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Abstract

The literature of corporatism tends to bypass n8tstndinavian countries and ignore state—
social partner relations not related to wage bamgjag and income policy. This contribution
attempts to overcome both these shortcomingsnitiades that corporatism is alive in Den-
mark and Norway. The social partners have, as gdneie, been involved in formulating
and implementing changes in welfare state policés] corporatist arrangements are also
seen in relation to some industrial relations issuEhe two countries share a number of con-
textual features important for corporatism. HowevierNorway ‘peak-level’ corporatism on
wage setting remains stronger than in Denmark, whgrmeso-level’ corporatism (corpora-
tism in specific policy area) is stronger in Denténan in Norway.

1. Introduction

‘Corporatism’ has often been used as a term torbesdecision-making patterns and institu-
tional structures that involve both state and $quaatners in regulating work and welfare, es-
pecially income. In the 1970s, the term was appiestudies of a number of (Fascist) Latin
countries as well as studies of (democratic) Naortl&uropean countries. In the latter, corpo-
ratism was often seen as a political exchange wihersocial partners where involved in de-
cision-making in a political exchange for disciptig their members, especially the trade un-
ion members’ wage-demands. Corporatism becameasiogly seen as an alternative to pure
state-dominated modes of regulation as well asdde® of regulation building on the market-
forces (neo-liberalism) or the will of trade unicarsd employers’ organisations only (volunta-
rism). It also became clear that even though elatbetween state and social partners in the
Scandinavian countries seemed to have similantiés the Northern continental corporatist
countries, social partners were in general stroagerindustrial relations less dependent on
the state in Scandinavia than in its southern roeighs. Still, researchers often included
Scandinavia in the club of corporatist countrieurope Sweden was often the country in
focus (e.g. Korpi 1983; Katzenstein 1985; Rothsi€ifi2).

Less attention was paid to state—social partnatiogls in the two other Scandinavian coun-
tries, Norway and Denmark. Therefore, these coemtnill be the focus of the present article.
Contrary to most other studies within the IndustRalations-tradition, the present article ex-
amines not only corporatist arrangements in ratatiioregulation of wage-related issues, but
also corporatist arrangement in a number of wokkaaelfare policy areas, namely activation
policy, continuous training and occupational pensidrhis is so because the social partners’
participation in these areas is equally importanterms of legitimising social partners’ exis-
tence and government policies, improving the pesicquality and facilitating the implemen-
tation of them.

Analysing the development of the past 15-20 yearparatism in Denmark and Norway in
this way, and shortly discussing the findings upiast corporatism in Sweden, will provide a
fuller description of Scandinavian corporatism tifi@mnd in previous research and allow us to
answer the first research question of the artisl&candinavian corporatism still alive in the
new century?Constructions such as the term Scandinavian catigor will always hide im-
portant differences behind the similarities. Therefthe second research question will be of a
comparative naturéVhat are the similarities and differences in Scaasgian corporatisr

This introduction is followed by a brief presentatiof the academic literature on corpora-



tism. The third and the fourth sections presenthistéorical background to corporatism in
Denmark and Norway, as well as peak-level and segtecific forms of corporatism in the
two countries. The final section discusses sinmitgiand differences between the two coun-
tries, compares shortly the findings with corpaatiin Sweden and discusses the future of
Scandinavian corporatism.

2. Theory on corporatism

As a theory corporatism has its origin in the m&¥Qs. It started out as a reaction to the then
dominating pluralistic approaches to the studyeddtions between state and organised inter-
est. Whereas the pluralistic approaches underdtumdtate as a more or less neutral entity,
attempting to mediate between various interesgoanety having equal opportunity for access
to the state, the corporatist theories emphaslsgidthe state was not neutral and that organ-
ised interest had unequal opportunities for gethocess.

