für Sozialreform 59 (3): 291–312.Bustikova, Lenka. 2014.
“Revenge of the Radical Right.” Comparative Political Studies 47: 1738–65.
Campbell, John L., and Ove K. Pedersen. 2007. “The Varieties of Capitalism and Hybrid Success: Denmark in the Global Economy.” Comparative Political Studies 40
(3): 307–32.
Cantwell, John. 1989. Technological Innovation and Multinational Corporations. Oxford: Blackwell.
Cantwell, John, and Simona Iammarino. 2003. Multinational Corporations and European Regional Systems of Innovation. London: Routledge.
Cantwell, John, and Ram Mudambi. 2005. “MNE Competence‐Creating Subsidiary
Mandates.” Strategic Management Journal 26 (12): 1109–28.
Caragliu, Andrea, Chiara Del Bo, and Peter Nijkamp. 2011. “Smart Cities in Europe.”
Journal of Urban Technology 18 (2): 65–82.
Card, David. 2001. “Estimating the Return to Schooling: Progress on Some Persistent
Econometric Problems.” Econometrica 69 (5): 1127–60.
Carlin, W., and David Soskice. 2014. Macroeconomics: Institutions, Instability and the
Financial System. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Casper, Steven. 2007. Creating Silicon Valley in Europe: Public Policy Towards New
Technology Industries. New York: Oxford University Press.
Castilla, Emilio J., Hokyu Hwang, Ellen Granovetter, and Mark Granovetter. 2000.
“Social Networks in Silicon Valley.” In The Silicon Valley Edge: A Habitat for Innovation and Entrepreneurship, eds. Chong-Moon Lee, William Miller, Marguerite

B i b li o g r a p h y

293

Hancock, Henry Rowen, William F. Miller, Marguerite Gong Hancock, and
Henry S. Rowen, 218–47. Stanford, CA: Stanford Business Books.
Castles, Francis, and Peter Mair. 1984. “Left-Right Political Scales: Some ‘Expert’
Judgments.” European Journal of Political Research 12 (March): 73–88.
Cavaille, Charlotte, and Jeremy Ferwerda. “How Distributional Conflict over In-Kind
Benefits Generates Support for Anti-Immigrant Parties.” Paper presented at Annual Meetings of the Political Science Association, 2017.
Cavaille, Charlotte, and Kris-Stella Trump. 2015. “Support for the Welfare State In
Western Democracies: The Two Dimensions of Redistributive Attitudes.” Journal
of Politics 77 (1): 146–60.
Chandler, Alfred D. 1967. Strategy and Structure: Chapters in the History of the Industrial Enterprise. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Chandler, Alfred D. 1977. The Invisible Hand: The Managerial Revolution in American
Business. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.
Chang, Ha-Joon. 2011. 23 Things They Don’t Tell You about Capitalism. New York:
Bloomsbury.
Chinn, Menzie D. 2006. “What Matters for Financial Development? Capital Controls,
Institutions, and Interactions.” Journal of Development Economics 81 (1): 163–92.
Chinn, Menzie D., and Hiro Ito. 2008. “A New Measure of Financial Openness.” Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis 10 (3): 309–22.
Cini, Michelle, and Lee McGowan. 1998. Competition Policy in the European Union.
Basingstoke, UK: Macmillan.
Clark, Michael. 2009. “Valence and electoral outcomes in Western Europe, 1976–
1998.” Electoral Studies 28 (1): 111–22.
Coe, David T., Elhanan Helpman, and Alexander W. Hoffmaister. 2009. “International
R&D Spillovers and Institutions.” European Economic Review 53 (7): 723–41.
Collier, Ruth Berins. 1999. Paths Towards Democracy: The Working Class and Elites in
Western Europe and South America. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Colomer, Joseph H. 2006. Political Institutions: Democracy and Social Choice. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Cooke, Philip. 2001. “Regional Systems of Innovation, Clusters and the Knowledge
Economy.” Industry and Corporate Change 10 (4): 945–74.
Corak, Miles. 2013. “Income Inequality, Equality of Opportunity, and Intergenerational Mobility.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 27: 79–102.
———. 2013b. “Inequality from Generation to Generation: The United States in
Comparison.” In The Economics of Inequality, Poverty, and Discrimination in the
Twenty-First Century, ed. Robert S. Rycroft. Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO.
Costas Lapavitsas. 2014. Profiting without Producing: How Finance Exploits Us All.
New York: Verso.
Cox, Gary. 1987. The Efficient Secret. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Crafts, Nicholas. 2018. Forging Ahead, Falling Behind and Fighting Back: British Economic Growth from the Industrial Revolution to the Financial Crisis. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.
Crepaz, Markus. 1998. “Inclusion versus Exclusion: Political Institutions and Welfare
Expenditures.” Comparative Politics 31 (1): 61–80.

294

B i b li o g r a p h y

Crouch, Colin. 1993. Industrial Relations and European State Traditions. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Curtis, M. 2006. “Catalyzing the Collapse: The Computer and the Fall of the Soviet
Union.” AHS Capstone Projects, Paper 15.
Cusack, Thomas R., and Susanne Fuchs. 2002. “Documentation Notes for Parties,
Governments, and Legislatures Data Set.” Berlin, Germany: Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung. https://www.wzb.eu/system/files/docs/ende
/meg/pgl_doc_notes_cf.pdf.
———. 2007. “Parties, Governments and Legislatures Data Set.” Berlin, Germany:
Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung. http://www.wzb.eu/en/persons
/thomas-r-cusack?s=5662.
Cusack, Thomas, Torben Iversen, and David Soskice. 2007. “Economic Interests and
the Origins of Electoral Systems.” American Political Science Review 101 (3): 373–91.
———. 2010. “The Coevolution of Capitalism and Political Representation: Explaining the Choice of Electoral Systems.” American Political Science Review 103 (May):
393–403.
Dahl, Robert A. 1971. Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Dassonneville, Ruth, and Marc Hooghe. 2017. “Economic indicators and electoral
volatility: economic effects on electoral volatility in Western Europe, 1950–2013.”
Comparative European Politics 15 (6): 919–43.
Davis, Gerald F. 2016. The Vanishing American Corporation: Navigating the Hazards of
a New Economy. Oakland, CA: Berrett-Koehler.
De Waele, Jean-Michel. 2014. European Social Democracy during the Global Economic
Crisis: Renovation or Resignation? Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Doner, Richard F. and Ben R. Schneider. 2016. “The Middle-Income Trap. More Politics than Economics.” World Politics 68 (4): 608–44.
Dosi, Giovanni. 2000. Innovation, Organization, and Economic Dynamics: Selected Essays. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.
Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper.
Due, Jesper, Jørgen Steen Madsen, Strøby Jensen, Carsten and Petersen, Lars K. 1994.
The Survival of the Danish Model: A Historical Sociological Analysis of the Danish
System of Collective Agreement. Copenhagen: DJØF.
Dunford, Michael, and Diane Perrons. 1994. “Regional inequality, regimes of accumulation and economic development in contemporary Europe.” Transactions of the
Institute of British geographers: 163–82.
Durlauf, Steven. 1996a. “A Theory of Persistent Income Inequality.” Journal of Economic Growth 1: 75–93.
———. 1996b. “Neighborhood Feedbacks, Endogenous Stratification, and Income
Inequality.” In Dynamic Disequilibrium Modelling, eds. W. Barnett, G. Gandolfo,
and C. Hillinger, 505–34. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Durlauf, Steven, and Ananth Seshadri. 2017. “Understanding the Great Gatsby Curve.”
NBER Macroeconomics Annual 32: 1–94.
Ebbinghaus, Bernhard. 1995. “The Siamese Twins: Citizenship Rights, Cleavage Formation, and Party-Union Relations in Western Europe.” International Review of
Social History 40 (3): 51–89.