Regarding the content of corporatist arrangeméetstudies of the 1970s focused mostly on
income policy and wage bargaining. However, duthmgl980s corporatist research started to
focus on other political issues as well; to inclyabdicy implementation; and to include other
levels than the national, for instance the politaector, the economical sector, the region or
even the firm. One of the leading researchers fitusperiod defined corporatism as ‘a spe-
cific socio-political process in which organizatsrepresenting monopololistic functional in-
terest engage in political exchange with the stggeacies over public policy outputs involves
those organizations in a role that combines intesggesentation and policy implementation
through delegated self-enforcement’ (Cawson 1988).pThis broader approach to corpora-
tism has recently been taken up by Ebbinghaus (280@ others ant especially relevant
for the following analyses of Scandinavian corpmm@mtand the argument presented in the in-
troduction: that a full description of corporatisiould not only include arrangement related
to wage bargaining and income policy.

After the theoretical approach in the late 1980% kredibility due to the spread of neo-
liberalism and withdrawals from corporatist arramgats, the approach had a partial revival
in the mid/late 1990s. A number of studies in IndakRelations research have focused on
the re-emergence of corporatism in EU-countriegs€hstudies have shown that, despite of a
general weakening of trade unions, tripartite gotio-ordination still has an important role to
play in welfare and labour market regulation. Theus has mostly been on national ad hoc
agreements of, the so-called ‘social pacts’, coimagi a political exchange between wage-
restraint and policies aiming at employment growghated to,inter alia, unemployment
benefits, active labour market policies, trainipgnsions or early retirement. Often the re-
emergence of corporatism has been seen as the WlHes attempt to fulfil the EMU crite-
ria. Some of these studies (Fajertag & Pochet 2B@08arro 2003) show that tripartism since
increasingly is found in countries that do notifulie theoretical pre-conditions for tripartist
arrangements of having strong and hierarchicalrosgéions in the labour market. Examples
of such countries are Ireland, Italy, Spain andR@a. Whereas these ad hoc social pacts be-
came an important part of the corporatist literaturthe 1990s and the present decade, stud-
ies of meso-level corporatism as proposed by Cavaswee only been practised by very few
researchers. In what follows we will attempt tolirde both.



3. Corporatism in Denmark

3.1 Historical background for corporatism

Denmark was industrialized relative late, wherdwsinstitutionalization of Industrial Rela-
tions took place relatively early — the Septembem@romise in 1899, where employers or-
ganizations and trade unions recognized each atheormally seen as the hey-day of organ-
ized IR in Denmark. The sequence of industrial@atnd institutionalization of industrial re-
lations did create an IR-system marked by crafistiws.

The social democratic party has since the 1930ggdlan important role in the development
of the Danish welfare state, but it has been leemg than in the other Scandinavian coun-
tries - and when in government, it has often be&eminority-governments. The tradition of
minority-governments has continued into the latecadles, but in recent years the govern-
ments have more and more often been without sdei@ecratic participation. Hence, from
1982-1993 and again from 2001 to today liberal emnservative parties has been in office —
however, they have not seriously challenged théanektate.

The economy has been rather strong in recent ygathie mid-late 1970s and the 1980s
Denmark experienced a couple of economic downturasin the mid-1990s unemployment
stared to decrease rapidly. Further, Denmark wabamal-hit by the international recession in
the beginning of the present decade and with ungynpnt down to below 3 percent, labour
shortage is felt. Like in Norway, labour migratidinem the new member states has been one
of the way to meet the demand for labour, but niignahas been slower to take-of in Den-
mark than in its northern neighbour.

3.2 Social pacts and peak-level corporatism

Industrial Relations in Denmark has been markeddbgtive centralised coordination and
strong, consensus-oriented social partner orgammsatHowever, in late 1980s stared a proc-
ess that ended up in making sectoral frameworkeageats for company level bargaining the
norm — a system that has been described as ceattalecentralisation (Due et al. 1993). The
state and legislation has played a backward rol&jmimostly in relation to arbitration and
conciliation and the rare interventions in colleetibargaining round. Peak-level corporatist
arrangement regarding wages and income policy Bas bmited. Hence, Denmark was not
among the European member-states where governraadtsocial partners signed social
pacts during the 1990s and Denmark has never pad@anent general tripartite body. How-
ever, there have been plenty of other nationall leygartite activities. This reflects the Dan-
ish model of industrial relations, whose core l@artite and relatively centralised system of
collective bargaining between strong social pagnéut where the social partners are in-
volved in the formulation of legislation with reilan to the labour market and in the admini-
stration of it (Due et al. 1993).

In the 1990s, however, there have been attempsttap permanent general tripartite struc-
tures and to reach social pact-like agreementbodlih these attempts did not lead to any so-
cial pacts or general tripartite bodies of the gcapd scale as those known from a number of
other EU-countries, the so-called Tripartite Foranal its affiliated Statistical Committee did
nevertheless play a role for a short period inlate-1990s. Moreover, it could be argued that
although no explicit social pacts were signed | 1990s, the so-called tripartite ‘Common
Declaration’ from 1987, that prescribed wage-réstraas been a ‘functional equivalent’ to
the social pacts in other countries during the $d8€cause it has been internalised to a very
high degree in the actions of the key societalracibhe Common Declaration was terminated



in 1998, but a new bipartite agreement on wageaiess was reached the same year in the
form of the so-called Negotiation Climate Agreem€HRiimaaftalen’). With the Common
Declaration’s general agreement on wage-restraimtswith wages and employment condi-
tions nearly solely regulated by collective agreeteeremaining issues to establish tripartite
dialogues concerned mainly welfare issues.

3.3 Meso-corporatsim - corporatism in specific pglareas

If one should talk about corporatism in Denmaris imore in relation to formulation and ad-
ministration of welfare-state policies than in talas to IR. Below three work-and welfare re-
lated issues will be analysed. They cover only aamity of the relevant areas, but include
some of the most important reforms in the receneldpment of work and welfare in Den-
mark.

The firstoccupational pensidrfund was established in 1900, but no more tharird of the
employees were covered in the 1980s. When thetel@paoccupational pensions began to
take off in the 1980s it was an initiative of thevgrnment, but one that the trade union
movement was interest in because they hope to dawve form of control of the pension
funds. The employers feared that the occupatioeasipn would become ‘economic democ-
racy’ (profit-sharing) through the backdoor and evespecially worried about central funds
dominated by employee representatives. Therefbeefrade union movement gave up their
attempts to establish bipartite consensus witlethployers and used instead unilateral lobby-
ism for legislation in this area.

For some time it seemed as if the largest traderuoonfederation (LO)’s strategy to lobby
for legislation would succeed. Following the Comnideclaration in 1987, a long sequence
of tripartite activity on occupational pensions kqaace in tripartite committees throughout
1987-88. Among other things, four specific models the occupational pensions were pro-
posed. They centred around, respectively, the iddal wage-owner, the firm-based organi-
sations, the sector-level organisations and trer-sectoral level. The first model was unac-
ceptable for LO while the Danish Employers’ Confedien (DA) opposed the inter-sectoral
model. The attempts to reach agreement on how pdement the occupational pensions
failed, partly because some social-democratic ksaf&ared to provide the centre-right gov-
ernment with the electoral gains from such an ages¢, and partly due to internal disagree-
ment in the government.

The extensive tripartite work that was done on [marssprepared the ground and established
consensus for a breakthrough in the collective daangg round of 1991. In this round of bar-
gaining, the sector federations played a strongjerthan in previous negotiations. This - to-
gether with the fact that LO finally realised thia¢ occupational pensions would not be intro-
duced though legislation; that DA realised that edamd of occupational pensions would be
introduced sooner or later; and that sectoral-b&seds was one of the models within reach -
led to the break through in 1991. The sectoral jpan&inds took the form of investment
companies with parity and trade union chairmenferen that also the employers could ac-
cept.