B i b li o g r a p h y

295

Edgren, Gosta, Karl-Otto Faxen, and Carl-Erik Odhner. 1973. Wage Formation and the
Economy. London: Allen and Unwin.
Ehrenhalt, Alan. 2012. The Great Inversion and the Future of the American City. New
York: Vintage.
Eichengreen, Barry. 1997. “Institutions and Economic Growth: Europe after World
War II.” In Economic Growth in Europe since 1945, eds. Nicholas Crafts and Gianni
Toniolo, 38–72. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Eichengreen, Barry, Donghyun Park, and Kwanho Shin. 2012. “When Fast-Growing
Economies Slow Down: International Evidence and Implications for China.”
Asian Economic Papers 11 (1): 42–87.
Elkjær, Mads Andreas. 2017. “Unequal Representation in High Equality Contexts? A
Study of Differential Responsiveness in Denmark.” Typescript, Department of
Government, Harvard University.
Elkjær, Mads Andreas, and Torben Iversen. 2018. “The Political Representation of
Economic Interests: Subversion of Democracy or Middle-Class Supremacy?”
Typescript, Department of Government, Harvard University.
Emmenegger, Patrick, Silja Häusermann, Bruno Palier, and Martin Seeleib-Kaiser,
eds. 2012. The Age of Dualization: The Changing Face of Inequality in Deindustrializing Societies. New York: Oxford University Press.
Engerman, Stanley L., and Kenneth L. Sokoloff. 2005. “The Evolution of Suffrage Institutions in the New World.” Journal of Economic History 65 (4): 891–921.
Esping-Andersen, Gösta. 1985. Politics Against Markets: The Social Democratic Road
to Power. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
———. 1990. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Estevez-Abe, Margarita, Torben Iversen, and David Soskice. 2001. “Social Protection and the Formation of Skills: A Reinterpretation of the Welfare State.” In
Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage, eds. Peter A. Hall and David Soskice, 145–83. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
Eurofound. 2015. “Workplace Practices—Patterns, Performance, and Well-being.”
Third European Company Survey, Overview Report. Luxembourg: Publications
Office of the European Union.
Feldmann, Maryann P. 2000. “Location and Innovation: The New Economic Geography of Innovation, Spillovers, and Agglomeration.” In The Oxford Handbook of
Economic Geography, eds. Gordon Clark, Mayann P. Feldmann, Meric Gertler,
and Kate Williams, 373–94. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Fioretos, Orfeo. 2011. Creative Reconstructions: Multilateralism and European Varieties
of Capitalism after 1950. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Flanagan, Robert J., David Soskice, and Lloyd Ulman. 1983. Unionism, Economic Stabilization, and Incomes Policies: European Experience. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.
Ford, Martin. 2015. The Rise of the Robots: Technology and the Threat of a Jobless Future.
New York: Basic Books.
Frank, Mark G., and Paul Ekman, 2004. “Nonverbal Detection of Deception in Forensic Contexts.” In Handbook of Forensic Psychology: Resource for Mental Health and

296

B i b li o g r a p h y

Legal Professionals, eds. William T. O’Donohue and Eric R. Levensky, 645–53.
New York: Elsevier Science.
Freeman, Christopher. 2008. Systems of Innovation: Selected Essays in Evolutionary
Economics. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Freeman, Christopher, and Francisco Louça. 2001. As Time Goes By. From the Industrial Revolutions to the Information Revolution. New York: Oxford University Press.
Freeman, Gary P. 1986. “Migration and the political economy of the welfare state.”
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 485 (1): 51–63.
Freeman, Richard B. 1980. “Unionization and the Dispersion of Wages.” Industrial and
Labor Relations Review 34 (1): 3–24.
———. 1988. “Labor Market Institutions and Economic Performance.” Economic
Policy 6: 62–80.
Freitag, Markus. 1999. “Politik und Währung. Ein internationaler Vergleich.” PhD dissertation, University of Bern.
Frey, Carl Benedikt, and Michael A. Obsborne. 2017. “The Future of Employment:
How Susceptible Are Jobs to Computerisation?” Technological Forecasting and Social Change 114: 254–80.
Friedman, T. L. 2005. The World is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty-First Century.
New York: Picador.
Galenson, Walter. 1952. The Danish System of Industrial Relations: A Study in Industrial
Peace. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Gamoran, Adam. 2010. “Tracking and Inequality: New Directions for Research and Practice.” In The Routledge International Handbook of the Sociology of Education, eds. Michael W. Apple, Stephen J. Ball, and Luis A. Gandin, 213–28. New York: Routledge.
Garfinkel, Simson, and Beth Rosenberg. 2006. RFID: Applications, Security, and Privacy. Boston: Addison-Wesley.
Garrett, Geoffrey. 1998. “Global Markets and National Politics: Collision Course or
Virtuous Circle?” International Organization 52 (4): 787–8
 24.
Gawthrop, Richard, and Gerald Strauss. 1984. “Protestantism and Literacy in Early
Modern Germany.” Past and Present 104 (1): 31–55.
Georgiadis, Andreas, and Alan Manning. 2012. “Spend It Like Beckham? Inequality
and Redistribution in the UK, 1983–2004.” Public Choice 151 (3/4): 537–63.
Gerschenkron, Alexander. 1966. Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective: A
Book of Essays. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Gidron, Noam, and Peter A. Hall. 2017. “The politics of social status: Economic and
cultural roots of the populist right.” The British journal of sociology 68: S57–S84.
Gilens, Martin. 2005. “Inequality and Democratic Responsiveness: Who Gets What
They Want from Government?” Public Opinion Quarterly 69: 778–96.
———. 2012. Affluence and Influence: Economic Inequality and Political Power in
America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Gingrich, Jane, and Ben Ansell. 2014. “Sorting for Schools: Housing, Education, and
Inequality.” Socio-Economic Review 12 (2): 329–51.
Gjerløff, Anne Katrine. 2014. “Skolens udvikling i 1960erne-70erne.” In Skole i 200 År.
Undervisningsministeriet, Copenhagen, Denmark.