Percentages of the employees covered by occupbpenaions, as well as the percentage of
the employees’ income paid to the funds, have asmé during the 1990s. In 2003, it was es-

! This section builds on Due & Madsen (2004).



timated that 92 percent of all employees were @xjegven though not groups of employees
of these to the same extent. Referring to thesmiledions, the social-democratic government
found no need to introduce the additional legistatis promised by the previous government.
This would have extended the occupational pengioral groups. Importantly, LO also ac-
cepted this decision.

In sum, the development of the Danish occupatigeaisions is the set-up of a new area
dominated by bipartite relations. However, theestas played a role in this development too.
The occupational pensions were extended due t@sden problems in a unilateral govern-
ment financing of pensions and the government atcaied the tripartite committee work.
Moreover, the government planned follow-up legistat The outcome of the process was
also that a clearer division of responsibilities kaveloped where the state is the sole respon-
sible actor for regulating, financing and delivgriold age pension, whereas the occupational
pensions are subject to social partner self-reigulat

In the 1970s, Danishctivation policyreflected an attempt to respond to the prolongesin
ployment crisis. The social partners have had ars#fye formulation and the implementation
of the policy from its hey-day, and this influeneas strengthened with the 1994 labour mar-
ket reform. The reform was prepared in 1991-92 prealegislative committee, where social
partners had the majority of seats. When formulatine reform, the following social-
democratic led government followed the recommendatiof social partners). The labour
market reform increased the influence of sociatieas by upgrading the Regional Labour
Market Councils competences from consultation Gnrnection to some issues) to decision-
making (concertation) and in making the Nationdbduar Market Council advisor to the Min-
ister of Labour. However, already in 1996 a prode=sgan that partly re-centralised activation
policy and rolled back some of the newly gaineduierice of the social partners. Regarding
the content of the policy, individual action plagsntinuous training and - to some extent -
subsidised jobs became the core measures of aatidailand & Due 2003).

Simultaneously with the labour market reforms, tmatstly, but not exclusively, focused on
changing the behaviour of the unemployed (the supile), attempts were made to get the
companies (the demand-side) more involved. The aan®ur Common Concern — the so-
cial responsibility of companiesas launched in 1994. So-called ‘jobs on speeiah$ and
conditions’ and ‘flexijobs’ for people with reducedpacity to work were introduced in two
versions - one administered by the municipalitied ane by social partners through the so-
called social chapters of the collective agreemetitsvever, the collective agreement based
jobs on special terms and conditions include noeasghsidy and have therefore only been
used to limited extent — which stand in sharp @stitto the version administered by the mu-
nicipalities (Hohnen 2002). This does not meansthaal partners have no role in delivering
these the activation measures; however, their i®laot to regulate these via collective
agreements, but to convince their members of thevat using them.

The liberal-conservative government that came offwe in late 2001 introduced a labour

market reform that changed the content of the atitim policy by emphasised more assis-
tance in job search and to some extent also jabiricain the private sector, and limited the

use of education as an activation tool. Moreoviter dhe reform social assistance and social
insurance clients come under the same legislati@htlae tri- and multipartite bodies at the

central level have been amalgamated. Finally, éfi@m opened up for increased use of new
private actors such as temporary work agenciegateritraining institutions and consultancies
in delivering the activation measures.



Hence, it could be said that the present liberaleovative government at the national level
continues its predecessors fluctuating involvenwdnthe social partners that in an interna-
tional comparative perspective might be strong,dfilitclearly ensure that government con-
trol is not lost. At the local-regional level, wieethe influence of the social partners previ-
ously might have been at the highest level, théaspartners seemingly will be weakened in
the near future, but it is too early to judge altbetextent to which this will impact the corpo-
ratism in this policy area.

Continuous trainingook off when the labour market training centreaMUs — were estab-
lished in the 1960s. Over the years, a range ofiraging training courses have been devel-
oped, some more vocational than others. The nureemurses can be divided into vocational
adult education and training (in which AMU are ari¢he cornerstones), general adult educa-
tion and training and general education (‘folkespiyng’). Continuous training - including
training for employed - has to a larger extent tamost other EU-countries been publicly
financed. The level of activity is the highest ivetcommunity. The so-called ‘occupational
self-governance’ has been the governance modebiarat tripartite bodies are found on all
levels: An inter-sectoral council advising the rster, sector-based so-called ‘Further Train-
ing Councils’ as well as boards on the individudi®ls.