B i b li o g r a p h y

297

Glaeser, Edward L., ed. 2010. Agglomeration Economics. National Bureau of Economic
Research (NBER) conference volume, ed. E. L. Glaeser. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Glaeser, Edward L. 2011. The Triumph of the City. New York: MacMillanhttps://skole200
.dk/wp-.content/uploads/2014/08/Artikel_Skolens_Udvikling_1960_70.pdf
Glaeser, Edward. L., Hedi D. Kallal, José A. Scheinkman, and Andrei Shleifer. 1992.
“Growth in Cities.” Journal of Political Economy 100 (6): 1126–52.
Glaeser, Edward L., and Matthew G. Resseger. 2010. “The Complementarity between
Cities and Skills.” Journal of Regional Science 50 (1): 221–44.
Glyn, Andrew. 2007. Capitalism Unleashed: Finance Globalization and Welfare. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Go, Sun, and Peter H. Lindert. 2010. “The Uneven Rise of American Public Schools to
1850.” Journal of Economic History 70 (1): 1–26.
Goldin, Claudia, and Larry Katz. 1998. “The Origins of Technology-Skill Complementarity.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 103 (3): 693–732.
———. 2007. “Long-r un Changes in the Wage Structure: Narrowing, Widening, Polarizing.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity 2: 135–67.
———. 2008. The Race between Education and Technology. Cambridge, MA: Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press.
Goldthorpe, John. 1984. Order and Conflict in Contemporary Capitalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Goodhart, D. 2013. The British Dream: Successes and Failures of Postwar Immigration.
London: Atlantic Books.
Goos, Maarten, and Alan Manning. 2007. “Lousy and Lovely Jobs: The Rising Polarization of Work in Britain.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 89 (1): 118–33.
Gordon, Robert. 2016. The Rise and Fall of American Growth: The U.S. Standard of Living since the Civil War. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Granovetter, M. S. 1973. “The Strength of Weak Ties.” American Journal of Sociology
78 (6): 1360–80.
Greenaway, David, and Richard Kneller. 2007. “Heterogeneity, Exporting, and Foreign Direct Investment.” Economic Journal 117 (517): 134–61.
Hacker, J. S., P. Rehm, and M. Schlesinger. 2013. “The Insecure American: Economic
Experiences, Financial Worries, and Policy Attitudes.” Perspectives on Politics 11
(1): 23–49.
Hacker, Jacob, and Paul Pierson. 2011. Winner-Take-All Politics: How Washington
Made the Rich Richer—and Turned Its Back on the Middle Class. New York: Simon
& Schuster.
Haine, W. Scott. 2000. The History of France. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.
Hall, Peter A. 1993. “Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of
Economic Policymaking in Britain.” Comparative Politics 25 (3): 275–96.
Hall, Peter A., and David Soskice, eds. 2001. Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional
Foundations of Comparative Advantage. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hallerberg, Mark. 2004. Domestic Budgets in a United Europe: Fiscal Governance from
the End of Bretton Woods to EMU. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

298

B i b li o g r a p h y

Hallerberg, Mark, and Jürgen von Hagen. 1999. “Electoral Institutions, Cabinet Negotiations, and Budget Deficits in the European Union.” In Fiscal Institutions and Fiscal Performance, eds. James M. Poterba and Jürgen von Hagen, 209–32. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
Hancke, Robert. 2002. Large Firms and Institutional Change: Industrial Renewal and
Economic Restructuring. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hanushek, Eric A., and Ludger Woessmann. 2006. “Does Educational Tracking Affect Performance and Inequality? Differences-in-Differences Evidence across
Countries.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper, No. 11124:
C63–C76.
Hayek, Friedrich A. 1944. The Road to Serfdom. London: Routledge.
———. 1966. “The Principles of a Liberal Social Order.” Il Politico 31 (4): 601–18.
Hassel, Anke. 2010. “Twenty Years after German Unification: The Restructuring of
the German Welfare and Employment Regime.” German Politics and Society 28
(2): 102–115.
Häusermann, Silja. 2010. The Politics of Welfare State Reform in Continental Europe:
Modernization in Hard Times. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Häusermann, Silja, and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2015. “What Do Voters Want? Dimensions and
Configurations in Individual-Level Preferences and Party Choice.” In The Politics of
Advanced Capitalism, eds. Pablo Beramendi, Silja Häusermann, Herbert Kitschelt,
and Hanspeter Kriesi, 202–30. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Hechter, Michael, and William Brustein. 1980. “Regional Modes of Production and
Patterns of State Formation in Western Europe.” American Journal of Sociology 85
(5): 1061–94.
Heckman, J. 2011. “The Economics of Inequality: The Value of Early Childhood Education.” American Educator 35 (1): 31–35.
Heckman, J., and S. Mosso. 2014. “The Economics of Human Development and Social
Mobility.” Annual Review of Economics 6: 689–733.
Helpman, Elhanan, Marc J. Melitz, and Stephen R. Yeaple. 2004. “Export versus FDI.”
American Economic Review 94: 300–16.
Hellwig, T. 2001. “Interdependence, Government Constraints, and Economic Voting.” The Journal of Politics 63 (4): 1141–62.
Herrigel, Gary. 1995. Industrial Constructions: The Sources of German Industrial Power.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Hochschild, Arlie R. 2016. Strangers in Their Own Land: Anger and Mourning on the
American Right. New York: New Press.
Hofmann, Claudia, Alberto Osnago, and Michele Ruta. 2017. “Horizontal Depth: A
New Database on the Content of Preferential Trade Agreements.” World Bank,
Trade, and Competitiveness Global Practice Group, February 2017.
Holzer, Harry J. 1987. “Informal Job Search and Black Youth Unemployment.” The
American Economic Review 77 (3): 446–52.
Hovenkamp, Herbert. 2015. Federal Antitrust Policy, The Law of Competition, and Its
Practice. St. Paul, MN: West Academic.
Huber, Evelyne, and John D. Stephens. 2001. Development and Crisis of the Welfare
State: Parties and Policies in Global Markets. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