The latest continuing training reform from 2001raatuced the (tripartite) Board for the La-
bour Markets Financing of Education and Training. gart of the reform’s aims to concen-
trate public finances on the less skilled and om#d or recognized competences as well as to
include more companies in financing the activitibg board was asked to give advise on the
total volume of continuous education and finanahghe activities and how the different ac-
tivities should be weighted. If the foreseen atiggi exceed the budgetary limit, the board has
the opportunity to request for additional fundimgnh employers. This is in line with another
tendency to increase the role of the social pastieicontinuous training, namely the intro-
duction or extension of employees’ rights to taket ;0 continuous training (Due et al. 2005).

The preparation of the 2001 reform took place withthe participation of the social partners
in the pre-legislative committee that concludedwtsrk in 1999. However, the white paper
was discussed in the ‘Tripartite Forum’ and itsliated Statistical Committee (see above). Dur-
ing the negotiations, the social partners agredi midst elements of the reform as proposed in
the white paper, including the guidelines for thebaur Market Financing of Education and
Training which later became one of the new featumethe reform (Due & Madsen 2005).
Hence, what started out as a process the soctakpawas excluded from, ended up in a concer-
tation process. More recently, civil servants migd in autumn 2004 an in-dept study of con-
tinuous training in Denmark, which formed the startpoint for tripartite negotiations in early
2006. These negotiations led to a tripartite datilam of intent that might again led to an agree-
ment on a large-scale reform in the area in thaerapiyears in order to make the social partners
carry a greater part of the financial burden ofticmous training. In the private sector collective
bargaining in 2007 was as planned establishetielmianufacturing industry all employers have
from 2008 been obliged to pay approximately 35 Hurcemployee to the fund annually - an
amount that will double in 2009. From 2009 empleyeeh more than nine month seniority will
be entitled to have to up to two weeks of furtmaming - free of choice - financed from the
funds. Agreements on higher contributions to thedfare expected in later bargaining rounds
(Due & Madsen 2006; DI & CO-industri 2007; Mailad08).

In sum, the role of the social partners is simitathe one in activation: consultation and oc-



casionally concertation when new legislation is lenpented and permanent involvement of
the social partners in implementation of the legish at all levels. However, the area differs
from activation with the set-up of new tripartitedses and the division of responsibilities
even more in flux than in the case of activationthle future, bipartite relations might become
more important for regulating the demand for - &ndncing of - continuous training.

4. Corporatism in Norway

4.1 Historical and economic context
Norway experienced a late and patchy industriabmatvith important connections to its natu-
ral resources. This development has — like in Dekptaut contrary to Sweden — fostered di-
verse patterns of unionism and class coalitiong. Nbrwegian economy is still dependent on
exports based on natural resources.

Like in Denmark, the social-democratic party in Way has been in government in most of
the period from 1940s to the 1980s and the parsybdesn stronger than in Denmark. How-
ever, during the last decades, the social-demoheats experienced long period in the oppo-
sition: from 1981-86, from 1997-2000 and again frd@91-05. The relationship between the
greatest trade union confederation (LO) and théasdemocrats are still close, and contrary
to the situation in Denmark, there are also closmél links (Lismoen 2002).

The long-lasting economic boom — supported by regerirom oil and other natural resources
- has increased the demand for labour. An inflova ¢drge number of migrant workers from
the new EU-member states has helped to satisfyddnsand. Nevertheless, employers com-
plain about labour shortages and the unemploymaet was in 2006 as low as 3 percent
(Dglvik 2007, p. 27).