B i b li o g r a p h y

299

Huo, Jingjing. 2009. Third Way Reforms: Social Democracy after the Golden Age. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Iacoboni, Marco, Istvan Molnar-Szakacs, Vittorio Gallese, Giovanni Buccino, John
C. Mazziotta, Giacomo Rizzolatti. 2005. “Grasping the Intentions of Others with
One’s Own Mirror Neuron System.” PLOS Biology 3 (3): 529–35.
Iammarino, Simona, and Philip McCann. 2013. Multinationals and Economic Geography: Location, Technology, and Innovation. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Ibsen, Christian Lyhne, and Kathleen Thelen. Forthcoming. “Diverging Solidarity
Labor Strategies in the New Knowledge Economy.” World Politics 69 (3): 409–47.
Ignazi, Piero. 2003. Extreme Right Parties in Western Europe. New York: Oxford University Press.
———. 1992. “The Silent Counter-Revolution: Hypotheses on the Emergence of Extreme Right-Wing Parties in Europe.” European Journal of Political Research 22:
3–34.
Inglehart, Ronald. 1971. “The Silent Revolution in Europe: Intergenerational Change
in Postindustrial Societies.” American Political Science Review 65 (4): 991–1017.
———. 1990. Culture Shift in Advanced Industrial Society. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Inglehart, Roland, and Pippa Norris. 2017. “Trump and the Populist Authoritarian
Parties: The Silent Revolution in Reverse.” Perspectives on Politics 15 (2): 443–54.
Iversen, Torben. 1996. “Power, Flexibility, and the Breakdown of Centralized Wage
Bargaining: Denmark and Sweden in Comparative Perspective.” Comparative
Politics 28 (4): 399–436.
———. 1998. “The Choices for Scandinavian Social Democracy in Comparative Perspective.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy 14 (1): 59–75.
———. 1999. Contested Economic Institutions: The Politics of Macroeconomics and
Wage Bargaining in Advanced Democracies. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Iversen, Torben, and Thomas R. Cusack. 2000. “The Causes of Welfare State Expansion: Deindustrialization or Globalization?” World Politics 52 (3): 313–49.
Iversen, Torben, and Frances Rosenbluth. 2010. Women, Work, and Politics: The Political Economy of Gender Inequality. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Iversen, Torben, and David Soskice. 2001. “An Asset Theory of Social Policy Preferences.” American Political Science Review 95 (4): 875–93.
———. 2006. “Electoral Institutions and the Politics of Coalitions: Why Some Democracies Redistribute More Than Others.” American Political Science Review 100
(2): 165–81.
———. 2010. “Real Exchange Rates and Competitiveness: The Political Economy of
Skill Formation, Wage Compression, and Electoral Systems.” American Political
Science Review 104 (3): 601–23.
———. 2012. “Modern Capitalism and the Advanced Nation State: Understanding the
Causes of the Crisis.” In Coping with Crisis: Government Reactions to the Great Recession, eds. Nancy Bermeo and Jonas Pontusson, 35–64. New York: Russell Sage.
———. 2014. Dualism and Political Coalitions: Inclusionary versus Exclusionary Reforms in an Age of Rising Inequality. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

300

B i b li o g r a p h y

———. 2015. “Information, Inequality, and Mass Polarization: Ideology in Advanced
Democracies.” Comparative Political Studies 48 (13): 1781–1813.
Iversen, Torben, and John Stephens. 2008. “Partisan Politics, the Welfare State, and
Three Worlds of Human Capital Formation.” Comparative Political Studies 41 (4/5):
600–37.
Jensen, Carsten. 2011. “Capitalist Systems, Deindustrialization, and the Politics of
Public Education.” Comparative Political Studies 41 (4): 412–35.
Jessop, Bob. 1982. The Capitalist State. New York: New York University Press.
Johansson, Egil. 1988. “Literacy Campaigns in Sweden.” Interchange 19 (3/4): 135–62.
Johnson, Chalmers. 1982. MITI and The Japanese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial
Policy, 1925–1975. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Jordana, J., and D. Levi-Faur. 2004. The Politics of Regulation: Institutions and Regulatory Reforms for the Age of Governance. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
Kaletsky, Anatole. 2010a. “Capitalism 4.0.” The OECD Observer (279): 23.
———. 2010b. Capitalism 4.0: The Birth of a New Economy in the Aftermath of Crisis.
Philadelphia: PublicAffairs.
Kalleberg, A. 2003. “Flexible Firms and Labor Market Segmentation Effects of
Workplace Restructuring on Jobs and Workers.” Work and Occupations 30 (2):
154–75.
Kalyvas, Stathis N. 1996. The Rise of Christian Democracy in Europe. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Katzenstein, Peter. 1985. Small States in World Markets. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Katznelson, Ira. 1981. City Trenches: Urban Politics and the Patterning of Class in the
United States. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Katznelson, Ira, and Aristide Zolberg, eds. 1986. Working-Class Formation: Nineteenth-
Century Patterns in Western Europe and North America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Keech, William. 2009. “A Scientifically Superior Definition of Democracy.” Midwest
Political Science Association Meeting, Chicago.
Kees Koedijk, Jeroen Kremers, Paul David, and Lars-Hendrik Röller. 1996. “Market Opening, Regulation and Growth in Europe.” Economic Policy 11 (October):
443–67.
Kharas, Homi, and Harinder Kohli. 2011. “What is the Middle-Income Trap, Why Do
Countries Fall into It, and How Can It Be Avoided?” Global Journal of Emerging
Market Economies 3 (3): 281–89.
Kitschelt, Herbert. 1994. The Transformation of European Social Democracy. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
———. 1995. “Formation of Party Cleavages in Post-Communist Democracies.”
Party Politics 1 (4): 447–72.
Kitschelt, Herbert, and Anthony J. McGann. 1995. The Radical Right in Western
Europe:A Comparative Analysis. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Kitschelt, Herbert, and Philipp Rehm. 2014. “Occupations as a Site of Political Preference Formation.” Comparative Political Studies 47 (12): 1670–1706.

B i b li o g r a p h y

301

———. 2015. “Party Alignments: Change and Continuity.” In The Politics of Advanced
Capitalism, eds. Pablo Beramendi, Silja Häusermann, Herbert Kitschelt, and
Hanspeter Kriesi, 179–201. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Kjær, Peter and Ove K. Pedersen. 2001. “Translating Liberalization: Neoliberalism
in the Danish Negotiated Economy.” In The Rise of Neoliberalism and Institutional
Analysis, eds. John L. Campbell and Ove K. Pedersen, 219–48. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press pp. 219–248.
Kocka, Jürgen. 1986. “Problems of Working-Class Formation in Germany: The Early
Years, 1800–1875.” In Working-Class Formation: Nineteenth-Century Patterns in
Western Europe and the United States, eds. Ira Katznelson and Aristide R. Zolberg,
279–351. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Korpi, Walter. 1983. The Democratic Class Struggle. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
———. 1989. “Power, Politics, and State Autonomy in the Development of Social
Citizenship: Social Rights during Sickness in 18 OECD Countries since 1930.”
American Sociological Review 54 (3): 309–28.
———. 2006. “Power Resources and Employer-Centered Approaches in Explanations of Welfare States and Varieties of Capitalism: Protagonists, Consenters, and
Antagonists.” World Politics 58 (2): 167–206.
Koske, I., I.Wanner, R. Bitetti, and O. Barbiero. 2015. “The 2013 Update of the OECD’s
Database on Product Market Regulation: Policy Insights for OECD and Non-
OECD Countries.” OECD Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1200.
Paris: OECD Publishing.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, Edgar Grande, Romain Lachat, Martin Dolezal, Simon Bornschier,
and Timotheos Frey. 2008. West European Politics in the Age of Globalization.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, and Takis S. Pappas, eds. 2015. European Populism in the Shadow of
the Great Recession. Colchester, UK: EPCR Press.
Kristal, Tali, and Yinon Cohen, 2013. “The Causes of Rising Wage Inequality: What
Do Computerization and Fading Pay-Setting Institutions Do?” Paper prepared for
the Society for the Advancement of Socio-Economics Mini-Conference (“The Political Economy of Skills and Inequality”), Milan, June 27–29.
Kristensen, P. H. 2006. “The Danish Business System Transforming towards the New
Economy.” In National Identity and the Varieties of Capitalism: The Danish Experience, eds. J. L. Campbell, J. A. Hall, and O. K. Pedersen, 295–30. Montreal, Canada: McGill-Queen’s University Press.
Krueger, Alan. 2012. “The Rise and Consequences of Inequality in the United States.”
Unpublished speech.
Krueger, Anne. 1974. “The Political Economy of the Rent-Seeking Society.” The American Economic Review 64 (3): 291–303.
———. 1990. “Government Failures in Development.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 4 (3): 9–25.
Krugman, Paul. 1991a. “Increasing Returns and Economic Geography.” Journal of Political Economy 99 (3): 483–99.
———. 1991b. Geography and Trade. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

302

B i b li o g r a p h y

Kuemmerle, W. 1997. “Building Effective R&D Capabilities Abroad.” Harvard Business Review 75: 61–72.
———. 1999. “Foreign Direct Investment in Industrial Research in the Pharmaceutical and Electronics Industries: Results from a Survey of Multinational Firms.”
Research Policy 28 (2): 179–93.
Kurzweil, Raymond. 2005. The Singularity is Near. London: Viking.
Lange, Peter, and Geoffrey Garrett. 1985. “The Politics of Growth: Strategic Interaction and Economic Performance in the Advanced Industrial Democracies.” Journal of Politics 47 (3): 792–827.
Lehmbruch, Gerhard. 1967. Proporzdemokratie. Politisches System Und Politische Kultur in Der Schweiz Und in Österreich. Tübingen, Germany: Mohr/Siebeck.
———. 1993. “Consociational Democracy and Corporatism in Switzerland.” Publius:
The Journal of Federalism 23 (2): 43–60.
Lepsius, M. Rainer. 1966. “Parteiensystem und Sozialstruktur: zum Problem der
Demokratisierung der deutschen Gesellschaft.” In Wirtschaft, Geschichte, und
Wirtschaftsgeschichte. Festschrift zum 65. Geburtstag von Friedrich Lütge, eds. Wilhelm Abel, Knut Borchardt, Hermann Kellenbenz, Wolfgang Zorn, 371–93. Stuttgart: Tübingen/ Göttingen: Fischer.
Levi-Faur, D. 2005. “The Global Diffusion of Regulatory Capitalism.” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 598 (1): 12–32.
Lewis-Beck, Michael S., and Mary Stegmaier. 2013. “The VP-Function Revisited: A
Survey of the Literature on Vote and Popularity Functions after over 40 Years.”
Public Choice 157 (3/4): 367–85.
Lieberman, David. 2008. “Bentham’s Democracy.” Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 28
(3): 605–26.
Lijphart, Arend. 1968. “Typologies of Democratic Systems.” Comparative Political
Studies, 1968 (1): 3–44.
———. 1977. Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration. New Haven:
Yale University Press.
———. 1984. Democracies: Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government in
Twenty-One Countries. New Haven: Yale University Press.
———. 1997. “Unequal Participation: Democracy’s Unresolved Dilemma.” American
Political Science Review 91 (1): 1–14.
Lindblom, Charles. 1977. Politics and Markets: The World’s Political-Economic Systems.
New York: Basic Books.
Lindert, Peter H. 2004. Growing Public: Social Spending and Economic Growth since
the Eighteenth Century. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Lipset, Seymour Martin. 1959. “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy.” The American Political Science Review 53 (1):
69–105.
———. 1960. Political Man: The Social Bases of Politics. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.
Lipset, Seymour M., and Stein Rokkan. 1967. “Cleavage Structures, Party Systems,
and Voter Alignments: An Introduction.” In Party Systems and Voter Alignments:
Cross-National Perspectives, eds. S. M. Lipset and S. Rokkan, 1–64. New York: Free
Press.

B i b li o g r a p h y

303

Lizzeri, A., and N. Persico. 2004. “Why Did the Elites Extend the Suffrage? Democracy and the Scope Of Government, with an Application to Britain’s ‘Age Of Reform.’ ” Quarterly Journal of Economics 119 (2): 707–65.
Ljungberg, J. 2006. “Secular Movements of Earnings Differentials: Sweden 1870–
2000.” Paper presented at the Fourteenth International Economic History Congress, Helsinki.
Lubbers, Marcel, Mérove Gijsberts, and Peer Scheepers. 2002. “Extreme Right-
Wing Voting in Western Europe.” European Journal of Political Research 41 (3):
345–78.
Luebbert, Gregory. 1991. Liberalism, Fascism, or Social Democracy: Social Classes and the
Political Origins of Regimes in the Interwar Period. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lundgreen, Peter. 1975. “Industrialization and the Educational Formation of Manpower in Germany.” Journal of Social History 9 (1): 64–80.
Lundvall, Bengt-Åke. 1992. National Systems of Innovation: Toward a Theory of Innovation and Interactive Learning. New York: Pinter.
———. 2016. The Learning Economy and the Economics of Hope. London: Anthem
Press.
MacDonagh, Oliver. 1977. Early Victorian Government, 1830–1870. London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson.
Magee, Stephen P., William A. Brock, and Leslie Young. 1989. Black Hole Tariffs and
Endogenous Policy Theory: Political Economy in General Equilibrium. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.
Magnusson, Lars. 2000. Economic History of Sweden. New York: Routledge.
Magraw, Roger. 1986. France, 1815 to 1915: The Bourgeois Century. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Malerba, Franco. 2004. Sectoral Systems of Innovation: Concepts, Issues, and Analyses
of Six Major Sectors in Europe. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Manow, Philip. 2009. “Electoral Rules, Class Coalitions, and Welfare State Regimes,
or How to Explain Esping-Andersen with Stein Rokkan.” Socio-Economic Review
7: 101–21.
Manow, Philip, and Kees Van Kersbergen, eds. 2009. Religion, Class Coalitions, and
Welfare State Regimes. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Mares, Isabela. 2003. The Politics of Social Risk: Business and Welfare State Development. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Margalit, Yotam. 2013. “Explaining Social Policy Preferences: Evidence from the
Great Recession.” American Political Science Review 107 (1): 80–103.
Marks, Gary. 1989. Unions in Politics: Britain, Germany, and the United States in the
Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Martin, Cathie Jo. 2000. Stuck in Neutral: Business and the Politics of Human Capital
Investment Policy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
———. 2006. “Sectional Parties, Divided Business.” Studies in American Development
20 (2): 160–84.
———. 2012. “Political Institutions and the Origins of Collective Skill Formation
Systems.” In The Political Economy of Collective Skill Formation, eds. Marius R.
Busemeyer and Christine Trampusch, 41–67. New York: Oxford University Press.