4.2 Social pacts and peak-level corporatism

Norway has traditionally had one of the most cdizied coordination of industrial relations
in Europe and the state plays - contrary to theasdn in Denmark — a strong role also in
wage-setting in the private sector. Union denstjoiver than in Denmark - around 53 per-
cent — which might be because the trade unionsot@administer the unemployment insur-
ance funds as in Denmark.

From thel970s the dependence on natural resources led to ewgarlfluctuations in the
economy than elsewhere and state intervention gevsatting. As a response to an economic
crisis, falling oil prices and industrial conflitte main social partners agreed in informal talks
in 1987-88 with the Labour government to break itiféationary wage-spiral and restore
competitiveness by a combination of centralizesine policies and austere economic poli-
cies.

The informal agreement from 1988 was codified & $lo-called Solidarity Alternative 1992
spelled out by a government appointed tripartitdybd’he aim was to halve unemployment
in five and the tools a combination of wage modenrattax reform, review of the competition
of public expenditure, expansion of ALMP and tragistructural policy measures and mone-
tary policy, which would aim to achieve a stablelenge rate (Dglvik & Martin 2000, p.
280).

The Solidarity Alternative did not — in the shoerm at least — solve the problems of the



economy. Unemployment rose to 9 percent and pripadduction declined. However, facili-
tated by the revenues from oil export and improvemiien the international economy the
Norwegian economy started to recover from 1993.

Despite of LO’s commitment to continued wage motiena the wage-restraint policy experi-
enced a breakdown in 1998 after large-scale stida$o record-high wage increases far be-
yond inflation. The change from a Labour-governmené centre-right government in 1997
contributed to ending wage moderation SolidaritteAlative. The new government proposed
abolition of one holiday and suggested cuts in piaik and other benefits as part of a crisis
package, it upset the trade union movement antbléte first strike ever with participation of
all trade union confederations. The developmeusithtes, according to some observers, the
inability of the Norwegian trade union movementarsustain wage-moderation under a long-
lasting boom. (Dglvik & Martin 2000, p. 284-8).

The government nevertheless succeeded in gettengrélkde unions involved in yet another
round of crises management in late 1998. LO haémaNowed the other trade union confed-
erations to take part in income policy talks, s time all confederations on both sides were
invited to the table in a number of tripartite coitiees. The most important of theses were
the so-called Arntsen committee set-up to prepaeel©99 pay round. In the committee it
was agreed that the forthcoming wage increase ghmulimited to 4 percent. LO managed to
get improvement in continuous training in exchafgetheir wage restraint promises (ibid.:

286).

In the present decade Norway was hit hard by thernational recession, and 25.000 jobs
were eliminated in the years 2002 and 2003. A mawnd of income policy concertation was
initiated under the centre-right government whiaime into power in 2001 after just one year
with a social-democratic government. The centrétrigovernment attempted to introduce
liberalizations in the labour market, especiallgarling temporary workers, but their at-
tempts were blocked by the Labour party that carteepower again in 2005 (Dglvik 2007, p.
27)

4.3 Meso-corporatism - corporatism in specific pplareas
As in Denmark, Norway has corporatist structurethiwispecific policy areas — both in rela-
tion to formulating regulation and in relation toplementing the policy.

One of these areasfisrther training This area is covered by a corporatist traditibime so-
cial partners are as a general rule involved imcpdbrmulation and — though representation
in boards - in its implementation at the 130 lotaining centres (European Commission
2003). Moreover, training has become a bargairssge for the social partners at peak-level
as well as at sector level (Skule et al 2002, p-273

The latest large-scale reform in the further tragnarea is the Competence reform from 1998.
The reform cannot strictly be said to be sectoeHigen that it was agreed upon in connec-
tion to an income-policy agreement (see above). iliiative to the reform came from the
trade union confederation LO, who had identifiedtHar training as one of its prime targets.
Already in 1994, LO and NHO (the employers’ cordetion) agreed to add a separate chap-
ter on in the 1994 Basic Agreement on further trgnand in 1996 the Parliament called the
Government to set-up a committee to prepare ametdrlifelong learning. Hence, the reform
was prepared in the Buer committee set-up withngtreocial partner representation. The
committee’s report from 1997 identified the worlqadaas the most important site for learning



and called forinter alia, recognition of informal competences and rightdorployees to take
study leave and a strong role for the social pastite the design of the coming reform, in-
cluding the funding issue, through the nationalemtive bargaining rounds (ibid. 271). The
reform past in Parliament and included the elemealied for by the committee as well as
tax-exemption for employers financing education atiter elements (European Commission
2003).