304

B i b li o g r a p h y

Martin, Cathie Jo, and Duane Swank. 2008. “The Political Origins of Coordinated
Capitalism: Business Organization, Party Systems, and the State in the Age of Innocence.” American Political Science Review 102 (2): 181–98.
———. 2011. “Gonna Party Like It’s 1899: Electoral Systems and the Origins of Varieties of Coordination.” World Politics 63 (1): 78–114.
———. Forthcoming. The Political Construction of Corporate Interests. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.
Martin, Cathie Jo, and Kathleen Thelen. 2007. “The State and Coordinated Capitalism: Contributions of the Public Sector to Social Solidarity in Postindustrial Societies.” World Politics 60 (1): 1–36.
Maynes, Mary Jo. 1979. “The Virtues of Archaism: The Political Economy of Schooling
in Europe, 1750–1850.” Comparative Studies in Society and History 21 (4): 611–25.
McGowan, Lee. 2005. “Europeanization Unleashed and Rebounding: Assessing the
Modernization of EU Cartel Policy.” Journal of European Public Policy 12 (6):
986–1004.
———. 2010. The Antitrust Revolution in Europe: Exploring the European Commission’s Cartel Policy. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.
McLean, Iain. 2001. Rational Choice and British Politics: An Analysis of Rhetoric and
Manipulation from Peel to Blair. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Miliband, Ralph. 1969. The State in Capitalist Society. New York: Basic Books.
Moene, Karl Ove, and Michael Wallerstein. 1997. “Pay Inequality.” Journal of Labor
Economics 15 (3): 403–30.
———. 2001. “Inequality, Social Insurance, and Redistribution.” American Political
Science Review 95 (4): 859–74.
Montgomery, James D. 1991. “Social Networks and Labor-Market Outcomes: Toward
an Economic Analysis.” The American Economic Review 81 (5): 1408–18.
Moretti, E., and P. Thulin. 2013. “Local Multipliers and Human Capital in the United
States and Sweden.” Industrial and Corporate Change 22 (1): 339–62.
Morrison, Bruce. 2011. “Channeling the ‘Restless Spirit of Innovation’: Elite Concessions and Institutional Change in the British Reform Act of 1832.” World Politics
63 (4): 678–710.
Nahapiet, Janine, and Sumantra Ghoshal. 1998. “Social Capital, Intellectual Capital,
and the Organizational Advantage.” The Academy of Management Review 23 (2):
242–66.
Nannestad, Peter, and Martin Paldam. 1994. “The VP-Function: A Survey of the Literature on Vote and Popularity Functions After Twenty-Five Years.” Public Choice
79 (3/4): 213–45.
———. 1997. “From the Pocketbook of the Welfare Man: A Pooled Cross-section
Study of Economic Voting in Denmark, 1986–92.” British Journal of Political Science 27: 119–36.
Nelson, Richard R. 1993. National Innovation Systems: A Comparative Analysis. New
York: Oxford University Press.
Nickell, Stephen. 2004. “Poverty and Worklessness in Britain.’ Economic Journal 114
(494): C1–C25.

B i b li o g r a p h y

305

Nilsson, Anders, and Birgitta Svard. 1994. “Writing Ability and Agrarian Change
in Early Nineteenth-century Rural Scania.” Journal of Swedish History 19 (3):
251–74.
Nolan, Mary. 1986. “Economic Crisis, State Policy, and Working Class Formation in
Germany, 1870 to 1900.” In Working-Class Formation: Nineteenth-Century Patterns
in Western Europe and the United States, eds. I. Katznelson and A. K. Zolberg,
352–93. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Nord, Philip. 1996. The Republican Moment: Struggles for Democracy in Nineteenth
Century France. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
North, Douglas. 1990. Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). Social Expenditure Statistics. Online database edition. Accessed on 1/15, 2015.
———. 2000. Literacy in the Information Age: Final Report of the International Adult
Literacy Survey. Paris: OECD.
———. 2010. Education at a Glance 2010: OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD.
———. 2012. Equity and Quality in Education: Supporting Disadvantaged Students
and Schools. Paris: OECD.
———. 2013. PISA 2012 Results: Excellence Through Equity: Giving Every Student
the Chance to Succeed (Volume II). PISA, OECD. https://www.oecd.org/pisa
/keyfindings/pisa-2012-results-volume-II.pdf.
———. 2016. Skills Matter: Further Results from the Survey of Adult Skills. Paris: OECD.
———. 2017. Education at a Glance 2017: OECD Indicators. Paris: OECD.
———. Distribution of Gross Earnings of Full-time Employees, OECD.stat. http://
stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=DEC_I.
Oesch, Daniel. 2012. “The Class Basis of the Cleavage between the New Left and the
Radical Right: An Analysis for Austria, Denmark, Norway and Switzerland.” In
Class Politics and the Radical Right, ed. Jens Rydren, 49–69. London: Routledge.
Okun, A. 1975. Equality and Efficiency: The Big Trade-off. Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution.
Olson, Mancur. 1982. The Rise and Decline of Nations. New Haven: Yale University
Press.
Orloff, Ann Shola. 1993. “Gender and the social rights of citizenship: The comparative analysis of gender relations and welfare states.” American sociological review:
303–28.
Ottaviano, Gianmarco I. P., and Giovanni Peri. 2012. “Rethinking the Effect of Immigration on Wages.” Journal of the European Economic Association 10 (1): 152–97.
Overman, Henry, and Diego Puga. 2010. “Labor Pooling as a Source of Agglomeration.” In Agglomeration Economics, NBER conference volume, ed E. L. Glaeser.
Chicago: Chicago University Press.
Pellizzari, Michele. 2004. “Do Friends and Relatives Really Help in Getting a Good
Job?” CEP/LSE Discussion Paper, No. 623.
Peltzman, Sam. 1976. “Toward a More General Theory of Regulation.” Journal of Law
and Economics 19: 211–40.

306

B i b li o g r a p h y

Peters, Yvette, and Sander J. Ensink. 2015. “Differential Responsiveness in Europe:
The Effects of Preference Difference and Electoral Participation.” West European
Politics 38 (3): 577–600.
Piketty, Thomas. 2005. “Top Income Shares in the Long Run: An Overview.” Journal
of the European Economic Association 3 (2–3): 382–92.
———. 2014. Capital in the Twenty-First Century. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press.
Piketty, Thomas, and Emmanuel Saez, E. 2006. “The Evolution of Top Incomes: A
Historical and International Perspective.” American Economic Review 96 (2):
200–205.
Pincus, Steve C. A., and James Robinson. 2014. “What Really Happened during the
Glorious Revolution?” In Institutions, Property Rights, and Economic Growth: The
Legacy of Douglass North, eds. Sebastian Galiani and Itai Sened, 192–222. New
York: Cambridge University Press.
Pontusson, Jonas. 2005. Inequality and Prosperity: Social Europe vs. Liberal America.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Pontusson, Jonas, and Sarosh Kuruvilla. 1992. “Swedish Wage-earner Funds: An Experiment in Economic Democracy.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 45 (4):
779–91.
Pontusson, Jonas, and Peter Swenson. 1996. “Labor Markets, Production Strategies,
and Wage Bargaining Institutions: The Swedish Employer Offensive in Comparative Perspective.” Comparative Political Studies 29 (April): 223–50.
Popa, Mircea. 2015. “Elites and Corruption: A Theory of Endogenous Reform and a
Test Using British Data.” World Politics 67 (2): 313–52.
———. 2016. “The Politics of Housing Bubbles: Explaining Cross-National Variation
in the 2000s.” Manuscript.
Porter, Michael E. 1990. The Comparative Advantage of Nations. Glencoe, IL: Free
Press.
———. 2000. “Location, Clusters and Company Strategy.” In The Oxford Handbook
of Economic Geography, eds. Gordon Clark, Maryann P. Feldmann, Meric Gertler,
and Kate Williams. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Poulantzas, Nicos. 1973. Political Power and Social Classes. New York: New Left Books.
———. 1978. State, Power, Socialism. New Left Books.
Powell, G. Bingham. 2000. Elections as Instruments of Democracy: Majoritarian and
Proportional Visions. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Przeworski, Adam, Michael Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi.
2000. Democracy and Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the
World, 1950–1990. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Przeworski, Adam, and Fernando Limongi. 1997. “Modernization: Theories and
Facts.” World Politics 49 ( January): 155–83.
Przeworski, Adam, and John Sprague. 1988. Paper Stones: A History of Electoral Socialism. Chicago: Chicago University Press.
Przeworski, Adam, and Michael Wallerstein. 1982. “The Structure of Class Conflict
in Democratic Capitalist Societies.” American Political Science Review 76 ( June):
215–38.

B i b li o g r a p h y

307

Rehm, Philipp. 2009. “Risks and Redistribution: An Individual-Level Analysis.” Comparative Political Studies 42 (7): 855–81.
———. 2011. “Social Policy by Popular Demand.” World Politics 63 (2): 271–99.
———. 2016. Risk Inequality and Welfare States: Social Policy Preferences, Development, and Dynamics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Rehm, Philipp, Jacob S. Hacker, and Mark Schlesinger. 2012. “Insecure Alliances:
Risk, Inequality, and Support for the Welfare State.” American Political Science
Review 106 (2): 386–406.
Restuccia, D., and C. Urratia. 2004. “Intergenerational Persistence of Earnings: The
Role of Early and College Education.” American Economic Review 94 (5): 1354–78.
Riker, William. 1962. The Theory of Political Coalitions. New Haven: Yale University
Press.
Rodrik, Dani. 1997. Has Globalization Gone Too Far? Washington, DC: Institute for
International Economics.
———. 2018. “Populism and The Economics of Globalization.” Journal of International Business Policy 1 ( June).
Rogowski, Ronald. 1987. “Trade and the Variety of Democratic Institutions.” International Organization 41 (2): 203–23.
Roine, Jesper, and Daniel Waldenstrom. 2008. “The Evolution of Top Incomes in an
Egalitarian Society: Sweden, 1903–2004.” Journal of Public Economics 92 (1/2):
366–87.
Rokkan, Stein. 1970. Citizens, Elections, Parties: Approaches to the Comparative Study
of the Processes of Development. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.
Rothstein, Bo. 1992. “Labor-market Institutions and Working-class Strength.” In
Structuring Politics, eds. Sven Steinmo, Kathleen Thelen, and Frank Longstreth,
33–56. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Rueda, D. 2005. “Insider-Outsider Politics in Industrialized Democracies: The Challenge to Social Democratic Parties.” American Political Science Review 99 (1): 61–74.
———. 2008. Social Democracy Inside Out: Partisanship and Labor Market Policy in
Advanced Industrialized Democracies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Rueda, David, and Jonas Pontusson. 2000. “Wage Inequality and Varieties of Capitalism.” World Politics 52 (3): 350–83.
Rueschmeyer, Dieter, Evelyne Huber Stephens, and John D Stephens. 1992. Capitalist
Development and Democracy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Ruggie, John G. 1982. “International Regimes, Transactions and Change. Embedded
Liberalism in the Post War Economic Order.” International Organization 36 (2):
379–415.
———. 1983. “International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the Post War Economic Order.” In International Regimes, ed. Stephen D.
Krasner, 195–232. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Rugman, Alan. 2005. The Regional Multinationals: MNEs and “Global” Strategic Management. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
———. 2012. The End of Globalization. New York: Random House.
Rustow, Dankwart A. 1955. The Politics of Compromise: A Study of Parties and Cabinet
Governments in Sweden. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

308

B i b li o g r a p h y

Savage, M., et al. 2013. “A New Model of Social Class? Findings from the BBC’s Great
British Class Survey Experiment.” Sociology 47 (2): 219–50.
Saxenian, Anna Lee. 1994. Regional Advantage: Culture and Competition in Silicon Valley and Route 128. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
———. 2006. The New Argonauts: Regional Advantage in a Global Economy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Scheve, Kenneth, and David Stasavage. 2007. “Political Institutions, Partisanship, and
Inequality in the Long Run.” Manuscript, Yale University.
———. 2016. Taxing the Rich: A History of Fiscal Fairness in the United States and Europe. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Schmitter, Philippe. 1979. “Still the Century of Corporatism?” In Trends toward Corporatist Intermediation, eds. Philippe Schmitter and Gerhard Lehmbruch, 7–48.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Schmitter, Philippe C., and Gerhard Lehmbruch, eds. 1979. Trends toward Corporatist
Intermediation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Schneider, Ben Ross. 2009. Hierarchical Market Economies and Varieties of Capitalism
in Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
———. 2013. Hierarchical Capitalism in Latin America: Business, Labor, and the Challenge of Equitable Development. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Schonfield, Andrew. 1965. Modern Capitalism. Oxford: Oxford Uiversity Press.
Schuetz, Gabriela, Heinrich W. Ursprung, and Ludger Woessmann. 2008. “Education
Policy and Equality of Ppportunity.” Kyklos 61 (2): 279–308.
Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1942. Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. London: Harper.
Scruggs, Lyle. 2004. Welfare State Entitlements Data Set: A Comparative Institutional Analysis of Eighteen Welfare States. http://sp.uconn.edu/~scruggs/#links.
Accessed on 1/15, 2015.
Searle, G. 1993. Entrepreneurial Politics in Mid-Victorian Britain. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Simmons, Beth and Zachary Elkins. 2004. “The Globalization of Liberalization: Policy Diffusion in the International Political Economy.” American Political Science
Review 98 (February): 171–89.
Singer, Natasha. 2017. “How Big Tech is Going After your Health Care.” New York
Times, December 26, 2017. https://www.nytimes.com/2017/12/26/technology
/big-tech-health-care.html.
Slomp, Hans. 1990. Labor Relations in Europe: A History of Issues and Developments.
Westport, CT: Greenwood.
Solt, Frederick. 2016. “The Standardized World Income Inequality Database.” Social
Science Quarterly 97 (5): 1267–81.
Soskice, David. 1990. “Wage Determination: The Changing Role of Institutions in Advanced Industrialized Countries.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy 6 (4): 36–61.
Soskice, David, Robert Bates, and David Epstein. 1992. “Ambition and Constraint:
The Stabilizing Role of Institutions.” Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization
8 (3): 547–60.
Soskice, David, and Torben Iversen. 2000. “The Non-neutrality of Monetary Policy with
Large Wage and Price Setters.” Quarterly Journal of Economics (February): 265–84.