To support the implementation of the reform, theuesof further training became part of the
following bargaining rounds. In the 1999 bargainimgind LO again agreed to exchange
wage restraint for improvement in relation to ferthraining. The government promised to
spend 400 million NOK on a Competence Building Paog However, there could not be

reached agreement on a model for financing edutatieave. In the 2000 bargaining round
further training was again on the table. This tin@ proposed that wage restraint should be
traded off against the employers’ financing of kfgbsistence during educational leave. But
the parties did not agree on this, and the LO-leagwoposal was later turned downed in a
ballot of LO members. The members did not accetiiig wages for further training — they

preferred higher wages and longer holidays (Skiué. €002, p.271).

Like in Denmark,occupational pensiohas become one of the recent decade’s most contro-
versial topics in the welfare and work area, butmiater than it in Southern neighbour. It is
only within the last two or three years that a rEmsion system seems to have crystallized.

Compared to the situation in Denmark, the refornthef occupational pension system has in
Norway been much more integrated in an overallreftorecast all form of pensions at ones.
In 2001 a pension committee was set up to condigemain objectives and principles of an
integrated future pension system’, including aslom of responsibility between the state and
non-state pensions and the possibility for intrang@ fund-based system. The committee -
that had participation from experts but not frora Hocial partners - recommended in 2004 a
stronger employment dependent element in the perssistem (Neergaard 2004). In 2005
the Parliament finally decided that all employeleswsd have a statutory right to occupational
pensions — in 2003 only an estimated 55 % of ajpleyees had obtained that right (van her
Kaar & Grunell 2004). The minimum contribution frdime companies was set at 2 percent of
the salary. A white paper followed from the agreetwegarding the other pension-types than
the occupational pensions was included in a goveninvhite paper in 2006.

Activation policyhas not had such a strong profile in Norway d3enmark, and spending on
active labour market policy stood in 2004 at 0.4cpet of GDP and passive measures at 0.5
percent — the comparable figures for Denmark weBeathd 2.7 percent (OECD 2006, p. 271-
274). In Norway, regional policies and state fugdof enterprises in difficulties combined
with the income policy described above was in t8&0k and 1970s the ways to seek the ful-
filment of the full employment aim, whereas actared passive labour market policies played
a larger role in the Danish attempt to cope witkirtinemployment figures, that was higher
than in Norway (Halvorsen & Jensen 2004, p. 467).

Norway did, however, develop some active measundswahen unemployment increased in
the early 1980s the maximum benefit period waseased. At the end of the 1980s, the dis-
course started to change and the ‘work limebéidslinjer) and started to underline incentives
to work, rights and duty. At the same time obligatito work was strengthened and the
maximum period for receiving unemployment benefitsweduced to 3 years in 1998 and in
2003 to 2 years (Arbeids- og Socialdepartement®@bR0Compared to activation policy in



Denmark there has in Norway been more worries alatting the unemployed taken part in
training, subsidized employment and other ‘secdrahces’, and more emphasis has been put
on benefit sanction, tightening of eligibility rsleand so on (see also Halvorsen & Jensen
2004, p. 474).

The role of the social partners in the activatiofiqy is not as developed as in Denmark, but
the social partners do nevertheless have influémoeigh a number of tripartite bodies as na-
tional as well as at local level.

5. Another century of Scandinavian cor poratism?

5.1 Comparing corporatism in Denmark and Norway

Following from the above analysis there is no daiat it in relation to the first research
guestion is possible to conclude tlearporatism is still alive and kicking in both Deark
and Norway.Industrial relations and welfare state policiesenbeen restructured, but the so-
cial partners have as a general rule been invdiathd in the defining the restructuring proc-
esses and implementing them. So, overall, we finderstatus quo than change.

The second research question was of a comparadiueen What similarities and differences
are then most important when comparing corporaitsthe two countries?

There are a large number omilarities between the two countries, both in the contextoof ¢
poratist arrangements and in corporatism itsetstly, the labour market parties are still rela-
tively strong and consensus-seeking in both caem@nd - after economic ups and downs —
both countries have experienced more than ten vyeaarsemployment growth.
Secondly, the social-democratic party have beesyglayer in both countries, and despite of
long periods in opposition in recent years egasitanorms are still dominant - the right-wing
governments have not dismantled the welfare stdtey have rightly restructured it, but so
has the Social-democratic lead governments — agyltve been no less willing to include
the social partners in the processes than the IStemaocrates.

Thirdly, corporatist arrangements are in both coastwidespread in the three welfare-policy

areas analysed, even though variations are foutwtkbae areas, periods and between the two
countries. Furthermore, it seems to be similarlehgkes the actors in the two countries have
addressed in the three welfare areas in focus.

There are also a number of importdifferencesn the two countries regulation and in where
corporatism is found. The state has played a muate ractive role in setting wages in Nor-
way than in Denmark and tripartite income-policyesgnents are much more widespread in
Norway. Hence, when Norway seems to be a moreitiwadl’ corporatist country, in that
peak-level corporatism remains strong here dectidedecade.

On the other hand, meso-level corporatism seerhs tweakened and weaker in the three se-
lected areas in Norway than in Denmark. This figdi& supported by a recent comparative
analysis which shows that the number of boardscandgmittees with the involvement of so-
cial partners has decreased in Norway since th@sl9xhich is not the case in Denmark
(Christensen et al 2008). Because Denmark is campimoluntarism in IR with neo-
corporatism in welfare state issues (see also Mi2005), and meso-level corporatism has
not weakened in here, Denmark represent with wep&eak-level corporatism and stronger
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meso-level corporatism the opposite situation ofviNgy.

Furthermore, there might be yet another differenret&ted to the stronger state involvement in
IR in Norway. In Denmark, corporatism has a stragrfgrmal component (see e.g. Pedersen
2006) in that the bi- and tripartite coordinatiospecially in relation to IR often not takes
place in formally corporatist bodies, but beyondnth The stronger state involvement in IR
and the more developed formal institutions for thisNorway might result in different bal-
ance between formality and informality in Norwegiesrporatism than in the Danish one —
however, it is not possible from the descriptiobe to tell if this is the case or not.

5.2 Future Perspectives

The question arises if corporatism can be sustaméaese two countries. Contrary to the ad
hoc social pacts experienced since the 1990s intdes lacking strong social partners, it is
difficult to imagine Scandinavian corporatism withhostrong social partner organisations.
Membership are declining, in both countries, buty@siowly, and the social partners still
have privileged access to the government in madstypareas, even in those where influence
have been reduced, and regulations of wages arkingaronditions is no less objects for the
social partners now than in the past decades. &lgak such as off-shoring, demographic
changes, changes of governments, different fornmarketization, economic up- and down-
turns and — in Denmark especially — pressure froendompanies to decentralise IR have
transformed the established models of regulation,have far from dismantled them. Fur-
thermore, corporatist arrangements have in thetlgears been seen in new areas, such as la-
bour migration.

So, despite of the partial dismantling corporatisrstill a relevant term for regulation of work
and welfare in Scandinavia. It is likely that herdl be such a feature as Scandinavian corpo-
ratism, if not for yet another century, so at Idastthe coming decade. However, if the pre-
sent slow decline in especially the trade uniomgaaisational density in Denmark and Nor-
way develops into rapid decline the future for Sttaavian corporatism might seem more
troubled.
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