B i b li o g r a p h y

309

Standing, Guy. 2011. The Precariat: The New Dangerous Class. Edinburgh: A&C Black.
Stephens, John D. 1979. The Transition from Capitalism to Socialism. London: Macmillan.
Stewart, Gordon. 1986. The Origins of Canadian Politics: A Comparative Approach.
Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.
Stigler, George J. 1971. “The Theory of Economic Regulation.” Bell Journal of Economics
and Management Science 2; reprinted in Stigler, The Citizen and the State: Essays
on Regulation. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1975.
Storper, Michael, 2013. Keys to the City. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Streeck, Wolfgang. 1987. “The Uncertainties of Management in the Management
of Uncertainty: Employers, Labor Relations, and Industrial Adjustment in the
1980s.” Work, Employment, and Society 1 (3): 281–308.
———. 2009. Re-Forming Capitalism: Institutional Change in the German Political
Economy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———2011a. “Taking Capitalism Seriously: Towards an Institutionalist Approach to
Contemporary Political Economy.” Socio-Economic Review 9 (1): 137–67.
———. 2011b. “The Crisis of Democratic Capitalism.” New Left Review 71: 5–29.
———. 2016. How Will Capitalism End? Essays on a Failing System. New York: Verso.
Susskind, Richard, and Daniel Susskind. 2016. The Future of the Professions: How Technology Will Transform the Work of Human Experts. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Svirydzenka, Katsiaryna. 2016. “Introducing a New Broad-based Index of Financial
Development.” IMF Working Papers.
Svolik, Milan. 2008. “Authoritarian Reversals and Democratic Consolidation.” American Political Science Review 102 (2): 153–68.
Swank, Duane. 2002. Global Capital, Political Institutions, and Policy Change in Developed Welfare States. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Swank, Duane, and Sven Steinmo. 2002. “The New Political Economy of Taxation in
Advanced Capitalist Democracies.” American Journal of Political Science 46 (3):
642–55.
Swenson, Peter. 1991. “Bringing Capital Back in, or Social Democracy Reconsidered:
Employer Power, Cross-class Alliances, and Centralization of Industrial Relations
in Denmark and Sweden.” World Politics 43 (4): 513–44.
———. 2002a. Capitalists against Markets: The Making of Labor Markets and Welfare
States in the United States and Sweden. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———. 2002b. Labor Markets and Welfare States. New York: Oxford University Press.
Teece, David J. 1986. “Profiting from Technological Innovation: Implications for Integration, Collaboration, Licensing, and Public Policy.” Research Policy 15 (6):
285–305.
Thelen, Kathleen. 2004. How Institutions Evolve: The Political Economy of Skills in Germany, Britain, the United States, and Japan. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———. 2009. “Skill Formation and Training.” In The Oxford Handbook of Business
History, eds. G. Jones and J. Zeitlin. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———. 2014. Varieties of Liberalization and the New Politics of Social Solidarity. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Thelen, Kathleen, and Marius Busemeyer. 2012. “Institutional Change in German
Vocational Training: From Collectivism towards Segmentalism.” In The Political

310

B i b li o g r a p h y

Economy of Collective Skill Formation, eds. Marius R. Busemeyer and Christine
Trampusch, 68–100. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Tiebout, Charles M. 1956. “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures.” Journal of Political
Economy 64 (5): 416–24.
Tilton, Timothy A. 1974. “The Social Origins of Liberal Democracy: The Swedish
Case.” American Political Science Review 68 (02): 561–71.
Trampusch, Christine. 2010: “Employers, the State, and the Politics of Institutional
Change: Training Regimes in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland.” Journal of Political Research 49: 545–73.
Uterwedde, Henrik. 1998. “Mitterrand’s Economic and Social Policy in Perspective.”
In The Mitterrand Years: Legacy and Evaluation, ed. Mairi Maclean, 133–50. New
York: Macmillan.
Van Parijs, Philippe, and Yannick Vanderborght. 2017. Basic Income: A Radical Proposal for a Free Society and a Sane Economy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
Vernon, Raymond. 1966. “International Investment and International Trade in the
Product Cycle.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 80 (2): 190–207.
Verny, Douglas V. Parliamentary Reform in Sweden, 1866-1921. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Visser, Jelle. 2015. ICTWSS: Database on Institutional Characteristics of Trade
Unions, Wage Setting, State Intervention and Social Pacts in 34 Countries between 1960 and 2014, Version 5. Amsterdam: Amsterdam Institute for Advanced
Labour Studies (AIAS).
Vliet, Olaf van, and Koen Caminada. 2012. “Unemployment Replacement Rates Dataset among 34 Welfare States 1971–2009: An Update, Extension, and Modification
of the Scruggs’s Welfare State Entitlements Data Set.” NEUJOBS Special Report
no. 2. Leiden, Netherlands: Leiden University.
Vogel, Steven. 2018. Marketcraft: How States Make Markets Work. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Wade, Robert. 1990. Governing the Market: Economic Theory and the Role of Government in East Asian Industrialization. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Wajcman, Judy. 2017. “Automation: Is It Really Different This Time?” British Journal
of Sociology 68 (1): 119–27.
Wallerstein, Michael. 1990. “Centralized Bargaining and Wage Restraint.” American
Journal of Political Science 34 (4): 982–1004.
———. 1999. “Wage-Setting Institutions and Pay Inequality in Advanced Industrial
Societies.” American Journal of Political Science 43 (3): 649–88.
Whitley, Richard. 1999. Divergent Capitalisms: The Social Structuring and Change of
Business Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———. 2007. Business Systems and Organizational Capabilities: The Institutional
Structuring of Competitive Competences. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———. 2010. “Changing Competition Models in Market Economies: The Effects of
Internationalization, Technological Innovations, and Academic Expansion on the
Conditions Supporting Dominant Economic Logics.” In The Oxford Handbook of
Comparative Institutional Analysis, eds. Glenn Morgan, John L. Campbell, Colin

B i b li o g r a p h y

311

Crouch, Ove Kaj Pedersen, and Richard Whitley, 363–98. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Whitley, Richard, and Jochen Gläser. 2014. Organizational Transformation and Scientific Change: The Impact of Institutional Restructuring on Universities and Intellectual Innovation. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group.
Wucherpfennig, Julian and Franziska Deutsch. 2009. “Modernization and Democracy.
Theories and Evidence Revisited.” Living Reviews in Democracy 1. https://www
.ethz.ch/content/dam/ethz/special-interest/gess/cis/cis-dam/CIS_DAM_2015
/WorkingPapers/Living_Reviews_Democracy/Wucherpfennig%20Deutsch.pdf.
Winters, J. V. 2011. “Why Are Smart Cities Growing? Who Moves and Who Stays?”
Journal of Regional Science 51 (2): 253–70.
Wintle, Michael. 2000. An Economic and Social History of the Netherlands, 1800–1920.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Wren, Anne, ed. 2013. The Political Economy of the Service Transition. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Wright, Erik Olin. 1979. Class Crisis and the State. New York: New Left Books.
Zeldin, Theodore. 1973. France 1848–1945: Ambition, Love, and Politics. Vol. 1. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Ziblatt, Daniel. 2006. “Review Article: How Did Europe Democratize?” World Politics
58 ( January): 311–38.
Zysman, John. 1983. Governments, Markets, and Growth: Financial Systems and the
Politics of Industrial Change. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

